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Preface

The Stockholm International Peace Research Institute initiated its work 30 years ago,
in July 1966. Three years later, the first SIPRI Yearbook was published. In his preface
to the volume, Robert Neild summarized the joint findings from the analyses pre-
sented therein, concluding ‘that the rise in world military spending, and more particu-
larly the constant technological acceleration in weaponry, is highly dangerous, and
the attempts so far made to slow down, halt or reverse the process have been incom-
mensurate with the danger, that the arms competition, though it is not the sole or
main cause of world tensions and conflict, is an important independent factor which
increases and exacerbates tensions, and that arms limitation or disarmament could
help considerably to reduce those tensions’ (SIPRI Yearbook of World Armaments
and Disarmament 1968/69, p. 6). This pessimistic but hopeful tone invariably
characterized the Yearbook findings over the next 20 years.

The end of the cold war brought about a radical change of the situation. A histori-
cal accomplishment was made in 1995 with the indefinite extension of the 1968 Non-
Proliferation Treaty (NPT). The next step, the completion of a comprehensive test
ban treaty (CTBT), can give the people of the world the certainty ‘that they really are
seeing the end of the nuclear age’ (US President Clinton, Moscow, 21 April 1996).
The only sustainable solution to the menaces stemming from weapons of mass
destruction and other inhumane weapons such as land-mines is complete and general
prohibitions.

This 27th edition of the Yearbook addresses these ‘classic’ threats connected with
armaments as well as the new problems which are determining the security priorities
of states in the post-cold war era. These problems include civil wars and armed
conflicts, predominantly of a domestic nature, and finding ways to end them and
improve the mechanisms for preventing new wars and conflicts. There are also
problems of regional and subregional security as well as the difficult search for
political means to normalize relations between divided nations.

The facts, data, analyses and findings presented in this Yearbook are predominantly
the result of research conducted by the Institute; 13 of the 17 chapters were written at
SIPRI. Four chapters were prepared by prominent experts outside SIPRI, whom I
hereby thank for their contributions. The editorial work, as in previous years, was
carried out under the leadership of Connie Wall, whose professionalism was
invaluable in preparing this volume. It also owes much to the experienced and
competent editors—Billie Bielckus, Jetta Gilligan Borg, Eve Johansson and Don
Odom—and Rebecka Charan, editorial assistant. Special thanks go to Ian Anthony,
Eric Amett, Ragnhild Ferm, Trevor Findlay and Zdzislaw Lachowski for their
attention to other parts of volume in addition to their own contributions. I would like
to express my gratitude to Gerd Hagmeyer-Gaverus for programming and computer
support, as well as to Billie Bielckus, who prepared all the maps, and Peter Rea for
indexing the volume. '

Dr Adam Daniel Rotfeld
Director
May 1996
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Additional acronyms of UN observer, peacekeeping and electoral operations and weapon
systems are given in appendix 2A and appendix 11B, respectively. Acronyms not defined in

this list are defined in the chapters of this volume.

ABACC Brazilian—Argentine ATBM Anti-tactical ballistic
Agency for Accounting missile
and Control of Nuclear .
Materials ATC Armoured troop carrier
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(zone)
ACDA Arms Control and . )
Disarmament Agency AWACS Airborne warning and
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ACM Advanced cruise . .
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AIFV Armoured infantry defence
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missile .
BSA Bosnian Serb Army
ANC African National .
Congress BSEC Black Sea Economic
Cooperation
ANZUS Australia—New . . .
Zealand—United States BTW Biological and toxin
Security Treaty weapon
APC Armoured personnel BUR Bottom-Up Review
carrler BwW Biological
ARF ASEAN Regional weapon/warfare
Forum BWC Biological Weapons
ARV Armoured recovery Convention
vehicle CBM Confidence-building
ASAT Anti-satellite measure
ASEAN Association of South- CBSS Council of Baltic Sea
East Asian Nations States
ASLCM Advanced sea-launched ~ CBW Chemical and
cruise missile biological
weapon/warfare
ASM Air-to-surface missile
cCcw Certain Conventional
ASW Anti-submarine warfare ‘Weapons (Convention)



CD

CEE

CEERN

CEFTA

CEI

CEP
CFE

CFsp

CGE

c

C41

CIO
CIs

CJTF

CoCoOM

CPC

CPI
CSBM

CSCE

Conference on
Disarmament

Central and Eastern
Europe

Committee on Eastern
Europe and Russia in
NATO

Central European Free
Trade Agreement

Central European
Initiative

Circular error probable

Conventional Armed
Forces in Europe

Common Foreign and
Security Policy

Central government
expenditure

Command, control,
communications and
intelligence

Command, control,
communications,
computer and
intelligence

Chairman-in-Office

Commonwealth of
Independent States

Combined Joint Task
Force

Coordinating
Committee (on
Multilateral Export
Controls)

Conflict Prevention
Centre

Consumer price index

Confidence- and
security-building
measure

Conference on Security
and Co-operation in
Europe

CSO

CTB(T)

CTOL

CTR

cw

CWC

DEW

DOD
DOE
DOP

ECO

ECOWAS

ECU

EFA

EFTA

ELINT
EMP
EMU

Enmod

EPU

ERINT

ERW

ESDI

ACRONYMS  «xvii

Committee of Senior
Officials

Comprehensive test ban
(treaty)

Conventional take-off
and landing

Cooperative Threat
Reduction

Chemical
weapon/warfare

Chemical Weapons
Convention

Directed-energy
weapon

Department of Defense
Department of Energy

Declaration of
Principles

Economic Co-operation
Organization

Economic Community
of West African States

European Currency
Unit

European Fighter
Aircraft

European Free Trade
Area

Electronic intelligence
Electromagnetic pulse

Economic and
Monetary Union

Environmental
modification

European Political
Union

Extended Range
Interceptor

Enhanced radiation
(neutron) weapon

European Security and
Defence Identity
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EU
EUCLID

Euratom

EUROFOR

European Union

European Cooperative
Long-term Initiative on
Defence

European Atomic
Energy Community

European Force

EUROMARFORCE European Maritime

FIG

FBR
FBS
FMCT

FOC

FSC

FSU

FYROM

G7

G-21

GATT

GBR
GDP
GLCM

GNP
GPALS

GPS

Force

Financial-industrial
group

Fast-breeder reactor
Forward-based system

Fissile Material Cut-
Off Treaty

Full operational
capability

Forum for Security
Co-operation

Former Soviet Union
Fiscal year

Former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia

Group of Seven
(leading industrialized
nations)

Group of 21 (formerly
21 non-aligned CD
member states)

General Agreement on
Tariffs and Trade

Ground-based radar
Gross domestic product

Ground-launched cruise
missile

Gross national product

Global Protection
Against Limited Strikes

Global Positioning
System

HACV

HCNM

HDE

TAEA

IBRD

ICBM

ICFY

(&)

ICRC

1DB

IEPG

IFOR

1GC

INFCIRC

Heavy armoured X
combat vehicle

High Commissioner on [
National Minorities

Hydrodynamic
experiment

Highly enriched
uranium

High Level Task Force

High Level Working
Group

Hydronuclear
experiment

International Atomic
Energy Agency

International Bank for
Reconstruction and
Development

Intercontinental
ballistic missile

International
Conference on Former
Yugoslavia

International Court of
Justice

International
Committee of the Red
Cross

Inter-American
Development Bank

Independent European
Programme Group

Implementation Force

Infantry fighting
vehicle

Intergovernmental
Conference

International Monetary
Fund

Intermediate-range
nuclear forces

Information circular



I0C

IPM

IPP

IPS

IRBM

JCC

JCG

ICIC

JDA
JNA

JSG
LDC
LDDI

LEAP

LEU

MAD

MARYV

MBT
MD
MIC

Minatom

MIRV

MLRS

Initial operational
capability

International plutonium
management

Individual Partnership
Programme

International plutonium
storage

Intermediate-range
ballistic missile

Joint Consultative
Commission

Joint Consultative
Group

Joint Compliance and
Inspection Commission

Japan Defense Agency

Yugoslav National
Army

Joint Strategy Group
Less developed country

Less developed defence
industry

Lightweight
Exoatmospheric
Projectile

Low-enriched uranium

Mutual assured
destruction

Manceuvrable re-entry
vehicle

Main battle tank
Military District

Military—industrial
complex

Ministry for Atomic
Energy

Multiple independently
targetable re-entry
vehicle

Multiple launch rocket
system

MOU

MPLA

MSC

MTCR

MTM

NAC
NACC

NAM
NATO

NGO

NMP
NNA

NNWS

NRRC

NSG
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Memorandum of
Understanding

Popular Movement for
the Liberation of
Angola

Military Staff
Committee

Missile Technology
Control Regime

Multinational technical
means (of verification)

North Atlantic Council

North Atlantic
Cooperation Council

Non-aligned movement

North Atlantic Treaty
Organization

Nuclear, biological and
chemical (weapons)

Non-governmental
organization

Net material product

Neutral and non-
aligned (states)

Non-nuclear weapon
state

Nuclear Planning
Group

Nuclear Posture
Review

Non-Proliferation
Treaty

Nuclear Risk Reduction
Centre

Nuclear Suppliers
Group

National trial
inspection

National technical
means (of verification)

Nuclear weapon-free
zone



xx SIPRI YEARBOOK 1996

NWS
OAS

OAU

OBDA

ODA

ODIHR

OECD

o&M

OMB

OMG

oov
OPANAL

OPCW

OPV
0sCC

OSCE

OSI

OSIA

PA

PFP

Nuclear weapon state

Organization of
American States

Organization of African
Unity

Official budget defence
allocation

Official development
assistance

Office for Democratic
Institutions and Human
Rights

Organisation for
Economic Co-operation
and Development

Operation and
maintenance

Office of Management
and Budget

Operational Manceuvre
Group

Object of verification

Agency for the
Prohibition of Nuclear
Weapons in Latin
America

Organisation for the
Prohibition of
Chemical Weapons

Offshore patrol vessel

Open Skies
Consultative
Commission

Organization for
Security and Co-
operation in Europe

On-site inspection

On-Site Inspection
Agency

Parliamentary
Assembly

Partnership for Peace

PHARE

PLA

PLO

PNE(T)

PTB(T)

PrepCom

R&D

RDT&E

RMA

RPV

RV
SACEUR

SALT

SAM
SAM

SCC

SDI

SDIO

SICBM
SLBM

Pologne—Hongrie:
action pour la
reconversion
économique
(Assistance for
economic restructuring
in the countries of
Central and Eastern
Europe)

People’s Liberation
Army

Palestine Liberation
Organization

Peaceful Nuclear
Explosions (Treaty)

Partial Test Ban
(Treaty)

Preparatory
Commission

Research and
development

Research, development,
testing and evaluation

Restricted Military
Area

Remotely piloted
vehicle

Re-entry vehicle

Supreme Allied
Commander, Europe

Strategic Arms
Limitation Talks/Treaty

Surface-to-air missile

Sanctions Assistance
Mission

Standing Consultative
Commission

Strategic Defense
Initiative

Strategic Defense
Initiative Organization

Small ICBM

Submarine-launched
ballistic missile



SLCM

SLV
SMTS

SNDV

SNF

SRAM

SRBM

SSBN

SSD

SSGN

SSN

- START

SvC

SWS

TASM

Sea-launched cruise
missile

Space launch vehicle

Space and Missile
Tracking System

Strategic nuclear
delivery vehicle

Short-range nuclear
forces

Short-range attack
missile

Short-range ballistic
missile

Nuclear-powered,
ballistic-missile
submarine

Safe and Secure
Dismantlement (Talks)

Nuclear-powered,
guided-missile
submarine

Nuclear-powered attack
submarine

Strategic Arms
Reduction Talks/Treaty

Special Verification
Commission

Strategic weapon
system

Tactical air-to-surface
missile

Transporter—erector—
launcher

Theatre High Altitude
Area Defence

Treaty-limited
equipment

Theatre missile defence
Theatre nuclear forces

Threshold Test Ban
(Treaty)

UNCLOS

UNHCR

UNITA

UNPA

UNPROFOR

UNSCOM

UNTAG

USAID

V/STOL

vCC

WEAG

WEU

WMD

ACRONYMS xxi

United Nations
Convention on the Law
of the Sea

UN High Comissioner
for Refugees

National Union for the
Total Independence of
Angola

UN Protected Area

United Nations
Protection Force

United Nations Special
Commission on Iraq

United Nations
Transition Assistance
Group

United Nations
Temporary Executive
Authority

US Agency for
International
Development

Vertical/short take-off
and landing

Verification
Co-ordinating
Committee

Verification experiment

Western European
Armaments Group

Western European
Union

Weapon of mass
destruction

World Trade
Organization

Warsaw Treaty
Organization
(Warsaw Pact)
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The main terms discussed in this Yearbook are defined in the glossary. For acronyms that
appear in the definitions, see page xvi. For the members of global, regional and subregional
organizations, see page xxxii. For brief summaries of and parties to the arms control and
disarmament agreements, see annexe A.

Agency for the Prohibition
of Nuclear Weapons in
Latin America
(OPANAL)

Anti-ballistic missile
(ABM) system

Anti-tactical ballistic
missile (ATBM)

Arab League

Association of South-East
Asian Nations (ASEAN)

Atlantic-to-the-Urals
(ATTU) zone

Australia Group

Balkan states

A forum established by the Treaty of Tlatelolco to resolve,
together with the IAEA, questions of compliance with the
treaty.

See Ballistic missile defence.
See Theatre missile defence.

The principal objective of the League of Arab States, or Arab
League, established in 1945 and with headquarters in Cairo, is
to form closer union among Arab states and foster political and
economic cooperation. An agreement for collective defence
and economic cooperation was signed in 1950. See list of
members.

Established in the 1967 Bangkok Declaration to promote eco-
nomic, social and cultural development as well as regional
peace and security. The ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF) was
established in 1993 to address security issues. See list of
ASEAN and ARF members.

The zone of the 1990 CFE Treaty and the 1992 CFE-1A
Agreement, stretching from the Atlantic Ocean to the Ural
Mountains, which comprises the entire land territory of the
European NATO states, the CEE states and the CIS states (i.e.,
it does not include the Baltic states).

A group of states, formed in 1985, which meets informally
each year to monitor the proliferation of chemical and biologi-
cal products and to discuss chemicals which should be subject
to various national regulatory measures. See list of members.

The states in south-eastern Europe bounded by the Adriatic,
Aegean and Black seas: Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina,
Bulgaria, Croatia, Greece, Macedonia (Former Yugoslav
Republic of), Romania, Slovenia, Turkey and Yugoslavia
(Serbia and Montenegro).



Ballistic missile

Ballistic missile defence
(BMD)

Baltic Council

Baltic Sea states/region

Baltic states

Barents Euro-Arctic
Council

Bilateral Implementation
Commission (BIC)

Biological weapon (BW)

Black Sea Economic
Cooperation (BSEC)

Canberra Commission

Central Asia

Central and Eastern
Europe (CEE)

Central European
Initiative (CEI)
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A missile which follows a ballistic trajectory (part of which
may be outside the earth’s atmosphere) when thrust is termi-
nated.

Weapon system designed to defend against a ballistic missile
attack by intercepting and destroying ballistic missiles in flight.
See also Theatre missile defence.

Established in 1990, at Tallinn, for the promotion of democ-
racy and development of cooperation between the three Baltic
states. It comprises a Council of Ministers, Secretariat and
Baltic Assembly (its parliamentary organ). See list of members.

The nine littoral states of the Baltic Sea—Denmark, Estonia,
Finland, Germany, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Russia and Swe-
den—and Norway, and usually also Iceland. See also Council
of Baltic Sea States.

The three former Soviet republics bordering on the Baltic Sea:
Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania.

A two-tier organization founded in 1993, in Kirkenes, Norway,
for cooperation on the intergovernmental and regional levels in
projects on, e.g., environmental protection, use of resources,
economics and education. See list of members.

A forum established by the START II Treaty to resolve ques-
tions of compliance with the treaty.

A weapon containing living organisms, whatever their nature,
or infective material derived from them, which are intended for
use to cause disease or death in man, animals or plants, and
which for their effect depend on their ability to multiply in the
person, animal or plant attacked, as well as the means of their
delivery.

Established by the Summit Declaration on Black Sea Eco-
nomic Cooperation in 1992, the BSEC focuses on economic
cooperation and trade in the Black Sea region. See list of mem-
bers.

The Canberra Commission on the Elimination of Nuclear
Weapons was set up in 1995 to develop a programme to
achieve a world totally free of nuclear weapons. It is to present
its report to the 51st session of the UN General Assembly and
to the Conference on Disarmament.

Of the former Soviet republics, this term refers to Kazakhstan,
Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan.

Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Romania and
Slovakia. The CEE region sometimes also includes the Euro-
pean former Soviet republics—Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus,
Georgia, Moldova, the European part of Russia and Ukraine—
and sometimes also the Baltic states. See also Eastern Europe.

Initiated in 1989 and established as the CEI in 1992, it is a
regional forum for cooperation and political contacts. See list
of members.
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Chemical weapon (CW)

Common Foreign and
Security Policy (CFSP)

Commonwealth of
Independent States (CIS)

Comprehensive test ban
(CTB)

Conference on
Disarmament (CD)

Conference on Security
and Co-operation in
Europe (CSCE)

Confidence- and security-
building measure (CSBM)

Confidence-building
measure (CBM)

Conventional weapon

Conversion

Cooperative Threat
Reduction (CTR)

Chemical substances—whether gaseous, liquid or solid—
which might be employed as weapons because of their direct
toxic effects on man, animals or plants, as well as the means of
their delivery.

An institutional framework, established by the Maastricht
Treaty, for consultation and development of common positions
and joint action related to European security questions. It con-
stitutes the second of the three EU ‘pillars’. See also European
Union, Pact on Stability in Europe, Western European Union.

Organization of 12 former Soviet republics, established in
1991 to preserve and maintain under united command a com-
mon military-strategic space. See list of members.

A ban on all nuclear explosions in all environments, under
negotiation in the Conference on Disarmament (CD).

A multilateral arms control negotiating body, based in Geneva,
composed of states representing all the regions of the world
and including the permanent members of the UN Security
Council. The CD reports to the UN General Assembly. See list
of members.

See Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe.

A measure to promote confidence and security, undertaken by
a state, which is militarily significant, politically binding and
verifiable. The CSBMs of the CSCE are embodied in the 1986
Stockholm Document and the Vienna Documents. See also
Confidence-building measure.

A measure taken by a state to contribute to reducing the
dangers of armed conflict and of misunderstanding or miscal-
culation of military activities which could give rise to appre-
hension. The Document on CBMs is included in the 1975
CSCE Helsinki Final Act.

Weapon not having mass destruction effects. See also Weapon
of mass destruction.

The term used to denote the shift in resources from military to
civilian use, usually the conversion of industry from military to
civilian production.

A programme established in 1993 to institutionalize bilateral
cooperation between the USA and the former Soviet republics
with nuclear weapons on their territories (Belarus, Kazakhstan,
Russia and Ukraine), primarily for US assistance in the safe
and environmentally responsible storage, transportation, dis-
mantlement and destruction of former Soviet nuclear weapons.
Often referred to as the Nunn—Lugar programme after the two
senators who sponsored the programme.



Coordinating Bureau of
the Non-Aligned
Countries

Council of Baltic Sea
States (CBSS)

Council of Europe

Counter-proliferation

Cruise missile

Dual-use
technology/weapon

Eastern Europe

European Union (EU)
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An organization to work towards the establishment of a new
international economic order and to elaborate an economic
strategy for the non-aligned countries. As of 1996 all the states
of the Non-Aligned Movement (NAM) are members of the
Coordinating Bureau; it is the forum in which NAM coordi-
nates its actions in the UN. See list of NAM members.

An organization comprising the states bordering on the Baltic
Sea plus Iceland, the CBSS was established in 1992 to assist in
the development of democratic institutions in the former Soviet
republics and to promote political and economic cooperation.
See also Baltic Sea states/region and list of members.

Established in 1949, with its seat in Strasbourg, the Council is
open to all European states which accept the principle of the
rule of law and guarantee their citizens human rights and fun-
damental freedoms. Its main aims are defined in the European
Convention on Human Rights (1950) and the Convention for
the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms
(1953). Among its organs is the European Court of Human
Rights. See list of members.

Measures or policies to prevent the proliferation or enforce the
non-proliferation of weapons of mass destruction.

A guided weapon-delivery vehicle which sustains flight at
subsonic or supersonic speeds through aerodynamic lift, gener-
ally flying at very low altitudes to avoid radar detection, some-
times following the contours of the terrain. It can be air-,
ground- or sea-launched (ALCM, GLCM and SLCM, respec-
tively) and carry a conventional, nuclear, chemical or biologi-
cal warhead.

Dual-use technology is suitable for both civilian and military
applications. A dual-use weapon is capable of carrying nuclear
or conventional explosives.

Albania, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bulgaria, the Czech
Republic, Georgia, Hungary, Moldova, Poland, Romania, Slo-
vakia and Ukraine, as well as the European part of Russia.

Organization of 15 West European states established by the
Maastricht Treaty, which was agreed in December 1991 and
formally signed in February 1992; it entered into force in 1993.
The highest decision-making body is the European Council.
Other EU institutions are the Council of Ministers, the Euro-
pean Commission, the European Parliament and the European
Court of Justice. An EU Common Foreign and Security Policy
(CFSP) was established by the Maastricht Treaty. An Intergov-
ernmental Conference (IGC) opened in Turin, Italy, on
29 March 1996 to review the treaty. Europe Agreements are
made by the CEE and Baltic states with the EU as a step
towards integration and harmonization with EU regulations and
goals. See also Common Foreign and Security Policy, Western
European Union, and see list of members.
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Fissile material

Forum for Security
Co-operation (FSC)

Group of Seven (G7)

Group of 21 (G-21)

Hydrodynamic experiment
(HDE)

Hydronuclear experiment
(HNE)

Intercontinental ballistic
missile ICBM)

Intermediate-range
nuclear forces (INF)

International Atomic
Energy Agency (IAEA)

Joint Consultative Group
JCca)

Joint Compliance and
Inspection Commission
(ICIO)

Kiloton (kt)

London Guidelines for
Nuclear Transfers

Maastricht Treaty

Maghreb states
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Material composed of atoms which fission when irradiated by
either fast or slow (thermal) neutrons. Uranium-235 and
plutonium-239 are the most common fissile materials.

See Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe.

The group of seven leading industrialized nations which have
met informally, at the level of heads of state or government,
since the late 1970s. See list of members.

Originally 21, now 19, non-aligned CD member states which
act together on proposals of common interest. See list of
members, under the Conference on Disarmament.

An explosion in which fissile material is compressed but does
not reach critical mass and no significant nuclear yield is
released. A subcritical experiment for measuring the non-
nuclear properties of fissile material.

An explosion in which fissile material is compressed until it
briefly reaches critical mass and a small nuclear yield is
released.

Ground-launched ballistic missile with a range greater than
5500 km.

Theatre nuclear forces with a range of from 1000 km up to and
including 5500 km.

An independent, intergovernmental organization within the UN
system, with headquarters in Vienna. The IAEA is endowed by
its Statute, which entered into force in 1957, with the twin pur-
poses of promoting the peaceful uses of atomic energy and en-
suring that nuclear activities are not used to further any mili-
tary purpose. It is involved in verification of the NPT and the
nuclear weapon-free zone treaties and in the activities of the
UN Special Commission on Iraq (UNSCOM). See list of mem-
bers.

Established by the CFE Treaty to promote the objectives and
implementation of the treaty by reconciling ambiguities of
interpretation and implementation.

Established by the START I Treaty to resolve questions of
compliance, clarify ambiguities and discuss ways to improve
implementation of the treaty. It convenes at the request of at
least one of the parties.

Measure of the explosive yield of a nuclear device equivalent
to 1000 tonnes of trinitrotoluene (TNT) high explosive. (The
bomb detonated at Hiroshima in World War II had a yield of
about 12-15 kilotons.)

See Nuclear Suppliers Group.

The Treaty on European Union. See European Union.

The North African states Algeria, Libya, Mauritania, Morocco
and Tunisia.



Megaton (Mt)

Minsk Group

Missile Technology
Control Regime (MTCR)

Multiple independently
targetable re-entry
vehicles (MIRV)

National technical means
of verification (NTM)

Non-Aligned Movement
(NAM)

Non-strategic nuclear
forces

Nordic Council

Nordic states

North Atlantic Council
(NAC)

North Atlantic
Cooperation Council
(NACC)

North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO)
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Measure of the explosive yield of a nuclear device equivalent
to 1 million tonnes of trinitrotoluene (TNT) high explosive.

Group of states acting together in the OSCE for political settle-
ment of the conflict in the Armenian enclave of Nagorno-
Karabakh in Azerbaijan (also known as the Minsk Process or
Minsk Conference). See list of members under the Organiza-
tion for Security and Co-operation in Europe.

An informal military-related export control regime, established
in 1987, which produced the Guidelines for Sensitive Missile-
Relevant Transfers. The goal is to limit the spread of weapons
of mass destruction by controlling their delivery systems. The
regime consists of the Guidelines, revised in 1992, and an
Equipment and Technology Annex, last revised in 1995.

Re-entry vehicles (RVs), carried by a single ballistic missile,
which can be directed to separate targets along separate trajec-
tories. A missile can carry two or more RVs.

The technical intelligence means, under the national control of
a state, which are used to monitor compliance with an arms
control treaty to which the state is a party.

See Coordinating Bureau of the Non-Aligned Countries.

See Theatre nuclear forces.

A political organ for cooperation between the Nordic states,
founded in 1952. The Plenary Assembly is the highest political
organ. The Nordic Council of Ministers, established in 1971, is
an organ for cooperation between the governments of the
Nordic countries and between these governments and the
Nordic Council. See list of members.

The North European states Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway
and Sweden.

See North Atlantic Treaty Organization.

Created in 1991 as a NATO institution for consultation and
cooperation on political and security issues between NATO
and the former WTO states and former Soviet republics. See
also Partnership for Peace, and see list of members.

A defensive political and military alliance established in 1949
by the North Atlantic Treaty, with headquarters in Brussels.
The principal organs are the North Atlantic Council, a perma-
nent body which meets in foreign ministerial session twice a
year, the Defence Planning Committee, the Military Committee
and the Nuclear Planning Group. The North Atlantic Assembly
is the NATO interparliamentary organization. See also North
Atlantic Cooperation Council, Partnership for Peace, and see
list of members.
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Nuclear Risk Reduction
Centres (NRRC)

Nuclear Suppliers Group
(NSG)

Open Skies Consultative
Commission (OSCC)

Organisation for
Economic Co-operation
and Development (OECD)

Organisation for the
Prohibition of Chemical
Weapons (OPCW)

Organization for Security
and Co-operation in
Europe (OSCE)

Organization of African
Unity (OAU)

Organization of American
States (OAS)
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Established by the 1987 US-Soviet NRRC Agreement, the two
centres, in Washington and Moscow, exchange information by
direct satellite link in order to minimize misunderstandings
which might carry a risk of nuclear war.

Also known as the London Club, the NSG coordinates multi-
lateral export controls on nuclear materials and in 1977 agreed
the Guidelines for Nuclear Transfers (London Guidelines),
revised in 1993. The Guidelines contain a ‘trigger list’, adopted
from the Zangger Committee list, of equipment or material
which, if exported to a non-nuclear weapon state that was not a
party to the NPT, would be subject to IAEA safeguards. In
1992 the NSG agreed the Guidelines for Transfers of Nuclear-
Related Dual-Use Equipment, Material and Related
Technology (Warsaw Guidelines, subsequently revised). See
also Zangger Committee, and see list of members.

A forum established by the Open Skies Treaty to resolve ques-
tions of compliance with the treaty.

Established in 1961 with the objective to promote economic
growth and social welfare by coordinating national policies.
See list of members.

A forum established by the Chemical Weapons Convention to
resolve questions of compliance with the convention. Its seat is
in The Hague.

From 1995 the Conference on Security and Co-operation in
Europe (CSCE) became the OSCE. The OSCE comprises the
Meetings of Heads of State or Government, the Ministerial
Council (Prague), the Senior Council (meetings in Prague), the
Secretariat (Vienna), the Conflict Prevention Centre (CPC,
Vienna), the Office for Democratic Institutions and Human
Rights (ODIHR, Warsaw), the Forum for Security Co-opera-
tion (FSC, Vienna), the Chairman-in-Office (CIO, Vienna), the
High Commissioner on National Minorities (HCNM, The
Hague), the Court {on Conciliation and Arbitration] (Geneva),
the Permanent Council (Vienna) and the Parliamentary
Assembly (PA, Copenhagen). See also Pact on Stability in
Europe, and see list of members.

Established in 1963, the OAU is a union of African states with
the principal objective of promoting cooperation among the
states in the region. In 1995, together with the UN, it worked
out the Pelindaba text of the African Nuclear-Weapon-Free
Zone Treaty. See list of members.

Group of states in the Americas, established in 1890, which
also has member states and permanent observers from other
continents. Its principal objective is to strengthen peace and
security in the western hemisphere. See list of members.



Pact on Stability in
Europe

Partnership for Peace
(PFP)

Peaceful nuclear
explosion (PNE)

Re-entry vehicle (RV)

Safeguards agreements

Short-range nuclear forces

(SNF)

South Pacific Forum
Stability Pact
Standing Consultative

Commission (SCC)

Strategic nuclear weapons

Submarine-launched
ballistic missile (SLBM)
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A French proposal presented to the European Union in 1993
for inclusion in the framework of the EU Common Foreign and
Security Policy (CFSP). The objective is to contribute to sta-
bility by preventing tension and potential conflicts connected
with borders and minorities. The Pact was adopted by over 50
states in Paris on 20-21 March 1995, and the instruments and
procedures were handed over to the OSCE. The Pact consists
of a declaration and a large number of agreements on and
arrangements for good-neighbourliness and cooperation.

The NATO programme launched in January 1994 for coopera-
tion with NACC and other CSCE states, in such areas as mili-
tary planning, budgeting and training, under the authority of
the North Atlantic Council. It provides for enhanced coopera-
tion to prepare for and undertake multilateral crisis-manage-
ment activities such as peacekeeping. States seeking partner-
ship must sign a Framework Document, provide Presentation
Documents to NATO, identifying the steps they will take to
achieve the PFP goals, and develop with NATO Individual
Partnership Programmes. See list of partner states under North
Atlantic Treaty Organization.

Application of a nuclear explosion for non-military purposes
such as digging canals or harbours or creating underground
cavities. The USA terminated its PNE programme in the
1970s. The USSR conducted its last PNE in 1988.

That part of a ballistic missile which carries a nuclear warhead
and penetration aids to the target, re-enters the earth’s atmo-
sphere and is destroyed in the terminal phase of the missile’s
trajectory. A missile can have one or several RVs; each RV
contains a warhead.

Under the NPT and the nuclear weapon-free zone treaties, non-
nuclear weapon states must accept IAEA safeguards to
demonstrate the fulfilment of their obligation not to manufac-
ture nuclear weapons. See also International Atomic Energy
Agency.

Nuclear weapons, including artillery, mines, missiles, etc., with
ranges of up to 500 km. See also Tactical nuclear weapon,
Theatre nuclear forces.

A group of South Pacific states created in 1971 which inter
alia proposed the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone, embodied
in the 1985 Treaty of Rarotonga. See list of members.

See Pact on Stability in Europe.

The consultative body established by a 1972 US-Soviet Mem-
orandum of Understanding. The USA and Russia refer issues
regarding the implementation of the ABM Treaty to the SCC.

ICBMs and SLBMs with a range usually of over 5500 km, as
well as bombs and missiles carried on aircraft of intercontinen-
tal range.

A ballistic missile launched from a submarine, usually with a
range in excess of 5500 km.
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Tactical nuclear weapon
Theatre missile defence

(TMD)

Theatre nuclear forces

(TNF)

Throw-weight

Toxins

Treaty-limited equipment

(TLE)

Visegrad Group

Warhead
Warsaw Guidelines
Warsaw Treaty

Organization (WTO)

Wassenaar Arrangement

Weapon of mass
destruction

A short-range nuclear weapon which is deployed with general-
purpose forces along with conventional weapons.

Defensive systems against non-strategic nuclear missiles.

Nuclear weapons with ranges of up to and including 5500 km.
In the 1987 INF Treaty, nuclear missiles are divided into
intermediate-range (1000-5500 km) and shorter-range (500-
1000 km), also called non-strategic nuclear forces. Nuclear
weapons with ranges of up to 500 km are called short-range
nuclear forces. See also Short-range nuclear forces.

The sum of the weight of a ballistic missile’s re-entry
vehicle(s), dispensing mechanisms, penetration aids, and tar-
geting and separation devices.

Poisonous substances which are products of organisms but are
inanimate and incapable of reproducing themselves as well as
chemically induced variants of such substances. Some toxins
may also be produced by chemical synthesis.

The five categories of equipment on which numerical limits are
established in the CFE Treaty: battle tanks, armoured combat
vehicles, artillery, combat aircraft and attack helicopters.

The Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland and Slovakia. The Vise-
grad Four signed a Central European Free Trade Agreement
(CEFTA) in 1992 to create a free trade area in Central Europe
by 2001.

That part of a weapon which contains the explosive or other
material intended to inflict damage.

See Nuclear Suppliers Group.

The WTO, or Warsaw Pact, was established in 1955 by the
Treaty of Friendship, Cooperation and Mutual Assistance. The
WTO was dissolved in 1991.

The Wassenaar Arrangement on Export Controls for Conven-
tional Arms and Dual-Use Goods and Technologies, provision-
ally established in Wassenaar, the Netherlands, on 18 Decem-
ber 1995, aims to prevent the acquisition of armaments and
sensitive dual-use goods and technologies for military end uses
to states whose behaviour is a cause for concern to the mem-
bers. See also Dual-use technology/weapon.

Nuclear weapon and any other weapon which may produce
comparable effects, such as chemical and biological weapons.



Western European Union

(WEU)

Yield

Zangger Committee
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Established in the 1954 Protocols to the 1948 Brussels Treaty
of Economic, Social and Cultural Collaboration and Collective
Self-Defence among Western European States. Within the EU
Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and at the
request of the EU, the WEU is to elaborate and implement EU
decisions and actions which have defence implications. The
principal WEU organs are the WEU Council (comprised of the
Ministerial Council and the Permanent Council) and the WEU
Assembly; the WEU Institute for Security Studies is a research
institute. The Western European Armaments Group (WEAG)
is the WEU armaments cooperation authority with activities on
harmonization of requirements, arms cooperation programmes
and policies on armaments R&D and procurement. See list of
members.

Released nuclear explosive energy expressed as the equivalent
of the energy produced by a given number of tonnes of trinitro-
toluene (TNT) high explosive. See also Kiloton, Megaton.

The Nuclear Exporters Committee, called the Zangger Com-
mittee after its first chairman, is an intergovernmental group to
coordinate multilateral export controls on nuclear materials. In
1974 it agreed the original ‘trigger list’ (subsequently revised)
of equipment or material which, if exported to a non-nuclear
weapon state that was not a party to the NPT, would be subject
to IAEA safeguards. See also Nuclear Suppliers Group, and
see list of members.



xxxii SIPRI YEARBOOK 1996

Membership of international organizations, as of
1 January 1996

The UN member states and organizations within the UN system are listed first, followed by
all other organizations in alphabetical order. Note that not all the members of organizations
are UN member states. Where confirmed information on new members became available in
early 1996, this is given in notes.

United Nations (UN) and year of membership

Afghanistan, 1946
Albania, 1955
Algeria, 1962
Andorra, 1993
Angola, 1976
Antigua and Barbuda, 1981
Argentina, 1945
Armenia, 1992
Australia, 1945
Austria, 1955
Azerbaijan, 1992
Bahamas, 1973
Bahrain, 1971
Bangladesh, 1974
Barbados, 1966
Belarus, 1945
Belgium, 1945
Belize, 1981

Benin, 1960

Bhutan, 1971
Bolivia, 1945

Bosnia and Herzegovina, 1992
Botswana, 1966
Brazil, 1945

Brunei Darussalam, 1984
Bulgaria, 1955
Burkina Faso , 1960
Burundi, 1962
Cambodia, 1955
Cameroon, 1960
Canada, 1945

Cape Verde, 1975
Central African Republic, 1960
Chad, 1960

Chile, 1945

China, 1945
Colombia, 1945
Comoros, 1975
Congo, 1960

Costa Rica, 1945
Céte d’Ivoire, 1960
Croatia, 1992

Cuba, 1945

Cyprus, 1960

Czech Republic, 1993
Denmark, 1945

Djibouti, 1977

Dominica, 1978

Dominican Republic, 1945

Ecuador, 1945

Egypt, 1945

El Salvador, 1945

Equatorial Guinea, 1968

Eritrea, 1993

Estonia, 1991

Ethiopia, 1945

Fiji, 1970

Finland, 1955

France, 1945

Gabon, 1960

Gambia, 1965

Georgia, 1992

Germany, 1973

Ghana, 1957

Greece, 1945

Grenada, 1974

Guatemala, 1945

Guinea, 1958

Guinea-Bissau, 1974

Guyana, 1966

Haiti, 1945

Honduras, 1945

Hungary, 1955

Iceland, 1946

India, 1945

Indonesia, 1950

Iran, 1945

Iraq, 1945

Ireland, 1955

Israel, 1949

Italy, 1955

Jamaica, 1962

Japan, 1956

Jordan, 1955

Kazakhstan, 1992

Kenya, 1963

Korea, Democratic People’s
Republic of (North Korea),
1991

Korea, Republic of (South
Korea), 1991

Kuwait, 1963

Kyrgyzstan, 1992

Lao People’s Democratic
Republic, 1955

Latvia, 1991

Lebanon, 1945

Lesotho, 1966

Liberia, 1945

Libya, 1955

Liechtenstein, 1990

Lithuania, 1991

Luxembourg, 1945

Macedonia, Former Yugoslav
Republic of (FYROM), 1993

Madagascar, 1960

Malawi, 1964

Malaysia, 1957

Maldives, 1965

Mali, 1960

Malta, 1964

Marshall Islands, 1991

Mauritania, 1961

Mauritius, 1968

Mexico, 1945

Micronesia, 1991

Moldova, 1992

Monaco, 1993

Mongolia, 1961

Morocco, 1956

Mozambique, 1975

Myanmar (Burma), 1948

Namibia, 1990

Nepal, 1955

Netherlands, 1945

New Zealand, 1945

Nicaragua, 1945

Niger, 1960

Nigeria, 1960

Norway, 1945

Oman, 1971

Pakistan, 1947

Palau, 1994

Panama, 1945

Papua New Guinea, 1975

Paraguay, 1945

Peru, 1945

Philippines, 1945



Poland, 1945

Portugal, 1955

Qatar, 1971

Romania, 1955

Russia, 1945¢

Rwanda, 1962

Saint Kitts (Christopher) and
Nevis, 1983

Saint Lucia, 1979

Saint Vincent and the
Grenadines, 1980

Samoa, Western, 1976

San Marino, 1992

Sao Tome and Principe, 1975

Saudi Arabia, 1945

Senegal, 1960

Seychelles, 1976

Sierra Leone, 1961

Singapore, 1965
Slovakia, 1993
Slovenia, 1992
Solomon Islands, 1978
Somalia, 1960

South Africa, 1945
Spain, 1955

Sri Lanka, 1955
Sudan, 1956
Suriname, 1975
Swaziland, 1968
Sweden, 1946

Syria, 1945
Tajikistan, 1992
Tanzania, 1961
Thailand, 1946

Togo, 1960

Trinidad and Tobago, 1962
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Tunisia, 1956
Turkey, 1945
Turkmenistan, 1992
Uganda, 1962

UK, 1945

Ukraine, 1945
United Arab Emirates, 1971
Uruguay, 1945
USA, 1945
Uzbekistan, 1992
Vanuatu, 1981
Venezuela, 1945
Viet Nam, 1977
Yemen, 1947
Yugoslavia, 1945%
Zaire, 1960
Zambia, 1964
Zimbabwe, 1980

4 In Dec. 1991 Russia informed the UN Secretary-General that it was continuing the membership of
the USSR in the Security Council and all other UN bodies.
b A claim by Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro) in 1992 to continue automatically the membership
of the former Yugoslavia was not accepted by the UN General Assembly. It was decided that
Yugoslavia should apply for membership, which it had not done by 1 Jan. 1996. It may not participate in
the work of the General Assembly, its subsidiary organs or the conferences and meetings convened by it.

UN Security Council
Permanent members (the P5): China, France, Russia, UK, USA

Non-permanent members in 1995 (elected by the UN General Assembly for two-year terms. The
year in brackets is the year at the end of which the term expires): Argentina (1995), Botswana
(1996), Czech Republic (1995), Germany (1996), Honduras (1996), Indonesia (1996), Italy
(1996), Nigeria (1995), Oman (1995), Rwanda (1995)

Note: Chile, Egypt, Guinea-Bissau, Poland and South Korea were elected non-permanent mem-
bers for 1996-97.

Conference on Disarmament (CD)

Members: Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Brazil, Bulgaria, Canada, China, Cuba,
Egypt, Ethiopia, France, Germany, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran, Italy, Japan, Kenya,
Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Myanmar (Burma), Netherlands, Nigeria, Pakistan, Peru, Poland,
Romania, Russia, Sri Lanka, Sweden, UK, USA, Venezuela, Zaire

Observers: Armenia, Austria,* Bangladesh,* Belarus,* Brunei, Cameroon,* Chile,* Colombia,*
Croatia, Czech Republic, Denmark, Ecuador, Finland,* Ghana, Greece, Holy See, Irag,* Ire-
land, Israel,* Jordan, Korea (North),* Korea (South), Kuwait,* Libya, Macedonia (Former
Yugoslav Republic of), Madagascar, Malaysia, Malta, New Zealand,* Norway,* Oman, Philip-
pines, Portugal, Qatar, Senegal,* Singapore, Slovakia,* Slovenia, South Africa,* Spain,*
Switzerland,* Syria,* Tanzania, Thailand, Tunisia, Turkey,* Ukraine,* Viet Nam,* Zambia,
Zimbabwe*

* The 23 observer states marked with an asterisk will assume membership ‘at the earliest
possible date’, to be decided by the CD.

Members of the Group of 21 Algeria, Brazil, Cuba, Egypt, Ethiopia, India, Indonesia, Iran,
Kenya, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Myanmar (Burma), Nigeria, Pakistan, Peru, Sri Lanka,
Venezuela, Zaire

Members of the Eastern Group: Bulgaria, Hungary, Poland, Romania, Russia

Members of the Western Group: Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Canada, France, Germany,
Italy, Japan, Netherlands, Sweden, UK, USA
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International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)

Members: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Armenia, Australia, Austria, Bangladesh,
Belarus, Belgium, Bolivia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Brazil, Bulgaria, Cambodia, Cameroon,
Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Céte d’Ivoire, Croatia, Cuba, Cyprus, Czech
Republic, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Estonia, Ethiopia, Fin-
land, France, Gabon, Germany, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Haiti, Holy See, Hungary, Iceland,
India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kazakhstan, Kenya,
Korea (South), Kuwait, Lebanon, Liberia, Libya, Liechtenstein, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Mace-
donia (Former Yugoslav Republic of), Madagascar, Malaysia, Mali, Marshall Islands, Mauri-
tius, Mexico, Monaco, Mongolia, Morocco, Myanmar (Burma), Namibia, Netherlands, New
Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines,
Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Russia, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Slo-
vakia, Slovenia, South Africa, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Sweden, Switzerland, Syria, Tanzania,
Thailand, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, UK, Ukraine, United Arab Emirates, Uruguay, USA,
Uzbekistan, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia,* Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe

* Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro) has been suspended since July 1992. 1t is deprived of the
right to participate in the IAEA General Conference and the Board of Governers’ meetings but
is assessed for its contribution to the budget of the IAEA.

Note: North Korea was a member of the IAEA until Sep. 1994.

Arab League

Members: Algeria, Bahrain, Comoros, Djibouti, Egypt, Iraq, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Libya, Mauri-
tania, Morocco, Oman, Palestine, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Somalia, Sudan, Syria, Tunisia, United Arab
Emirates, Yemen

Association of South-East Asian Nations (ASEAN)

Members: Brunei, Indonesia, Malaysia, Philippines, Singapore, Thailand, Viet Nam

ASEAN Post Ministerial Conference (ASEAN-PMC)

Members: The ASEAN states plus Australia, Canada, European Union (EU), Japan, South
Korea, New Zealand, USA

ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF)

Members: The ASEAN states plus Australia, Cambodia, Canada, China, European Union (EU),
Japan, South Korea, Laos, New Zealand, Papua New Guinea, Russia, USA

Australia Group

Members: Argentina, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France,
Germany, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand,
Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, UK, USA

Observer: European Commission

Baltic Council
Members: Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania

Barents Euro-Arctic Council

Core members: Finland, Norway, Russia, Sweden

Other members: Denmark, European Union (EU), Iceland

Observers: Canada, France, Germany, Japan, Netherlands, Poland, UK, USA

Members of the Regional Council: Five Nordic provinces north of the north polar circle—3 provinces of
Norway (Finnmark, Troms and Nordland) and 1 each from Sweden and Finland (Norrbotten and
Lappland, respectively)—plus 3 regions of Russia (Murmansk oblast, Archangelsk oblast and Karelian
Republic)
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Black Sea Economic Cooperation (BSEC)

Members: Albania, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bulgaria, Georgia, Greece, Moldova, Romania, Russia,
Turkey, Ukraine

Observers: Austria, Egypt, Israel, Italy, Poland, Slovakia, Tunisia

Central European Initiative (CEI)
Members: Austria, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Czech Republic, Hungary, Italy, Macedonia
(Former Yugoslav Republic of), Poland, Slovakia, Slovenia

Associate members: Albania, Belarus, Bulgaria, Romania, Ukraine

Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS)

Members: Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Moldova, Russia, Tajiki-
stan, Turkmenistan, Ukraine, Uzbekistan

Council of Baltic Sea States (CBSS)

Members: Denmark, Estonia, European Union (EU), Finland, Germany, Iceland, Latvia, Lithuania,
Norway, Poland, Russia, Sweden

Council of Europe

Members: Albania, Andorra, Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia,
Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Liechtenstein, Lithuania,
Luxembourg, Macedonia (Former Yugoslav Republic of), Malta, Moldova, Netherlands, Norway,
Poland, Portugal, Romania, San Marino, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, UK,
Ukraine

Note: Russia was admitted in Feb. 1996 and Croatia in Apr. 1996.

European Union (EU)

Members: Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg,
Netherlands, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, UK

Group of Seven (G7)
Members: Canada, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, UK, USA

Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR)

MTCR partners: Argentina, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Denmark, Finland, France,
Germany, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand,
Norway, Portugal, Russia, South Africa, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, UK, USA

Non-Aligned Movement (NAM)

Members: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belize, Benin,
Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brunei, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cambodia, Cameroon, Cape Verde, Central
African Republic, Chad, Chile, Colombia, Comoros, Congo, Céte d’Ivoire, Cuba, Cyprus, Djibouti,
Ecuador, Egypt, Equatorial Guinea, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Gabon, Gambia, Ghana, Grenada, Guatemala,
Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Honduras, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Korea
(North), Kuwait, Laos, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libya, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives,
Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Myanmar (Burma), Namibia,
Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Palestine, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Peru,
Philippines, Qatar, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Sao Tomé and Principe, Saudia Arabia, Senegal, Seychelles,
Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, South Africa, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland, Syria,
Tanzania, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkmenistan, Uganda, United Arab Emirates,
Uzbekistan, Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia,* Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe

* Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro) has not been permitted to participate in NAM activities since
1992.
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Nordic Council

Members: Denmark (including the Faroe Islands and Greenland), Finland (including Aland), Iceland,
Norway, Sweden

North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)

Members: Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France,* Germany, Greece, Iceland, Italy, Luxembourg, Nether-
lands, Norway, Portugal, Spain,* Turkey, UK, USA

* France and Spain are not in the integrated military structures of NATO.

North Atlantic Assembly

Associate Delegations: Albania, Belarus, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia,
Lithuania, Macedonia (Former Yugoslav Republic of), Moldova, Poland, Romania, Russia,
Slovakia, Slovenia, Ukraine

NATO North Atlantic Cooperation Council (NACC)

Members: Albania, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada, Czech Repub-
lic, Denmark, Estonia, France, Georgia, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Italy,
Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Moldova, Netherlands, Norway,
Poland, Portugal, Romania, Russia, Slovakia, Spain, Tajikistan, Turkey, Turkmenistan, UK,
Ukraine, USA, Uzbekistan

Observers: Austria, Finland, Malta, Slovenia and Sweden have observer status, as participants
in the Partnership for Peace.

Partnership for Peace (PFP)

Partner states with approved PFP Framework Documents: Albania, Armenia, Austria, Azer-
baijan, Belarus, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Estonia, Finland, Georgia, Hungary, Kazakhstan,
Kyrgyzstan, Latvia, Lithuania, Macedonia (Former Yugoslav Republic of), Malta, Moldova,
Poland, Romania, Russia, Slovakia, Slovenia, Sweden, Turkmenistan, Ukraine, Uzbekistan
Partner states with approved PFP Presentation Documents: Albania, Bulgaria, Czech Repub-
lic, Estonia, Finland, Hungary, Kazakhstan, Latvia, Lithuania, Moldova, Poland, Romania,
Russia, Slovakia, Slovenia, Sweden, Ukraine

Note: Austria’s Presentation Document was approved in Feb. 1996.

Partner states with approved PFP Individual Partnership Programmes (IPP): Albania, Bul-
garia, Czech Republic, Estonia, Finland, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Moldova, Poland,
Romania, Russia, Slovakia, Slovenia, Sweden, Ukraine

Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG)

Members: Argentina, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada, Czech Republic, Denmark, Fin-
land, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand,
Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Russia, Slovakia, South Africa, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, UK,
USA

Note: South Korea was accepted for membership in Oct. 1995.

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD)

Members: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Iceland,
Ireland, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Swe-
den, Switzerland, Turkey, UK, USA

The European Commission participates in the work of the OECD.

Note: The Czech Republic was admitted on 1 Jan. 1996.
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Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE)

Members: Albania, Armenia, Austria, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Belgium, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria,
Canada, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Georgia, Germany,
Greece, Holy See, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Latvia, Liechtenstein,
Lithuania, Luxembourg, Macedonia (Former Yugoslav Republic of), Malta, Moldova, Monaco,
Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Russia, San Marino, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain,
Sweden, Switzerland, Tajikistan, Turkey, Turkmenistan, UK, Ukraine, USA, Uzbekistan, Yugoslavia*

* Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro) has been suspended since July 1992.

Members of the Minsk Group: Belarus, Finland, France, Germany, Hungary, Italy, Russia, Sweden,
Switzerland, Turkey and USA, plus Armenia and Azerbaijan

Organization of African Unity (OAU)

Members: Algeria, Angola, Benin, Botswana, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cameroon, Cape Verde, Central
African Republic, Chad, Comoros, Congo, Céte d’Ivoire, Djibouti, Egypt, Equatorial Guinea, Eritrea,
Ethiopia, Gabon, Gambia, Ghana, Guinea, Guinea Bissau, Kenya, Lesotho, Liberia, Libya, Madagascar,
Malawi, Mali, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mozambique, Namibia, Niger, Nigeria, Rwanda, Western Sahara
(Saharawi Arab Democratic Republic), Sao Tome and Principe, Seychelles, Senegal, Sierra Leone,
Somalia, South Africa, Sudan, Swaziland, Tanzania, Togo, Tunisia, Uganda, Zaire, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Organization of American States (QOAS)

Members: Antigua and Barbuda, Argentina, Bahamas, Barbados, Belize, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, Chile,
Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba,* Dominica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Grenada,
Guatemala, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Jamaica, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Saint Kitts
(Christopher) and Nevis, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Suriname, Trinidad and
Tobago, Uruguay, USA, Venezuela

* Cuba has been excluded from participation since 1962.

Permanent observers: Algeria, Angola, Austria, Belgium, Cyprus, Egypt, Equatorial Guinea, European
Union, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Holy See, Hungary, India, Israel, Italy, Japan, Korea (South),
Lebanon, Morocco, Netherlands, Pakistan, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Russia, Saudi Arabia, Spain,
Switzerland, Tunisia, Ukraine

South Pacific Forum

Members: Australia, Cook Islands, Fiji, Kiribati, Marshall Islands, Micronesia, Nauru, New Zealand,
Niue, Palau, Papua New Guinea, Samoa (Western), Solomon Islands, Tonga, Tuvalu, Vanuatu

Western European Union (WEU)

Members: Belgium, France, Germany, Greece, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Portugal, Spain, UK
Associate Members: Iceland, Norway, Turkey

Observers: Austria, Denmark, Finland, Ireland, Sweden

Associate Partners: Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania,
Slovakia

Members of WEAG: Belgium, Denmark, France, Germany, Greece, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands,
Norway, Portugal, Spain, Turkey, UK

Zangger Committee

Members: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada, Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France,
Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal,
Romania, Russia, Slovakia, South Africa, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, UK, USA

Observer: South Korea
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Conventions in tables

Data not available or not applicable

Nil or a negligible figure
) Uncertain data

billion (thousand million)

million

thousand

- e

US dollars, unless otherwise indicated



Introduction: towards a pluralistic security
system

ADAM DANIEL ROTFELD

The 20th century will soon be drawing to a close. In the view of many politi-
cians, analysts and security experts, the political watersheds of this century
were marked by the gunshots fired in Sarajevo in the summers of 1914 and
1991. The former marked the beginning of World War I, which in turn led to
the end of the order founded on the concert of European powers and the for-
mation, on its ruins, of totalitarian regimes in Russia and later in Germany.
The latter marked the start of a new, post-cold war reality in which govern-
ments have started to lose control of developments.

The bipolar system based on mutual deterrence is a thing of the past, but a
new world order has not yet emerged. The most prevalent menace since the
end of the cold war is the occurrence of civil wars and local and regional con-
flicts. Security organizations have proved incapable of preventing or resolving
such conflicts, and the big powers seem to have lost interest in the areas that in
the past were considered their zones of influence. Another severe problem is
the failure of numerous states that, as a result of their domestic weakness, are
sliding into anarchy and ungovernability.

I. Accomplishments and failures

In the cold war period, arms control and disarmament were given the highest
priority in the pursuit of international security and stability. Today, many con-
sider this process to be of secondary importance, although they recognize that
significant achievements have been made. The 1991 Treaty on the Reduction
and Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms (START I Treaty) resulted in deep
reductions (to about 75 per cent of 1990 levels) in the nuclear arsenals of the
Russian Federation and the United States and in the removal of all nuclear
weapons from Belarus, Kazakhstan and Ukraine.! Ratification and entry into
force of the 1993 Treaty on Further Reduction and Limitation of Strategic
Offensive Arms (START II Treaty) will result in further reductions. An his-
toric accomplishment of 1995 was the indefinite extension of the 1968 Non-
Proliferation Treaty (NPT) as the successful outcome of the NPT Review and
Extension Conference.2 The completion of a comprehensive test ban treaty
(CTBT) is also within reach.? Worldwide public protests against French

! For more on this subject, see De Andreis, M. and Calogero, F., The Soviet Nuclear Weapon Legacy,
SIPRI Research Report no. 10 (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1995).

2 See chapter 13 in this volume.

3 See chapter 14 in this volume.
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nuclear tests in 1995 contributed to an important change in France’s policy:
the French Government first reduced the number of tests it was to have con-
ducted in the South Pacific and then in 1996 announced the ‘definitive end’ of
French nuclear testing.

Two other matters remain on the nuclear arms control agenda: the negotia-
tions on a convention to ban the production of fissile material for nuclear
weapons or other nuclear devices; and further reductions of nuclear weapons
with the ultimate goal of their global elimination.

The implementation of the 1990 Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in
Europe (CFE Treaty) proceeded without major interruptions, and negotiations
are under way to determine the framework for conventional arms control and
the reduction of armaments into the 21st century. Some progress was also
made in setting up a new arrangement on export controls for conventional
arms and dual-use goods and technologies (the Wassenaar Arrangement). The
significant headway made in these matters shows that arms control is by no
means a secondary issue on the security agenda.

The priority task in 1995 was the search for ways to extinguish local con-
flicts and streamline the mechanisms for preventing new conflicts. The war in
the former Yugoslavia was brought to an end in 1995 with the General Frame-
work Agreement for Peace in Bosnia and Herzegovina (the Dayton Agree-
ment) and the Basic Agreement on the Region of Eastern Slavonia, Baranja,
and Western Sirmium (Croatia). However, the agreements created only the
premises and opportunity for initiating a process leading to a durable peace;
whether and to what extent this opportunity will be seized remains to be seen.*
Developments in the Middle East, especially the difficulties encountered in the
peace process between Israel and the Palestinians, illustrate the long and tortu-
ous road from signing an agreement to establishing genuine peace. On the
other hand, some progress has been achieved in seeking a political solution of
the conflict in Nagorno-Karabakh (Azerbaijan) and other conflicts on the terri-
tory of the former Soviet Union—in the Trans-Dniester region (Moldova),
South Ossetia (Georgia) and Abkhazia (Georgia).s

Events confirmed that the existing security institutions are not fully adequate
to meet the new challenges and threats, however. There are great expectations
that the international security structures—such as the United Nations, NATO,
the European Union (EU), the Western European Union (WEU) and the
Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE)—will devote
unprecedented levels of human and financial resources to conflict prevention
and resolution. It is also widely demanded that international principles, norms
and procedures be adapted to the new situation. UN Secretary-General Boutros
Boutros-Ghali asserted that ‘[t]he problems presented by conflicts such as
those in former Yugoslavia, Afghanistan, Liberia, Rwanda, Burundi and

4 See chapter 5 in this volume.
5 See chapter 4 in this volume.
6 See chapter 6 in this volume.
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Somalia are in many ways unprecedented’.” In theory, the international com-
munity remains committed to giving the UN and other international organiza-
tions both the mandate and adequate resources to meet the new tasks and
expectations which they face. This is also true regarding the task of deter-
mining the legal basis for multilateral interventions aimed at restoring the
peace and security of states.8 However, in practice, states are for many reasons
not eager to assume the burden of peacekeeping operations or to basically
revise the tenets which curtail the possibility to intervene in other states’
domestic affairs, even when grave violations of human rights and the rights of
national, ethnic and religious minorities are taking place. For all the warranted
criticism of the international security structures, one must remember that with-
out such organizations as the UN, on the global scale, and NATO, the EU and
the OSCE, on the European regional scale, prevention and resolution of con-
flicts would be even more difficult, if not impossible. The paradox is that crit-
icism of the international institutions entrusted with maintaining peace and
security is growing apace with the increase in their activities since the end of
the cold war. To give just one illustration—while in 1988 the United Nations
had only 9950 troops in the field, in 1995 peacekeeping operations under UN
auspices employed nearly 70 000 personnel.? After the Dayton Agreement,
about 60 000 ground troops, including the 20 000-strong US contingent under
NATO command, were deployed in Bosnia and Herzegovina. !

Even under these circumstances, the international community is not indif-
ferent or inactive. The peace operations in Angola, Cambodia, Haiti, El Sal-
vador and Mozambique have brought about clear and positive effects: they
have contributed to saving hundreds of thousands of lives and set in motion
the process of reconstruction of states based on the rule of law and democratic
institutions.

Ciritical assessments of international security structures stem not so much
from a lack of commitment as from excessive public expectations and failure
or inability to fulfil them. There are many reasons for this, the most important
apparently being the absence of political will on the part of parties to a conflict
to cooperate in seeking solutions. The United Nations can only be as effective
as its member states allow it to be. Their option to decline an active role raises
the question whether the international community can simply leave afflicted
populations to their fate. As a remedy, the UN Secretary-General proposed a
management plan for creating a mission-driven and result-oriented UN organi-
zation by pursuing the following objectives: better management of human

7 Boutros-Ghali, B., Confronting New Challenges: Annual Report on the Work of the Organization
Jfrom the Forty-ninth to the Fiftieth Session of the General Assembly (UN: New York, 1995), p. 2.

8 See appendix 2D and chapter 7 in this volume.

9 UN, Supplement to An Agenda for Peace: position paper of the Secretary-General on the occasion of
the 50th anniversary of the United Nations, UN document A/50/60, S/19951, 3 Jan. 1995 (see
appendix 2B in this volume). See also Findlay, T., Challenges for the New Peacekeepers, SIPRI
Research Report no. 12 (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1996), pp. 2-3. According to the UN
Secretary-General’s Annual Report, the peacekeeping troops, military observers and civilian police in
peacekeeping operations engaged 67 269 persons as of 31 July 1995 (note 7). See also chapter 2 in this
volume.

10 See chapter 5 in this volume.
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resources and of the organization’s programme, based on better and timely
information; better management of and greater access to technology within the
organization; and an enhanced programme for promoting efficiency and cost-
effectiveness. !

While it is true that better management of the world organization is essential
for reform of the UN system, all the other multilateral structures established in
the cold war era are also in urgent need of transformation because they are not
suited to the needs of today, let alone the tasks and challenges of tomorrow.
However, since the new threats consist mainly in conflicts not between states
but more and more within states, it is worth considering whether consolidation
of these organizations, as one of the main instruments for meeting the coming
challenges, can be effective and where the limits of their competence should
lie.

II. New challenges and priorities

Consideration of the tasks ahead requires that an accurate diagnosis be made
and that the new threats be identified. The challenge is much more serious
because in some multi-ethnic states central governments are losing control of
developments.'? Threats which today undermine stability and may tomorrow
threaten world security are ‘ripening’ on the peripheries of great-power global
politics. Conflicts which might be headed off today are often played down or
ignored so long as they do not spill over into open wars.!* To prevent such
conflicts it is not enough to increase the human and financial resources at the
disposal of existing organizations or streamline the mechanisms of those
organizations.

There is no doubt that global and regional security organizations must be
strengthened. The world is witnessing the globalization and multilateraliza-
tion of international relations and the growing role of transnational structures,

1 Boutros-Ghali (note 7), p. 6.

121 his analyses of how scarcity, crime, overpopulation, tribalism and disease are rapidly destroying
the social fabric of our planet, Robert D. Kaplan concludes that more and more places will be
‘ungovernable’. Kaplan, R. D., ‘The coming anarchy’, Atlantic Monthly, Feb. 1994, p. 54. See also
Waslekar, S., South Asian Drama: Travails of Misgovernance (Konarks: Delhi, 1996).

13 “West Africa is becoming the symbol of worldwide demographic, environmental, and societal
stress, in which criminal anarchy emerges as the real “strategic” danger. Disease, overpopulation, unpro-
voked crime, scarcity of resources, refugee migrations, the increasing erosion of nation-states and inter-
national borders, and the empowerment of private armies, security firms, and international drug cartels
are now most tellingly demonstrated through a West African prism.” Kaplan (note 12), p. 46.

14 A number of recently published reports illustrate the search for ways to increase the effectiveness of
the existing organizations by strengthening them, making them more representative and creating new
structures. On the global scale, see Global Security Programme: Final Report of the Global Security
Project (prepared under the auspices of the Gorbachev Foundation and the Rajiv Gandhi Foundation:
New Delhi, Oct. 1994); Our Global Neighbourhood, Report of the Commission on Global Governance
(Co-chairmen Ingvar Carlsson and Shridath Ramphal) (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1995); and The
United Nations in its Second Half-Century, Report of the Independent Working Group on the Future of
the United Nations (Co-chairmen Moeen Quershi and Richard von Weizsicker) (Ford Foundation: New
York, 1995). On the European regional scale, see Die Europdische Sicherheitsgemeinschaft: Das
Sicherheitsmodell fiir das 21. Jahrhundert [The European security community: a security model for the
21st century] (Peace Research and Security Policy Institute: Hamburg, 1995). See also appendix 2D in
this volume.
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but also the breakup of the international system based on an unswerving
respect for the sovereign independence of states. That system has functioned,
with successes and failures, since the Peace of Westphalia of 1648 which
ended the Thirty Years’ War; international security was contingent on the
balance of power among the major powers, with the underlying assumption
that individual states are guarantors of security, prosperity and development.
‘The disorder and turbulence many people experience today comes with the
realization that this guarantee can no longer be taken for granted.’!s Criticism
of international organizations results in part from the fact that expectations
with regard to ensuring security and prosperity are addressed today not only to
individual states but also to global and regional transnational structures.

The end of bipolarism triggered the dynamic of global structural change
accompanied by the dynamic of multilateralism. Of what significance are
these processes for maintaining international stability and security? Will they
lead to legitimization and expansion of international interventionism, and, if
s0, in what circumstances and to what extent? These are not rhetorical but very
practical questions.

The picture presented to the US Senate by John Deutch, Director of the
Central Intelligence Agency, in his 1996 Worldwide Threat Assessment can be
summarized as consisting of four threats: (a) ethnic turmoil and humanitarian
crises; (b) the process of transformation and ‘metamorphosis’ of two great
powers (China and Russia); (¢) ‘rogue’ nations (Iran, Irag, North Korea and
Libya) that have built up significant military forces and seek to acquire
weapons of mass destruction; and (d) proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction, terrorism, drugs and crime.!6

A new phenomenon is that security experts who represent one of the most
prestigious research centres in post-Soviet Russia share this view of the risks
to and priorities of security policy. They draw attention to the fact that, unlike
the period when international stability relied on negative factors (mutual deter-
rence), the primary driving force of stability and security building in the post-
cold war era is interdependence of national interests and cooperation.!? It is
worth noting that Russian analysts warn against the self-complacency inherent
in the assumption that Russia will become a stable state. In fact, they argue
that the force of inertia driving destabilization in Russia is difficult to stop.
Restoring domestic equilibrium is dependent on constant economic growth,
and this cannot be expected, according to even the most optimistic forecasts,
until the beginning of the next century.!#

15 Hettne, B., “The United Nations and conflict management: the role of the “new regionalism™,
Transnational Law and Contemporary Problems (University of Iowa, College of Law), vol. 4, no. 2
(autumn 1994), p. 644.

16 Worldwide Threat Assessment Brief to the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence, Statement by
John Deutch, Director of Central Intelligence, Washington, DC, 22 Feb. 1996.

17 Rossiya i obespechenie mezhdunarodnoy stabilnosti [Russia and the maintenance of international
stability] IMEMO: Moscow, 1995), p. 10.

18 IMEMO (note 17), p. 103.
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III. Rethinking the security concept

It can be assumed that assessments of threats and ways of preventing them
reflect the main directions of thinking in both great powers. It is striking that
both the US and Russian assessments mentioned above leave out two key
questions related to international security: the information revolution and the
need to redefine security. Joseph S. Nye and William A. Owens rightly noted
that today ‘[k]nowledge, more than ever before, is power’.!® Today power is
determined to a great extent by which state is ahead in the information revolu-
tion, and this will be even more true in the future. These authors draw atten-
tion to a critical fact—that the dominant position of the United States in com-
munications and information-processing technologies stems from huge
investments and its open society. Space-based surveillance, direct broadcast-
ing, high-speed computers and an unparalleled ability to integrate complex
information systems have shaped an information edge that ‘can help deter or
defeat traditional military threats at relatively low costs’.2 This has permitted
the United States, the European Union, Japan and other highly industrialized
countries to strengthen their security and enhance international stability
through attraction rather than coercion.

The United States can use its information resources to engage China, Russia and other
powerful states in security dialogue to prevent them from becoming hostile. At the
same time, its information edge can help prevent states like Iran and Iraq, already
hostile, from becoming powerful. Moreover, it can bolster new democracies and
communicate directly with those living under undemocratic regimes. This advantage
is also important in efforts to prevent and resolve regional conflicts and deal with
prominent post-Cold War dangers, including international crime, terrorism, prolifera-
tion of weapons of mass destruction, and damage to the global environment.2!

The obstacles to making use of this potential are traditional, predominantly
military, perceptions of security and adherence to traditional parameters of
security, such as gross national product, population, energy, land, minerals,
and so on, as well as the failure to realize what the information revolution has
already contributed and can offer to security.

In this context, the postulate that the nature of international security must be
redefined is gaining in significance. This is directly related to the debate initi-
ated in the European Union, and in particular to the new approach taken by the
EU Intergovernmental Conference (IGC) that opened in 1996 to the institution
of a Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP). The problems encountered
in forging a common security policy are often wrongly attributed to procedural
and formal matters.

19 Nye, J. S., Jr and Owens, W. A., ‘America’s information edge’, Foreign Affairs, vol. 75, no. 2
(Mar./Apr. 1996), p. 20.
Nye and Owens (note 19), p. 20. In this case the ‘relatively low costs’ are probably compared to
cold war military expenditures.
21 Nye and Owens (note 19), p. 22.
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Another approach is also wrong: claiming that the EU members and the
USA are facing a dilemma over the organizing principle of their security
policy—whether it should be national interests or shared values. In his
response to Michael Mandelbaum’s article entitled ‘Foreign policy as social
work’,2 Stanley Hoffman writes: ‘the distinction between interests and values
is largely fallacious, and that policy which would ignore the domestic crises
that affect so many states and pseudostates today would have disastrous conse-
quences’.? One way of overcoming this dilemma is offered by Karl Deutsch’s
concept of the pluralistic security community. Defined nearly 40 years ago, it
contains the following elements: sovereignty and legal independence of states;
compatibility of core values derived from common institutions; mutual
responsiveness, identity and loyalty; integration to the point that states enter-
tain ‘dependable expectations of peaceful change’;?* and communication
cementing political communities.?s Such a security community would need at
least some common principles of global ethics.26

It would be naive to expect the United States or other great powers to resign
from their role in world affairs or to stop pursuing their national interests for
the sake of a concept that runs counter to these interests. A new definition of
security should, however, take into account not only these values and interests
but also the emerging new premises, including the breakup of the Westphalian
international system based on the omnipotence of sovereign states.

This new reality is implicitly reflected in the ongoing debate in Europe on a
common, cooperative and comprehensive security concept. It affects the
negotiations conducted in the European Union, the work initiated by the
NATO transformation and the debate held in the OSCE.? The critical question
in this search has two aspects: (@) the extent to which the international security
system can resolve existing conflicts; and (b) how the emergence of threats
can be prevented and their causes uprooted. The latter is gaining in promi-
nence.

IV. SIPRI findings

By collecting precise and verifiable data and information on which to base
their analyses, the authors of the chapters in this SIPRI Yearbook contribute to

22 Foreign Affairs, vol. 75, no. 1 (Jan./Feb. 1996).

23 Hoffman, S., ‘In defense of Mother Teresa: morality in foreign policy’, Foreign Affairs, vol. 75,
no. 2 (Mar./Apr. 1996), p. 172.

24 peutsch, K. W. et al., Political Community and the North Atlantic Area (Princeton University
Press: Princeton, N.J., 1957), p. 5.

25 Norbert Wiener wrote: ‘Communication alone enables a group to think together, and to act togeth-
er’. Quoted by Karl W. Deutsch in The Nerves of Government (Free Press: New York, 1966), p. 17. See
also Adler, E. and Barnett, M., ‘Pluralistic security communities: past, present, future’, Working Paper
Series on Regional Security, no. 1 (University of Wisconsin: Madison, Wisc., June 1994), p. 1.

26 Kiing, H., Global Responsibility: In Search of a New World Ethic (Continuum: New York, 1993);
and Lewis, F., ‘Globalization brings a need for global ethics’, International Herald Tribune, 28 Mar.
1996, p. 8.

27 See chapter 7 in this volume.
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an understanding of the essence of the ongoing processes in the world and
their consequences for international security on the global and regional scale.

Conflicts. 1t is highly symptomatic of the new world situation that all the 30
major armed conflicts registered for 1995 are intra-state rather than inter-
state.28

Conflict prevention, management and resolution. The Dayton Agreement on
Bosnia and Herzegovina and the Basic Agreement on Croatia constituted the
most spectacular peacemaking achievements of the year. Progress was also
made in the Middle East peace process and in establishing or restoring
democracy and law and order in Haiti. A peace accord was reached in Angola,
although implementation remained incomplete. There was renewed armed
conflict in Chechnya (Russia), Liberia, Sri Lanka and Sudan, despite peace
efforts. UN peacekeeping contracted significantly. Conflict prevention was
given new emphasis in UN debates in view of the high cost of peacekeeping
and the impossibility of the UN addressing all conflicts simultaneously.
Regional organizations moved to enhance their capabilities for conflict pre-
vention, management and resolution.?

UN reform. The UN General Assembly set September 1996 as the deadline
for recommendations on reform to be submitted by its subsidiary bodies.
Reform proposals from governments and non-governmental sources covered
the entire spectrum of UN activities. Particularly important ideas were those
for expansion and reform of the Security Council, rationalization and better
management of the UN system, democratization of the UN’s decision-making
processes, and financial reform.

The Middle East. The multilateral track of the peace process made progress
in 1995 but is limited by the need for further bilateral achievements, particu-
larly between Israel and Syria. Progress was achieved on the Israeli-
Palestinian track with the signature of the Interim Agreement, while the Pales-
tinian Authority and the Israeli Government intensified the fight against
terrorism, The Israeli—Syrian talks were stalled for much of the year but were
revived after Prime Minister Rabin’s assassination. Much remains to be done,
and the Israeli and US elections scheduled for 1996 may affect the process.
The Israeli-Jordanian Peace Treaty was implemented smoothly in 1995.3

Russia and the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS). During 1995 the
war in Chechnya persisted as the most destabilizing development in Russia.
The conflicts on the territories of other former Soviet republics continued in
less confrontational forms than in the recent past, except for Tajikistan. In the
CIS area, Russia has succeeded in considerably strengthening its position and
in having the CIS area recognized by the international community as a de
facto zone of Russia’s vital interests. The CIS countries are expected to
respond with loyalty to Russia—up to the point of accepting a Russian mili-
tary presence on their territories. The institutionalization of the special rela-

28 See chapter 1 in this volume.
29 See chapter 2 in this volume.
30See chapter 4 in this volume.
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tionship between Russia and Belarus may be seen as the first step towards
establishing a post-Soviet empire under Russian domination.3!

Europe. In the process of shaping European security, abstract concepts,
models and deliberations are of much less importance than the response to the
real needs of preventing conflict and settling crisis. A new system of security
will result from the evolution, enlargement and transformation of existing
‘structures rather than a proliferation of new institutions. Apart from the main
organizations (NATO, the EU/WEU, the OSCE and the Council of Europe),
subregional structures such as the Barents Euro-Atlantic Council, the Council
of Baltic Sea States and the Central European Initiative will also play an
increasing role.3

Military expenditure. Aggregate world spending continued to decline in
1995. This fall was again driven by major defence spending cuts in the West-
ern industrialized countries and Russia. Military spending is still rising in
other regions, however, notably in the Middle East and South-East Asia.?

Military research and development. World military research and develop-
ment (R&D) expenditure in the mid-1990s probably does not exceed $60
billion, a reduction of more than 50 per cent in real terms from SIPRI’s last
estimate, in 1987. Spending in the countries of the former Warsaw Treaty
Organization has decreased dramatically and accounts for most of the differ-
ence, but France, Italy and the USA have also reduced their spending by
25 per cent or more from the cold-war peaks. Of the major investors, only
India, Japan and South Korea continue to increase their spending dramati-
cally.

Arms production. The combined armed sales of the ‘top 100’ arms-
producing companies in the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development (OECD) and the developing world continued to fall in 1994,
although at a slower rate than in the preceding year. The drop is expected to
continue, since excess capacity is far from having been eliminated in most sec-
tors and regions. National costs in the form of structural unemployment are
high in many regions.

In no other major arms-producing country has military production dropped
as sharply as in the Russian Federation: by 1995 it had fallen to one-sixth of
its level in 1991. Some diversification into civilian production has taken place
but the transfer of resources from the military to civilian sectors has been
much less than expected. China’s ambitious conversion efforts have begun to
show signs of strain. With domestic procurement in considerable decline and
with few export options, China’s military industries must contract, but are ill-
prepared to meet commercial challenges.s

Arms trade. According to SIPRI estimates, the global trend-indicator value
of foreign deliveries of major conventional weapons in 1995 was $22 797

31 See chapter 6 in this volume.
32 See chapter 7 in this volume.
33 See chapter 8 in this volume.
34 See chapter 9 in this volume.
35 See chapter 10 in this volume.
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billion in constant (1990) US dollars.’¢ The estimate for 1995 represents a
slight increase over the revised estimate for 1994, suggesting that the fall in
the volume of deliveries of major conventional weapons recorded since the
end of the cold war has come to an end. Among the suppliers, the most notable
change in 1995 was the relatively high share of deliveries by Russia: it
accounted for 17 per cent of total deliveries, compared with 4 per cent in 1994.
The USA remained the largest supplier in 1995, accounting for 43 per cent of
deliveries. Among the recipients, the most noticeable trend has been the grow-
ing share of total deliveries to North-East Asia: deliveries to China and Tai-
wan have increased sharply in recent years.%

Arms export control. In 1995 the membership of the Nuclear Suppliers
Group (NSG), the Australia Group and the Missile Technology Control
Regime (MTCR) continued to expand. Modifications were made to the
Zangger Committee trigger list and to the lists of equipment and technologies
subject to control in the NSG, the Australia Group and the MTCR. On
18 December 1995, subject to the approval of the 28 participating member
governments, a new multilateral regime was provisionally established to
address the issue of export controls on conventional arms and dual-use goods
and technologies (the Wassenaar Arrangement).8

NPT extension. While the NPT was extended indefinitely in 1995 and the
nuclear weapon states parties reiterated their commitment to nuclear disarma-
ment, there was growing concern that the treaty might be used more to prevent
proliferation than to facilitate complete nuclear disarmament, which is now a
more open imperative of many non-nuclear weapon states, even those that
continue to rely on nuclear guarantees. Although most concerns about nuclear
proliferation were in remission in 1995 as new nuclear weapon-free zones
were created, the continued reliance on nuclear weapons to deter conventional
war and the use of weapons of mass destruction will prevent the realization of
complete nuclear disarmament unless doctrine in the nuclear weapon states
and their allies and security partners is reformed.*

Nuclear arms control. The Conference on Disarmament made progress on
the CTB in 1995 and achieved a mandate for a convention banning the pro-
duction of fissile material for military purposes, but there remains a possibility
that the CTB will not be completed in 1996 and progress on the fissile material
cut-off is likely to be slow. The US-funded programme of bilateral coopera-
tion to facilitate denuclearization and demilitarization in Belarus, Kazakhstan,
Russia and Ukraine intensified but became embroiled in domestic controver-
sies in both the USA and the recipient countries. The year 1996 is likely to be

36 The index produced using the SIPRI valuation system is not comparable to official economic
statistics such as gross domestic product, public expenditure, and/or export and import figures. The index
is designed as a trend-measuring device, to permit the measurement of changes in the total flow of major
conventional weapons and its geographic pattern.

37 See chapter 11 in this volume.

38 See chapter 12 in this volume.

39 See chapter 13 in this volume.
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a watershed, in which nuclear arms control either grinds to a halt or is reinvig-
orated.®

Chemical and biological arms control. The destruction of chemical weapons
(CW) in both Russia and the USA remains a matter of concern. The overall
cost of destruction in the USA has grown to $11.9 billion; for Russia the cost
is estimated at approximately $6 billion. The US Johnston Atoll Chemical
Agent Disposal System (JACADS) destruction facility continues to operate,
but programmes at the Tooele and Anniston facilities were delayed owing to
lack of state and local permits. In Russia, the Chemical Weapons Destruction
Act was introduced in the Duma in December, but the Russian CW destruction
programme faces major financial problems, even though Germany, the
Netherlands, Sweden and the USA continue to donate funds and expertise.*
The March 1995 terrorist attack in the Tokyo underground system demon-
strated the vulnerability of societies and the need to consider measures to deter
individuals and states from acquiring and using these weapons.

Conventional arms control and confidence-building measures (CSBMs) in
Europe. By the end of 1995, 30 states parties to the CFE Treaty had reduced
their heavy weapons by nearly 50 000 items. Along with the Russian troop
withdrawals from Central Europe and the Baltic states that were completed in
1994, this established an unprecedented core of military stability and pre-
dictability in Europe. The CFE flank dispute flared up in 1995, however, with
repeated threats by the Russian military to withdraw from the treaty. NATO
insists on full CFE implementation, but enlargement of NATO membership to
the east will call for a new approach to the conventional arms balance in
Europe. The negotiations on regional arms control and CSBMs in the former
Yugoslavia may be able to help enhance mutual confidence, reduce the risk of
conflict and inject stability into this conflict-ridden area.#

Inhumane weapons: anti-personnel mines. The Review Conference of the
Inhumane Weapons Convention opened in 1995 but could not agree on new
provisions to strengthen Protocol II on the use of land-mines, booby-traps and
other devices. The most effective way to deal with the danger posed by anti-
personnel land-mines is to prohibit—not restrict or regulate—their production,
stockpiling, transfer and use, and to establish international control over com-
pliance with the prohibition. A complete ban would be more easily verifiable
than partial solutions.*

* k%

The facts, data and analyses summarized above lead to three main conclu-
sions.

1. In the post-cold war period, new threats and risks have emerged, while
some of the ‘old’ ones continue to exist. The risk of an outbreak of global
nuclear war has diminished, but the danger of proliferation of weapons of

40 See chapter 13 in this volume.
41 See chapter 15 in this volume.
42 See chapter 16 in this volume.
43 See chapter 17 in this volume.
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mass destruction has increased. The serious threat at present is the loss of
control of developments by the great powers, the multilateral security organi-
zations and the states on whose territories conflicts have broken out. The
international system, based on the principles of interaction of sovereign states,
is eroding.

2. The search for a new security system should prioritize common values
and ways of harmonizing national interests. Establishing a new international
security order will be a long-term process of accommodating existing institu-
tions to new needs rather than of creating new organizational structures.

3. The new security system will express the political philosophy of a plural-
istic community rather than a specific model or set of abstract assumptions.
The comprehensive nature of such a system should reflect three fundamental
objectives of peace: security; social and economic welfare; and respect for
human rights, justice and organization of society based on the rule of law.
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1. Major armed conflicts

MARGARETA SOLLENBERG and PETER WALLENSTEEN

I. Global patterns of major armed conflicts, 1989-95

In 1995, 30 major armed conflicts were waged in 25 locations around the
world. Both the number of major armed conflicts and the number of conflict
locations were lower than in 1994 (when there were 32 conflicts in 28 loca-
tions)* and were significantly lower than in 1989 (when there were 36 con-
flicts in 32 locations), the last year of the cold war.

A ‘major armed conflict’ is defined here as prolonged combat between the
military forces of two or more governments, or of one government and at least
one organized armed group, and incurring the battle-related deaths of at least
1000 people during the entire conflict.2 A conflict ‘location’ is the territory of
at least one state. Since certain countries are the location of more than one
conflict, the number of conflicts reported is greater than the number of conflict
locations.?

As in 1994, all the major armed conflicts in 1995 were internal, or intra-
state, rather than between states;* that is, the issue, or incompatibility, con-
cerned control by internal parties over the government or territory of one state.
However, foreign forces were involved in some intra-state conflicts, in the
sense that their regular troops were involved in the fighting—in Tajikistan
(Russian/Commonwealth of Independent States [CIS] forces were used
against the opposition and also staged offensives aimed at Tajik opposition
bases in Afghanistan), Liberia (the Economic Organization of West African
States Monitoring Group peacekeeping forces were involved), and Bosnia and
Herzegovina (troops from Croatia reinforced the Bosnian Army in battles with
Bosnian Serb forces).

Only one conflict—that in Bosnia and Herzegovina—was ended during the
year through a comprehensive peace treaty which included military and civil-
ian provisions as well as ways of addressing the incompatibilities behind the
conflict. The General Framework Agreement was reached in Dayton, Ohio, in

! In the SIPRI Yearbook 1995: Armaments, Disarmament and International Security (Oxford Uni-
versity Press: Oxford, 1995), chapter 1, 31 conflicts in 27 locations were recorded for 1994. Because
new information has become available, the conflict in Sierra Leone has been re-evaluated and has been
included as a major armed conflict in 1994. Figures for 1994 have therefore been revised as 32 conflicts
in 28 locations.

2 See appendix 1A in this volume for definitions of the criteria. See also Heldt, B. (ed.), States in
Armed Conflict 1990-91 (Department of Peace and Conflict Research, Uppsala University: Uppsala,
1992), chapter 3, for the full definitions.

Some countries are also the location of minor armed conflicts. The table in appendix 1A presents
onlI the major armed conflicts in the countries listed.

However, in 1995 there were brief armed conflicts between states, e.g., that between Ecuador and
Peru, which did not fulfil the criteria for major armed conflicts.

SIPRI Yearbook 1996: Armaments, Disarmament and International Security



Figure 1.1. Country locations of the 30 major armed conflicts in 1995

© SIPRA! 1996; map by Billie Bleickus
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November and signed in Paris on 14 December 1995.5 During the year a
second conflict—that between the Croatian Government and the Croatian
Serbs—ended with military victories and a peace agreement. The Croatian
Government recaptured Western Slavonia and Krajina, after which an agree-
ment was reached for the return of Eastern Slavonia to Croatian Government
control.b In Angola and Palestine, previously agreed peace treaties were being
implemented in 1995 although violence still took place.

It should be noted that the definition of ‘major armed conflict’ includes only
those conflicts in which a government is one of the parties. In 1995, as in
previous years, there were a number of cases where non-governmental actors
were fighting each other, often in addition to an ongoing conflict between a
government and some or all of the non-governmental parties. These included
the conflicts in Afghanistan, northern Iraq, India (Kashmir), Liberia, Myan-
mar, Somalia and Sudan. In the Tajikistan conflict, the government side was
fragmenting in the face of a united opposition made up of various interest
groups.

II. Changes in the table of conflicts for 1995
New conflicts in 1995

Two new major armed conflicts were registered in 1995. The most devastating
was the war in Chechnya between forces of the Russian Federation and the
forces under General Dzhokhar Dudayev which demand the independence of
Chechnya. The armed conflict broke out in December 1994 and intensified
during the early months of 1995. A cease-fire was agreed in July 1995, but
there were sporadic violations of the cease-fire and renewed fighting broke out
around mid-December.’

The second new major armed conflict was the civil war in Sierra Leone
between the government and the Revolutionary United Front (RUF). This con-
flict began in 1991; since then the number of battle deaths has gradually risen.
The total death toll resulting directly from the conflict is now estimated to be
over 3000. The future course of the Sierra Leone conflict will depend on the
situation in Liberia, the location of another major armed conflict, because of
the close ties between the opposition organizations in the two states.

Three of the major armed conflicts that had been active in 1993 were not
recorded for 1994 but reappeared in 1995. These were the conflicts in Croatia
(fighting between the Croatian Government and the Serbian Republic of
Krajina in May and August 1995, which ended in a Croatian victory), Iraq
(battles between the Traqi Government and Kurdish factions in March 1995)
and India (the conflict in Punjab was resumed in August by some of the

5 See also chapters 2, 5, 7 and 16 in this volume. The General Framework Agreement for Peace in
Bosnia and Herzegovina (Dayton Agreement, 21 Nov. 1995) is reproduced in appendix 5A in this
volume.

6 The Basic Agreement on the Region of Eastern Slavonia, Baranja and Western Sirmium, 12 Nov.
1995, is reproduced in appendix 5A in this volume.

7 See also chapter 6 in this volume.
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groups that were previously involved). In the latter two cases, fighting was at
a low level and possibly temporary.

Conlflicts recorded in 1994 that did not reappear in 1995

Two conflicts in 1994 were not recorded for 1995 because victory was
achieved by one side and the fighting ceased: this was the case for the conflict
in Yemen, where the government won decisively in July 1994, and that in
Rwanda, where the Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF) took control of most of the
country by July 1994. In the latter case, there is a continuing danger that the
conflict will re-ignite since the previous government fled with its troops to
neighbouring Tanzania and Zaire.

In four conflicts there was no military action in 1995 because of cease-fire
agreements concluded in 1994: Azerbaijan (in the conflict over Nagorno-
Karabakh, a cease-fire was negotiated through the auspices of the Conference
on Security and Co-operation in Europe [CSCE] in May 1994); the conflict
between the Bosnian Government and the Bosnian Croat forces in Bosnia and
Herzegovina (a cease-fire was agreed in February 1994 and a federation estab-
lished in March between them); Georgia (in the conflict over Abkhazia,
Abkhaz forces have controlled most of the territory since September 1993 and
a Russian—Georgian—-Abkhaz cease-fire agreement was reached in May 1994,
resulting in deployment of a Russian peacekeeping force); and the United
Kingdom (in Northern Ireland, following a cease-fire between the British
authorities and the Irish Republican Army [IRA], agreed in September 1994).
In all these conflicts, the parties retained military forces at the ready and the
potential for resumption of armed conflict remained high. There were no
peace agreements concluded in any of these cases.

Changes in intensity of conflicts and peace efforts

In a number of conflicts the intensity of armed conflict decreased. This was
the case for the conflicts in Angola, Liberia and the Philippines and was
related to major changes among the parties—involving negotiation efforts and
a cease-fire in Angola, a cease-fire and the setting up of a new government
involving the main warring parties in Liberia, and the declining strength of the
New People’s Army (NPA) in the Philippines.

Two major armed conflicts escalated markedly: in Sri Lanka, between the
government and the Tamil Tigers, following a cease-fire and negotiations that
appeared promising; and in Turkey, between the government and the Kurdish
Worker’s Party (PKK). These two conflicts were among the most violent of
1995. The conflicts in Afghanistan, Algeria, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Russia
(Chechnya) and Sudan were also high-intensity conflicts, or wars—that is,
more than 1000 battle-related deaths occurred in 1995—although several of
them (e.g., Afghanistan and Algeria) de-escalated compared to 1994.
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Peace efforts resulted in the comprehensive General Framework Agreement
for Peace in Bosnia and Herzegovina as well as an agreement for Eastern
Slavonia in Croatia and the end of these major armed conflicts (at least
temporarily). In many other cases, negotiations focused on achieving cease-
fire arrangements (e.g., in Russia and Sudan) that were maintained for limited
periods.

I1I. Regional patterns of major armed conflicts, 1989-95

The regional distribution of locations with major armed conflicts is given in
table 1.1. In the early 1990s the number of conflicts started to decline in three
regions (Africa, Asia, and Central and South America) while subregions such
as Southern Africa and South-East Asia began to experience fewer conflicts or
less intensive conflicts. The gradual shift in incompatibilities from issues of
government control (56 per cent in 1989) to those over territory (53 per cent in
1995) continued (see table 1.2).

Table 1.1. Regional distribution of locations with at least one major armed conflict,
1989-95

Region? 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995
Africa 9 10 10 7 7 7 6
Asia 11 10 8 11 9 9 9
Central and 5 5 4 3 3 3 3
South America
Europe 2 1 2 4 5 4 3
Middle East 5 5 5 4 4 5 4
Total 32 31 29 29 28 28 25

4 Only those regions of the world in which a conflict was recorded for the period 1989-95
are included here.

Source: Uppsala Conflict Data Project.

In 1995 Europe experienced the lowest number of conflicts and conflict
locations since 1991. By the end of December 1995, following the cease-fire
and peace agreements for Bosnia and Herzegovina and Croatia, there were no
active major armed conflicts on this continent, except for sporadic fighting in
Chechnya. However, the cease-fire agreements for conflicts involving Azer-
baijan, Chechnya, Georgia and Northern Ireland were still in danger of being
challenged as 1995 ended.8

The Middle East region, in spite of the peace agreements between Israel and
the Palestinians and Jordan,? has shown very little variation in the number of
major armed conflicts since 1989, but in 1995 many of these conflicts were at
a low level of intensity. The exception was the conflict in Turkey between the

8 The cease-fire in the UK—Northem Ireland conflict was broken by the IRA in Feb. 1996.
9 See also chapter 4 in this volume.
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Table 1.2, Regional distribution, number and types of contested incompatibilities in
major armed conflicts, 1989-954

1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995
Region® G T G T G T G T G T G T G T
Africa 7 3 8§ 3 8§ 3 6 1 6 1 6 1 5 1
Asia 6 8 5 10 3 9 5 9 4 4 4
Central and 5 - 5 - 4 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 -

South America

Europe 1 1 - 1 - 2 - 4 - 6 - 5 - 3
Middle East 1 4 1 4 2 5 2 3 2 4 2 4 2 4
Total 20 16 19 18 17 19 16 17 15 18 15 17 14 16
Total 36 37 36 33 33 32 30

G = Government and T = Territory, the two types of incompatibility.

4 The total annual number of conflicts does not necessarily correspond to the number of
conflict locations in table 1.1 and in table 1A, appendix 1A, since there may be more than one
major armed conflict in each location.

b Only those regions of the world in which a conflict was recorded for the period 1989-95
are included here.

Source: Uppsala Conflict Data Project.

government and the Kurdish PKK. While the conflict in northern Iraq
continued, the more intensive fighting in 1995 was recorded between Kurdish
groups rather than between them and the Iragi Government. The question of
the Kurdish people, who are divided among four states, continued to generate
instability in the region. In spite of internal opposition on both sides, the
Isracli-Palestinian peace process continued to move forward, resulting in a
further decline in armed conflict. Another set of conflict issues in the Middle
East and parts of Africa concerned demands for the Islamicization of
governments and states. This has resulted in a major armed conflict in Algeria.
A clearly emerging major armed conflict, but still below the threshold for
inclusion in the database, is that between the Egyptian Government and the
Islamic opposition.!0

Asia also continued to have a number of low-level conflicts, except for the
situations in Afghanistan and Sri Lanka. Negotiations and cease-fires were
attempted in several cases; often the governments had become strong enough
to force the armed opposition into negotiations. This pattern was seen in
Myanmar and the Philippines. In many cases the central government was still
opting for military solutions, notably in India and Indonesia. The most
troubling cases seemed to be those where the central government was weak
(Afghanistan, Cambodia and Tajikistan).

10 A total of 900 deaths were recorded by Oct.71995, involving the government and the Islamic
opposition (al-Gama’a al Islamiyya).
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Africa shows a pattern of declining numbers of conflicts in Southern Africa,
while West Africa (Sierra Leone and Liberia) and the Horn of Africa (Sudan
and Somalia) remained plagued by conflicts. The lower intensity of some
African conflicts may be temporary (Rwanda) and new conflicts might be
brewing (Burundi and Nigeria), as governments reveal themselves as either
too weak to handle opposition groups or too strong to display the necessary
sensitivity to act early and constructively.

In Central and South America, there is a pattern of declining numbers of
conflicts and declining intensity in the ongoing conflicts. Negotiations were
attempted in two of these (Colombia and Guatemala) but not in others (Peru).
The governments involved clearly opted for policies that sought to marginal-
ize the hard-line elements of their armed opponents.

IV. Conclusions

A number of clear trends can be observed in the data on armed conflicts from
1989 to 1995. Although there were as many as 30 major armed conflicts in
1995, a very slow but steady decline in the number of both major armed con-
flicts and conflict locations can be observed since 1989, the end of the cold
war. This trend is a result of the fact that more conflicts have been removed
from the list than before, because of a military victory, cease-fire or peace
agreement. However, the number of new conflicts being added each year has
been fairly constant. This points to the need for not only resolving ongoing
conflicts but also preventing the emergence of new ones.

Another trend is that major-power involvement has largely shifted from
active support of one fighting faction against another to attempting to contain
and minimize violence in localized conflicts.

Finally, there is a visible trend in the relative prominence of the key issues
in major armed conflicts: more conflicts are now fought over territory than
over government control.



Appendix 1A. Major armed conflicts, 1995

MARGARETA SOLLENBERG, RAMSES AMER, CARL JOHAN
ASBERG, MARGARETA ELIASSON, MARY JANE FOX, ANN-SOFI
JAKOBSSON, KJELL-AKE NORDQUIST, THOMAS OHLSON,
ANNA SCHNELL and PETER WALLENSTEEN*

The following notes and sources apply to the locations listed in table 1A;!

aThe stated general incompatible positions. ‘Govt’ and ‘Territory’ refer to contested
incompatibilities concerning government (type of political system, a change of central
government or in its composition) and territory (control of territory [interstate conflict],
secession or autonomy), respectively.

b “Year formed’ is the year in which the incompatibility was stated. ‘Year joined’ is the year
in which use of armed force began or recommenced.

¢ The non-governmental warring parties are listed by the name of the parties using armed
force. Only those parties which were active during 1995 are listed in this column.

4'The figure for ‘No. of troops in 1995’ is for total armed forces (rather than for army forces,
as in the SIPRI Yearbooks 1988-1990) of the government warring party (i.e., the government
of the conflict location), and for non-government parties from the conflict location. For
government and non-government parties from outside the location, the figure in this column is
for total armed forces within the country that is the location of the armed conflict. Deviations
from this method are indicated by a note (*) and explained.

¢ The figures for deaths refer to total battle-related deaths during the conflict. ‘Mil.’ and
‘civ.’ refer, where figures are available, to military and civilian deaths, respectively; where
there is no such indication, the figure refers to total military and civilian battle-related deaths
in the period or year given. Information which covers a calendar year is necessarily more
tentative for the last months of the year. Experience has also shown that the reliability of
figures improves over time; they are therefore revised each year.

S The ‘change from 1994’ is measured as the increase or decrease in the number of battle-
related deaths in 1995 compared with the number of battle-related deaths in 1994. Although
based on data that cannot be considered totally reliable, the symbols represent the following
changes:

++  increase in battle deaths of > 50%

+ increase in battle deaths of > 10 to 50%
0 stable rate of battle deaths (+ 10%)

- decrease in battle deaths of > 10 to 50%
——  decrease in battle deaths of > 50%

I Note that although some countries are also the location of minor armed conflicts, the table lists only
the major armed conflicts in those countries. Reference to the tables of major armed conflicts in previous
SIPRI Yearbooks is given in the list of sources.

* R. Amer was responsible for the data for the conflict location of Cambodia; C. J. Asberg for
India; M. Eliasson and T. Ohlson for Angola, Liberia and Sierra Leone; M. J. Fox for
Somalia; A.-S. Jakobsson for Israel; K.-A. Nordquist for Colombia, Guatemala and Peru;
A. Schnell for Algeria; and P. Wallensteen for Sudan. M. Sollenberg was responsible for the
remaining conflict locations. Ylva Nordlander, Cecilia Backman, Ulrika Gustin and Anja
Stegen provided assistance in the data collection.
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n.a. not applicable, since the major armed conflict was not recorded for 1994,

Note: In the last three columns (“Total deaths’, ‘Deaths in 1995’ and ‘Change from 1994°),
‘.. indicates that no reliable figures, or no reliable disaggregated figures, were given in the
sources consulted.

Sources: For additional information on these conflicts, see chapters in previous editions of the
SIPRI Yearbook: Sollenberg, M. and Wallensteen, P., ‘Major armed conflicts’, SIPRI
Yearbook 1995: Armaments, Disarmament and International Security (Oxford University
Press: Oxford, 1995), chapter 1; Wallensteen, P. and Axell, K. ‘Major armed conflicts’, SIPRI
Yearbook 1994 (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1994), chapter 2; Amer, R., Heldt, B.,
Landgren, S., Magnusson, K., Melander, E., Nordquist, K-A., Ohlson, T. and Wallensteen, P.,
‘Major armed conflicts’, SIPRI Yearbook 1993: World Armaments and Disarmament (Oxford
University Press: Oxford, 1993), chapter 3; Heldt, B., Wallensteen, P. and Nordquist, K.-A.,
‘Major armed conflicts in 1991°, SIPRI Yearbook 1992 (Oxford University Press: Oxford,
1992), chapter 11; Lindgren, K., Heldt, B., Nordquist, K-A. and Wallensteen, P., ‘Major
armed conflicts in 1990°, SIPRI Yearbook 1991 (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1991),
chapter 10; Lindgren, K., Wilson, G. K., Wallensteen, P. and Nordquist, K.-A., ‘Major armed
conflicts in 1989°, SIPRI Yearbook 1990 (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1990), chapter 10;
Lindgren, K., Wilson, G. K. and Wallensteen, P., ‘Major armed conflicts in 1988°, SIPRI
Yearbook 1989 (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1989), chapter 9; Wilson, G. K. and
Wallensteen, P., ‘Major armed conflicts in 1987°, SIPRI Yearbook 1988 (Oxford University
Press: Oxford, 1988), chapter 9; and Goose, S., ‘Armed conflicts in 1986, and the Irag-Iran
War’, SIPRI Yearbook 1987 (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1987), chapter 8.

The following journals, newspapers and news agencies were consulted: Africa Confidential
(London); Africa Events (London); Africa Reporter (New York); Africa Research Bulletin
(Oxford); AIM Newsletter (london); Asian Defence Journal (Kuala Lumpur); Asian Recorder
(New Delhi); Balkan War Report (I.ondon); Burma Focus (Oslo); Burma Issues (Bangkok);
Conflict International (Edgware); Dagens Nyheter (Stockholm); Dialog Information Services
Inc. (Palo Alto); The Economist (London); Facts and Reports (Amsterdam); Far Eastern
Economic Review (Hong Kong); Financial Times (Frankfurt);, Fortnight Magazine (Belfast),
The Guardian (London); Horn of Africa Bulletin (Uppsala); Jane’s Defence Weekly
(Coulsdon, Surrey); Jane's Intelligence Review (Coulsdon, Surrey); The Independent
(London); International Herald Tribune (Paris), Kayhan International (Teheran); Keesing’s
Contemporary Archives (Harlow, Essex); Latin America Weekly Report (London); Le Monde
Diplomatique (Paris); Mexico and Central America Report (London); Middle East
International (London); Monitor (Washington, DC); Moscow News (Moscow); Newsweek
(New York); New Times (Moscow); New York Times (New York); OMRI (Open Media
Research Institute) Daily Digest (Prague); Reuter Business Briefing (London); Prism
(Washington, DC); RFE/RL (Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty) Research Report (Munich);
Pacific Report (Canberra); Pacific Research (Canberra); S.A. Barometer (Johannesburg);
Selections from Regional Press (Institute of Regional Studies: Islamabad); Southern African
Economist (Harare); Southern Africa Political & Economic Monthly (Harare); SouthScan
(London); Sri Lanka Monitor (London); The Statesman (Calcutta); Sudan Update (London);
Svenska Dagbladet (Stockholm); Tehran Times (Teheran); The Times (London); Transition
(Prague); World Aerospace & Defense Intelligence (Newtown, Conn.).



Table 1A. Table of conflict locations with at least one major armed conflict in 1995

Incompat-  Year formed/ No. of troops Total deaths® Deaths Change
Location ibility? year joined? Warring parties® in 19954 (incl. 1995)  in 1995 from 1994/
Europe
Bosnia and Govt of Bosnia and 110 000-130 000 25 000 800-2 000 -
Herzegovina* Herzegovina, 55 000
Croatia

Territory 1992/1992  vs. Serbian Republic (of 75 000-85 000
Bosnia and Herzegovina),
Serbian irregulars

* Fighting between the Army of the Serbian Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina and the Bosnian Croat Defence Council (or Bosnian HVO, the armed forces of the
Croat Republic of Herzeg-Bosna) is not included as a conflict since neither of these parties is the government of an internationally recognized state.

Croatia Govt of Croatia 100 000~110 000 6 000- 500-1 000 n.a.
Territory ~ 1990/1990  vs. Serbian Republic 35 000-50 000 10 000*
of Krajina,
Serbian irregulars ..
* This figure includes the fighting during 1991 in which not just the two parties participated (see SIPRI Yearbook 1992, chapter 11).
Russia Govt of Russia 1 500 000 10 000 10 000~ n.a.
Territory 1991/1994  vs. Republic of Chechnya 12 060020 000 40 000 40 000
Middle East
Iran Govt of Iran 513 000*
Govt 1970/1991 vs. Mujahideen e-Khalq ..
Territory 1972/1979 vs. KDPI 8 000

KDPI:  Kurdish Democratic Party of Iran.
* Including the Revolutionary Guard.
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Iraq Govt of Iraq 350 000400 000
Govt 1980/1991  vs. SAIRI* 10 000**
Territory 197771980  vs.PUK LK

SAIRI: Supreme Assembly for the Islamic Revolution in Iraq.
PUK: Patriotic Union of Kurdistan.

* Most of the Shia rebels belong to this group.
** Total strength of Shia rebels.
& No precise figures for troops are available. PUK troop strength is possibly some 10 0600 -12 000.

Israel Govt of Israel 170 000-180 000 1948-: 250 -
Territory 1964/1964  vs. PLO groups* > 12 500
vs. Non-PLO groups*#*
* The Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) is an umbrella organization; armed action is carried out by member organizations. Although Al-Fatah, the largest group

within the PLO, did not use armed force in 1995, other groups (DFLP and PFLP) which reject the 1993 Declaration of Principles on Interim Self-Government Arrangements

(Oslo Agreement) did. These groups opposed the PLO leadership but were still part of the PLO in 1995.

DFLP Democratic Front for the Liberation of Palestine
PFLP  Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine

ok Examples of these groups are Hamas, PFLP-GC (Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine—~General Command), Islamic Jihad and Hizbollah.
Turkey Govt of Turkey 500 000 >17 000 >4 000 +
Territory 1974/1984 vs. PKK 10 000-12 000

PKK: Partiya Karkeren Kurdistan, Kurdish Worker’s Party, or Apocus.
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Incompat-  Year formed/ No. of troops Total deaths® Deaths Change
Location ibilitya year joined®> Warring parties® in 19954 (incl. 1995)  in 1995 from 1994/
Asia
Afghanistan Govt of Afghanistan .. > 15000 > 1000 -—
Govt 1978/1978  vs. Hezb-i-Islami
1990/1990  vs. Hezb-i-Wahdat
1992/1992  vs. Jumbish-i Milli-ye
Islami*
* The National Islamic Movement (NIM), led by Dostum.
Bangladesh Govt of Bangladesh 115500 1975-: <25 0
Territory  1971/1982  vs. JSS/SB 2 000-5 000 3 000-3 500

JSS/SB: Parbatya Chattagram Jana Sanghati Samiti (Chittagong Hill Tracts People’s Co-ordination Association/Shanti Bahini [Peace Force]).

Cambodia Govt of Cambodia 130 000* > 25 500**
Govt 1979/1979 vs. PDK 5 000-10 000

PDK:  Party of Democratic Kampuchea (Khmer Rouge).
* Including all militias.

** For figures for battle-related deaths in this conflict prior to 1979, see SIPRI Yearbook 1990, p. 405, and note p, p. 418. Regarding battle-related deaths in 1979-89, that
is, not only involving the Govt and PDK, the only figure available is from official Vietnamese sources, indicating that 25 300 Vietnamese soldiers died in Cambodia. An

estimated figure for the period 1979-89, based on various sources, is >50 000, and for 1989 >1000. The figures for 1990, 1991 and 1992 were lower.

India Govt of India 1 145 000 > 37 000* > 500*
Territory  ../.. vs. Kashmir insurgents**
Territory  ../1981 vs. Sikh insurgents***

Territory  ../1992 vs BASF
1982/1988 vs. ULFA

9
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BdSF: Bodo Security Force.
ULFA: United Liberation Front of Assam.

* Only the Kashmir and Sikh conflicts. Of the total deaths, approximately 25 000 were killed in the Sikh conflict and at least 12 000 in the Kashmir conflict.
*k Several groups are active, some of the most important being the Jammu and Kashmir Liberation Front (JKLF), the Hizb-e-Mujahideen and the Harkat-ul-Ansar.
dkk Several Sikh groups exist, however, in 1995 only a few were active, i.e. the Khalistan Liberation Force (KLF).
Indonesia Govt of Indonesia 276 000 15 000 <50 0
Territory 1975/1975 vs. Fretilin 200 16 000 (mil.)
Fretilin: Frente Revoluciondra Timorense de Libertagdo e Independéncia (Revolutionary Front for an Independent East Timor).
Myanmar Govt of Myanmar 286 000 1948-50: > 500 -
Territory 1948/1948 vs. KNU 4000 8 000
1981-88:
5 000-8 500
Territory ..*/1993 vs. MTA 10 000-20 000 1993-94:
> 1000**

KNU: Karen National Union.
MTA: Mong Tai Army.

* The Mong Tai Army was formed in 1987, but it is unclear when the demand for independence was stated.

** This figure includes deaths only in the Shan conflict.

The Philippines Govt of the Philippines 106 500 21 000 <100 -
Govt 1968/1968 vs. NPA 8 000 25 000*

NPA: New People’s Army.

* Official military sources claim that 6500 civilians were killed during 1985-91.

Sri Lanka Govt of Sri Lanka 126 000 > 32000 > 5000 ++
Territory 1976/1983 vs. LTTE 6 000-10 000

LTTE: Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam.
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Incompat- Year formed/ No. of troops Total deaths® Deaths Change

Location ibility? year joined? Warring parties® in 19954 (incl. 1995)  in 1995 from 1994/
Tajikistan Govt of Tajikistan, 2 000-3 000 20 000- > 500 n.a.
CIS Collective Peacekeeping c. 25 000 50 000
Force in Tajikistan/
CIS Border Troops*
Govt 1991/1992  vs. United Tajik

Opposition**
* The CIS operation includes Russian border guards and peacekeeping troops with minor reinforcements from Kazakhstan, Kyrgystan and Uzbekistan.
** The major groups constituting the United Tajik Opposition (formerly the Popular Democratic Army) are the Islamic Resistance Movement, the Democratic Party of

Tajikistan and the Rastokhez People’s Movement.

Africa
Algeria Govt of Algeria 150 000 25 000~ >3 000 -

Govt 1992/1992 vs. FIS* .. 45 000

1993/1993 vs. GIA

FIS: Front Islamique du Salut, Jibhat al-Inqath (Islamic Salvation Front).
GIA:  Groupe Islamique Armé (Armed Islamic Group). It is unclear whether there are ties between GIA and FIS.
* The Islamic Salvation Army (Armée Islamique du Salut, AIS) is considered to be the armed wing of the FIS. There are also several other armed Islamic groups under
the FIS military command.
Angola Govt of Angola 100 000 >40 000 (mil.)* 500-1 500

Govt 1975/1975 vs. UNITA 60 000 > 100 000 (civ.)*

UNITA: Unido Nacional para a Independéncia Total de Angola (National Union for the Total Independence of Angola).
* An estimated 1.5 million war-related deaths (military and civilian) from 1975, of which approximately 50% since the war restarted in Oct. 1992.
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Liberia Govt of Liberia, .. 1989-92: LA
ECOMOG 7000 20 000**

Govt 1989/1989 vs. NPFL* 10000
ECOMOG: The ECOWAS (Economic Organization of West African States) Monitoring Group.
NPFL: National Patriotic Front of Liberia.
* In Aug. 1995, 7 armed factions in Liberia (including the NPFL) signed a peace agreement, and their leaders formed a transitional Council of State. Elections were
scheduled for Aug. 1996.
ok Note that this figure includes the fighting in 1990-91 (incurring 15 000 deaths) in which more than the two parties listed above participated.
b No figures for battle-related deaths are available. War-related deaths (military and civilian) are estimated at 10 000-15 000 in 1995. Total war-related deaths are
estimated at 150 000.
Sierra Leone Govt of Sierra Leone 5 000-6 000 >3 000+ >500 n.a.

Govt 1991/1991 vs. RUF 2000
RUE: Revolutionary United Front.
* Approximately 30 000 war-related deaths since 1991.
Somalia Govt of Somalia* 10000 .. 200-500

Govt 1991/1991 vs. USC faction (Aideed) 10 000
UsC: United Somali Congress.
* Taken to be the USC faction (Mahdi).
Sudan Govt of Sudan 81 000 37 000- ¢.1 000 (mil.)

Territory 1980/1983 vs. SPLA (Garang faction) 30 000-50 000 40 000 (mil.)*

SPLA: Sudanese People’s Liberation Army.
* Figure for 1991.
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Location

Incompat-  Year formed/ No. of troops Total deaths¢® Deaths Change
ibility® year joined? Warring parties¢ in 19954 (incl. 1995)  in 1995 from 1994/

Central and South America

Colombia Govt of Colombia 146 400 LL* <1000 0
Govt 1949/1978 vs. FARC 5700
1965/1978 vs. ELN 2 500
FARC: Fuerzas Armadas Revolucionarias Colombianas (Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia).
ELN: Ejército de Liberacién Nacional (National Liberation Army).
* In the past three decades the civil wars of Colombia have claimed a total of some 30 000 lives.
Guatemala Govt of Guatemala 44 200 <2800 (mil.) <200 0
Govt 1967/1968 vs. URNG 800-1 100 < 43 500 (civ.)
URNG: Unidad Revolucionaria Nacional Guatemalteca (Guatemalan National Revolutionary Unity). URNG is a coalition of three main groups: Ejército
Guerillero de los Pobres (EGP), Fuerzas Armadas Rebeldes (FAR), and Organizacién del Pueblo en Armas (ORPA).
Peru Govt of Peru 115000 > 28 000 <500 0
Govt 1980/1981 vs. Sendero Luminoso 3000
1984/1986 vs. MRTA 500

Sendero Luminoso:
MRTA:
*

Shining Path.
Movimiento Revolucionario Tupac Amaru (Tupac Amaru Revolutionary Movement).

Of the reported deaths for 1995, fewer than 50 were incurred between the Government of Peru and the MRTA.
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6661 ‘SLOITINOD ANV ALI¥NDES



2. Armed conflict prevention, management and
resolution

TREVOR FINDLAY *

I. Introduction

International efforts to prevent, manage and resolve armed conflict had some
striking successes in 1995 in several highly publicized cases, although the
resolution of lesser known conflicts continued to elude the peacemakers. The
most spectacular achievements were the Dayton Agreement on Bosnia and
Herzegovina and a separate agreement on Croatia which brought armed con-
flict in these states to an abrupt halt in November.! The other notable achieve-
ment occurred in the Middle East, where further agreements between Israel
and the Palestinians, although clouded by the assassination of Israeli Prime
Minister Yitzhak Rabin, signalled that the peace process was still advancing.?

Success was also registered in Haiti, where a peace enforcement operation
by a US-led multinational coalition force transferred responsibility to a UN
peacekeeping operation once the situation had been stabilized. Peace accords
which appeared sustainable were finally concluded for Angola and Liberia
after long and bitter civil wars, although their implementation remained
unsteady. The cease-fire in Northern Ireland endured but peace talks remained
elusive. When the only two notable interstate conflicts in 1995 broke out,
between Peru and Ecuador and between Yemen and Eritrea, cease-fires were
hastily arranged. The most disheartening peacemaking failures in 1995 were in
Chechnya,? where a cease-fire was negotiated but increasingly breached as the
year progressed, and in Sudan and Sri Lanka, where cease-fires collapsed
completely with disastrous upsurges in armed conflict.

While the United Nations in its 50th anniversary year played a role in almost
every conflict situation, the new emphasis was unmistakably on conflict
prevention or, in UN parlance, preventive diplomacy. Peacekeeping headed
for a period of retraction and consolidation as five major operations of varying
success, including the UN Protection Force (UNPROFOR), the largest in UN
history, drew to a close in 1995. UN peacekeepers had been continually
humiliated in Bosnia until rescued from their misery by NATO bombing and

1 General Framework Agreement for Peace in Bosnia and Herzegovina, signed in Paris, 14 Dec. 1995.
See appendix 5A in this volume for the text of the Agreement; and Basic Agreement on the Region of
Eastern Slavonia, Baranja and Western Sirmium, signed in Zagreb on 12 Nov. 1995. See also chapter 5
in this volume.

2 See chapter 4 in this volume.

3 See chapter 6 in this volume.

* Olga Hardardéttir of the SIPRI Project on Peacekeeping and Regional Security assisted in
researching this chapter.

SIPRI Yearbook 1996: Armaments, Disarmament and International Security
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replaced by a non-UN force. Diplomatically the UN was marginalized by the
Dayton process—it was not even represented at the talks. This experience and
the UN’s growing financial crisis further dampened enthusiasm for major new
UN peace missions. The reputation of sanctions as a tool of conflict resolution
rose as those imposed on the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia and
Montenegro) appeared to be a significant factor in forcing it to the negotiating
table. Peace enforcement triumphed in Bosnia and Herzegovina, but through
action by NATO rather than the ill-equipped and inappropriately mandated
UNPROFOR.

Regional organizations meanwhile moved frustratingly slowly to increase
their own capacity for conflict prevention, management and resolution. Par-
ticular attention was devoted to Africa, where many of the world’s most
unstable and conflict-wracked states are extant. Individual countries, espe-
cially the USA and other great powers, again played prominent, sometimes
pre-eminent, roles in preventing, managing and resolving conflict. Individuals
and non-governmental actors sometimes supplemented these efforts usefully.

This chapter surveys multilateral efforts undertaken in 1995 to prevent,
manage or resolve armed conflict between or within states. Section II focuses
on the United Nations, the key multilateral actor in conflict prevention,
management and resolution, while section III deals separately with peace-
keeping, still the UN’s most prominent activity in this field. Section IV sur-
veys the UN role in peace enforcement, while section V analyses the role of
regional and other multilateral organizations. Section VI provides an overview
of the role of other actors, such as individual states and non-governmental
organizations (NGOs).

I1. The United Nations

Although the UN retained its pre-eminent position in international conflict
prevention, management and resolution efforts in 1995, in its 50th anniversary
year this role was under greater scrutiny than ever before. Pundits generally
praised its peacekeeping record since 1945 but were sceptical of its ability to
address all conflict situations or to conduct peace enforcement at all. The UN’s
humiliation over the fall of its ‘safe areas’ in Bosnia and Herzegovina, its
brush with peace enforcement in that country, its worsening financial crisis
and the lack of fundamental reform of its sprawling, uncoordinated system
served to confirm these views. UN Secretary-General Boutros Boutros-Ghali
sustained debate over the UN’s role with a supplement to his 1992 Agenda for
Peace. Conlflict prevention emerged as a putative panacea for the world body’s
inadequacies in dealing with conflicts after they had broken out. The General
Assembly’s role in conflict prevention, management and resolution in 1995
was minimal, that of the Security Council crucial, and that of the Secretary-
General and Secretariat expansive. Resort to the International Court of Justice
(ICJ) was greater than ever before. The year saw UN peacekeeping operations
contract dramatically, with several terminated, some pruned and reorganized
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and no completely new ones launched. Genuine reform efforts continued
which in a few years will produce a much improved UN peacekeeping cap-
ability, but one for which, paradoxically, there may be neither the demand nor
the requisite political and financial backing.

Supplement to An Agenda for Peace*

In January Boutros-Ghali issued a Supplement to An Agenda for Peace,’ the
paper in which he had systematically elaborated a United Nations approach to
and instruments for the prevention, management and resolution of conflicts
between and within states. The Supplement was designed to highlight unfore-
seen difficulties which had arisen since 1992 and the ‘hard decisions’ which
member states now had to take.

In regard to preventive diplomacy he suggested that the greatest obstacle to
success was not, as is widely supposed, a lack of information, analytical
capacity or ideas, but a dearth of suitably qualified senior personnel willing to
serve as his special representative or envoy. A second obstacle was a lack of
finance for unforeseen, urgent, short-term missions; his suggested remedy was
a contingency fund of $25 million per biennium.

In regard to peacekeeping Boutros-Ghali drew heavily on the lessons of
Somalia and Bosnia and Herzegovina in noting that three types of activity had
led such operations to forfeit the consent of the parties—traditionally a pre-
requisite for successful peacekeeping—and dangerously blurred the distinction
between peacekeeping and peace enforcement. These were protecting
humanitarian operations during continuing warfare, protecting civilian popula-
tions in designated safe areas and pressing parties to achieve national reconcil-
iation at a faster pace than they were ready for. Boutros-Ghali suggested that
‘peacekeeping and the use of force (other than in self-defence) should be seen
as alternative techniques and not as adjacent points on a continuum, permitting
each transition from one to the other’.6 He criticized the Security Council for
attempting to ‘micro-manage’ peacekeeping operations and the ‘Friends of the
Secretary-General’ (influential regional states and select Security Council
members assisting him in particular peace efforts) for taking initiatives with-
out his approval. The Secretary-General also reiterated his proposal for a UN
Rapid Reaction Force as a strategic reserve for use during emergencies.

4 UN, Supplement to An Agenda for Peace: position paper of the Secretary-General on the cccasion of
the 50th anniversary of the United Nations, UN document A/50/60, S/19951, 3 Jan. 1995. The bulk of
the text is reproduced in appendix 2B in this volume.

5 Boutros-Ghali, B., An Agenda for Peace: Preventive Diplomacy, Peacemaking and Peace-keeping,
Report of the Secretary-General pursuant to the statement adopted by the Summit Meeting of the
Security Council on 31 January 1992 (United Nations: New York, 1992), reproduced in SIPR! Yearbook
1993: World Armaments and Disarmament (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1993), appendix 2A,
pp. 66-80. For analyses see Hill, R., ‘Preventive diplomacy, peace-making and peace-keeping’, SIPRI
Yearbook 1993: World Armaments and Disarmament (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1993),
pp- 45-60; and Findlay, T., ‘Multilateral conflict prevention, management and resolution’, SIPR! Year-
book 1994 (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1994), pp. 14-19 and passim.

6 Supplement to An Agenda for Peace (note 4), p. 9.
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Finally, he recognized the importance of an information strategy for peace-
keeping operations, especially using UN radio broadcasts.

The Secretary-General’s remarks on post-conflict peace building were rather
more conceptual than practical. Perhaps in response to criticism that the UN
has abandoned states to their own devices once a comprehensive peace settle-
ment has been achieved, as in Cambodia, Boutros-Ghali suggested careful
management of the ‘timing and modalities’ of the departure of peacekeeping
missions and the transfer of their peace-building functions to others, but that
each case needed consideration on its merits. A particular challenge was
donors’ unwillingness to finance crucial elements of peace building such as
conversion of guerrilla movements into political parties, creation of new
police forces or ‘arms for land’ programmes.

Calling sanctions ‘a blunt instrument’, the Secretary-General noted the prob-
lems that have arisen because of their imprecise and mutable objectives. In
future, sanctions should be better targeted to avoid both harming the most vul-
nerable sectors of societies and giving the impression that their purpose is
punishment rather than behaviour modification. The latter was a clear refer-
ence to dogged US insistence that comprehensive sanctions be maintained
against Iraq in the face of pressure from others to modify or lift them. He sug-
gested establishing a mechanism in the Secretariat to: assess the impact of
sanctions before they are imposed; monitor their application; measure their
effects to permit fine-tuning to maximize their political impact and minimize
‘collateral damage’; ensure the delivery of humanitarian supplies to vulnerable
groups; and explore ways of assisting member states suffering collateral
damage and evaluate compensation claims.

To consider in detail the Secretary-General’s recommendations the Security
Council held special sessions in January 1995, while the General Assembly
established sub-groups on various issues: preventive diplomacy and peace-
making, post-conflict peace building, sanctions, coordination, and the advisory
competence of the International Court of Justice. Reaction to the Supplement
was mostly favourable but neither the Council nor the Assembly took up
Boutros-Ghali’s many suggestions in detail. The most negative comment came
from US Ambassador to the UN Madeleine Albright, who criticized Boutros-
Ghali’s alleged attempt to assert more control over peacekeeping and to blame
member states for peacekeeping failures: ‘I think we have to guard against
saying that every time there is a success it is due to the United Nations and
every time there is a failure it is due to the member states’.?

Conflict prevention: a new emphasis

After gestating quietly for a number of years the idea of conflict prevention
seemed suddenly an idea whose time had arrived. In 1995 there was increas-
ing emphasis by the UN and member governments on conflict prevention as a
far cheaper alternative to peacekeeping and other forms of intervention after

7 Wireless File (US Information Service, US Embassy: Stockholm, 5 Jan. 1995), p. 8.
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conflict has begun. The UN has long engaged in conflict prevention but could
become more proficient at it given sufficient funding and better organization.
Among the tools of conflict prevention identified by the Secretary-General
were preventive diplomacy, preventive deployment of a military or civilian
police force, preventive humanitarian intervention and preventive peace
building—*‘an extensive menu’ of political, social and economic activities to
shore up weak states or rebuild devastated ones.8

Since effective conflict prevention is contingent on early warning of
impending problems, the Secretariat moved in 1995 to strengthen further its
early-warning mechanisms. It established a Framework for Co-ordination
between three key Secretariat Departments—Humanitarian Affairs, Political
Affairs and Peace-keeping Operations-—to permit not just information sharing
but also joint analysis of early-warning indicators and assessment of options
for preventive action. This was intended to meet the long-standing criticism of
the UN bureaucracy that while it possessed ample information throughout its
system it lacked a mechanism for centrally collecting, analysing and acting on
it. The UN’s Humanitarian Early Warning System (HEWS) continued to
develop, with 50 countries being added by April 1995 to the existing prototype
based on time-series data from 5 countries.® However, a UN Economic and
Social Council (ECOSOC) Committee warned that the UN probably would
still need a single individual or unit responsible for coordinating development
of its early-warning system—essentially a revived Office of Research and Col-
lection of Information (ORCI), which had been abolished by Boutros-Ghali in
1992 as a cost-cutting measure. !0

Despite these improvements in early warning, UN resources devoted to pre-
ventive diplomacy remained pitiful—only 40 UN officials in 1995, compared
with thousands of peacekeepers. Australia reiterated its proposal for the estab-
lishment of half a dozen preventive diplomacy centres around the world,
staffed by a total of 100 experts to continuously monitor their respective
regions and provide instant preventive advice and assistance. The cost would
be minimal, around $20 million annually (compared with the current $3 billion
cost of peacekeeping), and even if only one or two conflicts were avoided the
investment would be worthwhile. Australia also argued for a professional
conflict-resolution service at UN headquarters. Such ideas failed to gain
majority support. While many could see the wisdom of conflict prevention, it
proved difficult in the prevailing financial climate to convince states to spend
relatively minor amounts now to save millions in the future.

Some developing countries also expressed fear that increased preventive
diplomacy would result in increased interference by the UN in their internal
affairs. The most hard-line position was taken by India, which remains sensi-
tive to any suggestion of outside involvement in Kashmir. Others opposed the

8 UN, Report of the Secretary-General on the work of the Organization, UN document A/50/1,
22 Aug. 1995, p. 80.

9 ECOSOC Committee for Programme and Co-ordination, Final Report on the in-depth evaluation of
peace-keeping operations: start-up phase, UN document E/AC.51/1995/2, 17 Mar. 1995, para. 37.

10 ECOSOC (note 9), para. 40.
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concept of preventive peace building (as contrasted with post-conflict peace
building after a peace settlement has been agreed), regarding it as synonymous
with nation building, which they see as solely the prerogative and responsi-
bility of the state concerned (while at the same time pressing for increased
international aid for the undertaking).

Academic critics of the new enthusiasm for conflict prevention warned of
several difficulties: the problem of predicting major political and military
events (such as the collapse of the Soviet Union or the Iragi invasion of
Kuwait); the multiplicity of choices in dealing with a given situation; the dan-
ger that early intervention will make a situation worse; the fact that it may not
necessarily be cheap or cost-free; and the difficulty of mobilizing organiza-
tions or states to meet a threat that may never eventuate.!! Moreover, since
successful conflict prevention results in a nil return—the absence of conflict—
it is difficult to generate and sustain the interest of the media and therefore that
of politicians. In the case of Zaire—a country that in 1995 had by many
accounts ‘moved well beyond candidacy for disaster’'>—the UN Secretary-
General, like other interlocutors, appeared to give up on preventive diplomacy.
That Zaire did not descend into total chaos illustrated one of the pitfalls of
conflict prevention—that the worst may never happen and intervention may be
unnecessary.

The General Assembly, Secretary-General and Secretariat

The General Assembly’s role in conflict prevention, management and resolu-
tion in 1995 continued to be mostly hortatory and it took no particularly
notable initiatives in the fields of conflict prevention, management or resolu-
tion. Its main contribution was to give concentrated consideration to UN
reform proposals.!?

In contrast, the Secretary-General continued to expand his activities, espe-
cially through the use of personal representatives for preventive diplomacy
and to head peacekeeping operations.™ In 1995 he used a record 22 such emis-
saries. Their role has evolved more in the past 5 years than in the previous 45,
especially in their increasing use in helping manage conflict within the domes-
tic jurisdiction of member states.

During 1995 the Secretary-General again undertook several conflict preven-
tion and peacemaking exercises, most notably in relation to Afghanistan, the
Baltic states, Bougainville, Burundi, Cambodia, Cyprus, East Timor,
El Salvador, Georgia/Abkhazia, Guatemala, India and Pakistan, Irag-Kuwait,
the Korean Peninsula, Liberia, the Middle East, Mozambique, Myanmar,

399

' Stedman, S. J., ‘Alchemy for a new world order: overselling “preventive diplomacy™, Foreign
Affairs, vol. 74, no. 3 (1995), pp. 14-20.

12 Morrison, J. S., “Zaire: looming disaster after preventive diplomacy’, SAIS Review, vol. 15, no. 2
(summer/fall 1995), pp. 39-52.

13 See appendix 2D in this volume for details.

4 Hume, C. R., “The Secretary-General’s Representatives’, SAIS Review, vol. 15, no. 2 (summer/fall
1995), pp. 75-90.
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Nagorno-Karabakh, Moldova, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Tajikistan, Western
Sahara and Yemen.

Less dramatically, the Secretariat continued to provide electoral assistance
to states and various peacekeeping missions.!* Since the creation of the Elec-
toral Assistance Division in 1992 the UN has been involved in the electoral
processes of 61 member states, some of them more than once. However, in
July managerial responsibility for the Electoral Assistance Division was
returned from the Department of Peace-keeping Operations (DPKO) to the
Department of Political Affairs in view of the expected fall in the number of
large-scale peacekeeping missions with electoral components.!¢ In 1995 Haiti
was the only such case. The number of requests from member states has also
begun to decline as the initial democratic wave of the post-cold war era has
passed and more states settle into democratic routine.!” Although it is not a UN
initiative, both the UN and its members will probably benefit from the estab-
lishment in Stockholm in February of the multilateral Institute for Democracy
and Electoral Affairs (IDEA), which will act as a clearing-house for and
promote research on electoral matters.!?

Major activities of the Secretary-General and his representatives in 1995 are
detailed below, while those conducted in connection with peacekeeping opera-
tions are considered in the peacekeeping section.

Afghanistan

The Secretary-General’s efforts, through his Office of the Secretary-General in
Afghanistan (OSGA), to find a negotiated solution to the multi-party civil war
that has wracked Afghanistan since the Soviet withdrawal in 1989 were
seriously set back in 1995 by the swift military gains of yet another armed
Afghan resistance group, the Taliban. This group refused to participate in the
so-called Authoritative Council, comprising representatives of all of
Afghanistan’s Mujahideen political forces plus UN-nominated delegates,
which was to have assumed power in the country by March.!? Intense fighting
around Kabul and a reversal of Afghan President Burhanuddin Rabbani’s
decision to step down further prevented the transfer of power, despite the
efforts of the Secretary-General’s Special Mission, headed by Mahmoud
Mestiri. Besides the UN, other peacemakers attempted to bring the parties to

15 For further detail of UN election activities see Findlay, T., ‘Conflict prevention, management and
resolution’, SIPRI Yearbook 1995: Armaments, Disarmament and International Security (Oxford
University Press: Oxford, 1995), pp. 49-50. For details of electoral assistance requests received and met,
see appendix 2A in this volume.

16 UN, Enhancing the effectiveness of the principle of periodic and genuine elections: report of the
Secretary-General, UN document A/50/736, 8 Nov. 1995, p. 3.

TUN, Press Release SC/95/63, Geneva, 12 Dec. 1995.

18 The founding states were Australia, Barbados, Belgium, Chile, Costa Rica, Denmark, Finland,
India, the Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, South Africa, Spain and Sweden. For further information see
Newsletter of International IDEA, no. 3 (Jan. 1996).

19 <Afghanistan: no settlement in view’, Strategic Comments, no. 3 (22 Mar. 1995).
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agreement, including the Organization of the Islamic Conference (OIC),? Iran,
Pakistan, Russia, Saudi Arabia, the USA and Uzbekistan.?! By September the
strategic city of Herat had fallen to the Taliban, President Rabbani’s position
had been weakened and Mestiri resumed his peace efforts. In a new venture
the UN appointed political officers in Herat, Kabul, Kandahar and Marar-e-
Sharif, considered centres of power and politics, to assist in these efforts.?2 By
the end of the year Kabul itself was under virtual siege, with a humanitarian
disaster looming. A sudden stalemate at the end of December prompted a new
flurry of negotiations on a cease-fire and power-sharing arrangement—but a
lasting peace settlement in the country will be a major challenge given its
division on ethnic lines between Uzbeks, Tajiks (represented by Rabbani) and
Pathans, from whom the Taliban has been formed.?

Burundi

During 1995 extremist elements continued to attempt to destabilize Burundi
and its UN-brokered governmental power-sharing arrangement, threatening a
repeat of the genocide that wracked neighbouring Rwanda in 1994. The
Security Council dispatched a fact-finding mission in February, its second in
six months. It recommended establishment of an international commission of
enquiry into the October 1993 coup attempt and the massacres that followed, a
substantial increase in the number of Organization of African Unity (OAU)
military observers, the strengthening of the office of the Secretary-General’s
Special Representative for Burundi, who had been threatened with violence,
and deployment of UN human rights observers throughout the country. France
also continued its efforts to broker peace through its ambassador in Bujumbura
and its Co-operation Minister Bernard Debre.2s Debre managed to broker an
agreement in March between the Tutsi military and the Hutu-led FRODEBU?%
Party to disarm their militias and avoid violence, but it soon collapsed. OAU
Secretary-General Salim Salim tried again in April, also to little avail.

After fighting broke out along the Tanzanian border in late November the
situation in the country looked perilously close to exploding. On 29 December
Boutros-Ghali formally proposed to the Security Council that it establish a UN
intervention force based in Tanzania and Zaire in case the situation deterior-
ated dramatically.?’” The Security Council, with the ill-fated Somalia and
Rwanda experiences in mind, rejected the proposal on the specious grounds
that it was not clear what role such a force would play. The Burundian

20 The OIC member states are : Albania, Bahrain, Benin, Burkino Faso, Cameroon, Chad, Comoros,
Cyprus, Djibouti, Gabon, Gambia, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Mali, Maldives,
Mauritania, Niger, Qatar, Turkmenistan, United Arab Emirates and Yemen.

2! The Economist, 22 July 1995, p. 63; and International Herald Tribune, 31 Oct. 1995.

22 Financial Times, 12 Sep. 1995, p. 8; and Saragosa, M., ‘Persistent thorn in the flesh’, Financial
Times, 29 Mar. 1995, p. 12.

23 Howard, R., ‘Considering ceasing fire in Afghanistan’, Jane’s Defence Weekly, 10 Jan. 1996, p. 19.

24 For a list of OAU member states see the Glossary at the front of this volume.

25 Congressional Research Service, ‘Burundi crisis’, CRS document 95-458 F (Congressional
Research Service, Library of Congress: Washington, DC, 4 Apr. 1995), p. 4. )

26 FRODEBU stands for Front pour la Démocratie au Burundi.

27 International Herald Tribune, 4 Jan. 1996, p. 2.
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Government itself opposed such a force, although if its country begins implod-
ing around it such abstinence might not be sustainable.

East Timor

The fifth and sixth rounds of UN-sponsored talks between the foreign minis-
ters of Indonesia and Portugal were held in January and July 1995 to explore a
comprehensive and internationally acceptable solution to the East Timor
question. A new initiative by the Secretary-General, about which Indonesia
had serious reservations, saw the convening at Burg Schlaining in Austria of
an All-Inclusive Intra-East Timorese Dialogue attended by 30 East Timorese
of all political complexions.28 A consensus document was adopted and a num-
ber of ideas produced which informed talks between Boutros-Ghali and the
Portuguese and Indonesian foreign ministers in July. While deep differences
remained, the two parties were willing to keep meeting, scheduling their next
session for January 1996 in London. In East Timor itself, mysterious hooded
gangs, allegedly sponsored by the Indonesian military, began a terror cam-
paign against supporters of independence.?

Guatemala3°

The UN inaugurated a new approach to conflict resolution in late 1994 when
the General Assembly mandated a mission to Guatemala specifically oriented
towards the protection and enhancement of human rights and the building of
indigenous institutions for such purposes. This was seen as a means of achiev-
ing national reconciliation and hastening negotiation of a comprehensive
peace accord to end Guatemala’s 35-year civil war. The UN Mission for the
Verification of Human Rights and of Compliance with the Commitments of
the Comprehensive Agreement on Human Rights in Guatemala (MINUGUA),
which has eight regional offices, five subregional offices and an authorized
strength of 245 international staff, became fully operational in February.3!

The Mission had early success, fostering the signing of a landmark Agree-
ment on Identity and Rights of Indigenous Peoples at Mexico City on
31 March 1995. Negotiations later began in Mexico City between the
Guatemalan Government and the opposition Unidad Revolucionaria National
Guatemalteca (URNG) on socio-economic and agrarian issues, including the
strengthening of civilian power, reintegration of the URNG into political life,
a definitive cease-fire, constitutional reforms including an electoral regime,
and a schedule for implementation, enforcement and verification. The aim was
to have a comprehensive peace agreement signed in early 1996. To assist the
negotiations Boutros-Ghali appointed Gilberto Schlittler as his Special Envoy

28 UN, Question of East Timor: progress report of the Secretary-General, UN document A/50/436,
19 Sep. 1995, p. 2.

29 International Herald Tribune, 1 Mar. 1995, p. 4.

30 For background on Guatemala see Baranyi, S., ‘Central America: a firm and lasting peace?’, SIPRI
Yearbook 1995 (note 15), pp. 163-67.

31 UN (note 8), p. 94.
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for the Guatemala Peace Process. The Group of Friends of the Guatemala
Peace Process (Colombia, Mexico, Norway, Spain, the USA and Venezuela)
continued to be involved.

There was a two-week cease-fire during presidential elections in November
1995 which resulted in a right-wing businessman, Alvaro Arzi of the National
Advancement Party (PAN), gaining more votes than Alfonso Portillo, desig-
nee of former military dictator Efrain Rios Montt, but not by a sufficient
margin to avoid a run-off vote in January 1996.32 As 1995 ended Guatemala
was in political limbo and still plagued by civil war, serious human rights
abuses by Government agents and the military and widespread impunity in the
commission of such offences. With its limited mandate and resources and
complete dependence on the cooperation of the local parties, MINUGUA was
incapable of dealing with such major challenges.

Sierra Leone

The little-noticed civil war in Sierra Leone between the venal military govern-
ment which seized power in 1992 and the Revolutionary United Front of
Sierra Leone (RUF) finally came to the world’s attention in 1995 after the kid-
napping of foreigners. The government’s writ has been lost over vast areas, the
country has suffered massive population displacement, with the population of
the capital Freetown growing threefold, and there has been widespread
devastation and a high civilian death toll.

After an exploratory mission in December 1994 requested by head of state
Captain Valentine Strasser, Boutros-Ghali appointed a Special Envoy for
Sierra Leone, Berhanu Dinka, to cooperate with the OAU and the Common-
wealth in helping the parties work towards a negotiated settlement, but he had
difficulty even contacting the RUF. It was not until the government hired
foreign mercenaries from Angola, Namibia and South Africa through the
South African company Executive Outcomes, to help boost its limited military
capability, that the RUF made moves towards contact with it.3* Meanwhile a
National Consultative Conference on Elections was held in Freetown in
August 1995 and recommended elections by February 1996 despite the
continuing civil war.? Subsequently the UN helped the government prepare an
action plan for demobilization and reintegration of combatants and provided
assistance to the Interim National Electoral Commission in preparing for elec-
tions.3¢ An attempted military coup in October emphasized the fragility of the
situation, while the dearth of resources for conducting an election and com-
mencing reconstruction indicated the pressing need for substantial inter-

32 International Herald Tribune, 14 and 15 Nov. 1995, p. 7.

33 Dowden, R., ‘Freetown follows Liberia into ruin’, The Independent, 23 Jan. 1995, p. 9.

34 In addition to helping secure the release of foreign hostages, International Alert, an NGO, managed,
seemingly against the odds, to involve both the government and the RUF in a conflict-resolution seminar
in Dakar, Senegal in Feb. 1995. On The Alert (Intemnational Alert) no. 5 (July 1995), p. 6.

350N, Report of the Secretary-General on the situation in Sierra Leone, UN document S/1995/975, 21
Nov. 1995.

36 UN, Press Release SC/95/53, Geneva, 27 Nov. 1995, pp. 1-2.



CONFLICT PREVENTION, MANAGEMENT AND RESOLUTION 41

national assistance. In any event the RUF was unwilling to participate in an
electoral process, much less cease firing and disarm.

The Security Council

In 1995 the Council maintained a busy schedule, meeting almost daily,
although the hectic pace of recent years eased somewhat, with the numbers of
resolutions and presidential statements both declining. While sharp disagree-
ments did occur on several issues, only one of the permanent members
resorted to a veto during the year: the USA vetoed a developing country
resolution on Israeli expropriation of land in East Jerusalem.?’

The main foci of the Council’s work were the continuing conflicts in the for-
mer Yugoslavia and Africa. On Yugoslavia the Council was obliged to deal
not only with recalcitrant parties, particularly the Bosnian Serbs who attacked
UN safe areas and took peacekeepers hostage, but also with a restructuring,
supplementation and eventual dismantling of the largest UN peacekeeping
operations in the region.’® The Council’s peacemaking efforts in Africa par-
ticularly concerned Burundi and Sierra Leone. The Council dispatched an
unprecedented number of fact-finding missions, all of them to Africa: Burundi
(twice), Mozambique, Rwanda, Somalia and Western Sahara.? Cooperation
with the OAU and subregional organizations was an important new feature of
the Council’s efforts in view of the reluctance of its members to contemplate
extensive new African entanglements.

Transparency in the Council’s operations, the subject of much criticism in
previous years, continued to improve, with greater recourse being had to open
meetings, in particular at the early stages of the Council’s deliberations on a
particular issue before policy was established. Briefings by the Council Presi-
dent for non-member states became institutionalized. However, in December
34 member states which regularly contribute troops to UN peacekeeping
operations petitioned the Council to further improve consultations with them.#
Relations between Boutros-Ghali and the Council continued to be occasionally
testy, particularly because of his refusal to meet with the Council on demand.
In part to alleviate this problem the Secretary-General appointed one of his
Special Advisors, Chinmaya Gharekhan, as his personal representative to the
Council to ensure continuous consultation.*! Despite the fact that it was the
UN’s 50th anniversary, there was no forward movement on broader Security
Council reform or expansion.

37 Draft resolution, $/1995/394, 17 May 1995. Information from Deutsche Gesellschaft filr die
Vereinten Nationen (DGVN) (UN Association of Germany), Bonn.

38 See section I1I of this chapter for details.

39 UN (note 8), p. 7.

40 UN, Press Release DH/2047, Geneva, 20 Dec. 1995, p. L.

41 UN (note 8), p. 80.

42 See appendix 2D in this volume for details.
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International legal mechanisms

A critical component of any attempt to establish the rule of law in inter-
national relations is the international judicial system. From its inception in
1946 until 1994 the International Court of Justice had a total of just 72 con-
tentious cases and 21 advisory cases before it and dealt with no more than one
or two cases per year.®? Recourse to the ICJ has, however, grown dramatically
in recent years: in 1994-95 it had a record 14 cases before it, 4 of them new.
Twelve were contentious cases involving states, while two, both submitted in
1995, were requests for advisory opinions, one submitted by the World Health
Organization (WHO), the other by the General Assembly, on the legality of
nuclear weapons. Two new cases between states were filed during 1995. In
March Spain instituted proceedings against Canada regarding a dispute over
Spanish fishing in Canadian waters, in particular the seizure on the high seas
of the fishing boat the Estai by Canadian officials. In June New Zealand asked
the Court to reopen a case it had submitted in 1973 to stop French nuclear tests
in the South Pacific.#4 In record time the Court decided against New
Zealand.

Apart from this decision the Court made two other judgements during 1995.
In February it concluded that it had jurisdiction to adjudicate in a dispute over
maritime delimitation and territory between Qatar and Bahrain.* In the case
concerning Portugal and Australia over East Timor, in which Portugal dis-
puted the legality of a 1989 treaty between Australia and Indonesia on
exploitation of the continental shelf of the so-called Timor Gap, the ICJ ruled
that, in the absence of the consent of Indonesia, it could not adjudicate.46
Hearings in the case concerning the accidental shooting down of an Iranian
airliner in 1988, brought by Iran against the USA, were postponed sine die at
the request of the two parties.

The ICJ, despite its new-found importance, needs reform and rejuvenation.
A particular difficulty is that less than one-third of UN member states have
accepted compulsory jurisdiction of the ICJ. Of these less than half have
accepted jurisdiction unconditionally or with only minor procedural reserva-
tions.#?

The International Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia, established in the
Hague in 1993, continued to issue indictments, including of Bosnian Serbs,
Bosnian Croats and three citizens of Serbia.4® One Bosnian Serb, held in cus-
tody, was brought to trial. Quashing speculation that justice might be sacri-
ficed to the exigencies of the Dayton peace process, the Chief Prosecutor of
the Tribunal, Justice Richard Goldstone of South Africa, insisted that the Tri-
bunal’s activities would proceed regardless. Despite the granting of access to

43 ‘Lawyers and peace building’, Second Annual Murdoch Student Law Society Address, by Senator
Gareth Evans, QC, Minister for Foreign Affairs of Australia, Perth, 16 Aug. 1995, p. 3.

44 Unity (UN Association of Australia, Canberra), July 1995, p. 3.

43 UN Chronicle, vol. 32, no. 2 (June 1995), p. 75.

46 Insight (Australian Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Canberra), 25 July 1995, p. 5.

47 <] awyers and peace building’ (note 43), p. 3.

48 International Herald Tribune, 10 Nov. 1995, p. 6.
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Table 2.1. Cases before the International Court of Justice, 1995

* Application of the Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide
(Bosnia and Herzegovina v. Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro))

* Aerial Incident of 3 July 1988 (Iran v. USA)

* East Timor (Portugal v. Australia)

* Maritime Delimitation between Guinea-Bissau and Senegal

* Maritime Delimitation and Territorial Questions between Qatar and Bahrain

* Questions of Interpretation and Application of the 1971 Montreal Convention arising from
the Aerial Incident at Lockerbie (Libya v. United Kingdom)

* Questions of Interpretation and Application of the 1971 Montreal Convention arising from
the Aerial Incident at Lockerbie (Libya v. USA)

* Qil Platforms (Iran v. USA)

* Gabcikovo-Ngyamaros Project (Hungary/Slovakia)

* Bakassi Peninsula (Cameroon v. Nigeria)

¢ Legality of the Use by a State of Nuclear Weapons in Armed Conflict (WHO)*

* Legality of the Threat or Use of Nuclear Weapons (UN General Assembly)*

* Fishing Rights (Spain v. Canada)

* Nuclear Tests (New Zealand v. France)

Note: Cases listed as one party versus another are those in which one party (the first men-
tioned) has brought to the ICJ a case against another party; the others are cases where both
parties jointly seek a Court ruling. Cases marked with an asterisk (*) are those in which an
advisory opinion has been sought by one party.

Source: UN, Report of the Secretary-General on the work of the Organization, UN document
A/50/1, 22 Aug. 1995, pp. 11-13.

the US-led multinational Implementation Force (IFOR), to all of Bosnia and
Herzegovina, the peace process did not initially facilitate the Tribunal’s work
since IFOR forces were instructed not to track down alleged war criminals but
only arrest them if they came upon them in the course of their other duties.
IFOR was also initially reluctant to guard alleged mass grave sites. None the
less the Tribunal was well advanced in amassing evidence and issuing war-
rants as 1995 ended.

By comparison, the International Tribunal for Rwanda, established in 1994,
also with Justice Goldstone as Chief Prosecutor, struggled to cope with the
aftermath of an even more systematic and brutal attempt at genocide. Hun-
dreds of suspects were being held in custody in appalling conditions in
Rwanda, while the Tribunal struggled to obtain funding and qualified person-
nel and overcome UN bureaucratic procedures and inter-agency rivalries.
Kenya was openly hostile to the Tribunal and refused to cooperate. In June the
Tribunal met for the first time, in The Hague (its permanent seat will be
Arusha, Tanzania), and elected Laity Kama of Senegal as its President. It
began processing its first indictments in the second half of 1995.

49 McGreal, C., ‘Rwanda tribunal chief struggles to win funds’, The Guardian, 24 Oct. 1995, p. 7; and
Karhilo, J., ‘The establishment of the International Tribunal for Rwanda’, Nordic Journal of Inter-
national Law, vol. 64, no. 4 (1995), pp. 683-713.
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One way of avoiding the convening of special international tribunals each
time they are required is to establish a permanent international criminal
court.’® In April and August 1995 the Ad Hoc Committee on Establishment of
an International Criminal Court, mandated by the General Assembly in
December 1994 to consider the convening of an international conference to
adopt a statute for such a court, held hearings in New York to discuss a draft
prepared by the International Law Commission.5! Under draft Article 20 the
court would have jurisdiction over four crimes under general international
law—genocide, war crimes, crimes against humanity and aggression—and
exceptionally serious crimes of international concern defined by treaties. The
draft statute envisaged the court as being permanent but only operating when
required to consider a particular case. It would only be available to states par-
ties to its statute and, in certain situations, to the Security Council.

While there was a wide degree of support in the Committee for establishing
the court, developing states are wary of its implications for their sovereignty
and national jurisdiction. One of the most controversial issues was whether or
not the Security Council should be permitted to refer cases to the court. While
some argued that this would enhance the Council’s responsibility for inter-
national peace and security, others believed it would confer powers on the
Council not envisaged by the Charter and could undermine the court’s
independence and impartiality.

III. UN peacekeeping operations

.UN peacekeeping remained a principal tool for conflict prevention, manage-
ment and resolution, but by the end of the year appeared headed for a period of
consolidation in which there would be fewer, smaller, less complex and, on
the whole, better managed missions. Peacekeeping remained controversial,
largely because of UNPROFOR’s perceived failures in the former Yugoslavia,
especially after the fall of two so-called UN ‘safe areas’, Srebrenica and Zepa,
to Bosnian Serb forces in July. Some less well-known missions also struggled
to achieve their purposes, particularly those in Liberia and Western Sahara.
Peacekeeping operations elsewhere, however, enjoyed quiet success, including
those in Angola, Haiti and Mozambique, in helping stabilize or resolve con-
flict situations. Older UN missions, such as those in Cyprus, India—Pakistan
and Lebanon, continued unobtrusively and successfully to fulfil their mandates
of varying complexity and utility.

Boutros-Ghali and his advisers, after the set-backs suffered by the UN in
Somalia and Rwanda and now in Croatia and Bosnia and Herzegovina,
retreated from the more ambitious vision for peacekeeping presented in An
Agenda for Peace. The Secretary-General’s theme during much of the year
was, understandably, that the UN could not deliver everything expected of it

50 Drinan, R. F,, “Is a permanent Nuremburg on the horizon”, Fletcher Forum of World Affairs,
vol. 18, no. 2 (summer/fall 1994), pp. 103-13.

51 YN, Ad Hoc Committee on Establishment of International Criminal Court Ends First Segment of
Initial Session, New York, 3~13 April, Press Release, GA/95/06, Geneva, 13 Apr. 1995.
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unless more political support and resources were provided. By the end of the
year, traumatized by the UN’s inability to protect Srebrenica or Zepa, he was
openly proclaiming that the UN could not engage in peace enforcement at all
and even some of the more elaborate peacekeeping operations, as envisaged
for Eastern Slavonia, would be beyond it.

By the end of 1995 the number of UN peacekeeping missions, compared
with the end of 1994, had only dropped from 17 to 16, but this masked the
termination of three large missions—the UN Operation in Somalia II
(UNOSOM II), the UN Operation in Mozambique (ONUMOZ) and the UN
Observer Mission in El Salvador (ONUSAL)—the splitting of UNPROFOR
into three separate missions in March and the replacement of two of these by
two much smaller missions following the Dayton Agreement. For the first
time since 1990 no completely new mission was established.? By the end of
1995 total troop strength had declined to 30 000 troops from 76 countries,
compared with approximately 69 000 from 77 countries at the end of 1994.53
These numbers would continue to fall into early 1996 with the termination of
the UN Confidence Restoration Operation in Croatia (UNCRO). Some 168
peacekeepers were killed in 1995.

Two of the major, largely successful missions finally terminated, ONUMOZ
and ONUSAL, had both helped end civil wars, promoted national reconcilia-
tion and overseen the election of constitutional governments. In May, after the
El Salvadorean parties had signed a work programme to complete imple-
mentation of outstanding points in their 1992 Chapultepec Peace Agreement,
the Security Council established a new, non-peacekeeping UN Mission in
El Salvador (MINUSAL) for good offices and verification purposes.5*
UNOSOM II in Somalia, one of the least successful UN missions, was ter-
minated in March, its withdrawal assisted by a seven-nation combined task
force ‘United Shield’.5s This was the first time that a UN peacekeeping force
had required armed protection to withdraw, although in the end it did so safely
and methodically, without casualties and with only token armed resistance.

Two peacekeeping missions that had been suspended owing to adverse
political and military developments were revived. The UN Mission in Haiti
(UNMIH) returned to Haiti in full strength after a US-led Multinational Force
(MNF) had restored stability, while the UN Angola Verification Mission
(UNAVEM II), renamed UNAVEM III, returned in force to Angola after a
new peace agreement was concluded with UN assistance.

The UN Interim Force in Lebanon (UNIFIL) was cut by 10 per cent, saving
$10 million per year, supposedly without affecting its operational capacity.
The UN Peace-keeping Force in Cyprus (UNFICYP) continued to keep the
peace despite having its strength almost halved over the past couple of years.

52 UNAVEM Il in Angola is not considered a new operation but a revived version of UNAVEM 11.
53 UN, Department of Peacekeeping Operations, Monthly summary of troop contributions to peace-
keegping operations, 31 Dec. 1995.
4 UN (note 8), pp. 90-91.
55 UN (note 8), p- 105. The 7 countries involved were France, India, Italy, Malaysia, Pakistan, the UK
and the USA.
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The UN Mission for the Referendum in Western Sahara (MINURSO)
struggled for yet another year to fulfil its mandate to enrol electors for a refer-
endum on the territory’s future status.’® Losing patience with the parties’
uncooperativeness, Boutros-Ghali was suggesting by the end of 1995 that the
UN force the issue either by pressing ahead with the referendum with a voter
eligibility formula of the UN’s own choosing or by abandoning the mission
altogether.” In mid-December the Security Council authorized him to make
one final effort to produce agreement, failing which he should present options
for proceeding, including the ‘orderly withdrawal of MINURSO’ .58

UN Peace Forces (the former Yugoslavia)

Having spent years unsuccessfully attempting to negotiate a Yugoslavian
peace settlement, the UN was unceremoniously sidelined by the USA and
NATO in 1995. UNCRO, UNPROFOR and the umbrella organization UN
Peace Forces (UNPF), which had been established in March to oversee all
three UN peace operations in the former Yugoslavia (the third being the UN
Preventive Deployment Force, UNPREDEP, in Macedonia), were disbanded
in December as the implementation of the Dayton Agreement proceeded.
UNPROFOR, replaced by the US-led multinational Implementation Force
on 20 December,* had been pilloried by the media, some international com-
mentators and even some UN member states for its alleged failure to stop the
war in Bosnia when in fact it had been neither mandated nor equipped to do
so. What it had done, often against all odds, was to contain and ameliorate the
consequences of the conflict. It provided humanitarian sustenance to thou-
sands of people and, through the longest airlift in history, helped lower the
death toll from 130 000 in 1992 to fewer than 4000 in 1994. It kept services
running and repaired essential infrastructure where possible and prevented the
Bosnian Government sectors of Bosnia and Herzegovina being swallowed
completely by Croat and Serb forces. UNPROFOR went largely unmourned,
with only the British representative on the Security Council paying tribute to
the dedication and courage of its personnel, including more than 200 killed.s
The UN would retain several roles in Bosnia and Herzegovina under the
Dayton Agreement: the UN High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR)
would handle humanitarian relief and refugee matters; a UN International
Police Task Force (IPTF) would train and monitor the local civilian police;$!

56 UN, The situation concerning Western Sahara: report of the Secretary-General, UN document
S/1995/779, 8 Sep. 1995. For background see Findlay (note 5), pp. 59-60; and Chopra, J., ‘Breaking the
stalemate in Western Sahara’, International Peacekeeping, vol. 1, no. 3 (1994), pp. 303-19.

57 International Herald Tribune, 5 Dec. 1995, p. 7.

58 UN, Press Release SC/95/68, Geneva, 19 Dec. 1995.

59 The Guardian, 21 Dec. 1995, p. 6.

60 Urquhart, B. and Doyle, M., ‘Peacekeeping up to now: under fire from friend and foe’,
International Herald Tribune, 16-17 Dec. 1995, p. 6.

61 UN Security Council Resolution 1035, UN document S/RES/1035, 21 Dec. 1995.
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and human rights work would be shared by several UN bodies. A high-ranking
UN official would be appointed as UN coordinator of these activities.s2

Having been swept aside by Croatian military victories in the second half of
1995 which returned most of Serb-held Croatia to Croatian Government con-
trol, UNCRO was already considerably downsized by the end of the year.
However, it had its mandate officially extended to 15 January 1996 pending
decisions on a new peace force for Eastern Slavonia, the only remaining Serb-
held part of Croatia.®* As envisaged in the Basic Agreement on Eastern
Slavonia signed between Croatia and local Serbs on 12 November 1995,
UNCRO'’s place was to be taken for a 12-month transitional period by a new
UN peacekeeping force, despite opposition by Boutros-Ghali who saw this as
too dangerous for UN forces already much troubled by their Balkan experi-
ences.® It was envisaged that many of UNCRO’s forces in Eastern Slavonia,
mostly Russian and Belgian, would simply transfer to the new authority. Of
the three UN operations in the former Yugoslavia only UNPREDEP in
Macedonia remained intact at the end of the year.

UNAVEM III (Angola)

Following the signing of the Lusaka Protocol on 20 November 1994, provid-
ing for national reconciliation between the Angolan parties, the way was
cleared for the deployment of UNAVEM III, the third UN peacekeeping mis-
sion to Angola in the past seven years. It was mandated to assist the govern-
ment and the opposition party, the National Union for the Total Independence
of Angola (UNITA) in implementing the protocol by providing good offices
and mediation; supervising, verifying and, if necessary, controlling the dis-
engagement of forces and monitoring the cease-fire; assisting withdrawal,
quartering and demobilization of UNITA forces; verifying the movement of
Angolan armed forces to their barracks; and verifying and monitoring the
formation of a new armed force and the free circulation of people and goods.
UNAVEM IIT’s other activities included monitoring the Angolan National
Police, the quartering of the Rapid Reaction Police and coordinating and sup-
porting humanitarian activities. A military force of 7000 was authorized, in
addition to 350 monitors, 260 police observers and civilian support staff.¢ The
Security Council, in order to avoid the compliance problems which caused
UNAVEMII to abort its mission, decided that the deployment of infantry
units would take place gradually and only if the parties complied with the

62 In Feb. 1996 these various activities were grouped under the name UN Mission in Bosnia and
Herzegovina (UNMIBH).

63 UN Security Council Resolution 1025, UN document S/RES/1025, 30 Nov. 1995. The UN Tran-
sitional Administration for Eastern Slavonia, Baranja and Western Sirmium (UNTAES) was established
on 15 Jan. 1996 by Security Council Resolution 1037 (UN document S/RES/1037, 15 Jan. 1996) and
UNCRO was abolished on that date. A small separate UN peacekeeping operation, the UN Mission of
Observers in Prevlaka (UNMOP) was also created in Jan. 1996 to replace UNCRO in the Prevlaka area
of south-eastern Croatia.

64 Wireless File (US Information Service, US Embassy: Stockholm), 14 Dec. 1995, p. 10.

65 For background on UNAVEM II see Findlay (note 5), p. 52.

66 UN (note 8), p. 110.
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Lusaka Protocol. A Joint Commission, chaired by the Secretary-General’s
Special Representative for Angola, Alioune Blondin Beye, and comprising
representatives of the two Angolan parties and three observer states (Portugal,
Russia and the USA), was established to oversee implementation.

Despite serious violations, including unauthorized troop movements and
continued mine laying, the peace process slowly advanced with the assistance
of UNAVEM II1.¢7 Angolan President José Eduardo dos Santos, who had been
elected in UN-monitored elections in September 1992, and UNITA leader
Jonas Savimbi met for the first time in May in Lusaka, Zambia and in Gabon
in August. These meetings and the visit of Boutros-Ghali to Angola in July
helped give impetus to the peace process. Learning the lessons of previous
peacekeeping missions elsewhere, the UN attempted to ensure that mine map-
ping and clearance proceeded well in advance of moves to quarter and
demobilize the parties’ troops. It also secured agreement to establish a UN
radio station to familiarize the Angolan population with UNAVEM’s presence
and plans, support the peace process and counter anti-peace propaganda.

In August UNAVEM III's mandate was extended to February 1996 despite
concerns in the Security Council about the protracted peace process.® In Sep-
tember 1995 a European Union (EU)-sponsored conference pledged $1 billion
to help Angola recover.®® Yet by October the phased billeting of government
and UNITA troops to 15 UN-built quartering areas, prior to their merger into a
unified Angolan Army, had still not begun. Both sides blamed the UN but
continued to bolster their forces with arms acquisitions and recruitment. In
December UNITA announced that it would halt the quartering of its forces,
which it had only just begun, in response to government attacks against it in
the oil-rich north-west of the country. During a visit to Washington the USA
warned dos Santos to rein in his forces or lose Western support.”

After 20 years of civil war the animosity between Angola’s rival political
forces remains entrenched. Angola’s future depends on true political recon-
ciliation, successful demobilization and reintegration of former combatant
forces, humanitarian relief and resettlement and extensive de-mining. The
international community has so often in the past given Angola one last chance
at peace—only to be frustrated by the machinations of one or other party—that
it was not clear whether it would be willing to give it another in 1996.

UNMIH (Haiti)

In contrast to Somalia and drawing on the lessons learned there, the UN opera-
tion in Haiti increasingly looked like a relatively successful venture in failed-
state restoration as 1995 unfolded. As scheduled, UNMIH resumed its mission
on 31 March, assuming responsibility from the US-led Multinational Force

67 UN, Report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations Angola Verification Mission
(UNAVEM III), UN document S§/1995/842, 4 Oct. 1995.

68 UN Security Council Resolution 1008, UN document S/RES/1008, 7 Aug. 1995.

69 Africa Research Bulletin, 9 Nov. 1995, p. 1.

70 The Economist, 16 Dec. 1995, pp. 55-56.
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which had peacefully invaded the country in October 1994 at the behest of the
Security Council. The MNF had successfully overseen the restoration of the
Aristide Government and the dissolution of the military and its paramilitary
gangs, curtailed politically motivated violence and ended major violations of
human rights.

In taking over from the MNF, UNMIH was strengthened well beyond its
original size to 6000, incorporating many of the MNF forces, including 2500
US troops. UNMIH became the first UN peacekeeping mission to be headed
by a serving US officer, Major General Joseph Kinzer.”! While subordinate to
the UN Secretary-General, he consulted regularly with US authorities at home
and in Port-au-Prince, which reportedly led to some friction between the USA
and the UN. Overall, however, the Haiti mission, conducted in a more benign
environment than those in Somalia or Bosnia, was proving to be a model of
cooperation between the world organization and the only remaining super-
power.

One problem which UNMIH inherited from the MNF was that the
unexpected total collapse of the old Haitian military in late 1994 had created a
security void which, while leaving the Aristide Government and the peace-
keeping forces unchallenged militarily, led to a rapid increase in crime. It also
changed UNMIH’s anticipated role from one of cooperating closely with the
Haitian authorities in maintaining a secure environment to one of essentially
providing such an environment itself. The MNF had established an Interim
Public Security Force, comprised of vetted and retrained former police, but
necessarily including some individuals known to have been involved in human
rights violations under the previous regime. UNMIH was charged with over-
seeing the creation of an entirely new National Police Force (no new Haitian
military force was to be established to replace the old disbanded one) and a
credible judicial system, in addition to laying the groundwork for economic
reconstruction and the growth of a civil society.

The joint UN-Organization of American States (OAS)"? International
Civilian Mission in Haiti (MICIVIH) also returned to the country in full
strength in 1995 to help safeguard and promote human rights.” In June
legislative and local elections were held under generally secure conditions but
were marked by organizational flaws. A partial rerun was held in August. In
December Aristide’s anointed successor, René Préval, was elected President in
the most peaceful election in Haitian history. Both UNMIH and MICIVIH
helped an OAS observer mission monitor these electoral processes. Despite
continuing low-level violence and the slow pace of economic reform, Haiti at
least was set to experience in January 1996 the first peaceful, democratic
transfer of political power in its turbulent history.

Yet while the machinery and trappings of democracy and of law and order
had been established or restored, economically and socially Haiti’s plight was

71 ‘Building a new Haiti’, Strategic Comments, no. 5 (8 June 1995},
72 For a list of OAS member states see the Glossary at the front of this volume.
~ T3UN (note 8), p. 113.
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as desperate as ever.” Some senior US officials argued that UNMIH should
stay beyond the hand-over to a new head of state in February 1996 to help
safeguard the transition, continue restoring the police and judicial systems and
foster economic reform. However, the UN, concerned about becoming
entrenched in Haiti and eager to demonstrate a success before future problems
emerged, was keen to end its mission.” Clearly, whether UNMIH stays or
goes, Haiti will need the support of the international community for years to
come if it is to overcome its deeply entrenched societal divisions and econ-
omic deprivation.”s

UNAMIR (Rwanda)”?

During the year relations between the UN Assistance Mission for Rwanda
(UNAMIR) and the Rwandan Government deteriorated as frustration at the
slow pace of refugee repatriation, national reconciliation and reconstruction
boiled over. The Government accused the peacekeeping force of undermining
its authority, expressed resentment at the flow of international aid to Hutu
refugee camps in Zaire and Tanzania while aid for its own reconstruction
efforts was slow to materialize, and criticized the swiftness and vehemence of
international outrage at its forced expulsion of refugees from the Kibeho
refugee camp in April compared with the tardy response to the genocide of
1994.78 (An Independent International Commission of Enquiry quickly
investigated the Kibeho incident and concluded that while not premeditated it
could have been prevented.™)

Although the situation in the country stabilized in 1995, Rwanda faced
enormous problems, chief of which were the delay in bringing to justice indi-
viduals involved in the 1994 genocide, the hiatus in the safe return of refugees
and internally displaced persons, and the slow arrival of international recon-
struction and development assistance. In January 1995, in an unprecedented
step, the UNHCR contracted with the Zairean Government to employ 1500
Zairean troops and police to improve security and prevent an armed resistance
movement re-forming in Rwandan refugee camps in Zaire.8 In a joint initia-
tive with the OAU, a Regional Conference on Assistance to Refugees, Retur-
nees and Displaced Persons in the Great Lakes Region was held at Bujumbura
in February, resulting in several proposals for easing the humanitarian crisis in
the region. Rwanda, however, opposed proposals by Boutros-Ghali to convene
a similar conference on security and stability in the region8! and to station

74 McGeary, J., ‘Did the American mission matter?’, Time, 19 Feb. 1996, pp. 26-29.

75 Jane’s Defence Weekly, 12 Aug. 1995, p. 12,

76 Mintz, S. W., ‘Can Haiti change?’, Foreign Affairs, vol. 74, no. 1 (Jan.—Feb. 1995), pp. 73-86.

77 For background see Karhilo, J., ‘Case study on peacekeeping: Rwanda’, SIPRI Yearbook 1995
(note 15), pp. 160-16.

8 The Economist, 17 July 1995; McGreal, C., ‘Rwanda leaders turn on UN’, Guardian Weekly, 7 May
1995, p. 3; and Crossette, B., ‘Rwanda calls for development aid’, International Herald Tribune, 9 June
1995, p. 7.

79 UN (note 8), p. 116.

80 UN (note 8), p. 115.

81 UN, Press Release DH/2021, Geneva, 13 Nov. 1995, p. 4.
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military observers in several states to monitor the flow of arms to Rwanda in
violation of the April 1994 UN arms embargo. Instead, in September 1995 the
Security Council established an international commission to investigate allega-
tions of illegal arms deliveries to former Rwandan Government forces.#

In July the Government requested that UNAMIR be phased out. After con-
vincing it to permit some sort of UN presence, the Security Council adjusted
UNAMIR’s mandate from peacekeeping to ‘confidence building’ and reduced
its force level from approximately 5700 to 1800 within four months, with a
complete withdrawal by December 1995. Relations subsequently improved as
UNAMIR concentrated on helping promote national reconciliation, the return
of refugees and establishment of a national police force. (UNAMIR was
already responsible for protecting humanitarian organizations, human rights
observers and members of the International Tribunal for Rwanda.)

In November a two-day summit meeting in Cairo organized by former US
President Jimmy Carter, attended by the presidents of Burundi, Rwanda,
Uganda and Zaire and an envoy from Tanzania, agreed to encourage Rwandan
refugees to return home but also agreed that there would be no forcible
repatriation. Zaire had threatened to expel all refugees by 31 December.®
Meanwhile the United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF) and the Rwandan
Ministry of Justice reached agreement to move an estimated 400 children
accused of genocide from adult prisons to a separate location and to begin the
rehabilitation of child soldiers. According to Boutros-Ghali, the creative use of
various UN capabilities in dealing with the Rwanda situation demonstrated ‘a
new integrated approach, enlisting and combining all the resources of the
United Nations family’, one which should be emulated in future UN opera-
tions.®

None of the UN’s initiatives could, however, stop increasing cross-border
raids into Rwanda by Zaire-based Hutu militias belonging to the defeated for-
mer Rwandan army or a Rwandan Government assault on an island near the
border with Tanzania in which more than 300 Hutu rebels were killed. The
prospects were for a reigniting of the 1994 conflict in which millions were
estimated to have been killed.

Although the Rwandan Government had originally demanded the complete
withdrawal of what was left of UNAMIR by the end of the year, it agreed in
December, in a last-minute turnaround, to a further three-month extension to
March 1996.%5 This was in return for a reduction in the force to 1200 troops
and 200 other military personnel, withdrawal of the civilian police component
altogether and consideration of its request for the UN to turn over ‘non-lethal’
equipment when it departs.® In these circumstances the UN force commander,
Canadian Major General Guy Tousignant, believed that the mission had
outlived its usefulness: ‘We’re wasting our time here. It’s worse than a token

82 Jane's Defence Weekly, 25 Sep. 1995, p. 17.

83 Financial Times, 30 Nov. 1995, p.4.

84 UN (note 8), p. 116.

85 UN Security Council Resolution 1029, UN document S/RES/1029, 12 Dec. 1995.
8 Jane’s Defence Weekly, 5 Jan. 1996, p. 14.
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gesture’.87 In the Security Council, Canada lambasted Rwanda for dictating the
force structure and mandate of UNAMIR, which would henceforth be
confined to Kigali in ‘garrison mode’. It accused the Council of ‘compro-
mising the integrity of a peace-keeping mandate and the credibility of the
Organization to fulfil the short-term, politically expedient requirement of
retaining the Mission at all costs’.#8 The Council, Canada warned, was
demonstrating that it had not absorbed a key lesson of the recent past, namely
that if member states were not prepared to provide adequate resources then the
UN should not be involved.

Faced with open hostility on the part of the Rwandan Government and
reluctance on the part of the five permanent Security Council members to
commit substantial additional resources, the UN’s options for making a sub-
stantial contribution to resolving Rwanda’s problems had considerably nar-
rowed by the end of 1995. Conflict prevention in this case, while obviously
urgently needed, was forced to take a back seat to political realities both
within and outside the country.

Continuing peacekeeping reforms

The DPKO, established in 1992 to take prime responsibility in the UN
Secretariat for peacekeeping, continued to grow during the year despite the
overall decline in peacekeeping activity. In 1995 it had one Under Secretary-
General (Kofi Annan, replaced later in the year by Ismail Kittani), two
Assistant Secretaries-General, some 117 professional staff and about 116 mili-
tary officers, most of the latter seconded from member states at no cost to the
UN. This compared with the estimated 42 professional and 49 general service
officers who had direct responsibility for peacekeeping in 1991. Reorganiza-
tion of the Department and the creation of functional units within it—includ-
ing the Situation Centre, the Policy and Analysis Unit, the Mission Planning
Service, the Training Unit, the Civilian Police Unit, the De-mining Unit and
the Electoral Assistance Division—resulted by 1995 in much more coherent
management of peacekeeping operations. The DPKO was, however, like other
parts of the Secretariat, threatened by the UN’s severe financial crisis by the
end of the year. The new Under Secretary-General for Administration and
Management, Joseph Connor, announced that all short-term contracts, on
which the Department heavily depends, would be allowed to expire and the
total staff of approximately 300 halved.®® While these drastic measures were
postponed until 1996 they do not augur well for a Department whose chief
activity is in decline.

Other departments of the Secretariat retained responsibilities for activities
associated with peacekeeping, thereby requiring coordination with the DPKO.
The Secretary-General’s Task Force on UN Operations, established in 1994,

87 Daily Telegraph, 8 Dec. 1995, p. 1, URL <http://www.telegraph.co.uk>.

88 UN, Press Release SC/95/63, Geneva, 12 Dec. 1995, p. 8.

89 Clark, B. and Littlejohns, M., ‘UN’s peacekeepers live to fight another day’, Financial Times,
25 Jan. 1996, p. 4.



54 SECURITY AND CONFLICTS, 1995

was intended to improve interdepartmental coordination at the highest levels,
while mission-specific interdepartmental working groups were intended to
improve coordination at lower levels. These reforms were only partly success-
ful and coordination problems persisted in 1995.9° Moreover, some of the
functional units, although lauded by the Secretary-General, had not performed
as expected or been provided with the requisite resources. The Policy and
Analysis Unit, for instance, which was expected to produce a UN peace-
keeping doctrine, was staffed in 1995 with just one professional officer. The
Police Unit consisted of only two professional officers and appeared to have a
marginal effect on operations despite the fact that there have been major fail-
ings in the civilian police component of UN missions, often resulting in
unsatisfactory individuals being repatriated. While the so-called Focal Point
Unit was meant to provide a point of contact for permanent UN missions to
obtain answers to operational questions, it was staffed by only one profes-
sional officer and tended to be bypassed by permanent missions going directly
to the relevant desk officer.

One valuable institutional innovation undertaken in 1995 was the establish-
ment of a Lessons-Learned Unit, to conduct systematic analyses of past peace-
keeping operations to learn both positive and negative lessons from them. The
first study, on Somalia, was published in December.5!

The organizational arrangements for de-mining continued to evolve. As
demining needs to continue after a peacekeeping operation has ended, a de-
mining unit was established in the Department of Humanitarian Affairs, in
addition to the one in DPKO, to assume responsibility for post-peacekeeping
de-mining as a humanitarian and development activity. However both units
remained understaffed.

The Situation Centre’s operations continued to improve, especially as a
result of its relocation to UN headquarters and an increase in the number of
loaned officers. However, its weekly mission summaries to member states
were cancelled shortly after they were begun, after some permanent missions
attempted to censor them to eliminate what they perceived as embarrassing
information or to use them to try to influence operational decisions.

The Mission Planning Service, expanded significantly with seconded mili-
tary officers, was responsible for detailed planning for UNAVEM III and
UNAMIR and the withdrawal of UNOSOM II and UNPROFOR. While the
Service is gaining experience and its organizational structure is evolving, the
planning process is still relatively unsystematized and interdepartmental
coordination patchy. The Field Missions Procurement Section remained under
considerable strain: an internal study of March 1994 showed that while profes-
sional staff levels had remained constant, the total procurement dollar volume

90 The following details concerning the performance of the Secretariat were obtained from Secretariat
officials and permanent missions to the UN in New York.

91 Comprehensive Report on Lessons Learned from United Nations Operation in Somalia April 1992—
March 1995, Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung (Germany), Life and Peace Institute (Sweden), Norwegian Institute
of International Affairs in cooperation with the Lessons-Learned Unit of the Department of Peace
Keeping Operations, Dec. 1995.
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had increased by 872 per cent since 1990.92 By 1995 there was still no UN
doctrine on planning or logistics for peacekeeping.®

The liquidation of peacekeeping missions has long been a concern of mem-
ber states, worried that the Secretariat allows too much waste, fraud and inef-
ficiency to occur. In April the UNOSOM II Force Commander strongly criti-
cized the Secretariat for making wasteful decisions on the recovery and dis-
posal of equipment from his mission. In 1995, however, the UN established at
Brindisi in Italy its first logistics base for storage and recycling of mission
equipment, enabling the UN to launch missions more quickly and to equip
troops from poorer states which are willing to volunteer personnel but cannot
afford equipment.* Progress was made in organizing and developing ‘peace-
keeping start-up kits’ to aid rapid deployment of UN missions. Some were
used to equip UNAVEM IIL

The Convention on the Safety of United Nations and Associated Personnel,
opened for signature in December 1994 after being negotiated in record time,
was signed by 29 states by September 1995 and ratified by three—Denmark,
Japan and Norway.%

Australia, Canada, the UK and the USA were all working on ways of
improving the communications and information systems for UN peacekeeping
operations, especially interoperability.®” A decision had been taken in 1994 to
upgrade the UN telecommunications system to provide improved logistical
support to such operations: the new system will consist of a satellite backbone
network, with strengthened European hubs servicing both the Atlantic Ocean
and Indian Ocean regions, upgraded headquarters facilities and portable earth
stations.%

The UN Stand-by Arrangements System for future contributions to peace-
keeping operations continued to attract pledges. By 31 October 1995, 47
member states (up from 34 at the end of 1994) had confirmed their participa-
tion, 30 of them pledging a total of 55 000 personnel. Thirteen were finalizing
their offers.?® However only two, Denmark and Jordan, had signed the required
Memoranda of Understanding (MOU) with the UN.1% The experience of the
past few years indicates that 70 000 is probably the maximum number of
troops that member states are prepared to provide, globally, for UN peace-
keeping at any one time. Moreover, the commitments made still did not

92 ECOSOC (note 9), para. 87.

93 ECOSOC (note 9), paras 49 and 73.

94 Pagani, F., “The first UN logistic base for peacekeeping in Italy’, International Peacekeeping,
vol. 2, no. 2/3 (Feb.-May. 1995), pp. 44 and 57.

95 For background see Findlay (note 5), p. 67.

96 Kirsch, P., “The Convention on the Safety of United Nations and Associated Personnel’, Inter-
national Peacekeeping, vol. 2, no. 5 (Aug./Sep. 1995), p. 103.

97 Defense News, vol. 10, no. 4 (1995); and Asia—Pacific Defence Reporter, Apr./May 1994, p. 37.

98 ECOSOC (note 9), para. 79.

99 UN, Report of the Secretary-General on Standby Arrangements for Peace-keeping, UN document
$/1995/943, 10 Nov. 1995, p. 3.

100 The first Memorandum of Understanding between the UN and a member state relating to stand-by
forces was signed with Jordan on 5 Jan. 1995. See UN Press Release DH/1804, 6 Jan. 1995, p. 2.
Memorandum of Understanding on Stand-by Arrangements for Peace-keeping Operations signed
between United Nations and Denmark, UN Press Release PK0/40, 10 May 1995.
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cover the whole spectrum of resources required to mount and execute future
peacekeeping operations, particularly in critical areas such as communications,
multi-role logistics, health services, supply, engineering and transportation.
Only 12 countries had volunteered civilian police.!°!

It was still not clear that the Stand-by Arrangements System would ever per-
mit the UN to react quickly to an impending catastrophe, such as occurred in
Rwanda in 1994. The Secretary-General noted that while there was ‘certainly
no lack of willingness to make troops and equipment available for peace-
keeping operations, the United Nations is currently far from having a rapid
reaction capability’.1%2 In his Supplement to An Agenda for Peace he again
urged that serious consideration be given to the idea. The Canadian, Danish
and Netherlands governments responded to this call with major studies. All the
Nordic states, meanwhile, continued debate and study on establishing their
own rapid reaction forces, except Denmark, which had already established
one.!03

Denmark also initiated a Working Group on a Multinational Stand-by
Forces High Readiness Brigade, with members from 11 countries and two
observers, which presented its report in August.!% It proposed that a number of
UN member states could, by forming an ‘affiliation’ between their contribu-
tions to the UN Stand-by Arrangements System, make a pre-established ‘high-
readiness brigade’ available to the UN for use in emergencies. The brigade
would only be deployed on missions where urgent action was required and its
deployment would be limited to six months.

The Netherlands proposed on the other hand that a standing infantry ‘fire’
brigade of 2000-5000 international volunteers, mandated by and under the
control of the Security Council, be established.!%s It would be deployable
within days for strictly limited periods and be accompanied by simultaneous
preparations for deployment of a normal peacekeeping force—it would be first
in and first out. Although it would be a ‘light’ brigade it would be capable of
‘robust’ action, while maintaining sufficient flexibility to carry out a wide
variety of tasks. Equipped with armoured vehicles, it could protect itself, with-
stand intimidation and counter external violence. To avoid attracting ‘soldiers
of fortune’, recruitment would be done through governments, although the UN
would employ the personnel individually. Finance would be on an assessed
basis with a weighting for the permanent members of the Security Council but
be outside the regular UN budget.

A Canadian Government report emphasized improving UN capability at the
centre first, particularly in the area of operational planning, thereby encourag-

101 ECOSOC (note 9), para. 30.
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103 gee appendix 2C in this volume.
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ing states to put greater trust in and be more willing to contribute to the UN
Stand-by Arrangements System.!% It proposed a Troop Contributors Commit-
tee for each mission to formalize consultation, a Troop Contributors Forum to
consider general operational issues, a unified UN peacekeeping budget, an
‘early-warning alert’ system, the application of advanced technology to peace-
keeping, consideration of a standing UN police force and a small UN Standing
Emergency Group. The main Canadian innovation was however to propose a
‘Vanguard Concept’, involving the establishment of ‘a permanent UN
operational-level headquarters which would be a standing, fully deployable,
integrated, multinational group of 30-50 personnel, augmented in times of
crisis, to conduct contingency planning and rapid deployment’.19’ This would
be deployed to the field as required along with the tactical elements provided
by member states through the Stand-by Arrangements System. The Special
Committee on Peace-Keeping Operations agreed that serious consideration
should be given to a UN rapid reaction capability but stressed that priority
should be given to reinforcing the Stand-by Arrangements System.!% It also
endorsed something along the lines of the Canadian ‘vanguard concept’, urged
consideration of establishing more than one UN logistics base and that special
attention be paid to rapid and effective responses to emergency situations in
Africa.!® Although an influential Friends Group—Australia, Canada, Den-
mark, Jamaica, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Nigeria, Senegal and
Ukraine—cooperated during the year to advance the Canadian ideas,!!® the
state of UN finances and the reluctance of many UN members, especially the
USA, to commit themselves to further financial outlays dampened enthusiasm
for such major initiatives. However, Boutros-Ghali did announce the creation
of a stand-by headquarters component in the Mission Planning Service of
DPKO.!!! This would undoubtedly be modest to begin with but would never-
theless be a start. However, the lack of progress towards establishing a UN
Rapid Reaction Force emphasized the point that the UN was unlikely to be
able to conduct peace enforcement operations in the foreseeable future and
would be required to rely instead on ad hoc coalitions of willing states, so-
called ‘sheriff’s posses’.

Several UN bodies commended other reforms during the year. The Security
Council proposed establishment of a comprehensive database to cover civilian
and military resources for peacekeeping operations.!'? The Special Committee
on Peace-Keeping Operations recommended elaboration of agreed definitions
of the different kinds of command relationships applicable to peacekeeping
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operations, the integration into planning of improved arrangements for the
safety and security of UN personnel, the strengthening of the Civilian Police
Unit in DPKO, strengthening of the UN’s public information capacity and the
possible attachment of training assistance teams to mission headquarters. A
report on the start-up phase of peacekeeping operations prepared by the
ECOSOC Committee on Programme and Co-ordination also made major
recommendations for peacekeeping improvements, including designating
‘responsibility centres’ in the UN Secretariat for the human rights and civilian
police components of peacekeeping operations (incredibly, no such centres
already existed, nor any doctrine or standard operating procedures for such
matters).!!? The report recommended that the Centre for Human Rights be so
designated for human rights and the Civilian Police Unit in DPKO for police
matters.

The plethora of reform proposals, some of which had financial implications
beyond the UN’s current strapped resources, largely remained to be considered
by a Secretariat already engaged in less spectacular but still vital reforms.!!4
These included in 1995 the long-awaited delegation of significant procurement
authority for peacekeeping missions away from UN headquarters to the field
and the establishment of global supply contracts for all UN missions. The
Department of Public Information formed an interdepartmental working group
to develop proposals for public information strategies for UN peacekeeping
and other political missions, a pressing need in the light of successes in Cam-
bodia and Mozambique and failures in the former Yugoslavia and Somalia.
The UN Institute for Training and Research (UNITAR) conducted a training
programme in international affairs management for UN employees, including
peacemaking and preventive diplomacy. To assist member states in peace-
keeping training, the DPKO’s Training Unit compiled a roster of 30 UN
officers available for such purposes.!’’ The Office of Legal Affairs, following
a UN enquiry into a 1993 massacre of civilians in Liberia, prepared guidelines
for UN investigators into allegations of massacres.!!¢ Regional peacekeeping
workshops were initiated, beginning with Europe and Latin America in 1995,
with those in Asia and Africa planned for 1996.117 A pilot training programme
in Haiti for the headquarters staff of UNMIH assisted in the early integration
of political, military, humanitarian and administrative personnel into a
cohesive team.!!'8 A similar model was used for UNAVEM III with reportedly
encouraging results,
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Peacekeeping finance

The cost of peacekeeping fell to $3 billion for 1995 from almost $3.8 billion
for 1994 (but still remained dramatically up from the $626 million of a decade
ago).!? The UN was only able to continue its peacekeeping operations in 1995
by halting all reimbursements to troop-contributing countries in June. By the
end of the year delayed reimbursements were expected to reach $1 billion
(although some payments were made when unexpected dues were received).'?
Ironically, the UN’s normal operations were only able to keep functioning by
borrowing from various peacekeeping accounts. The General Assembly
adopted procedures to strengthen the administrative and budgetary aspects of
peacekeeping, including the establishment of a common financial year,
beginning 1 July, for all peacekeeping operations, a reform long mooted. The
Secretary-General was also requested to submit biannually, for the Assembly’s
information, a table summarizing the proposed budgetary requirements of each
operation.!2! However, the future financing of peacekeeping depended on
overhaul of the UN’s entire financing system, which remained in crisis
throughout the year.122

National and cooperative efforts

Individual countries continued to gear up to participate more actively in peace-
keeping. President Nelson Mandela indicated that after a long period of hesita-
tion South Africa would be willing to participate.'?® Bilateral cooperation also
increased. Japan and South Korea reportedly agreed to study the possibility of
joint peacekeeping training and mutual use of transport aircraft.! In October
Ukraine and Poland agreed to form a joint peacekeeping battalion, while
Poland and the USA conducted their first bilateral peacekeeping exercises in
July.12s Moldova established a peacekeeping training centre in Tiraspol'?¢ and
Malaysia established one north of Kuala Lumpur for its own troops and
possibly for neighbouring states in future. In July the Lester B. Pearson
Canadian International Peacekeeping Training Centre in Nova Scotia
inaugurated the International Association of Peace-keeping Training Centres
to promote understanding and cooperation in peacekeeping training.!2?
Russian peacekeeping efforts, for the UN, the Commonwealth of Indepen-
dent States (CIS) and unilateral ventures in its ‘near abroad’, at last acquired a
legal basis, at least in Russian if not international law. On 23 June the State
Duma adopted a Federal Law ‘concerning the procedure for providing by the
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Russian Federation of military and civil personnel for the participation in
activities for the maintenance or restoration of international peace and
security’,128

IV. UN peace-enforcement measures

The two principal means which the UN Charter envisages the United Nations
using to ‘enforce’ peace are sanctions and the threat or use of military force.
Both were used in 1995, sometimes in combination against a particular
party']29

Sanctions

Seven UN sanctions regimes were in effect in 1995, against Angola, Iraq, the
former Yugoslavia, Libya, Rwanda and Somalia. In August the Security
Council unanimously lifted the arms embargo on the Rwandan Government
for one year, but kept it in place for non-government forces in Rwanda.!30

One day after the initialling of the Dayton Agreement on Bosnia and Herze-
govina on 21 November the UN Security Council voted to set in motion a
phased lifting of the arms embargo on Bosnia and Herzegovina, Serbia and
Croatia to begin on the day the three parties signed the agreement.!3! During
the first 90 days the embargo, which was imposed in 1991 and banned the
delivery of weapons and other military equipment, would remain in place.
During the second 90 days imports of all such material except tanks, mines,
military aircraft, helicopters and other heavy offensive weapons would be per-
mitted. After 180 days the arms embargo would be automatically terminated
unless the Council decided otherwise. The arms embargoes against the other
former Yugoslav republics, Slovenia and Macedonia were lifted immediately.
A second resolution, approved on 22 November, suspended immediately all
economic sanctions imposed on the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia
and Montenegro) but kept in place the sanctions on the Bosnian Serbs until
their forces were withdrawn behind the zone of separation set out in the Day-
ton Agreement.!® The sanctions, which could be reimposed on either the
Federal Republic or the Bosnian Serbs if at any time they failed to comply
with the Dayton Agreement, would formally end 10 days after the Bosnian
elections to be held in 1996. Sanctions as a conflict resolution tool have
experienced mixed results in the former Yugoslavia. While those against the
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia were far from watertight, they so disrupted the
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Serbian economy as to be a major factor in bringing the country to the
negotiating table. On the other hand, sanctions against the Bosnian Serbs were
consistently violated and appear to have little effect in bringing them to heel.

Although the EU imposed a sport boycott on Nigeria and withdrew EU mili-
tary attachés from Lagos in protest at the hanging of writer Ken Saro-Wiwa
and eight other human rights activists in November, the UN Security declined
to impose sanctions despite calls for it to do so.!3* Pressure to lift sanctions
against Iraq was deflated after revelations in August by defecting Iraqi
generals that Iraq had kept chemical and biological weapon activities secret
from UN inspectors.134

Use of military force

In 1995 several organizations were authorized by the Security Council to use
force under Chapter VII of the UN Charter. One was the Multinational Force
in Haiti, which had been so authorized in the expectation that it would meet
resistance in deploying to the country in October 1994. In the event only a
show of force was necessary and it withdrew in March 1995 without having
used its enforcement powers.

The other organizations were all authorized to use force in the former
Yugoslavia. First, UNPROFOR had been authorized in 1994 to do so in
Bosnia and Herzegovina, while NATO was authorized to use force both in
Bosnia and Herzegovina and later against targets in Croatia which might have
supported attacks against safe areas in Bosnia and Herzegovina. (UNCRO was
established under Chapter VII but its mandate was less explicit regarding its
right to use force other than to defend itself.) While putatively authorized only
to use force for defending UN forces and the carrying out of the UN mission,
in effect both NATO and UNPROFOR were involved in peace enforcement
by being mandated to deter and respond to attacks on the safe areas established
around several towns in Bosnia and Herzegovina and to violations of the
heavy weapon exclusion zones later added to them. Disagreement between
NATO, UNPROFOR and UN headquarters simmered during the year over the
so-called ‘dual-key’ system for authorizing NATO air strikes.!* To avoid
jeopardizing its impartiality UNPROFOR was extremely reluctant to call in air
strikes for any purpose, especially after it became apparent that its troops were
vulnerable to being taken hostage. Air power was used on only two occasions
in 1995 before the massive attacks of August and September.

In late May 1995, at the request of UNPROFOR, NATO responded to con-
tinuing Bosnian Serb attacks on Sarajevo by bombing ammunition dumps near
the Bosnian Serb capital of Pale twice over two days. The proximate cause
was a refusal by the Bosnian Serbs to return four heavy weapons to a UN col-
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lection zone.!36 This was the first use of NATO air power since November
1994 and the first time that retaliation had been carried out on a target not
directly connected with an attack. The Bosnian Serbs acted as predicted by
surrounding or taking hostage around 400 peacekeepers and observers, chain-
ing some in humiliating situations to gates and poles and placing them, as
human shields, near presumed targets of further NATO air attacks. NATO air
power and UN peace enforcement seemed to have been effectively stymied.

During the Bosnian Serb attack on the safe area of Srebrenica in July the
commander of the Dutch UNPROFOR troops stationed there made repeated
pleas for air support but was turned down either by UNPROFOR in Sarajevo
or by UN Peace Forces commander Lieutenant-General Bernard Janvier until
it was too late. On 11 July Janvier and the UN Secretary-General’s Special
Representative for the former Yugoslavia, Yasushi Akashi, finally approved
an attack but limited it to tanks in the safe area and artillery seen firing.!3?
NATO jets attacked two tanks and withdrew. Srebrenica and Zepa later both
fell to the Bosnian Serbs, precipitating a crisis for the UN operation and strong
pressure from NATO to move towards overt and robust peace enforcement.

After the London Conference of 21 July NATO announced that an attack on
the remaining eastern enclave of Gorazde would be ‘met by a substantial and
decisive response’.!?® This was later extended to the other remaining safe
areas. Changes to the dual-key system came on 26 July when authority was
delegated from Boutros-Ghali and Akashi to Janvier.!*® A precondition for
approval of air strikes would be the reduction of the vulnerability of UN per-
sonnel to an ‘acceptable minimum’.

The final straw for NATO’s patience with the Bosnian Serbs came on
28 August when a mortar round lobbed into a Sarajevo street killed 43 people.
With operational procedures in place for air strikes, a new British-French
Rapid Reaction Force fully deployed and peacekeepers withdrawn to safety,
NATO waited only until the last British troops were out of Gorazde before
launching the largest military operation in its history. After a brief bombing
pause to allow peace talks a chance and for the Bosnian Serbs to assess their
options, the raids continued for another two weeks before they capitulated.
The bombing also induced the Bosnian Serbs to resume serious peace
negotiations, even though they had already agreed to do so as part of a com-
bined delegation with Serbia.

The force that replaced UNPROFOR after the NATO bombings, IFOR, was
also authorized by the Security Council to use force under Chapter VII but
acquired stronger rules of engagement and much greater capability to use
deadly force than any UN force had ever been given.!* Ironically, however,
IFOR’s role was more akin to traditional peacekeeping than UNPROFOR’s
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since it was to help implement a peace agreement, including separation of
forces, patrolling established zones between them and responding to cease-fire
and other violations.

Several lessons have been painfully learned from the UN’s involvement
with the use of force in Bosnia. One is that the ‘sub-contracting’ out of peace
enforcement is problematic because, in seeking to marry the differing percep-
tions, goals and methods of very different organizations, it complicates and
weakens the chain of command. Second, an attempt to disguise peace enforce-
ment as the use of force in self-defence (in order to avoid the escalatory impli-
cations of the former and retain support of troop contributors) will not fool the
parties on the ground and will not deter them from reacting to the perceived
abandonment of UN impartiality. A third lesson is a reinforcement of one sup-
posedly learned in the Congo in the 1960s and in Somalia in 1993: that peace-
keeping and peace enforcement in the same geographical space are incompat-
ible unless peacekeepers are withdrawn to safety and peacekeeping at least
temporarily abandoned, and that one type of operation should not be allowed
to drift into the other. Finally, peacekeepers should not be mandated to use
robust force, even in self-defence, unless they have the proper political sup-
port, military capability and other resources. The overall lesson of the
UNPROFOR experience can be sloganized as: ‘no peacekeeping without a
peace to keep’.

Experience in the former Yugoslavia will profoundly affect UN views on its
future involvement in peace enforcement. This was already apparent in late
1995 in the reluctance of Boutros-Ghali, in the wake of the Dayton accords, to
see a UN force deployed to oversee the transfer of Eastern Slavonia from Serb
to Croat control, particularly without the protection of a Chapter VII mandate.
None the less the exigencies of particular crises may force the UN to become
involved in less than optimal circumstances. While opposing a UN force for
Eastern Slavonia, Boutros-Ghali was at the same time advocating an inter-
vention force for Burundi despite the uncertainties involved in such a mission.

V. Regional and other multilateral organizations
Africa

Progress was made during 1995 towards enhanced African capacities for
conflict prevention and peacekeeping.!4! Two years after the decision to estab-
lish it, the OAU’s Conflict Resolution Mechanism received substantial
assistance from Britain, Canada, France, Japan, the USA and the UN. US
funding, provided through the 1994 Congressional African Conflict Resolu-
tion Act, assisted the establishment of a Conflict Management Centre at OAU
headquarters in Addis Ababa, where a core of civilian and military officers
will, on a 24-hour basis, monitor African crisis situations. In June 1995 the

141 Much of the following is drawn from van der Donkt, C., ‘The OAU’s conflict management
mechanism two years on’, Pacific Research, vol. 8, no. 3 (Aug. 1995), pp. 4245, and discussions with
the author.
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OAU summit meeting endorsed the establishment of an Early Warning Net-
work at the Centre.!¥2 The USA also funded a ‘capability package’ (radios,
jeeps and other equipment) for a 100-person OAU observer force to be
assembled by January 1996. Britain organized a series of successful work-
shops on early warning, preventive diplomacy and peacekeeping in Egypt,
Ghana, Zimbabwe and Botswana.

On the ground the OAU remained relatively ineffectual. Despite appointing
a special representative to Burundi and increasing the strength of the OAU
Mission in Burundi (OMIB) from 47 to 65 military observers, it appeared to
have little effect on the extremely fragile situation in that country. It also
appeared unable to affect the Red Sea border dispute between Egypt and
Sudan, which heated up in June after the attempted assassination in Khartoum
of Egyptian President Hosni Mubarak.!4* Peace processes in Angola, Liberia,
Rwanda and Sudan proceeded without notable OAU input.

France’s 1994 proposal for an African intervention force, organized at the
subregional level but under OAU political direction, continued to appear too
ambitious. However, several African countries, including Egypt, Ghana,
Nigeria, South Africa, Zambia and Zimbabwe, did offer peacekeeping training
at their staff colleges in 1995.1%4 An OAU peacekeeping training centre was
opened in Cairo in June. Following a meeting of international military experts
in Harare in January to discuss establishing UN logistics bases in Africa, Zim-
babwe announced that it may host such a base.!s The US Department of
Defence’s International Military Education Training (IMET) Program, mean-
while, helped train various African militaries in peace operations.

In a report on improving preparedness for conflict prevention and peace-
keeping in Africa, the UN Secretary-General made clear that the key ‘lies first
and foremost with the countries of the continent’.!4s Ironically, at the same
time Boutros-Ghali contended that any cooperative arrangement between the
UN and the OAU in such matters needed to ‘respect the primacy of the United
Nations’. He proposed specifically that the UN post a liaison officer to OAU
headquarters to ensure effective coordination; send a technical team on a
short-term mission to assist the OAU Mechanism in organizing its situation
room; establish a staff exchange programme; and implement routine sharing of
peacekeeping training information from UN member states. A further innova-
tive proposal was that the UN promote ‘partnerships’ between nations with
complementary strengths in peacekeeping, presumably developed and
developing, whereby one country could make its troops available, while
another could provide the necessary specialized and heavy equipment for such
troops.
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Resentment appeared to be growing in the OAU, however, about the
uncoordinated and unsolicited character of the external assistance being volun-
teered. Moreover, the views of OAU Secretary-General Salim Salim were
reportedly getting ahead of many members of his organization on conflict pre-
vention and management.!#” Many African countries tended to place more trust
in subregional bodies with more modest political profiles. One of these, the
Botswana-based Southern African Development Community (SADC)!48
recommended at its foreign ministers meeting in Harare in March the
designation of the Association of Southern African States (ASAS), established
in 1994, as the primary mechanism for conflict prevention, management and
resolution in Southern Africa.¥ It would be informal, flexible, with minimum
bureaucracy and have unimpeded access to members’ heads of state. The
August 1995 SADC summit in Johannesburg deferred a final decision on
ASAS for another year, partly because of South African-Zimbabwean rivalry
over chairmanship of the body.!5® The Norwegian Government meanwhile
began funding a five-year ‘Training for Peace’ programme to improve
Southern Africa’s conflict resolution and peacekeeping capabilities.!s!

The only true example of a regional peacekeeping force anywhere in the
world, ECOMOG in Liberia, came close to being disbanded as the warring
parties continued to find a peace accord elusive.!s2 The UN also began to show
its frustration, threatening to withdraw its accompanying operation, the UN
Observer Mission in Liberia (UNOMIL). In August the organization which
sponsors ECOMOG, the Economic Organization of West African States
(ECOWAS) Monitoring Group meeting in Abuja, Nigeria, managed to bring
all the parties to agreement for the first time, in an accord designed to sup-
plement previous failed ones.!s3 By October this latest accord had resulted in
genuine progress, including installation of an all-party Council of State and a
Liberian National Transitional Government, the beginning of the disengage-
ment of forces and agreement on a new timetable for implementation of all
other aspects of the accord.'s* The Security Council, in response, decided that
UNOMIL’s mandate should be enhanced to assist the parties and ECOMOG
in such implementation, especially in disarmament and demobilization, human
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rights monitoring and the holding of elections.!ss The UN convened a suc-
cessful pledging conference in New York in October to seek international
funding for implementing the accord, including financial support for
ECOMOG.!5¢ Boutros-Ghali noted that the cost of peacekeeping in the former
Yugoslavia for five days equalled the entire budget of UNOMIL for a year.!5?
Peace in Liberia was however threatened towards the end of the year by
resumed fighting between two of the factions and by the late arrival of UN
financial support for disarmament and demobilization.!s

Europe

The Organization for Co-operation and Security in Europe (OSCE)!% con-
tinued to maintain its various missions designed to prevent, manage or resolve
conflict, while adding two new ones, the OSCE Assistance Group to mediate
the Chechnyan conflict in the Russian Federation, !¢ and the OSCE Mission to
Bosnia and Herzegovina in accordance with the Dayton Agreement. However,
the organization, despite being fully prepared for its first peacekeeping mis-
sion, to Nagorno-Karabakh, was still unable to deploy it because of continuing
disagreement between the warring parties.!s! The cease-fire there continued to
hold, despite occasional skirmishes and artillery duels, while the OSCE’s
Minsk Group!6? conducted yet another round of peace talks in Finland in
October.

The year was an unprecedentedly active one for NATO as it undertook the
largest military operation in its history and followed this with its first peace-
keeping operation in the form of IFOR in Bosnia and Herzegovina. Less spec-
tacularly, as part of its Partnership for Peace (PFP) programme, NATO vastly
expanded its schedule of joint training exercises with east European states,
emphasizing peacekeeping, humanitarian operations and search and rescue. In
1995 it conducted 11, compared with 3 in the first year of the partnership,
including a major 12-country peacekeeping exercise at Fort Polk, Louisiana in
August, the first ever held in North America.!? The Political-Military Steering
Committee/Ad Hoc Group on Cooperation in Peacekeeping continued to serve
as the main NACC/PFP forum for consultations on political and conceptual,
including legal, aspects of peacekeeping and for exchanges of field experience
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and planning for future cooperation.'s* Practical interoperability experience
was gained through the participation of Estonian and Lithuanian platoons in
the Danish battalion in UNCRO and later IFOR. NATO’s new five-nation
Eurocorps, launched in December, comprising forces from Belgium, France,
Germany, Spain and Luxembourg, will be available for peacekeeping and
humanitarian operations under UN auspices. '

Despite the involvement of EU representative Carl Bildt in negotiating the
Dayton Agreement, a stark lesson for Europe was that, its institutional largesse
and wealth of resources notwithstanding, it still lacked an effective mechanism
for resolving major European conflicts and remained reliant on US leadership.
While NATO took the predominant military role in IFOR, other European
institutions were given the scraps of the accompanying civilian operation: the
OSCE would be responsible for organizing and monitoring elections in Bosnia
and Herzegovina and for guiding negotiations on confidence- and security-
building measures and conventional arms control.!$¢ The EU would be
responsible for reconstruction and rehabilitation. It would also continue to
play a role in attempting reconciliation in the divided city of Mostar. Mean-
while, the joint UN-EU International Conference on the Former Yugoslavia
(ICFY) was promptly wound up.

The CIS continued its two peacekeeping operations, in Abkhazia in
Georgialé? and in Tajikistan,'s® but they remained predominantly Russian
affairs. Peace settlements were no closer, despite the efforts of Russia, the UN
and others.!®® Meanwhile the Russian Government proposed the creation of
two organs, the Council and the Secretariat of Collective State Security, which
would coordinate peacekeeping operations by CIS forces.!” Moscow also
proposed a plan for sharing the financial burden of such operations. The presi-
dents of Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan appealed to the UN
Secretary-General to consider the possibility of a regional peacekeeping force
under the aegis of the UN to be based in southern Kazakhstan.!”!

Other regions

Like the UN, the Arab League celebrated its 50th anniversary in 1995 but with
little to show for its existence.!” It continued to be unable to prevent or resolve
intra-Arab conflicts.!”® Egypt and Saudi Arabia called for reform of the
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League. One idea being touted was a court to adjudicate intra-Arab disputes.!7
The Organization of the Islamic Conference did help mediate the Muslim
conflict in the southern Philippines, but in relation to Bosnia, being biased in
favour of one side in the conflict, failed dismally in its efforts to affect the
course of negotiations on a peace settlement.!”s

In Latin America, as a result of its history of military coups, the emphasis in
conflict prevention, management and resolution continued to be on the sus-
tenance of democracy. The Organization of American States maintained its
so-called ‘defence of democracy’ mechanism, established by Resolution 1080
at its June 1993 summit meeting.!”® However the mechanism was not required
in relation to domestic events in 1995 and was irrelevant to the Ecuador-Peru
border clash.!”7 Steps were taken in 1995 by the OAS Secretary-General to
strengthen the OAS Unit for the Promotion of Democracy and reallocate
resources to the little-known Inter-American Commission on Human Rights
and the Inter-American Court.!” Advances were also made in intra-Latin
American cooperation in peacekeeping when Argentina, Brazil, Paraguay,
Uruguay and the USA participated in the hemisphere’s first peacekeeping
exercise, FUERZAS UNIDAS-PKO *95. Sponsored by Argentina and held
near Buenos Aires, the exercise involved key personnel from the Argentina
Peacekeeping Training Centre, the only one in the region, and a unique com-
bined logistics battalion.!?

In Asia the Association of South-East Asian Nations (ASEAN) Regional
Forum (ARF) established an inter-sessional working group on peacekeeping
chaired jointly by Malaysia and Canada.!80 A so-called ‘second-track’ or non-
official meeting on peacekeeping was held in Brunei in March co-chaired by a
Canadian Foreign Ministry official and the head of the Malaysian Institute for
Strategic and International Studies (ISIS).!#! However, Asia lagged behind
regional organizations in Europe, Africa and Latin America in undertaking
planning for or practical steps towards regional peacekeeping endeavours.

As to missions in the field operated neither by the UN nor by a regional
organization, the most substantial, apart from the MNF in Haiti, was the
Multinational Force and Observers (MFO) which remained in the eastern Sinai
despite the apparent solidity of the peace between Israel and Egypt. The now
tripartite Neutral Nations Supervisory Commission (NNSC) for Korea limped
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on despite the fact that North Korea only allowed the representatives of
Sweden and Switzerland, but not Poland, to have access to its territory.!82 The
Military Observer Mission Ecuador/Peru (MOMEP), comprising observers
from the four guarantor parties to the 1942 Rio Protocol—Argentina, Brazil,
Chile and the USA—monitored the cease-fire, withdrawal and demilitarization
agreement reached between Peru and Ecuador in February.!8 By October it
was due to begin handing over its duties to observers from Ecuador and
Peru.!3 Another ad hoc monitoring mission, made up of representatives from
Canada, Norway and the Netherlands, was withdrawn from Sri Lanka after the
January cease-fire collapsed.!8s

VI. Other players

A multitude of other players, seemingly more than ever before, were active in
1995 in conflict prevention, management and resolution. Sometimes they were
more effective than international organizations. Often they worked in tandem
or in cooperation with international organizations, particularly the UN, but
also, on occasions, at cross purposes with them and each other.

Individual countries were the most prominent, the USA being involved in
some way in almost every conflict situation. It used its diplomatic tools,
political influence and military power to greatest effect in achieving the
Dayton Agreement, with assistance (when it requested it) from the EU and the
Russian Federation. It was almost a textbook example of the art of mediation,
the parties being isolated in a negotiating hothouse on an unattractive US
airbase in Dayton, Ohio, where chief US negotiator Richard Holbrooke and
Secretary of State Warren Christopher alternatively charmed, pressured,
badgered and bullied them into agreement.

The USA was again a key player in the Middle East in nudging the peace
process between Israel and the Palestinians forward, tending that between
Jordan and Israel and being actively involved in talks with Syria directed at an
eventual Israeli—Syrian peace agreement. It continued to play a key role in
conflict prevention on the Korean Peninsula by offering inducements to North
Korea to forgo its nuclear option.!86

The USA also facilitated the Northern Ireland peace process—initiated in
1994 by the British and Irish governments—through a visit by President
Clinton and by offering the services of his adviser on Northern Ireland, pro-
minent former Senator George Mitchell, to chair an international commission
to pronounce on the issue of whether the Irish Republican Army (IRA) and
Loyalist militia should disarm before, during or after formal peace talks. The
commission, whose other members were former Prime Minister of Finland
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Harri Holkeri and General John de Chastelain of Canada, was due to report in
early 1996.

The Russian Federation, meanwhile, continued, with little change, its peace-
keeping/peacemaking!®’ efforts in two former Soviet republics: in Georgia’s
South Ossetia region and in eastern Moldova. It also continued to attempt to
broker settlements in other armed conflicts around the Russian periphery.
France engaged in conflict resolution of sorts by unilaterally putting down a
military coup in the Comoros in September by force. It also mediated in
Burundi and offered to do so in Sri Lanka and between Yemen and Eritrea.

Indonesia hosted a third round of talks in Jakarta, observed by the Organiza-
tion of the Islamic Conference, between the Philippines Government and the
Moro National Liberation Front on the conflict in Mindanao.!8® In October it
also hosted the sixth informal workshop on the Spratly Islands dispute in the
South China Sea.!® The meeting acquired added urgency after Chinese forces
in February occupied Mischief Reef, claimed by the Philippines, despite the
fact that the previous year’s workshop had discussed a voluntary halt to
development of military installations on the Spratlys. Australia hosted talks in
Cairns in September and December between Papua New Guinea and the
Bougainville Revolutionary Army (BRA), with representatives of the Com-
monwealth and the UN in attendance.'® In an unusual twist, the parties agreed
to a four-month peace dialogue without a cease-fire.

Again in 1995 the parties to conflict themselves sometimes initiated a peace
process, with or without external assistance. After the Algerian elections in
November, the outlawed Islamic Salvation Front, which had waged a bloody
war against the military government, recognized the newly elected authorities
and sought peace talks.!®! Iran and the United Arab Emirates announced,
apparently spontaneously, that they would meet in Qatar to resume their 1992
negotiations over three disputed islands in the Persian Gulf.!2 Saudi Arabia
and Yemen, with US support, signed a memorandum in February committing
them to further negotiations over their long-disputed border region.!9* After
fighting broke out in Iraq between the Kurdistan Democratic Party (KDP) and
the Patriotic Union of Kurdistan, leaving an estimated 500 dead, both the
opposition Iraqi National Congress (INC) and the USA attempted to
mediate.!% Talks were held in Dublin, overseen by the USA and observed by
Turkey and the UK. When this failed, Iran stepped in with apparently greater
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success.!? Negotiations between the Mexican Government and its Zapatista
rebels were initiated after a Government military offensive in February cap-
tured almost all rebel territory. The Bangladeshi Government and the Shanti
Bahini insurgents extended for the 18th time their 1992 cease-fire in relation
to the tribal-based conflict in the Chittagong Hill Tracts which began in
1976.1% Negotiations between the Myanmar Government and the insurgent
Mong Tai Army in December helped end decades-long fighting in the so-
called Golden Triangle region and led to government forces occupying the
self-declared Shan State.!®? In December after Eritrea and Yemen battled
briefly over the Red Sea islands of Hanish a cease-fire was quickly reached,
overseen by a committee that included a Yemeni, an Eritrean and two US
military attachés.!?8 Ethiopia later brokered negotiations and France made its
good offices available.!® In Colombia talks began between the government
and one guerrilla group, the Jaime Bateman Command, but feelers from other
groups for peace talks came to nothing.20

A cease-fire was arranged by the two parties to the conflict in Chechnya, but
a more permanent settlement between Russia and the Chechnyan rebels, being
negotiated with the help of the OSCE, was not achieved. After Peru and
Ecuador skirmished briefly over their contested border area in January, agree-
ment was quickly reached on a cease-fire and demilitarized zone during
negotiations conducted by the 1942 Rio Protocol parties which had guaranteed
the previous Peru-Ecuador territorial settlement. The results were embodied in
the Itamaraty Peace Declaration signed in Brasilia in February, but negotia-
tions on a new territorial settlement were still not concluded by the end of the
year.

One of the greatest setbacks to peace efforts initiated by the parties them-
selves occurred in Sri Lanka, where the rebel Tamil Tigers violently ended
peace negotiations and an internationally monitored cease-fire and spurned a
substantive devolution plan offered by the Government of Chandrika Kumara-
tunga. The army launched a major offensive to capture the rebel’s main
redoubt, the Jaffna Peninsula, resulting in a substantial flare-up in the war.

Individuals and non-governmental organizations (NGOs) had an impact on
some negotiation processes in 1995. Former US President Carter, after suc-
cesses in Haiti and Bosnia in 1994, continued his activism, convening a
regional summit to try to prevent further humanitarian tragedies in Rwanda
and Burundi.?®! In March 1995 he negotiated a two-month cease-fire in Sudan
between the Khartoum Government and two rebel groups, the Sudanese
People’s Liberation Movement/Army (SPLM/A) and the South Sudan Inde-
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pendence Movement/Army (SSIM/A), the first in the 12-year war.22 Kenyan
President Daniel Arap Moi, chairman of the Inter-Governmental Authority on
Drought and Development (IGADD), which had initiated peace efforts in
Sudan, thereafter negotiated a two-month extension. Carter visited Sudan in
July to seek a further extension and to pursue the peace process. Officials from
the USA, Canada and four European nations formed a ‘Friends of IGADD’
group to support the process, which also involved a non-governmental
organization, the Processes of International Negotiations (PIN).2* However,
their efforts proved unable to prevent a resumption of fighting in October after
the SPLA launched a major offensive.?®

Other non-governmental organizations were also active in 1995, including
International Alert in relation to Burundi, Cameroon, Sierra Leone and
Togo.5 It is a feature of the mid-1990s that non-governmental groups—well
resourced, politically neutral and equipped with the latest information tech-
nology that allows them to be as aware of the details of conflict situations as
some governments—can be useful interlocutors in conflict prevention,
management and resolution efforts.

VII. Conclusions

The greatest peacemaking achievement in 1995, the peace agreements on
Bosnia and Herzegovina and Croatia, brought an abrupt end to several years of
vicious armed conflict in the former Yugoslavia, but only after the massive
use of military power by NATO. While they were an artful mixture of conflict
prevention, management and resolution, the Dayton accords did not guarantee
a long-term peace but possibly only a respite from armed conflict. Significant
progress was also made in the Middle East towards resolution of the
Palestinian-Israeli conflict, although much remained to be done. Other suc-
cessful conflict resolution processes during the year included that in Haiti,
which combined the strengths of a joint US-led multilateral force, a traditional
UN peacekeeping mission and an OAS human rights component. Conflict
resolution processes advanced in Angola and Liberia but with unsteady
prospects.

Other conflicts had to be content with management efforts and arrange-
ments, usually in the form of cease-fires, often patchily adhered to and some-
times accompanied by peace talks. Bougainville, Chechnya, Nagorno-
Karabakh, the southern Philippines, the Chittagong Hill Tracts conflict, North-
ern Ireland and the two conflicts in Georgia fell into this category. Cease-fires
were hastily arranged to end the two significant inter-state conflicts in 1995,
between Peru—Ecuador and Eritrea—Yemen. Longer-term conflict management
efforts continued in the form of UN peacekeeping operations in Cyprus,
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Lebanon and Kashmir, or Russian-led operations under a CIS mandate, as in
Tajikistan. Cease-fires collapsed disastrously in Sri Lanka and Sudan.

Conflict-prevention efforts, while intrinsically difficult to survey and with
the usual mixed record, were most noticeable in regard to Burundi, Iraq,
Macedonia, North Korea and Rwanda.

The conflicts least amenable to prevention, management or resolution in
1995 included those in Afghanistan, Algeria, East Timor and Sierra Leone.
Continuing armed conflict in Cambodia, Chad, Kenya, Peru, Somalia and
Turkey seemed to be the focus of no conflict-resolution or -management
efforts by anyone.

The United Nations was seemingly omnipresent in conflict-prevention,
-management and -resolution efforts but often lacked the capability, resources,
mandate or, most tellingly, political weight to affect outcomes significantly.
Even peacekeeping, the UN’s forte, was destined for downsizing, having sus-
tained unacceptable humiliations during the year in the former Yugoslavia.
While quiet successes had been achieved elsewhere, peacekeeping was
straining the UN budget to breaking-point. Paradoxically this came as the UN
was becoming more efficient and effective at planning and managing
peacekeeping operations. Regional organizations again failed to live up to
their promise, although many are becoming marginally better prepared. The
most effective actors in most peacemaking efforts were, as might be expected,
those with the greatest political and military power, the USA and Russia in
particular, ad hoc consortia of interested regional states assisted by developed
state partners and the conflicting parties themselves.



Appendix 2A. Multilateral observer,
peacekeeping and electoral operations, 1995

OLGA HARDARDOTTIR

I. Multilateral observer and peacekeeping missions

Table 2A.1 lists multilateral observer and peacekeeping operations initiated, continu-
ing or terminated in 1995, by international organization and by starting date. Five
groups of operations are presented. The 24 operations run by the United Nations are
divided into two sections: UN peacekeeping operations (21) are those so designated
by the UN itself (see figure 2.1 in this volume), although they may include some
missions more properly described as observer missions; the other UN operations
comprise substantial UN peace missions not officially described by the UN as peace-
keeping operations. Of the remaining operations 10 are operated by the Organization
for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE), 4 by the Commonwealth of
Independent States (CIS)/Russia and 9 by other organizations. Purely civilian
missions are not included, although in some of the missions listed military observers
may act in a civilian capacity.

Legal instruments underlying the establishment of an operation are given in the
first column, which lists the resolution adopted by the UN Security Council or the
date of the decision taken by the respective body or organization.

Countries ending their participation in the course of 1995 are listed in italics, and
those participating for the first time in 1995 are listed in bold text. Numbers of
civilian observers and international and local civilian staff are not included.

Mission fatalities are recorded from the beginning of the conflict until the last
reported date for 1995 (‘to date’), and as a total for the year (‘in 1995°). Information
on the approximate or estimated annual cost of the missions (‘yearly’) and the
approximate cost of outstanding contributions (‘unpaid’) to the operation fund at the
close of the 1995 budget period (the date of which varies from operation to opera-
tion) is given in current US $m. In the case of UN missions, unless otherwise noted,
UN data on contributing countries and on numbers of troops, military observers and
civilian police as well as on fatalities and costs are as of 31 December 1995. UN data
on total mission fatalities (‘to date”) are for all UN missions since 1948.

While serving a peacekeeping role, and numbering some military observers, the
OSCE missions are not military operations. Figures on the number of personnel
involved are totals for each mission, and include both military and civilian staff in
1994. The mission to Kosovo, Sanjak and Vojvodina, expelled on 28 June 1993,
could not be reinstalled because of a lack of agreement on its extension. The OSCE
also maintained Sanctions Assistance Missions (SAMs) in Albania, Bulgaria,
Croatia, Hungary, the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Romania and
Ukraine. Their function is to assist the host countries in the implementation of the
sanctions and embargoes imposed on the republics of the former Yugoslavia in
accordance with relevant UN Security Council resolutions, in particular resolutions
713,757,787, 820, 943, 970, 988 and 1003. In 1995 they were staffed by 45 customs
officers from various OSCE participating states.
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I1. Selected UN-assisted electoral observer missions

Table 2A.2 lists major electoral observer missions coordinated or assisted by the UN
for elections held in 1995, by country and by elections observed. Data on number of
electoral observers pertain to the polling period. Only missions containing an
international observer group are included. The UN may provide assistance only on
the basis of a formal request or pursuant to a Security Council resolution.

III. A note on acronyms

Acronyms for the names of the individual missions are explained in the tables. Other
acronyms used throughout the tables are as follows: CIS = Commonwealth of Inde-
pendent States; CSO = OSCE Council of Senior Officials; ECOWAS = Economic
Community of West African States; EU = European Union; GAR = General
Assembly Resolution; MOU = Memorandum of Understanding; OAS = Organization
of American States; OAU = Organization of African Unity; SCR = Security Council
Resolution; SG = Secretary-General.



Table 2A.1. Multilateral observer and peacekeeping missions

Acronym/  Name/type of mission Troops/ Deaths: Cost:
(Legal (O: observer) Start Countries contributing troops, military observers (mil. obs) Mil. obs/ To date Yearly
instrument)  (PK: peacekeeping) Location date and/or civilian police (civ. pol.) in 1995 Civ. pol. In 1995 Unpaid
United Nations (UN) 27 9392 14503 3 000*
peacekeeping operations! (21 operations) 2 004 168 1700°
(UN Charter, Chapters VI and VII) 1088
UNTSO UN Truce Supervision  Egypt/Israel/ June Argentina, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Chile, China, - 38 27
(SCR 50) Organization (0O) Lebanon/Syria 1948 Denmark, Finland, France, Ireland, Italy, Netherlands, New 194 10 -
Zealand, Norway, Russia, Sweden, Switzerland, USA -
UNMOGIP UN Military Observer  India/Pakistan Jan. Belgium, Chile, Denmark, Finland, Italy, South Korea, - 9 7
(SCR 91) Group in India and (Kashmir) 1949 Sweden, Uruguay 44 3 -
Pakistan (0)) -
UNFICYP  UN Peace-keeping Cyprus Mar. Argentina, Australia, Austria, Canada, Finland, Ireland, UK 1 140 167 448
(SCR 186)  Force in Cyprus (PK) 1964 - 4 8
35
UNDOF UN Disengagement Syria (Golan  June Austria, Canada, Poland 1036 36 328
(SCR350) Observer Force (O) Heights) 1974 7 2 37°
UNIFIL UN Interim Force in Lebanon Mar. Fiji, Finland, France, Ghana, Ireland, Italy, Nepal, Norway, 4 73910 209 135
(SCR 425, Lebanon (PK) (Southern) 1978 Poland =t 9 204
426) -
UNIKOM UN Irag-Kuwait Irag/Kuwait Apr. Argentina, Austria, Bangladesh, Canada, China, Denmark, Fiji, 89913 5 62
(SCR 689)  Observation (Khawr ‘Abd 1991 Finland, France, Germany, Ghana, Greece, Hungary, India, 245 2 31
Mission (O) Allah water- Indonesia, Ireland, Italy, Kenya, Malaysia, Nigeria, Pakistan, -
way and UN Poland, Romania, Russia, Senegal, Singapore, Sweden,
DMZ!%) Thailand, Turkey, UK, USA, Uruguay, Venezuela
UNAVEM Il UN Angola Verification Angola June Argentina, Brazil, Congo, Guinea-Bissau, Hungary, India, 15 b) .
(SCR696)  Mission 1l (0) 1991*  Jordan, Malaysia, Morocco, Netherlands, New Zealand, 161 1 16
Nigeria, Norway, Slovakia, Sweden, Zimbabwe 107
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Acronym/ Name/type of mission Troops/ Deaths: Cost:
(Legal (O: observer) Start Countries contributing troops, military observers (mil. obs) Mil. obs/ To date Yearly
instrument)  (PK: peacekeeping) Location date and/or civilian police (civ. pol.) in 1995 Civ. pol. In 1995 Unpaid
ONUSAL UN Observer Mission El Salvador July Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Guyana, Italy, Mexico, Spain, - 5 49
(SCR693,  inElSalvador  (0) 1991 Venezuela 318 2 20%0
729) 31
MINURSO  UN Mission for the Western Sep. Argentina, Austria, Bangladesh, Belgium, China, Egypt, 484 7 59
(SCR 690) Referendum in Western Sahara 1991 El Salvador, France, Germany, Ghana, Greece, Guinea, 232 3 48
Sahara O) Honduras, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Kenya, Malaysia, Nigeria, 90

Norway, Pakistan, Poland, Russia, South Korea, Togo, Tunisia,
USA, Uruguay, Venezuela

UNPROFOR UN Protection Bosnia and Mar. Argentina, Bangladesh, Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Colombia, 2433% 207% 166426
(SCR 743,  Force (PK) Herzegovina 199223 Czech Rep., Denmark, Egypt, Estonia, Finland, France, 156 69 80377
776, 795, Ghana, Indonesia, Ireland, Jordan, Kenya, Lithuania, 86

982)22 Malaysia, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nigeria, Norway,

Pakistan, Poland, Portugal, Russia, Senegal, Slovakia, Spain,
Sweden, Switzerland, Tunisia, Turkey, Ukraine, UK, USA

ONUMOZ  UN Operation in Mozambique  Dec. Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bangladesh, Botswana, Brazil, 3941% 24 ..
(SCR797,  Mozambique (PK) 1992 Canada, Cape Verde, China, Czech Rep., Egypt, Ghana, 204 5 41
898) Guinea Bissau, Guyana, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Italy, 918

Japan, Jordan, Malaysia, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand,
Nigeria, Pakistan, Portugal, Russia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sweden,
Togo, USA, Uruguay, Zambia

UNOSOM II  UN Operation in Somalia May Australia, Bangladesh, Egypt, Ghana, India, Indonesia, Italy, 7 9461 147 L2
(SCR 814) Somalia 11 (PK) 199330 Malaysia, Netherlands, Nigeria, Pakistan, Philippines, South - 13 31533
Korea, Zambia, Zimbabwe 27
UNOMIG UN Observer Mission  Georgia Aug. Albania, Austria, Bangladesh, Cuba, Czech Rep., Denmark, - 1 16
(SCR 849, in Georgia (O) (Abkhazia) 1993 Egypt, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Indonesia, Jordan, 13234 1 1
858) Pakistan, Poland, Russia, South Korea, Sweden, Switzerland, -
Turkey, UK, USA, Uruguay
UNOMIL UN Observer Mission  Liberia Sep. Bangladesh, China, Czech Rep., Egypt, Guinea-Bissau, India, 8% - 18

(SCR 866)  in Liberia ((0)) 1993 Jordan, Kenya, Malaysia, Pakistan, Uruguay 6836 - 8

8L
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UNMIH UN Mission in Haiti Sep. Algeria, Antigua & Barbuda, Argentina, Austria, Bahamas, 5609% 2 243
(SCR 867)  Haiti (PK) 19933  Bangladesh, Barbados, Belize, Benin, Canada, Djibouti, - 2 69
France, Guatemala, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Honduras, 414
India, Ireland, Jamaica, Jordan, Mali, Nepal, Netherlands,
New Zealand, Pakistan, Philippines, Russia, St Kitts & Nevis,
St. Lucia, Suriname, Togo, Trinidad & Tobago, Tunisia,
USA
UNAMIR UN Assistance Mission Rwanda Oct. Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bangladesh, Canada, Chad, 1777% 26 199
(SCR872) for Rwanda PK) 1993*  Congo, Djibouti, Ethiopia, Fiji, Germany, Ghana, Guinea, - 228 10 594
Guinea-Bissau, India, Jordan, Malawi, Mali, Niger, Nigeria, 17
Pakistan, Poland, Russia, Senegal, Spain, Switzerland,
Tunisia, UK, Uruguay, Zambia, Zimbabwe
UNMOT UN Mission of Tajikistan Dec. Austria, Bangladesh, Bulgaria, Denmark, Hungary, Jordan, - 1 7
(SCR968)  Observers in Tajikistan 1994 Poland, Switzerland, Ukraine, Uruguay 40 1 1
©) -
UNAVEM  UN Angola Angola Feb. Algeria, Argentina, Bangladesh, Brazil, Bulgaria, Congo, 5 836%2 6 254
m Verification 1995 Egypt, Fiji, France, Guinea-Bissau, Hungary, India, Italy, 349 6 274
(SCR976) Mission III (0) Jordan, Kenya, Malaysia, Mali, Morocco, Netherlands, New 252
Zealand, Nigeria, Norway, Pakistan, Poland, Portugal,
Romania, Russia, Senegal, Slovakia, South Korea, Sweden,
Tanzania, UK, Uruguay, Zambia, Zimbabwe
UNCRO UN Confidence Croatia Mar. Argentina, Bangladesh, Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Czech 3294% 16 -2
(SCR 981)22 Restoration 1995%  Rep., Denmark, Egypt, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, 290 16 -
Operation Ghana, Indonesia, Ireland, Jordan, Kenya, Lithuania, 168
in Croatia (PK) Malaysia, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nigeria,
Norway, Pakistan, Poland, Portugal, Russia, Senegal,
Slovakia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Tunisia, Turkey,
Ukraine, UK, USA
UNPREDEP UN Preventive Macedonia Mar. Argentina, Bangladesh, Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Czech 1120 - =%
(SCR 983)2 Deployment Force 1995 Rep., Denmark, Egypt, Finland, France, Ghana, Indonesia, 26 - —-
(PK) Ireland, Jordan, Kenya, Malaysia, Nepal, Netherlands, New 26

Zealand, Nigeria, Norway, Pakistan, Poland, Portugal,
Russia, Senegal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Ukraine, UK,
USA
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Acronym/ Name/type of mission Troops/ Deaths: Cost:

(Legal (O: observer) Start Countries contributing troops, military observers (mil. obs) Mil. obs/ To date Yearly

instument)  (PK: peacekeeping) Location date and/or civilian police (civ. pol.) in 1995 Civ. pol. In 1995 Unpaid

UNMIBH  UN Mission in Bosnia Bosnia and Dec. Bangladesh, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, - - ~8

(SCR 1035)% and Herzegovina (O) Herzegovina 1995 Indonesia, Ireland, Jordan, Kenya, Norway, Poland, - - -
Portugal, Russia, Senegal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, 3744

Tunisia, Ukraine

Other United Nations (UN) operations (3 operations)*

MINUGUA UN Mission for the Guatemala Oct. Argentina, Brazil, Canada, Colombia, Italy, Spain, Sweden, - - 2253
(GAR 48/267) Verification of Human 1994 Uruguay, Venezuela®! 17 -
Rights and of 49%

Compliance with the
Commitments of the

Comprehensive
Agreement on Human
Rights in Guatemala
OSGA Office of the Afghanistary Jan. France, Germany, Ghana, Ireland -
(SG Jan. Secretary-Generalin  Pakistan® 1995 2%
1995)% Afghanistan -
MINUSAL Mission of the UNin  ElSalvador = May Brazil, Chile, Italy, Spain®® - .. .
(SG Feb. El Salvador 1995 -
1995)%7 7

Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE) (10 operations)®

- OSCE Spillover Former Sep. .. - - 0.6%
(CSO 18 Mission to Skopje (O) Yugoslav Rep. 1992 862 - ..
Sep. 199261) of Macedonia -

- OSCE Mission to Georgia Dec. . - 1 263
(CSO 6 Nov. Georgia (O) (S. Ossetia; 1992 17 1 ..

1992%4) Abkhazia) -
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- OSCE Mission to Estonia Feb. - - 0.4
(CSO0 13 Dec. Estonia ) 1993 6 -

19926%) _

- OSCE Mission to Moldova Apr. - - 0.6%
(CSO 4 Feb. Moldova ©) 1993 8 -

1993%) -

- OSCE Nission to Latvia Nov. - - 0.763
(CSO 23 Sep. Latvia ©) 1993 7 -

1993¢7) -

- OSCE Mission to Tajikistan Feb. .. - - 0.493
(CSO Tajikistan ((0)] 1994 8 _

1 Dec. 19936%) -

- OSCE Mission in Bosnia and Oct. - - 0.7
(2 June Sarajevo (O) Herzegovina 1994 6 -

1994%) -

- OSCE Mission to Ukraine Nov. - - 163
(CSO 15 June Ukraine ()] 1994 6 -

19947%) -

- OSCE Assistance Chechnya Apr. - - 27
(11 Apr. Group to Chechnya 1995 6 -

19957 O) -

- OSCE Mission to Bosnia and Dec. - -

(8 Dec. Bosnia and Herzegovina 199574 7 -

199573) Herzegovina 0) -

CIS/Russia (4 operations)’®

_ ‘South Ossetia Joint Georgia July Georgia, Russia, North and South Ossetia 1 40078

(Bilateral Force’ (PK) (S. Ossetia) 1992 -

agreement’’) _

- ‘Moldova Joint Moldova July Moldova, Russia, ‘Trans-Dniester Republic’ ¢. 3 000%°

(Bilateral Force’ (PK) (Trans- 1992 -

agreement’®) Dniester) _
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Acronym/ Name/type of mission Troops/ Deaths: Cost:

(Legal (O: observer) Start Countries contributing troops, military observers (mil. obs) Mil. obs/ To date Yearly

instrument)  (PK: peacekeeping) Location date and/or civilian police (civ. pol.) in 1995 Civ. pol. In 1995 Unpaid

- CIS ‘Tajikistan Buffer  Tajikistan Aug. Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Russia, Uzbekistan3* LB 758 R

(CIS 24 Sep. Force’ (PK) (Afghan 199383 - B8

199381 border$?) -

- CIS ‘Peacekeeping Georgian— June Russia 30007

(CIS 15 Apr. Forces in Georgia’ Abkhazian 1994 ..

19949 (PK) border

Other (9 operations)

NNSC Neutral Nations North Korea/  July Sweden, Switzertand*? - - 0.7

(Amistice  Supervisory South Korea 1953 10 _

Agreement®!) Commission ©) -

MFO Mulitinational Force Egypt (Sinai)  Apr. Australia, Canada, Colombia, Fiji, France, Hungary, Italy, 1954% 51%

(Protocol to  and Observers in the 1982 Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Uruguay, USA -

treaty®*) Sinai (o)) -

ECOMOG ECOWAS® Liberia Aug. Gambia, Ghana, Guinea, Mali, Nigeria, Sierra Leone, 7 269100 91101

ESMC 7 Monitoring 1990 Tanzania, Uganda® -

Aug. 1990°7) Group PK) -

ECMM European Community  Former July Austria, Belgium, Czech Rep., Denmark, Finland, France, - 6 10104

(Brioni Monitoring Mission'®  Yugoslavia 1991 Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, 211 -

Agreement!2) (e} Portugal, Slovakia, Spain, Sweden, UK -

OMIB!% OAU Mission Burundi Dec.  Burkina Faso, Guinea, Mali, Niger, Tunisia - 1 5107

(OAU 1993)  in Burundi ©) 1993 651% 1

MNF Operation Uphold Haiti Sep. Antigua & Barbuda, Argentina, Australia, Bahamas, 7 14311 605112

(SCR 940)'%  Democracy (PK) 19941%  Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Belize, Benin, Bolivia, Costa - ..
Rica, Denmark, Dominica, Grenada, Guatemala, Guyana, 654

Israel, Jamaica, Jordan, Netherlands, Philippines, Poland,
St Kitts & Nevis, St Lucia, St Vincent & Grenadines, Trinidad
& Tobago, UK, USA1®

8
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- Mission of the Serbia/ Sep. Belgium, Canada, Czech Rep., Denmark, Finland, France, - - 6.5114
(Agreement International Conference Bosnia and 1994 Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Netherlands, Norway, 218 -
Sep. 1994;  on the Former Herzegovina Portugal, Russia, Spain, Sweden, UK, USA -
SCR943)  Yugoslavia '3 (O) border area
MOMEP Mission of Military Ecuador/Peru Mar. Argentina, Brazil, Chile, USA - -
(Declaration Observers Ecuador/ 1995 30 -
of Itamaraty)'Feru ) -
IFOR Implementation Force Bosnia and Dec. Austria, Belgium, Canada, Czech Rep., Denmark, Egypt, 60 000'%® - .10
(SCR 1031)116 (PK) Herzegovina 1995!'7 Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, - -

Italy, Jordan, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malaysia, -

Morocco, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal,

Romania, Russia, Slovakia, Spain, Sweden, Turkey,

Ukraine, UK, USA 118
Table 2A.2. Selected substantial UN-assisted electoral observer missions'?!
Acronym/ Name of observer Elections conducted in 1994 with Date of Electoral
(Legal instrument) coordinating unit Location Start date UN assistance elections observers
UNMIH UN Mission in Haiti!®  Haiti Nov. 1994  Legislative, municipal and local elections 25 June 293126
(SCR 940 Complimentary legislative and municipal elections 13 Aug.
Request Sep. 1994)!% Second round of legislative elections and additional re-runs 17 Sep.1%

Presidential elections!? 17 Dec.
- OSCE/UN Joint Armenia June 1995  Parliamentary elections 5 July 90
(Request Jan. 1995)  Operation for the Parliamentary elections, second round 19 July
Election Monitoring in
Armenia

- Tanzania Aug. 1995  Presidential elections in Zanzibar 22 Oct. 405
(Request June 1995) Presidential and parliamentary elections in Tanzania!?’ 29 Oct.
- OSCE/UN loint Electoral Azerbaijan Sep. 1995  Parliamentary elections 12 Nov. 122
(Request June 1995) Observation Mission in Parliamentary elections, second round 26 Nov.

Azerbaijan
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Notes for tables 2A.1 and 2A.2.

1 Sources for this section, unless otherwise noted: United Nations, Department of Peacekeeping Operations, Monthly summary of troop contributions to peace-keeping
operations; United Nations, United Nations Peace-keeping Operations, Background Note, DPI/1634/Rev. 2, 1 Mar. 1996; United Nations, Status of contributions as at
31 December 1995, UN document ST/ADM/SER.B/484, 12 Jan. 1996; and information from UN Department of Public Information, Peace and Security Section, New York.

2 As of 31 Dec. 1995. Operational strength varies from month to month because of rotation.

3 Casualty figures are valid 31 Dec. 1995 and include military, civilian police and civilian international and local staff.

419 of the 21 UN peacekeeping operations conducted or ongoing in 1995 are financed from their own separate accounts on the basis of legally binding assessments on all
member states in accordance with Article 17 of the UN Charter. UNTSO and UNMOGIP are funded from the UN regular budget. UNFICYP is partly funded by voluntary
contributions from Cyprus and Greece. Unless otherwise indicated, figures are average annual costs as of 31 Dec, 1995.

3 Outstanding contributions to UN peacekeeping operations as of 31 Dec. 1995.

6§ With effect from 16 June 1993, the financing of UNFICYP is inclusive of voluntary contributions of $6.5 m. annually from the Government of Greece and of one-third of
the cost from the Government of Cyprus. Thus only ¢. $23 m. is assessed on the UN member states annually. United Nations, Report of the Secretary-General on United Nations
Operation in Cyprus, UN document S/1995/1020, 10 Dec. 1995, p. 11.

7T UNDOF comprised 4 military observers seconded by UNTSO and was in addition assisted by 84 military observers of the Observer Group Golan (OGG) of UNTSO.
United Nations, Report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations Disengagement Observer Force, UN document $/1995/952, 17 Nov. 1995, p. 2.

8 Initially financed from a special account established for UNEF II (Second UN Emergency Force, Oct. 1973-July 1979). At the termination of UNEF II, the account
remained open for UNDOF.

9 Total approximate value of outstanding contributions to UNEF II and UNDOF.

10 SCR 1006 (28 July 1995) reduced the overall strength of the Force by 10%.

11 57 UNTSO military observers assisted. UN, Report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon, UN document $/1996/45, 22 Jan. 1996, p. 4.

12.5CR 687 (3 Apr. 1991) established a demilitarized zone (DMZ) stretching about 200 km along the Irag-Kuwait border, extending 10 km into Iraq and 5 km into Kuwait.

13 Authorized strength: 910 troops and 300 military observers. United Nations, Financing of the activities arising from Security Council Resolution 687 (1991): United
Nations Irag-Kuwait Observation Mission, Report of the Secretary-General, UN document A/49/863, 20 Mar. 1995, p. 5.

14 Replaced by UNAVEM III when its mandate expired on 8 Feb.

15 As of 31 Jan, 1995.

16 Total approximate value of outstanding contributions to UNAVEM I (Jan. 1989-June 1991), UNAVEM II and UNAVEM III (from Feb. 1995).

17 Mandate expired 30 Apr. 1995 pursuant to SCR 961 (23 Nov. 1994).

18 A5 of 31 Mar. 1995.

PUN Department of Public Information, Peace and Security Section, New York.

20 Total approximate value of outstanding contributions to ONUCA (UN Observer Group in Central America, Nov. 1989-TJan. 1992) and ONUSAL.

21 Authorized strength: 1695 troops and military observers and 160 civilian police. United Nations, The Situation concerning Western Sahara. Report of the Secretary-
General, UN document $/1995/240, 30 Mar. 1995, p. 8.

22 Force previously divided into 3 separate operational commands: UNPROFOR 1 (Croatia); UNPROFOR II (Bosnia and Herzegovina); and UNPROFOR 1II (Former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, FYROM). SCRs 981, 982 and 983 (31 Mar. 1995) authorized the replacement of UNPROFOR by 3 separate but interlinked operations:
UNCRO (UN Confidence Restoration Operation in Croatia); UNPROFOR (Bosnia and Herzegovina); and UNPREDEP (UN Preventive Deployment Force, operating in
FYROM). Overall command and control of the 3 missions was exercised by United Nations Peace Forces Headquarters (UNPF-HQ) in Zagreb. United Nations, Report of the
Secretary-General pursuant to Security Council Resolution 947 (1994), UN document $/1995/222, 22 Mar. 1995, p. 24.
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23 Mandate terminated 20 Dec. 1995 when authority was transferred from UNPROFOR to the non-UN Implementation Force (IFOR) in accordance with SCR 1031 (15 Dec.
1995) (see note 116).

24 As of 20 Mar. 1995 UNPROFOR consisted of a total of 37 915 troops, 684 military observers and 803 civilian police, distributed as follows: UNPROFOR 1—14 825
troops, 283 military observers and 731 civilian police; UNPROFOR 11—21 994 troops, 352 military observers and 45 civilian police; and UNPROFOR I1I—1096 troops, 24
military observers and 24 civilian police. SCR 998 (16 June 1995) authorized an increase of up to 12 500 additional troops for UNPF/UNPROFOR to permit establishment of
largely French-British Rapid Reaction Force (RRF). Of the approximately 21 000 UNPROFOR and RREF troops that remained on 20 Dec., about 18 500 were designated to stay
on as part of IFOR (see note 117). The majority of the remaining units were to be repatriated by mid-Feb. 1996. United Nations, Further report of the Secretary-General
pursuant to Security Council resolutions 1025 (1995) and 1026 (1995), UN document S/1996/83, p. 2.

25 During the first 3 months of 1995 UNPROFOR suffered 29 deaths, bringing the total to 167 deaths as of 31 Mar. Thereafter UNPROFOR suffered further 40 fatalities to
the end of the deployment under that designation. UNPF had 9 deaths in 1995.

26 Overall annual expenditure in 1995 for UNPROFOR/UNCRO/UNPREDEP was $1664 m., valid as of 30 Jan. 1996 and subject to change. Information from UN
Department of Public Information, Peace and Security Section, New York.

7 Total approximate value of outstanding contributions to UNPROFOR, UNCRO, UNPREDEP and UNPFE-HQ.

28 Mandate terminated 31 Jan. 1995.

29 As of 31 Dec. 1994.

30 SCR 954 (4 Nov. 1994) authorized withdrawal of UNOSOM II by 31 Mar. 1995. On 2 Mar. withdrawal of the mission completed with support of combined task force
‘United Shield’ (France, India, Italy, Malaysia, Pakistan, UK, USA). UN Press Release, SG/SM/95/51, 2 Mar. 1995.

31 A5 of 31 Jan. 1995.

32 Total amount assessed for period 1 May 1993 to 30 June 1995 is $1537 m. UN Department of Public Information, Peace and Security Section, New York.

33 Total approximate value of outstanding contributions to UNOSOM I (Apr. 1993-Apr. 1994) and UNOSOM II.

34 Authorized strength: 136 military observers. SCR 937 (21 July 1994).

35 Original authorized strength: 65 troops (20 military medical staff and 45 military engineers) and 303 military observers. UN, Report of the Secretary-General on Liberia,
UN document S/26422/Add. 1, 17 Sep. 1993, p. 1.

36 SCR 950 (21 Oct. 1994) authorized temporary reduction of observer force to 90 because of deteriorating security. SCR 1020 (10 Nov. 1995) decided that the number of
military observers should not exceed 160.

37 Initial deployment halted following an incident on 11 Oct. 1993 in which armed civilians prevented landing of a ship carrying an UNMIH advance unit of 220 military
personnel. Deployment of a 60-person UNMIH advance team commenced 23 Sep. 1994. On 30 Jan. 1995, the Security Council determined in SCR 975 that ‘a secure and stable
environment’ existed in Haiti and authorized the build-up of UNMIH to its permitted strength to take over from the non-UN Multinational Force (note 108) by 31 Mar. 1995.
On that date, the tasks of the advance team expired pursuant to SCR 940 (31 July 1994).

38 Authorized strength pursuant to SCR 975 (30 Jan. 1995): 6000 military personnel and 900 civilian police.

39 SCR 1029 (12 Dec. 1995) extended mandate of UNAMIR for a final period to 8 Mar. 1996.

40 SCR 997 (9 June 1995) authorized reduction of force level from 5500 to 2330 troops by Sep. and 1800 by Oct., and decided to maintain current level of 320 military
observers and 120 civilian police personnel. SCR 1029 (12 Dec. 1995) further requested the Secretary-General to reduce force level to 1200 troops, numbers of military
observers, headquarters and other military support staff to 200 and to withdraw the Civilian Police component.

41 Total approximate value of outstanding contributions to UNOMUR (June 1993-Jan. 1994) and UNAMIR.

42 Authorized strength pursuant to SCR 976 (8 Feb. 1995): 7000 military personnel, 350 military observers and 260 police observers.

43 Total approximate value of outstanding contributions to UNAVEM 1 (Jan. 1989-June 1991), UNAVEM II (June 1991-Feb. 1995) and UNAVEM III.
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44 0n 1 Dec. 1995, command and control of UNCRO military operations in Sector East transferred from UNCRO to UNPF-HQ. UN, Further report of the Secretary-General
pursuant to Security Council resolutions 1025 (1995) and 1026 (1995), UN document S/1996/83, 6 Feb. 1996. Pursuant to SCR 1025 (30 Nov. 1995), the mandate of UNCRO
ended on 15 Jan. 1996.

45 UNCRO's strength gradually reduced during autumn 1995 and withdrawal of military units was completed on 15 Dec. except for Sector East and small rear parties of
Sectors North, South and West. When UNCRO’s mandate expired all civilian police officers redeployed to Bosnia and Herzegovina or to new operation in Eastern Slavonia,
Baranja and Western Sirmium (UNTAES), established by SCR 1037 (15 Jan. 1996). UN document S/1996/83 (note 44).

46 SCR 1035 (21 Dec. 1995) authorized establishment of International Police Task Force (IPTF), in accordance with annex 11 to the General Framework Agreement for
Peace in Bosnia and Herzegovina (the Dayton Agreement), plus a civilian mission as proposed in the Secretary-General’s report of 13 Dec. 1995, $/1995/1031. The mission was
later given the name UNMIBH. UN document S/1996/83 (note 44), p. S.

47 As of 29 Feb. 1996. Authorized strength of IPTF, the principal component of UNMIBH: 1721 police monitors. Full deployment of IPTF was delayed because many
member states were unable to make police officers immediately available. As of 21 Mar. 1996, 650 officers had been deployed, 542 were scheduled for deployment before
10 Apr. and 529 before the end of Apr. UN, Report of the Secretary-General pursuant to Security Council Resolution 1035 (1995), UN document S/1996/210, 21 Mar. 1996.

48 Projected cost for 6 months $25.2 m. United Nations, United Nations Peace-keeping Operations, Background note, DPI/1634/Rev. 2, 1 Mar. 1996.

49 Comprises substantial UN peace missions not officially described by the UN as peacekeeping.

30 All information concerning this mission from the Guatemala Unit, Department of Political Affairs, United Nations, New York.

51 Countries providing military observers and civilian police. In addition 31 countries are contributing with civilian personnel.

52 The mission has an authorized personnel of 442, of whom 140 are local staff.

33 From 1 Oct. 1994 to 31 Dec. 1995.

34 Established by Secretary-General following discontinuation of the function of the Personal Representative of the Secretary-General for Afghanistan and Pakistan in Dec.
1994. United Nations, Strengthening of the coordination of humanitarian and disaster relief assistance of the United Nations, including special economic assistance: emergency
international assistance for peace, normalcy and reconstruction of war-stricken Afghanistan. Report of the Secretary General, UN document A/50/737, 8 Nov. 1995, p. 2.

35 Headquarters in Jalalabad in Afghanistan but the mission also maintains an office in Pakistan.

36 1n addition to 3 political officers and the director. Information from OSGAP office in Pakistan.

57 Established by the Secretary-General in response to a request from the Govemment of El Salvador and from FMLN. United Nations, Assistance for the reconstruction and
development of El Salvador. Report of the Secretary-General, UN document A/50/455, 23 Oct. 1995, p. 4.

58 Countries providing civilian police at end of Sep. 1995. In addition Canada, Colombia, Mexico, Peru, Switzerland, Uruguay and Venezuela contributed with civilian
observers. Information from UN Office for Verification in El Salvador.

39 Mission funded partly by the regular UN budget and partly by voluntary contributions. In May 1995 the Secretary-General established Trust Fund for MINUSAL in order
to support the mission’s activities, UN, The Situation in Central America: Procedures for the establishment of a firm and lasting peace, freedom, democracy and development.
Report of the Secretary-General, UN document A/50/517, 6 Oct. 1995, pp. 1-2.

60 28 countries sent seconded personnel to OSCE missions in 1995; Armenia, Austria, Belarus, Bulgaria, Canada, Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, Georgia,
Germany, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Japan (OSCE observer), Lithuania, Moldova, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Russia, Slovakia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Ukraine, UK,
USA. Country representation is constantly changing and therefore OSCE does not provide current information on which countries contributed personnel to which operations.
Sources for this section: OSCE, Survey of OSCE Long-Term Missions and Sanctions Assistance Missions (Conflict Prevention Centre: Vienna, 20 Jan. 1995); OSCE, Survey of
OSCE Long-Term Missions and other OSCE Field Activities (CPC: Vienna, 14 Sep. 1995); OSCE, Survey of OSCE Long-Term Missions and other OSCE Field Activities (CPC:
Vienna, 15 Feb. 1996); and specific information from the Conflict Prevention Centre in Vienna.

61 Decision to establish the mission taken at 16th CSO meeting, 18 Sep. 1992, Journal no. 3, Annex 1. Authorized by Government of FYROM through Articles of
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Understanding (corresponding to an MOU) agreed by exchange of letters, 7 Nov. 1992,

62 Supplemented by 2 monitors from the European Community Monitoring Mission (ECMM) (note 102) under operational command of OSCE Head of Mission.

63 Budget adopted for 1995.

64 Decision to establish the mission taken at 17th CSO meeting, 6 Nov. 1992, Journal no. 2, Annex 2. Authorized by Government of Georgia through MOU, 23 Jan. 1993 and
by ‘Leadership of the Republic of South Ossetia’ by exchange of letters on 1 Mar. 1993. Mandate expanded in Mar. 1994 to include i.a. monitoring of Joint Peacekeeping
Forces in South Ossetia.

65 Decision to establish the mission taken at 18th CSO meeting, 13 Dec. 1992, Journal no. 3, Annex 2. Authorized by Estonian Government through MOU, 15 Feb. 1993.

66 Decision to establish mission taken at 19th CSO meeting, 4 Feb. 1993, Journal no. 3, Annex 3. Authorized by Government of Moldova through MOU, 7 May. An
‘Understanding of the Activity of the CSCE Mission in the Pridnestrovian [Trans-Dniester] Region of the Republic of Moldova’ came into force on 25 Aug. 1993 through
exchange of letters between Head of Mission and ‘President of the Pridnestrovian Moldovan Republic’.

67 Decision to establish the mission taken at 23rd CSO meeting, 23 Sep. 1993, Journal no. 3, Annex 3. Authorized by Government of Latvia through MOU, 13 Dec. 1993.

68 Decision to establish the mission taken at 4th meeting of the Council, Rome (CSCE/4—C/Dec. 1), Decision 1.4, 1 Dec. 1993. No MOU signed.

69 Decision to establish the mission taken by Permanent Committee, 2 June 1994, Journal no. 23, Annex. According to Article 18 of ‘Decision on OSCE Action for Peace,
Democracy and Stability in Bosnia and Herzegovina’ (MC(5).DEC/1) by the Budapest Ministerial Council on 8 Dec. 1995, *. . . the present OSCE Mission in Sarajevo . . . will
be expanded and reorganized into a distinct section of the new Mission [to Bosnia and Herzegovina]’. See note 73.

70 Decision to establish the mission taken at 27th CSO meeting, 15 June 1994, Journal no. 3, decision (c). Authorized by Government of Ukraine through MOU, 24 Jan.
1995.

71 Decision to establish the mission taken at 16th meeting of Permanent Council, 11 Apr. 1995, decision (a). No MOU signed.

72 Budget valid from 15 Apr. to 15 Oct. 1995.

73 Decision to establish the mission taken at 5th meeting, Ministerial Council, Budapest, 8 Dec. 1995 (MC(5).DEC/1) in accordance with Annex 6 of the Dayton Agreement.
OSCE cooperates closely with ECMM (note 102).

74 Head of Mission started work in Sarajevo 29 Dec. 1995, relying, initially, on infrastructure of existing mission in Sarajevo (see note 69).

75 Planned strength of the mission is ¢. 250 internationally seconded members.

76 Figures used in this section could not be verified by official sources by time of publication. Russian-dominated peacekeeping efforts in South Ossetia and Moldova cannot
be described as CIS peacekeeping operations as the agreements establishing them were bilateral, they are being undertaken by CIS and non-CIS forces, or came into being
before general CIS peacekeeping agreements entered into force. See Crow, S., ‘Russia promotes CIS as an international organization’, RFE/RL Research Report, vol. 3, no. 11
(18 Mar. 1994), p. 35, note 11.

77 Agreement on the Principles Governing the Peaceful Settlement of the Conflict in South Ossetia, signed 24 June 1992 by Georgia and Russia. Under the Agreement, a
4-party Joint Monitoring Commission established with representatives of Russia, Georgia and North and South Ossetia. Force Commander is Russian.

78 700 Russian troops and 700 joint N/S Ossetian units. O’Prey, K., Henry L. Stimson Center, Keeping the Peace in the Borderlands of Russia, Occasional paper no. 23
(Henry L. Stimson Center: Washington, DC, July 1995), p. 16.

79 Agreement on the Principles Governing the Peaceful Settlement of the Armed Conflict in the Trans-Dniester Region, signed 21 July 1992 by presidents of Moldova and
Russia. ‘Moldovan Peace Agreement signed’, RFE/RL Research Report vol. 1, no. 31 (31 July 1992), p. 73.

80 Originally reported to comprise: between 4 and 6 Russian battalions reportedly reduced to 640 troops in 1993-94; 3 Moldovan battalions (1200 troops); 3 Dniester
battalions (1200 troops); and 10 military observers from each of the parties involved in the conflict. Gribincea, M., ‘Rejecting a new role for the former 14th Russian Army’,
Transition, vol. 2, no. 6 (22 Mar. 1996), pp. 38-39.

81 CIS Agreement on the Collective Peace-keeping Forces and Joint Measures on their Logistical and Technical Maintenance, Moscow, 24 Sep. 1993. Tajikistan operation is
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first application of Agreement on Groups of Military Observers and Collective Peacekeeping Forces in the CIS, signed at Kiev 20 Mar. 1992.

82 Mandate limited to guarding Afghan border. Russian and other CIS forces stationed or operating elsewhere in Tajikistan are not part of this operation.

83 An earlier CIS operation in Tajikistan began Dec. 1992 as decided by meeting of CIS defence ministers, 30 Nov. 1992. O’Prey (note 78), p. 37.

84 Conflicting reports as to whether the force included units from Kazakhstan in 1995. O’Prey (note 78), p. 16; Krasnaya Zvezda, 23 Sep. 1995, p. 2; and Nezavisimaya
Gazeta, 23 May 1995, p. 2, (see note 121 in chapter 6 in this volume); ‘Mandate of CIS peacekeepers in Tajikistan extended’, Open Media Research Institute (hereafter OMRI),
OMRI Daily Digest, vol. 2, no. 15 (22 Jan. 1996), URL <http://www.omri.cz/Publications/Digests/9601/Digest.960122.html>; Moscow INTERFAX in English, in Foreign
Broadcast Information Service, Daily Report-Central Eurasia (FBIS-SOV), FBIS-SOV-95-199, 16 Oct. 1995, p. 83.

85 Force reportedly includes part of Russian 201st Motor Rifle Division at reduced strength, an Uzbek battalion, a Kyrgyz battalion, company or platoon and, according to
some sources, a Kazakh battalion and/or two Kazakh officers. Estimates of number of troops range from less than 10 000 to 25 000. O’Prey (note 78), pp. 16 and 38; FBIS-
SOV-95-199, 16 Oct. 1995, p. 83; and Masyuk, Y., Moscow NTV, video report 23 Oct. 1995, in FBIS-SOV-95-207, 26 Oct. 1995, p. 14.

86 As of 28 Sep. 1995. Masyuk (note 85). By the end of Nov., more than 30 soldiers and officers had been killed in 1995. Gridneva, G., Moscow ITAR-TASS in English
30 Nov. 1995, FB1S-SOV-95-231, 1 Dec. 1995, p. 55. Fatal casualties in the 201st MRD reportedly numbered 39 in 1993, 35 in 1994 and 23 in 1995. Krasnaya Zvezda,
19 Jan. 1996, p. 2 (see note 125 in chapter 6 in this volume).

87 National contingents fully financed by the state sending them. Only command of the collective force and combat support units are financed from joint budget, shared as
follows: Kyrgyzstan 10%; Tajikistan 10%; Kazakhstan 15%; Uzbekistan 15%; and Russia 50%. O’Prey (note 78), p. 38.

88 Only Russia had fully paid its dues by Oct. 1995. Masyuk (note 85).

89 CIS Council of Heads of States on 15 Apr. expressed readiness to send a ‘peacemaking’ force of military contingents from interested parties to the CIS Treaty on
Collective Security. Georgian—Abkhazian Agreement on a Cease-fire and Separation of Forces, 14 May 1994, stipulated that Georgian and Abkhazian units move 12 km away
from the Inguri river and a CIS peacekeeping contingent take up positions inside the 24-km buffer zone. In an unusual procedure not provided for in any CIS document, the
Chairman of the Council, President Yeltsin, decided to deploy the force in June following CIS Executive Secretary mission to other CIS states to obtain support. Mandate
approved by Heads of States members of the CIS Council of Collective Security, 21 Oct. 1994.

90 OMRI Daily Digest, vol. 2, no. 10 (15 Jan. 1996); and *Abkhazia attack condemned’, Financial Times, 67 Jan. 1996, p- 2.

91 Agreement concerning a military armistice in Korea, signed at Panmunjom on 27 July 1953 by Commander-in-Chief, UN Command; Supreme Commander of the Korean
People’s Army; and Commander of the Chinese People’s Volunteers. Entered into force 27 July 1953. US Department of State, Treaties in Force: A List of Treaties and Other
International Agreements of the United States in Force on January 1, 1994, Department of State Publication 9433 (Department of State, Office of the Legal Adviser:
Washington, DC, June 1994), p. 359.

92 By end of 1995, Korean People’s Army/Chinese People’s Volunteers had not nominated replacement for the former Czechoslovak member of the Commission, whose
nomination they had withdrawn in Jan. 1993 following the division of Czechoslovakia into two separate states. North Korea announced withdrawal of its consent to Polish
participation in Nov. 1994. In diplomatic notes of 23 Jan. and 8 Feb. 1995 it demanded withdrawal of the Polish delegation by 28 Feb. 1995. Polish personnel left North Xorea
but Poland remains a Commission member. Information from Swedish Foreign Office; and United Nations, Letter dated 9 May 1995 from the Deputy Permanent Representative
of the United States of America to the United Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council, UN document $/1995/378, 11 May 1995, p. 7.

93 Cost of the Swedish delegation.

94 1981 Protocol to Peace Treaty between Egypt and Israel of 26 Mar. 1979. Established following withdrawal of Israeli forces from Sinai. Deployment began 20 Mar. and
mission commenced 25 Apr. 1982. Multinational Force and Observers, Annual Report of the Director General (MFO: Rome, Jan. 1996).

95 Strength as of Nov. 1995.

96 Operating budget for FY 1995. Force funded by Egypt, Israel, and USA and voluntary contributions from Germany (since 1992), Japan (since 1989) and Switzerland
(since 1994).

88

§661 ‘SLOITINOD ANV ALI¥NDHIS



97 Decision to establish force taken by the ECOWAS Standing Mediation Committee (ESMC) at its first session on 7 Aug. 1990. ESMC composed of Gambia, Ghana,
Guinea, Nigeria, Sierra Leone and Mali.

98 ECOWAS membership: Benin, Burkina Faso, Cape Verde, Céte d’Ivoire, Gambia, Ghana, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Liberia, Mali, Mauritania, Niger, Nigeria, Senegal,
Sierra Leone and Togo.

99 Pursuant to the Cotonou Peace Agreement of 25 July 1993 (UN document 5/26272) signed by 3 Liberian parties, ECOMOG expanded to include troops from outside West
Africa.

100 Al] ranks as of Oct. 1995. United Nations, Thirteenth progress report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations Observer Mission in Liberia, UN document
$/1995/881, 23 Oct. 1995, p. 8. Estimated troop strength required to implement Accra Agreement of 21 Dec. 1994 (UN document $/1995/7, 5 Jan. 1995, annexes I and II):
12 000.

101 Mainly financed by ECOWAS countries with additional voluntary contributions from UN member states through Trust Fund for the Implementation of the Cotonou
Agreement. United Nations, Ninth progress report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations Observer Mission in Liberia, UN document $/1995/158, 24 Feb. 1995, p. 6.

102 Mission established by Brioni Agreement, signed at Brioni (Croatia), 7 July 1991 by representatives of European Community (EC) and governments of Croatia, the
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro) and Slovenia. Mandate confirmed by EC foreign ministers meeting, The Hague, 10 July 1991. Mission authorized by
governments of Croatia, Yugoslavia and Slovenia through MOU, 13 July 1991, Information from Swedish delegation to ECMM, Zagreb.

103 EC established mission maintained with OSCE cooperation, including monitors from 3 non-EU OSCE participating states: Czech Republic, Poland and Slovakia.

104 Not including national expenditures.

105 In French MIOB: Mission de ’'OUA au Burundi. Both names are official. Information from Permanent Delegation of the OAU in Geneva and OMIB Office in
Bujumbura.

106 1n addition there are 6 civilian officers.

107 Funded by regular budget of the OAU and voluntary contributions.

108 SCR 940 (31 July 1994) authorized member states to form a ‘multinational force under unified command and control’, The Force operated under US command.

109 MNF terminated its mission on 31 Mar. 1995 and UNMIH assumed full range of its functions pursuant to SCR 975 (30 Jan. 1995) (see note 38).

10 participating states as of 19 Jan. 1995. UN documents $/1995/55, 19 Jan. 1995 and $/1995/55/Add. 1, 20 Jan. 1995.

11 As of Mar. 1995. Thirteenth, and final, report of the Multinational Force in Haiti, reproduced as annex to United Nations, Letter dated 20 March 1995 from the Permanent
RePresentative of the United States of America to the United Nations addressed to the President of the Security Council, UN document $/1995/211, 20 Mar. 1995, p. 3.

12 Incremental costs incurred by USA for period 1 Oct. 1993 to 28 Feb. 1995 for support of foreign monitors, police and military and for US troops in MNF coalition. The
White House, Office of the Press Secretary, Report to Congress on the Situation in Haiti, 1 Apr. 1995.

113 Bstablished pursuant to exchange of letters 17 Sep. 1994 between Co-Chairmen of the Steering Committee of the International Conference on the Former Yugoslavia
(ICFY) and Foreign Minister of Yugoslavia to monitor border closure between Yugoslavia and Bosnia and Herzegovina to all traffic except deliveries of humanitarian
assistance. ICFY closed down on 31 Jan. 1996. Mission continues its work reporting to High Representative for Bosnia. Information from the ICFY in Geneva; Office of the
High Representative in Brussels; and Operations of the Mission of the International Conference on the Former Yugoslavia to the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia and
Montenegro), reproduced as annex to United Nations, Letter dated 10 November 1995 from the Secretary-General addressed to the President of the Security Council, UN
document $/1995/944, 10 Nov. 1995.

114 Egtimated total cost of the operation in 1995 in ICFY Mission budget as financed through assessed and voluntary contributions from participating states.

115 First article of Declaration, dated 17 Feb. 1995, states the willingness of the guarantor countries of the Protocol of Rio de Janeiro of 1942—Argentina, Brazil, Chile and
USA—to send observer mission to the region in conflict, as well as the acceptance of this offer by the conflicting parties. Information from Brazilian Embassy in Stockholm.

116 SCR 1031 (15 Dec. 1995) authorized member states to establish a multinational military Implementation Force, under unified control and command and composed of
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ground, air and maritime units from NATO and non-NATO nations, to ensure compliance with the Dayton Agreement (UN document A/50/790-5/1995/999).

117 An advance enabling force of 2600 troops began deploying to Bosnia and Croatia on 2 Dec. 1995. Deployment of the main body of troops was activated 16 Dec. and on
20 Dec., after transfer of authority from UNPF to IFOR (see note 23), all NATO and non-NATO forces participating in the operation came under command and/or control of
IFOR commander, resulting in a force of over 17 000 troops. NATO, NATO’s role in the implementation of the Bosnian Peace Agreement, NATO Basic Fact Sheet No. 11, Feb.
1996, p. 3; and IFOR Fact Sheet, 4 Mar. 1996, URL<gopher://marvin.stc.nato.int:70/yugo/iffs0403.96>.

18 As of Feb. 1996. Every NATO nation with armed forces has committed troops to IFOR. Non-NATO participating states are Austria, Czech Rep., Estonia, Finland,
Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania, Russia, Slovakia, Sweden and Ukraine—all Partnership for Peace participants—plus, Egypt, Jordan, Malaysia and Morocco.
NATO (note 117), pp. 2-3.

119 A5 of 18 Feb. 1996. 50 000 provided by NATO states and approximately 10 000 from non-NATO contributors. IFOR (note 117).

120 Mix of common and national funding. NATO common-funded costs will be borne by the Military Budget and the NATO Security Investment Programme. Non-NATO
countries will pay their own national contributions to IFOR, but NATO will not seek reimbursement from them for NATO common-funded costs. NATO (note 117), p. 4.

121 During 1995 UN received 22 requests for electoral assistance from Algeria, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bangladesh, Benin, Cape Verde, Chad, Comoros, Congo, Cote d’lvoire,
El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Gabon, Gambia, Guinea, Nicaragua, Moldova, Sao Tome and Principe, Uganda, Zimbabwe and Tanzania. Of these 4 could not be met, Cape Verde,
Congo, Moldova and Palestine (not a UN member). In addition to these new requests, assistance, based on requests received before 1995, was provided in 11 cases: to Brazil,
Equatorial Guinea, Haiti, Honduras, Kyrgyzstan, Liberia, Mexico, Mozambique, Niger, Panama and Sierra Leone. Sources for this section (unless otherwise noted): United
Nations, Human rights questions: human rights questions, including altemnative approaches for improving the effective enjoyment of human rights and fundamental freedoms,
enhancing the effectiveness of the principle of periodic and genuine elections, Report of the Secretary-General, UN document A/50/736, 8 Nov. 1995.

122 GCR 940 (31 July 1994) requested that UNMIH assist the legitimate constitutional authorities of Haiti in establishing an environment conducive to the organization of
free and fair legislative elections.

123 Based on an agreement between the UN and OAS, UN was responsible for technical and advisory services to Provisional Electoral Council. OAS took responsibility for
organizing international observation of elections. The International Civilian Mission in Haiti (MICIVIH), a joint operation of the UN and OAS, monitored human rights aspects
of the electoral campaign.

124 gecond round not required as the winning candidate obtained more than 50% of the vote.

125 On 8 Oct. additional run-offs held in 4 constituencies and elections re-run in 7 communal sections. United Nations, Report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations
Mission in Haiti, UN document $/1995/922, 6 Nov. 1995, p. 6.

126 Wireless File (United States Information Service, US Embassy: Stockholm, 14 July 1995), p. 19.

127 Because of significant administrative and other problems, elections in Dar-es-Salaam were re-run on 19 Nov. 1995,
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Appendix 2B. Supplement to An Agenda for

Peace

SUPPLEMENT TO AN AGENDA FOR
PEACE: POSITION PAPER OF THE
SECRETARY-GENERAL ON THE
OCCASION OF THE FIFTIETH
ANNIVERSARY OF THE UNITED
NATIONS

Excerpts

L Introduction

1. On 31 January 1992, the Security Coun-
cil met for the first time at the level of heads
of State or Government. The cold war had
ended. It was a time of hope and change and
of rising expectations for—and of—the
United Nations. The members of the Council
asked me to prepare an ‘analysis and recom-
mendations on ways of strengthening and
making more efficient within the framework
and provisions of the Charter the capacity of
the United Nations for preventive diplomacy,
for peacemaking and for peace-keeping’ (see
$/23500). Five months later, in June 1992, I
submitted my report entitled ‘An Agenda for
Peace’ (A/47/277-S/24111). It dealt with the
three problems the Council had requested me
to consider, to which I added the related con-
cept of post-conflict peace-building. It also
touched on peace enforcement.

2. In submitting my recommendations on
how to improve the Organization’s capacity
to maintain peace and security, I said that the
search for improved mechanisms and tech-
niques would be of little significance unless
the new spirit of commonality that had
emerged, of which the Summit was such a
clear manifestation, was ‘propelled by the
will to take the hard decisions demanded by
this time of opportunity’ (ibid., para. 6).

3. Subsequent discussion of ‘An Agenda
for Peace’ in the General Assembly, in the
Security Council and in Member States’ par-
liaments established that there was general
support for the recommendations I had put
forward. That discussion, and the new pro-
cess initiated in 1994 for the elaboration of
‘An Agenda for Development’ (see
A/48/935), have also served to advance inter-
national consensus on the crucial importance
of economic and social development as the
most secure basis for lasting peace.

4. Since the Security Council Summit the
pace has accelerated. There have been dra-

matic changes in both the volume and the
nature of the United Nations activities in the
field of peace and security. New and more
comprehensive concepts to guide those activi-
ties, and their links with development work,
are emerging. Old concepts are being modi-
fied. There have been successes and there
have been failures. The Organization has
attracted intense media interest, often lauda-
tory, more often critical, and all too often
focused on only one or two of the many
peace-keeping operations in which it is en-
gaged, overshadowing other major operations
and its vast effort in the economic, social and
other fields.

5. All this confirms that we are still in a
time of transition. The end of the cold war
was a major movement of tectonic plates and
the after-shocks continue to be felt. But even
if the ground beneath our feet has not yet set-
tled, we still live in a new age that holds great
promise for both peace and development.

6. Our ability to fulfil that promise de-
pends on how well we can learn the lessons
of the Organization’s successes and failures
in these first years of the post-cold-war age.
Most of the ideas in ‘An Agenda for Peace’
have proved themselves. A few have not been
taken up. The purpose of the present position
paper, however, is not to revise ‘An Agenda
for Peace’ nor to call into question structures
and procedures that have been tested by time.
Even less is it intended to be a comprehensive
treatise on the matters it discusses. Its
purpose is, rather, to highlight selectively cer-
tain areas where unforeseen, or only partly
foreseen, difficulties have arisen and where
there is a need for the Member States to take
the ‘hard decisions’ I referred to two and a
half years ago.

7. The Organization’s half-century year
will provide the international community an
opportunity to address these issues, and the
related, major challenge of elaborating ‘An
Agenda for Development’, and to indicate in
a comprehensive way the direction the Mem-
ber States want the Organization to take. The
present position paper is offered as a contri-
bution to the many debates I hope will take
place during 1995 and perhaps beyond, inside
and outside the intergovernmental bodies,
about the current performance and future role
of our Organization.
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IL. Quantitative and qualitative changes

8. It is indisputable that since the end of the
cold war there has been a dramatic increase in
the United Nations activities related to the
maintenance of peace and security. The fig-
ures speak for themselves. The following
table gives them for three dates: 31 January
1988 (when the cold war was already coming
to an end); 31 January 1992 (the date of the
first Security Council Summit); and today, on
the eve of the fiftieth anniversary of the
United Nations.

9. This increased volume of activity would
have strained the Organization even if the
nature of the activity had remained
unchanged. It has not remained unchanged,
however: there have been qualitative changes
even more significant than the quantitative
ones.

10. One is the fact that so many of today’s
conflicts are within States rather than
between States. The end of the cold war
removed constraints that had inhibited con-
flict in the former Soviet Union and else-
where. As a result there has been a rash of
wars within newly independent States, often
of a religious or ethnic character and often
involving unusual violence and cruelty. The
end of the cold war seems also to have con-
tributed to an outbreak of such wars in
Africa. In addition, some of the proxy wars
fuelled by the cold war within States remain
unresolved. Inter-state wars, by contrast, have
become infrequent.

11. Of the five peace-keeping operations
that existed in early 1988, four related to
inter-state wars and only one (20 per cent of
the total) to an intra-state conflict. Of the 21
operations established since then, only 8 have
related to inter-state wars, whereas 13 (62 per
cent) have related to intra-state conflicts,
though some of them, especially those in the
former Yugoslavia, have some inter-state
dimensions also. Of the 11 operations estab-
lished since January 1992 all but 2 (82 per
cent) relate to intra-state conflicts.

12. The new breed of intra-state conflicts
have certain characteristics that present
United Nations peace-keepers with chal-
lenges not encountered since the Congo
operation of the early 1960s. They are usually
fought not only by regular armies but also by
militias and armed civilians with little
discipline and with ill-defined chains of com-
mand. They are often guerrilla wars without
clear front lines. Civilians are the main
victims and often the main targets. Humani-
tarian emergencies are commonplace and the

combatant authorities, in so far as they can be
called authorities, lack the capacity to cope
with them. The number of refugees registered
with the Office of the United Nations High
Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) has
increased from 13 million at the end of 1987
to 26 million at the end of 1994. The number
of internally displaced persons has increased
even more dramatically.

13. Another feature of such conflicts is the
collapse of state institutions, especially the
police and judiciary, with resulting paralysis
of governance, a breakdown of law and order,
and general banditry and chaos. Not only are
the functions of government suspended, its
assets are destroyed or looted and ex-
perienced officials are killed or flee the
country. This is rarely the case in inter-state
wars. It means that international intervention
must extend beyond military and humanitar-
ian tasks and must include the promotion of
national reconciliation and the re-establish-
ment of effective government.

14. The latter are tasks that demand time
and sensitivity. The United Nations is, for
good reasons, reluctant to assume responsi-
bility for maintaining law and order, nor can
it impose a new political structure or new
state institutions. It can only help the hostile
factions to help themselves and begin to live
together again. All too often it turns out that
they do not yet want to be helped or to re-
solve their problems quickly.

15. Peace-keeping in such contexts is far
more complex and more expensive than when
its tasks were mainly to monitor cease-fires
and control buffer zones with the consent of
the States involved in the conflict. Peace-
keeping today can involve constant danger.

16. I cannot praise too highly or adequately
express my gratitude and admiration for the
courage and sacrifice of United Nations per-
sonnel, military and civil, in this new era of
challenge to peace and security. The condi-
tions under which they serve are often ex-
tremely harsh. Many have given their lives.
Many must persevere despite the loss of fam-
ily members and friends.

17. It must also be recognized that the vast
increase in field deployment has to be sup-
ported by an overburdened Headquarters staff
that resource constraints have held at levels
appropriate to an earlier, far less demanding,
time.

18. A second qualitative change is the use
of United Nations forces to protect humanita-
rian operations. Humanitarian agencies en-
deavour to provide succour to civilian victims
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of war wherever they may be. Too often the
warring parties make it difficult or impossible
for them to do so. This is sometimes because
of the exigencies of war but more often
because the relief of a particular population is
contrary to the war aims of one or other of the
parties. There is also a growing tendency for
the combatants to divert relief supplies for
their own purposes. Because the wars are
intra-state conflicts, the humanitarian
agencies often have to undertake their tasks in
the chaotic and lawless conditions described
above. In some, but not all, such cases the
resulting horrors explode on to the world's
television screens and create political
pressure for the United Nations to deploy
troops to facilitate and protect the humanitar-
ian operations. While such images can help
build support for humanitarian action, such
scenes also may create an emotional en-
vironment in which effective decision-mak-
ing can be far more difficult.

19. This has led, in Bosnia and Herzegov-
ina and in Somalia, to a new kind of United
Nations operation. Even though the use of
force is authorized under Chapter VII of the
Charter, the United Nations remains neutral
and impartial between the warring parties,
without a mandate to stop the aggressor (if
one can be identified) or impose a cessation
of hostilities. Nor is this peace-keeping as
practised hitherto, because the hostilities con-
tinue and there is often no agreement between
the warring parties on which a peace-keeping
mandate can be based. The ‘safe areas’ con-
cept in Bosnia and Herzegovina is a similar
case. It too gives the United Nations a
humanitarian mandate under which the use of
force is authorized, but for limited and local
purposes and not to bring the war to an end.

20. A third change has been in the nature
of United Nations operations in the field.
During the cold war United Nations peace-
keeping operations were largely military in
character and were usually deployed after a
cease-fire but before a settlement of the con-
flict in question had been negotiated. Indeed
one of their main purposes was to create con-
ditions in which negotiations for a settlement
could take place. In the late 1980s a new kind
of peace-keeping operation evolved. It was
established after negotiations had succeeded,
with the mandate of helping the parties
implement the comprehensive settlement they
had negotiated. Such operations have been
deployed in Namibia, Angola, El Salvador,
Cambodia and Mozambique. In most cases
they have been conspicuously successful.

21. The negotiated settlements involved
not only military arrangements but also a
wide range of civilian matters. As a result, the
United Nations found itself asked to under-
take an unprecedented variety of functions:
the supervision of cease-fires, the regroup-
ment and demobilization of forces, their
reintegration into civilian life and the des-
truction of their weapons; the design and
implementation of de-mining programmes;
the return of refugees and displaced persons;
the provision of humanitarian assistance; the
supervision of existing administrative struc-
tures; the establishment of new police forces;
the verification of respect for human rights;
the design and supervision of constitutional,
judicial and electoral reforms; the observa-
tion, supervision and even organization and
conduct of elections; and the coordination of
support for economic rehabilitation and
reconstruction.

22. Fourthly, these multifunctional peace-
keeping operations have highlighted the role
the United Nations can play after a negotiated
settlement has been implemented. It is now
recognized that implementation of the settle-
ment in the time prescribed may not be
enough to guarantee that the conflict will not
revive. Coordinated programmes are
required, over a number of years and in vari-
ous fields, to ensure that the original causes
of war are eradicated. This involves the build-
ing up of national institutions, the promotion
of human rights, the creation of civilian
police forces and other actions in the political
field. As I pointed out in ‘An Agenda for
Development’ (A/48/935), only sustained
efforts to resolve underlying socio-economic,
cultural and humanitarian problems can place
an achieved peace on a durable foundation.

I11. Instruments for peace and security

23, The United Nations has developed a
range of instruments for controlling and re-
solving conflicts between and within States.
The most important of them are preventive
diplomacy and peacemaking; peace-keeping;
peace-building; disarmament; sanctions; and
peace enforcement. The first three can be
employed only with the consent of the parties
to the conflict. Sanctions and enforcement, on
the other hand, are coercive measures and
thus, by definition, do not require the consent
of the party concerned. Disarmament can
take place on an agreed basis or in the context
of coercive action under Chapter VII.

24. The United Nations does not have or
claim a monopoly of any of these instru-
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ments. All can be, and most of them have
been, employed by regional organizations, by
ad hoc groups of States or by individual
States, but the United Nations has unparal-
leled experience of them and it is to the
United Nations that the international commu-
nity has turned increasingly since the end of
the cold war. The United Nations system is
also better equipped than regional organiza-
tions or individual Member States to develop
and apply the comprehensive, long-term
approach needed to ensure the lasting resolu-
tion of conflicts.

25. Perceived shortcomings in the United
Nations performance of the tasks entrusted to
it have recently, however, seemed to incline
Member States to look for other means,
especially, but not exclusively, where the
rapid deployment of large forces is required.
It is thus necessary to find ways of enabling
the United Nations to perform better the roles
envisaged for it in the Charter.

A. Preventive diplomacy and peacemaking

26. It is evidently better to prevent con-
flicts through early warning, quiet diplomacy
and, in some cases, preventive deployment
than to have to undertake major politico-mili-
tary efforts to resolve them after they have
broken out. The Security Council's declara-
tion of 31 January 1992 (S/23500) mandated
me to give priority to preventive and peace-
making activities. I accordingly created a
Department of Political Affairs to handle a
range of political functions that had previ-
ously been performed in various parts of the
Secretariat. That Department has since passed
through successive phases of restructuring
and is now organized to follow political
developments worldwide, so that it can pro-
vide early warning of impending conflicts
and analyse possibilities for preventive action
by the United Nations, as well as for action to
help resolve existing conflicts.

27. Experience has shown that the greatest
obstacle to success in these endeavours is not,
as is widely supposed, lack of information,
analytical capacity or ideas for United
Nations initiatives. Success is often blocked
at the outset by the reluctance of one or other
of the parties to accept United Nations help.
This is as true of inter-state conflicts as it is
of internal ones, even though United Nations
action on the former is fully within the Char-
ter, whereas in the latter case it must be rec-
onciled with Article 2, paragraph 7.

28. Collectively Member States encourage
the Secretary-General to play an active role in

this field; individually they are often reluctant
that he should do so when they are a party to
the conflict. It is difficult to know how to
overcome this reluctance. Clearly the United
Nations cannot impose its preventive and
peacemaking services on Member States who
do not want them. Legally and politically
their request for, or at least acquiescence in,
United Nations action is a sine qua non. The
solution can only be long-term. It may lie in
creating a climate of opinion, or ethos, within
the international community in which the
norm would be for Member States to accept
an offer of United Nations good offices.

29. There are also two practical problems
that have emerged in this field. Given Mem-
ber States’ frequently expressed support for
preventive diplomacy and peacemaking, I
take this opportunity to recommend that early
action be taken to resolve them.

30. The first is the difficulty of finding
senior persons who have the diplomatic skills
and who are willing to serve for a while as
special representative or special envoy of the
Secretary-General. As a result of the stream-
lining of the senior levels of the Secretariat,
the extra capacity that was there in earlier
years no longer exists.

31. The second problem relates to the
establishment and financing of small field
missions for preventive diplomacy and peac-
making. Accepted and well-tried procedures
exist for such action in the case of peace-
keeping operations. The same is required in
the preventive and peacemaking field.
Although special envoys can achieve much
on a visiting basis, their capacity is greatly
enhanced if continuity can be assured by the
presence on the ground of a small support
mission on a full-time basis. There is no clear
view amongst Member States about whether
legislative authority for such matters rests
with the Security Council or the General
Assembly, nor are existing budgetary proce-
dures well-geared to meet this need.

32. Two solutions are possible. The first is
to include in the regular budget a contingency
provision, which might be in the range of $25
million per biennium, for such activities. The
second would be to enlarge the existing pro-
vision for unforeseen and extraordinary activ-
ities and to make it available for all preven-
tive and peacemaking activities, not just those
related to international peace and security
strictly defined.

B. Peace-keeping
33. The United Nations can be proud of the
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speed with which peace-keeping has evolved
in response to the new political environment
resulting from the end of the cold war, but the
last few years have confirmed that respect for
certain basic principles of peace-keeping are
essential to its success. Three particularly
important principles are the consent of the
parties, impartiality and the non-use of force
except in self-defence. Analysis of recent
successes and failures shows that in all the
successes those principles were respected and
in most of the less successful operations one
or other of them was not.

34. There are three aspects of recent man-
dates that, in particular, have led peace-keep-
ing operations to forfeit the consent of the
parties, to behave in a way that was perceived
to be partial and/or to use force other than in
self-defence. These have been the tasks of
protecting humanitarian operations during
continuing warfare, protecting civilian popu-
lations in designated safe areas and pressing
the parties to achieve national reconciliation
at a pace faster than they were ready to
accept. The cases of Somalia and Bosnia and
Herzegovina are instructive in this respect.

35. In both cases, existing peace-keeping
operations were given additional mandates
that required the use of force and therefore
could not be combined with existing man-
dates requiring the consent of the parties,
impartiality and the non-use of force. It was
also not possible for them to be executed
without much stronger military capabilities
than had been made available, as is the case
in the former Yugoslavia. In reality, nothing
is more dangerous for a peace-keeping opera-
tion than to ask it to use force when its exist-
ing composition, armament, logistic support
and deployment deny it the capacity to do so.
The logic of peace-keeping flows from politi-
cal and military premises that are quite dis-
tinct from those of enforcement; and the
dynamics of the latter are incompatible with
the political process that peace-keeping is
intended to facilitate. To blur the distinction
between the two can undermine the viability
of the peace-keeping operation and endanger
its personnel.

36. International problems cannot be
solved quickly or within a limited time. Con-
flicts the United Nations is asked to resolve
usually have deep roots and have defied the
peacemaking efforts of others. Their resolu-
tion requires patient diplomacy and the estab-
lishment of a political process that permits,
over a period of time, the building of confi-
dence and negotiated solutions to long-stand-

ing differences. Such processes often en-
counter frustrations and set-backs and almost
invariably take longer than hoped. It is neces-
sary to resist the temptation to use military
power to speed them up. Peace-keeping and
the use of force (other than in self-defence)
should be seen as alternative techniques and
not as adjacent points on a continuum, per-
mitting easy transition from one to the other.

37. In peace-keeping, too, a number of
practical difficulties have arisen during the
last three years, especially relating to com-
mand and control, to the availability of troops
and equipment, and to the information capac-
ity of peace-keeping operations.

38. As regards command and control, it is
useful to distinguish three levels of authority:

(a) Overall political direction, which
belongs to the Security Council;

(b) Executive direction and command, for
which the Secretary-General is responsible;

(c) Command in the field, which is en-
trusted by the Secretary-General to the chief
of mission (special representative or force
commander/chief military observer).

The distinctions between these three levels
must be kept constantly in mind in order to
avoid any confusion of functions and respon-
sibilities. It is as inappropriate for a chief of
mission to take upon himself the formulation
of his/her mission’s overall political objec-
tives as it is for the Security Council or the
Secretary-General in New York to decide on
matters that require a detailed understanding
of operational conditions in the field.

39. There has been an increasing tendency
in recent years for the Security Council to
micro-manage peace-keeping operations.
Given the importance of the issues at stake
and the volume of resources provided for
peace-keeping operations, it is right and pro-
per that the Council should wish to be closely
consulted and informed. Procedures for
ensuring this have been greatly improved. To
assist the Security Council in being informed
about the latest developments I have
appointed one of my Special Advisers as my
personal representative to the Council. As
regards information, however, it has to be
recognized that, in the inevitable fog and con-
fusion of the near-war conditions in which
peace-keepers often find themselves, as for
example in Angola, Cambodia, Somalia and
the former Yugoslavia, time is required to
verify the accuracy of initial reports. Under-
standably, chiefs of mission have to be more
restrained than the media in broadcasting
facts that have not been fully substantiated.
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40. Troop-contributing Governments, who
are responsible to their parliaments and elec-
torates for the safety of their troops, are also
understandably anxious to be kept fully
informed, especially when the operation con-
cerned is in difficulty. I have endeavoured to
meet their concerns by providing them with
regular briefings and by engaging them in
dialogue about the conduct of the operation in
question. Members of the Security Council
have been included in such meetings and the
Council has recently decided to formalize
them. It is important that this should not lead
to any blurring of the distinct levels of
authority referred to above.

41. Another important principle is unity of
command. The experience in Somalia has
underlined again the necessity for a peace-
keeping operation to function as an integrated
whole. That necessity is all the more impera-
tive when the mission is operating in danger-
ous conditions. There must be no opening for
the parties to undermine its cohesion by sing-
ling out some contingents for favourable and
others for unfavourable treatment. Nor must
there be any attempt by troop-contributing
Governments to provide guidance, let alone
give orders, to their contingents on opera-
tional matters. To do so creates division
within the force, adds to the difficulties
already inherent in a multinational operation
and increases the risk of casualties. It can also
create the impression amongst the parties that
the operation is serving the policy objectives
of the contributing Governments rather than
the collective will of the United Nations as
formulated by the Security Council. Such
impressions inevitably undermine an opera-
tion’s legitimacy and effectiveness.

42. That said, commanders in the field are,
as a matter of course, instructed to consult the
commanders of national contingents and
make sure that they understand the Security
Council’s overall approach, as well as the
role assigned to their contingents. However,
such consultations cannot be allowed to
develop into negotiations between the com-
mander in the field and the troop-contributing
Governments, whose negotiating partner must
always be the Secretariat in New York.

43. As regards the availability of troops
and equipment, problems have become
steadily more serious. Availability has palp-
ably declined as measured against the
Organization’s requirements. A considerable
effort has been made to expand and refine
stand-by arrangements, but these provide no
guarantee that troops will be provided for a

specific operation. For example, when in May
1994 the Security Council decided to expand
the United Nations Assistance Mission for
Rwanda (UNAMIR), not one of the 19 Gov-
ernments that at that time had undertaken to
have troops on stand-by agreed to contribute.

44, In these circumstances, I have come to
the conclusion that the United Nations does
need to give serious thought to the idea of a
rapid reaction force. Such a force would be
the Security Council’s strategic reserve for
deployment when there was an emergency
need for peace-keeping troops. It might com-
prise battalion-sized units from a number of
countries. These units would be trained to the
same standards, use the same operating pro-
cedures, be equipped with integrated com-
munications equipment and take part in joint
exercises at regular intervals. They would be
stationed in their home countries but main-
tained at a high state of readiness. The value
of this arrangement would of course depend
on how far the Security Council could be sure
that the force would actually be available in
an emergency. This will be a complicated and
expensive arrangement, but I believe that the
time has come to undertake it.

45. Equipment and adequate training is
another area of growing concern. The prin-
ciple is that contributing Governments are to
ensure that their troops arrive with all the
equipment needed to be fully operational.
Increasingly, however, Member States offer
troops without the necessary equipment and
training. In the absence of alternatives, the
United Nations, under pressure, has to pro-
cure equipment on the market or through vol-
untary contributions from other Member
States. Further time is required for the troops
concerned to learn to operate the equipment,
which they are often encountering for the first
time. A number of measures can be envisaged
to address this problem, for example, the
establishment by the United Nations of a
reserve stock of standard peace-keeping
equipment, as has been frequently proposed,
and partnerships between Governments that
need equipment and those ready to provide it.

46. An additional lesson from recent
experience is that peace-keeping operations,
especially those operating in difficult circum-
stances, need an effective information cap-
acity. This is to enable them to explain their
mandate to the population and, by providing
a credible and impartial source of informa-
tion, to counter misinformation disseminated
about them, even by the parties themselves.
Radio is the most effective medium for this
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purpose. In all operations where an informa-
tion capacity, including radio, has been pro-
vided, even if late in the day, it has been rec-
ognized to have made an invaluable contri-
bution to the operation’s success. I have
instructed that in the planning of future opera-
tions the possible need for an information
capacity should be examined at an early stage
and the necessary resources included in the
proposed budget.

C. Post-conflict peace-building

47. The validity of the concept of post-
conflict peace-building has received wide
recognition. The measures it can use—and
they are many—can also support preventive
diplomacy. Demilitarization, the control of
small arms, institutional reform, improved
police and judicial systems, the monitoring of
human rights, electoral reform and social and
economic development can be as valuable in
preventing conflict as in healing the wounds
after conflict has occurred.

48. The implementation of post-conflict
peace-building can, however, be complicated.
It requires integrated action and delicate
dealings between the United Nations and the
parties to the conflict in respect of which
peace-building activities are to be undertaken.

49. Two kinds of situation deserve exami-
nation. The first is when a comprehensive
settlement has been negotiated, with long-
term political, economic and social provisions
to address the root causes of the conflict, and
verification of its implementation is entrusted
to a multifunctional peace-keeping operation.
The second is when peace-building, whether
preventive or post-conflict, is undertaken in
relation to a potential or past conflict without
any peace-keeping operation being deployed.
In both situations the essential goal is the cre-
ation of structures for the institutionalization
of peace.

50. The first situation is the easier to man-
age. The United Nations already has an
entrée. The parties have accepted its peace-
making and peace-keeping role. The peace-
keeping operation will already be mandated
to launch various peace-building activities,
especially the all-important reintegration of
former combatants into productive civilian
activities.

51. Even so, political elements who dislike
the peace agreement concluded by their Gov-
ernment (and the United Nations verification
provided for therein) may resent the United
Nations presence and be waiting impatiently
for it to leave. Their concerns may find an

echo among Member States who fear that the
United Nations is in danger of slipping into a
role prejudicial to the sovereignty of the
country in question and among others who
may be uneasy about the resource implica-
tions of a long-term peace-building commit-
ment.

52. The timing and modalities of the depar-
ture of the peace-keeping operation and the
transfer of its peace-building functions to
others must therefore be carefully managed in
the fullest possible consultation with the Gov-
ernment concerned. The latter’s wishes must
be paramount; but the United Nations, having
invested much effort in helping to end the
conflict, can legitimately express views and
offer advice about actions the Government
could take to reduce the danger of losing
what has been achieved. The timing and
modalities also need to take into account any
residual verification for which the United
Nations remains responsible.

53. Most of the activities that together con-
stitute peace-building fall within the man-
dates of the various programmes, funds,
offices and agencies of the United Nations
system with responsibilities in the economic,
social, humanitarian and human rights fields.
In a country ruined by war, resumption of
such activities may initially have to be en-
trusted to, or at least coordinated by, a multi-
functional peace-keeping operation, but as
that operation succeeds in restoring normal
conditions, the programmes, funds, offices
and agencies can re-establish themselves and
gradually take over responsibility from the
peace-keepers, with the resident coordinator
in due course assuming the coordination
functions temporarily entrusted to the special
representative of the Secretary-General.

54. It may also be necessary in such cases
to arrange the transfer of decision-making
responsibility from the Security Council,
which will have authorized the mandate and
deployment of the peace-keeping operation,
to the General Assembly or other inter-gov-
ernmental bodies with responsibility for the
civilian peace-building activities that will
continue. The timing of this transfer will be
of special interest to certain Member States
because of its financial implications. Each
case has to be decided on its merits, the guid-
ing principle being that institutional or bud-
getary considerations should not be allowed
to imperil the continuity of the United
Nations efforts in the field.

55. The more difficult situation is when
post-conflict (or preventive) peace-building
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activities are seen to be necessary in a coun-
try where the United Nations does not already
have a peacemaking or peace-keeping man-
date. Who then will identify the need for such
measures and propose them to the Govern-
ment? If the measures are exclusively in the
economic, social and humanitarian fields,
they are likely to fall within the purview of
the resident coordinator. He or she could rec-
ommend them to the Government. Even if the
resident coordinator has the capacity to moni-
tor and analyse all the indicators of an
impending political and security crisis, how-
ever, which is rarely the case, can he or she
act without inviting the charge of exceeding
his or her mandate by assuming political
functions, especially if the proposed measures
relate to areas such as security, the police or
human rights?

56. In those circumstances, the early warn-
ing responsibility has to lie with United
Nations Headquarters, using all the informa-
tion available to it, including reports of the
United Nations Development Programme
(UNDP) resident coordinator and other
United Nations personnel in the country con-
cerned. When analysis of that information
gives warning of impending crisis, the
Secretary-General, acting on the basis of his
general mandate for preventive diplomacy,
peacemaking and peace-building, can take the
initiative of sending a mission, with the
Government’s agreement, to discuss with it
measures it could usefully take.

D. Disarmament

E. Sanctions

66. Under Article 41 of the Charter, the
Security Council may call upon Member
States to apply measures not involving the
use of armed force in order to maintain or res-
tore international peace and security. Such
measures are commonly referred to as sanc-
tions. This legal basis is recalled in order to
underline that the purpose of sanctions is to
modify the behaviour of a party that is threat-
ening international peace and security and not
to punish or otherwise exact retribution.

67. The Security Council’s greatly
increased use of this instrument has brought
to light a number of difficulties, relating esp-
ecially to the objectives of sanctions, the
monitoring of their application and impact,
and their unintended effects.

68. The objectives for which specific
sanctions regimes were imposed have not

always been clearly defined. Indeed they
sometimes seem to change over time. This
combination of imprecision and mutability
makes it difficult for the Security Council to
agree on when the objectives can be con-
sidered to have been achieved and sanctions
can be lifted. While recognizing that the
Council is a political body rather than a judi-
cial organ, it is of great importance that when
it decides to impose sanctions it should at the
same time define objective criteria for deter-
mining that their purpose has been achieved.
If general support for the use of sanctions as
an effective instrument is to be maintained,
care should be taken to avoid giving the
impression that the purpose of imposing
sanctions is punishment rather than the
modification of political behaviour or that
criteria are being changed in order to serve
purposes other than those which motivated
the original decision to impose sanctions.

69. Experience has been gained by the
United Nations of how to monitor the appli-
cation of sanctions and of the part regional
organizations can in some cases play in this
respect. However, the task is complicated by
the reluctance of Governments, for reasons of
sovereignty or economic self-interest, to
accept the deployment of international moni-
tors or the international investigation of
alleged violations by themselves or their
nationals. Measuring the impact of sanctions
is even more difficult because of the inherent
complexity of such measurement and because
of restrictions on access to the target country.

70. Sanctions, as is generally recognized,
are a blunt instrument. They raise the ethical
question of whether suffering inflicted on
vulnerable groups in the target country is a
legitimate means of exerting pressure on
political leaders whose behaviour is unlikely
to be affected by the plight of their subjects.
Sanctions also always have unintended or un-
wanted effects. They can complicate the work
of humanitarian agencies by denying them
certain categories of supplies and by obliging
them to go through arduous procedures to
obtain the necessary exemptions. They can
conflict with the development objectives of
the Organization and do long-term damage to
the productive capacity of the target country.
They can have a severe effect on other coun-
tries that are neighbours or major economic
partners of the target country. They can also
defeat their own purpose by provoking a
patriotic response against the international
community, symbolized by the United
Nations, and by rallying the population
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behind the leaders whose behaviour the
sanctions are intended to modify.

71. To state these ethical and practical con-
siderations is not to call in question the need
for sanctions in certain cases, but it illustrates
the need to consider ways of alleviating the
effects described. Two possibilities are pro-
posed for Member States’ consideration.

72. The first is to ensure that, whenever
sanctions are imposed, provision is made to
facilitate the work of humanitarian agencies,
work that will be all the more needed as a
result of the impact of sanctions on vulner-
able groups. It is necessary, for instance, to
avoid banning imports that are required by
local health industries and to devise a fast
track for the processing of applications for
exemptions for humanitarian activities.

73. Secondly, there is an urgent need for
action to respond to the expectations raised
by Article 50 of the Charter. Sanctions are a
measure taken collectively by the United
Nations to maintain or restore international
peace and security. The costs involved in
their application, like other such costs (e.g.
for peacemaking and peace-keeping activi-
ties), should be borne equitably by all Mem-
ber States and not exclusively by the few who
have the misfortune to be neighbours or
major economic partners of the target coun-

74. In ‘An Agenda for Peace’ I proposed
that States suffering collateral damage from
the sanctions regimes should be entitled not
only to consult the Security Council but also
to have a realistic possibility of having their
difficulties addressed. For that purpose I rec-
ommended that the Security Council devise a
set of measures involving the international
financial institutions and other components of
the United Nations system that could be put
in place to address the problem. In response,
the Council asked me to seek the views of the
heads of the international financial institu-
tions. In their replies, the latter acknowledged
the collateral effects of sanctions and
expressed the desire to help countries in such
situations, but they proposed that this should
be done under existing mandates for the sup-
port of countries facing negative external
shocks and consequent balance-of-payment
difficulties. They did not agree that special
provisions should be made.

75. In order to address all the above prob-
lems, I should like to go beyond the recom-
mendation I made in 1992 and suggest the
establishment of a mechanism to carry out the
following five functions:

(a) To assess, at the request of the
Security Council, and before sanctions are
imposed, their potential impact on the target
country and on third countries;

(b) To monitor application of the
sanctions;

(c) To measure their effects in order to
enable the Security Council to fine tune them
with a view to maximizing their political
impact and minimizing collateral damage;

(d) To ensure the delivery of humanitarian
assistance to vulnerable groups;

(e) To explore ways of assisting Member
States that are suffering collateral damage
and to evaluate claims submitted by such
States under Article 50.

76. Since the purpose of this mechanism
would be to assist the Security Council, it
would have to be located in the United
Nations Secretariat. However, it should be
empowered to utilize the expertise available
throughout the United Nations system, in par-
ticular that of the Bretton Woods institutions.
Member States will have to give the proposal
their political support both at the United
Nations and in the intergovernmental bodies
of the agencies concerned if it is to be
implemented effectively.

F. Enforcement action

77. One of the achievements of the Charter
of the United Nations was to empower the
Organization to take enforcement action
against those responsible for threats to the
peace, breaches of the peace or acts of
aggression. However, neither the Security
Council nor the Secretary-General at present
has the capacity to deploy, direct, command
and control operations for this purpose,
except perhaps on a very limited scale. I
believe that it is desirable in the long term
that the United Nations develop such a cap-
acity, but it would be folly to attempt to do so
at the present time when the Organization is
resource-starved and hard pressed to handle
the less demanding peacemaking and peace-
keeping responsibilities entrusted to it.

78. In 1950, the Security Council authori-
zed a group of willing Member States to
undertake enforcement action in the Korean
peninsula. It did so again in 1990 in response
to aggression against Kuwait. More recently,
the Council has authorized groups of Member
States to undertake enforcement action, if
necessary, to create conditions for humanitar-
ian relief operations in Somalia and Rwanda
and to facilitate the restoration of democracy
in Haiti.
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79. In Bosnia and Herzegovina, the
Security Council has authorized Member
States, acting nationally or through regional
arrangements, to use force to ensure compli-
ance with its ban on military flights in that
country’s air space, to support the United
Nations forces in the former Yugoslavia in
the performance of their mandate, including
defence of personnel who may be under
attack, and to deter attacks against the safe
areas. The Member States concerned decided
to entrust those tasks to the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO). Much effort
has been required between the Secretariat and
NATO to work out procedures for the co-
ordination of this unprecedented collabora-
tion. This is not surprising given the two
organizations’ very different mandates and
approaches to the maintenance of peace and
security. Of greater concern, as already men-
tioned, are the consequences of using force,
other than for self-defence, in a peace-keep-
ing context.

80. The experience of the last few years
has demonstrated both the value that can be
gained and the difficulties that can arise when
the Security Council entrusts enforcement
tasks to groups of Member States. On the
positive side, this arrangement provides the
Organization with an enforcement capacity it
would not otherwise have and is greatly pre-
ferable to the unilateral use of force by Mem-
ber States without reference to the United
Nations. On the other hand, the arrangement
can have a negative impact on the Organiza-
tion’s stature and credibility. There is also the
danger that the States concerned may claim
international legitimacy and approval for
forceful actions that were not in fact
envisaged by the Security Council when it
gave its authorization to them. Member States
so authorized have in recent operations
reported more fully and more regularly to the
Security Council about their activities.

IV. Coordination

V. Financial resources

97. None of the instruments discussed in
the present paper can be used unless Govern-
ments provide the necessary financial
resources. There is no other source of funds.
The failure of Member States to pay their
assessed contributions for activities they
themselves have voted into being makes it
impossible to carry out those activities to the

standard expected. It also calls in question the
credibility of those who have willed the ends
but not the means—and who then criticize the
United Nations for its failures. On 12 October
1994, I put to the Member States a package of
proposals, ideas and questions on finance and
budgetary procedures that I believe can con-
tribute to a solution (see A/49/PV.28).

VI. Conclusion

102. The present position paper, submitted
to the Member States at the opening of the
United Nations fiftieth anniversary year, is
intended to serve as a contribution to the con-
tinuing campaign to strengthen a common
capacity to deal with threats to peace and
security.

103. The times call for thinking afresh, for
striving together and for creating new ways to
overcome crises. This is because the different
world that emerged when the cold war ceased
is still a world not fully understood. The
changed face of conflict today requires us to
be perceptive, adaptive, creative and coura-
geous, and to address simultaneously the
immediate as well as the root causes of con-
flict, which all too often lie in the absence of
economic opportunities and social inequities.
Perhaps above all it requires a deeper com-
mitment to cooperation and true multilateral-
ism than humanity has ever achieved before.

104. This is why the pages of the present
paper reiterate the need for hard decisions. As
understanding grows of the challenges to
peace and security, hard decisions, if post-
poned, will appear in retrospect as having
been relatively easy when measured against
the magnitude of tomorrow’s troubles.

105. There is no reason for frustration or
pessimism. More progress has been made in
the past few years towards using the United
Nations as it was designed to be used than
many could ever have predicted. The call to
decision should be a call to confidence and
courage.

Notes

1 Official Records of the General Assembly,
Forty-seventh Session, Supplement No. 27
(A/47/27), appendix 1.

2 See The United Nations Disarmament Year-
book, vol. 5: 1980 (United Nations publication,
Sales No. G.81.IX.4), appendix VII.

Source: UN document A/50/60 (S/1995/1), 3 Jan.
1995.




Appendix 2C. Redesigning Nordic military
contributions to multilateral peace operations

JAANA KARHILO

L. Introduction

The Nordic countries have been actively involved in peacekeeping since the early
observer missions.! Their commitment was initially partly due to the close connec-
tions between Nordic politicians and the UN Secretariat and partly to the wish of
small nations to support multilateralism and collective security. With no great-power
ambitions or colonial legacies the Nordic countries were well suited to peacekeeping.
It also permitted cooperation between the Nordic defence establishments, otherwise
unthinkable between NATO and non-NATO states during the East-West confronta-
tion.2

Responding to a call by UN Secretary-General Dag Hammarskjold, the Nordic
countries discussed possible concepts for troop contributions in the early 1960s. By
1964 it was decided that each country would establish and train a stand-by force for
peacekeeping which, upon the request of the Secretary-General and subject to
national decision, could be put at the disposal of the UN, In 1968 the four countries
each forwarded data on their stand-by forces to the UN Special Committee on
Peacekeeping Operations. These units were not available for enforcement operations
nor did they constitute standing forces. According to the system established in each
country, regular officers as well as reserves signed contracts indicating their
willingness to be available for UN service or training on short notice, usually within a
few days. The number of personnel each country trained and prepared for UN service
remained relatively constant until the increase in demand in the early 1990s: Norway
has raised the maximum number of personnel from 1330 to 2022, Denmark from 950
to 1500, while Finland’s limit remains at 2000 and Sweden’s at 3000.3

During the past 30 years the Nordic countries have developed extensive institu-
tional and operational cooperation in peacekeeping. Nordic defence ministers
exchange views on ongoing missions in biannual meetings, and joint proposals have
been presented to the UN Special Committee on Peacekeeping, of which Denmark is

! The Nordic countries in this context include Denmark and Norway (NATO members) and Finland
and Sweden (non-aligned). Iceland, which has no armed forces, is not included in the discussion. This
appendix is an abbreviated version of Karhilo, J., ‘Nordic responses to the new requirements of conflict
management’, SIPRI Project on Peacekeeping and Regional Security, Working Paper (SIPRI:
Stockholm, 1996).

2 Eknes, A., ‘Prepared for peace-keeping: the Nordic countries and participation in UN military
operations’, Stiftung Wissenschaft und Politik, Blauhelme in einer turbulenten Welt: Beitriige inter-
nationaler Experten zur Fortentwicklung des Volkerrechts und der Vereinten Nationen [Blue helmets in
a turbulent world: the contributions of international experts to the development of international law and
the United Nations], (Nomos: Baden Baden, 1993), pp. 510-11; and Eknes, A., ‘Norden og FNs freds-
bevarende operasjoner’ [The Nordic countries and UN peacekeeping operations}, ed. A. Eknes, Norden i
FN: Status och framtidsutsikter [The Nordic countries in the UN: status and future prospects], (Nordic
Council: Copenhagen, 1994), p. 62.

3 The ratio of Nordic citizens among peacekeepers had declined from up to 1:4 during parts of the
cold war period to 1: I0 in 1993. From the beginning of UN peacekeeping until the end of 1995, Den-
mark has contributed over 45 000 military personnel, Finland over 32 000, Norway over 49 000 and
Sweden over 68 000 to UN operations.



102 SECURITY AND CONFLICTS, 1995

a member. Practical coordination is handled by the Nordic Committee for Military
UN Matters NORDSAMEFN), while the Nordic Economic Working Committee deals
with financial issues related to peacekeeping. Each country provides training for the
Nordic observers and troops participating in UN missions according to an agreed
division of labour.# Recently they have cooperated with the British in training a joint
Baltic battalion for United Nations duty. Joint Nordic contingents have served in the
United Nations Emergency Force (UNEF I),5 in the first UN preventive deployment
in Macedonia® and most recently in the UN Protection Force (UNPROFOR) in
Bosnia and Herzegovina.” In late 1995 a joint Nordic—Polish brigade was established
to serve with the US Division in the Implementation Force (IFOR).2

In the past few years each of the four countries has conducted policy reviews in
response both to the greater demands imposed on troop contributors by UN opera-
tions with complex civil-military mandates and increased emphasis on cooperative
conflict management efforts by the European security organizations. In 1991 NATO
adopted both a new strategic concept, emphasizing force mobility and flexibility as
well as greater reinforcement capability, and a new force structure divided into Main
Defence Forces, Rapid Reaction Forces (RRF) and Augmentation Forces. Sub-units
of the RRF will form a smaller Immediate Reaction Force (IRF). A major task of the
renewed Alliance besides collective defence, is conflict management outside
NATO’s central region in keeping with a broader definition of security. All the
Nordic states have joined NATO’s Partnership for Peace (PFP) programme in which
peacekeeping is an important component. Their resources may also be tasked in the
future by the development of the Combined Joint Task Force (CITF) concept and
Western European Union (WEU) conflict management as well as the prospect of
Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE) peacekeeping
activities.

As each country has re-evaluated the basis and most appropriate means of its inter-
national engagement, the arrangements whereby Nordic countries contribute forces to
international operations have begun to diverge somewhat. It has become apparent in
this process that the international, regional and national levels of security are inter-
twined in more complex ways than before: international operations are perceived as
constituting an increasingly important function of the defence forces and contributing
to the security of the country itself, at least indirectly. Discussion on the doctrinal,
political and military implications of multilateral operations, particularly those calling

4 Finland is responsible for the training of military observers, Sweden for staff officers, Denmark for
miljtary police, and Norway for movement control personnel and logistics officers.

5 A joint Danish-Norwegian battalion (DANOR) served in UNEF I from shortly after the deployment
of the national contingents in 1956 to the withdrawal of the mission in 1967. Garde, H., ‘Dansk forsvars
internationale engagement’ [The international commitment of Danish defencel, Dansk Udenrigspolitisk
Arbag 1993 [Danish Foreign Policy Yearbook 1993}, (Danish Institute of International Studies:
Cogenhagen, 1994), p. 53.

An infantry battalion (NORDBATT 1) was provided jointly by Finland, Norway and Sweden and
staff personnel by Denmark. Archer, C., ‘Conflict prevention in Europe: the case of the Nordic states and
Macedonia’, Cooperation & Conflict, vol. 29, no. 4 (1994), pp. 367-86.

7 NORDBATT 2, consisting of a Swedish infantry battalion, a Norwegian logistics battalion and a
Danish battle tank squadron, and supported by a Finnish delivery of wheeled armoured personnel
carriers, has been considered a tactical success in a strategically failed mission. Dalsjd, R., ‘Sweden and
Balkan Blue Helmet operations’, ed. L. Ericson, Solidarity and Defence: Sweden’s Armed Forces in
International Peace-keeping Operations during the 19th and 20th Centuries (Swedish Military History
Commission: Stockholm, 1995), pp. 95-118.

8 The joint Nordic—Polish brigade contains infantry battalions from Denmark, Sweden and Poland, a
Norwegian logistics battalion and a Finnish construction company. The Nordic contributions comprise
1040 personnel from Norway, 800 from Denmark, 750 from Sweden and 450 from Finland.
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for the use of force beyond self-defence, has also led to different conclusions in each
Nordic country regarding the desirability of its involvement.

II. Denmark

In Danish security policy the end of the cold war has led to an increased emphasis on
preventive diplomacy, peacekeeping and peace making in lieu of the earlier concern
with military aggression.? There is wide agreement that there is no military threat to
Denmark—an assessment which is more unequivocal and which has led to a restruc-
turing of the army earlier than in the other Nordic countries. The official purpose of
Denmark’s defence is now de facto two-tiered: conflict prevention, peacekeeping,
peace making and humanitarian missions in the context of the UN or the OSCE and
conflict prevention, crisis management and defence in the NATO context.!0 In keep-
ing with this concept, the army’s wartime organization will have changed dramatic-
ally by the end of the decade. While in 1990, 61 per cent of the army had tasks
related to the defence of Denmark and its surroundings, in 1999 the figure will be
only 43 per cent with 57 per cent allocated to international tasks and NATO.!!

In November 1993 the Danish Parliament authorized the formation of the Danish
International or Reaction Brigade (DRB), to be available by the end of 1995 for
peacekeeping, peace making or humanitarian operations under the auspices of the
UN or the OSCE.!? It will also be assigned to NATO’s Allied Command Europe
Rapid Reaction Corps (ARRC) and used for national defence tasks.!® The DRB was
set up with broad parliamentary and public support, political discussion focusing
mainly on financing and how international obligations would affect the traditional
functions of the Defence Forces.

The DRB comprises: a headquarters and HQ company; an armoured battalion with
three tank squadrons and a mechanized infantry company; two mechanized infantry
battalions; a reconnaissance squadron; an artillery battalion; an air defence missile
battery; a reinforced engineer company; a service support battalion; a logistics sup-
port battalion including a field hospital; and a military police detachment. If required
the Brigade could be reinforced with anti-tank helicopters, long-range reconnaissance
patrols and additional artillery.

9 The terminology on multilateral conflict management is that used in the defence documents of the
respective country. For a critical discussion of the concepts used in Boutros-Ghali, An Agenda for Peace:
Preventive Diplomacy, Peacemaking and Peace-keeping, Report of the Secretary-General pursuant to
the statement adopted by the Summit Meeting of the Security Council on 31 January 1992 (United
Nations: New York, 1992), see Findlay, T., ‘Multilateral conflict prevention, management and resolu-
tion’, SIPRI Yearbook 1994 (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1994), pp. 13-52.

101 ov nr 909 af 8 Dec. 1993 om forsvarets formal, opgaver og organisation m.v. [Act no. 909 of
8 Dec. 1993 on the aims, tasks and organization, etc., of the Armed Forces], para. 1, entered into force
1 Jan. 1994.

M By forsvar for fremtiden—pa vej mod &r 2000° [A defence for the future—towards 2000], Chief of
Defence, Denmark, 1996, p. 20.

12 Folketingsbeslutning nr B1 af 25 Nov. 1993 om etablering af en dansk international brigade [Par-
liamentary resolution B1 on the establishment of a Danish International Brigade], adopted 25 Nov. 1993.

13 Denmark’s contribution to ARRC consists additionally of patrols of the Jaeger Corps, an electronic
reconnaissance company, a submarine, a FLEX-300 in a mine-hunting role and a HAWK squadron.
Denmark’s contribution to NATO’s IRF consists of a light reconnaissance unit, a corvette and a
FLEX-300 mine-hunter. An F-16 squadron can be deployed either with the RRF or IRF. Speech by Leif
Simonsen at the Defence Command on the Defence Agreement for 1995-1999, Vedbaek, 18 Jan. 1996,
p. 8.
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The multi-purpose role of the Brigade is reflected in the special organization,
equipment and training of its units. The DRB is equipped with material necessary for
UN operations, such as mine-clearance and night-vision equipment, and has its own
air-defence battery and service-support battalion, allowing the units to operate
independently in areas where infrastructure is limited or destroyed. The logistics and
engineer components are stronger than usual because of the special demands for
increased protection, flexibility and mobility. The Brigade trains to maintain a
capability to carry out a broad spectrum of missions, from peacekeeping and
humanitarian to peace enforcement and ‘pure war fighting’.

Expected to reach its full strength by the end of 1996, the Brigade will comprise
4550 personnel with 360 officers, 740 NCOs and 3450 privates. Only 20 per cent will
be regular personnel; the majority will be reservists on three-year contracts. The
Army hopes to identify conscripts for the DRB as early as possible to group them
into sub-units for mandatory basic training, which lasts 8-12 months. Volunteers
accepted for the DRB receive a further five weeks of training for international duties
and two weeks of mission-oriented training before their first six-month tour of UN
duty. Over the next two years the reservists participate in annual refresher training
and are available for immediate mobilization. The three-year period may end with
another six months in a UN operation, whereupon personnel are assigned to the
mobilization force to complete standard reserve service.

In 1994-95, during the initial phase of establishing the Brigade, the aim was to
recruit 2000 conscripts annually.!* Once the DRB has reached its full strength,
recruitment will level off at 1200 annually. The DRB will be able to maintain
approximately 1500 personnel on UN duty at any one time, although more could be
deployed for a limited period. In exceptional circumstances, the Brigade could be
used in its entirety for at most a one-year mission. Deployment will concentrate on
Europe, the Middle East and North Africa for logistical and practical, not political
reasons. Smaller units and individuals will be available for operations in other parts
of the world.

Since its inauguration on 1 July 1994, units trained for the DRB have served in UN
operations alongside other reservists, such as two of the four rifle companies
deployed to Croatia in August 1995. Although specialists from outside the Brigade
will still be used for UN operations when necessary, the DRB will constitute the basis
of Denmark’s future UN commitments. The most substantial contribution has been to
various missions in the former Yugoslavia, where Denmark maintained an average of
1300 personnel in 1995 (the DRB contingent in UNPROFOR was the most power-
fully armed contingent).!* Given the DRB’s constant deployment, unit by unit, to UN
contingencies, questions have been raised about its operational standards for NATO
since it cannot be mustered as a formation and trained in its conventional role.!6

Denmark has also been able to draw on the Brigade to pledge contributions to the
UN Stand-by Arrangements System and the proposed Multinational UN Stand-by
Forces High Readiness Brigade (SHIRBRIG). In May 1995 Denmark became the
second country after Jordan to sign a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with

14 This target was met to only 80%, while a growing number of recruits have not enlisted for a second
period of UN service as originally planned for the end of the contract. Information from the Chief of
Defence, Denmark, 27 Mar. 1996.

15 Danish contingents also included troops from Lithuania in 1994 and Estonia in 1995. Kemp, 1.,
‘Denmark: rebuilding its army for peace’, Jane’s Defence Weekly, 19 Aug. 1995, p. 23.

16 Mackinlay, J. and Olsen, J., *Squaring the circle’, International Defense Review, vol. 28 (Oct.
1995), p. 78.
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the UN confirming its participation in the Stand-by Arrangements System with a pre-
liminary commitment of DRB staff officers and a headquarters company, ready to
deploy in 5-7 days.'” In August 1995 an international Working Group led by
Denmark submitted a plan for the establishment by 1998 of a High Readiness
Brigade to be generated by nations pooling their contributions to the Stand-by
Arrangements System.!® The Brigade Pool, to which Denmark will contribute a
headquarters element, is to contain duplicates of the component units to ensure
deployment even in case of non-participation by some contributor. To secure a high
degree of legitimacy, the project is to be open to all interested countries after June
1996, when the original group of countries are to sign a letter of intent to participate
and an MOU on contributions to a permanent planning element, which Denmark
hopes to host.!?

Danish policy planners have envisaged increasingly operative roles for NATO and
even the North Atlantic Cooperation Council (NACC) in international peace opera-
tions, while awaiting the 1996 European Union (EU) Intergovernmental Conference
for clarification on the future WEU role in crisis management.?? Although a member
of the EU since 1973, Denmark has traditionally been wary of intensified European
security and defence cooperation. After the Danes had rejected the Maastricht Treaty
in a referendum in June 1992, the Danish Government negotiated several exemptions
including not participating in EU decisions and actions that have defence implica-
tions. A 1995 expert committee recommended a re-evaluation of Denmark’s observer
status in the WEU in the light of the organization’s aspiration for a stronger role in
future peace operations.?!

III. Norway

Participation in UN peacekeeping operations has long been an important part of
Norwegian security policy and since the 1980s has been designated one of the main
tasks of the defence forces.22 As in the case of the other Nordic countries, peacekeep-
ing has provided Norway ‘a committed and partisan role with regard to the vision of
an international order based on the rule of law and the collective will of the states
which make up the community of nations’.2* In the past four years, however,
Norway’s military participation in international operations has become more
intimately connected to its own defence interests than during the cold war.

17 OSCE Forum for Security Co-operation, Denmark: Annual Exchange of Information on Defence
Planning (Feb. 1996), p. 4. Other DRB units have the same standard of readiness for UN missions as
the?' do for NATO operations, namely 10-15 days.

8 ‘Report by the Working Group on a Multinational UN Stand-by Forces High Readiness Brigade’,
Chief of Defence, Denmark, 15 Aug. 1995. For details of the proposal, see chapter 2 in this volume.

19 Information from the Chief of Defence, Denmark, 27 Mar. 1996.

20 Odlander, J., ‘Dansk sdkerhetspolitik: Att vara eller inte vara med?’ [Danish security policy: To
join in or not?), Internationella Studier, no. 3 (1995), p. 21.

21 The report points out that Denmark’s WEU observer status can restrict its influence on the so-
called ‘Petersberg operations’ for peacekeeping and humanitarian assistance and should be re-evaluated
in the light of its otherwise substantial contribution to peacekeeping. Dansk og europeeisk sikkerhed
[Danish and European security], (Danish Commission on Security and Disarmament: Copenhagen,
1995).

22 Bknes, A., FNs fredsbevarende operasjoner: Sikkerhet, Nodhjelp, Utvikling [UN peacekeeping
operations: security, emergency relief, development], Utenrikspolitiske skrifter no. 84 (Norwegian
Institute of International Affairs: Oslo, 1995), p. 102.

23 1. . Holst, cited in Myhrengen, H., ‘Norges militzre FN-engasjement i en ny tid’ [Norway’s
military commitment to the UN in a new era), Internasjonal Politikk, vol. 53, no. 1 (1995), p. 85.
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Following the reorganization of NATO’s force structure, and increasingly since the
Norwegians rejected EU membership in a national referendum in late 1994, Norway
has become more concerned about its potential isolation on NATO’s northernmost
flank. Traditionally a designated recipient of Allied reinforcements in time of war,
Norway now needs to engage more forcefully in mutual security arrangements to be
assured of defence assistance. A government White Paper of 1994 noted that:

To participate actively in maintaining international peace and security means as its extreme
consequence that we can feel more secure if in the future a situation should arise whereby
Norway should need military assistance from other countries. Norway’s active and extensive
participation in international peacekeeping operations are noticed amongst our allies in
NATO. Utilisation of Norwegian forces abroad thus contributes to strengthening the defence
of Norway.2*

As an associate member of the WEU, Norway in 1995 also registered forces as part
of the WEU pool (Forces Answerable to WEU).

Norway’s stand-by force for UN duty, established in 1964, was reorganized in
1993.25 Parliament, in agreement on Norwegian participation in the new generation
of peace operations and responding to the UN’s need for more troops, decided to
expand the force from 1330 to 2000. The structure of the force was altered to com-
prise: an infantry battalion, an engineer company, a military police unit, a transport
control unit, a logistics support company, a maintenance company and a medical
company. In addition, it included naval vessels, an air transport unit (helicopters and
two C-130 Hercules aircraft), headquarters personnel and military observers. The
reorganized force comprised 1600 personnel from the army, 250 from the navy and
92 from the air force, totalling 2022.26 Norway has listed components of this force in
the Stand-by Arrangements System. Although units from outside the stand-by force
have also occasionally been provided for UN service, a numerical upper limit has
been reached within existing resources, according to the Defence Ministry. In 1995
Norway continued to concentrate on fewer operations, primarily the UN Interim
Force in Lebanon (UNIFIL) and UNPROFOR.?

In response to the reorganization of NATO’s force structure, the Storting decided
in June 1993 to contribute to the Immediate Reaction Force and outlined the prin-
ciples governing the operation of its forces. Norway’s contribution would consist of
an infantry battalion, an F-16 squadron, a frigate and a mine-countermeasure vessel.
The so-called Telemark Battalion, to be established in the beginning of 1995 and to
be operational in August, would comprise 900 officers and privates, all volunteers.
Minimum service time for conscripts was set at 12 months. The battalion would have
a readiness to deploy to a crisis area with seven days’ notice and to send an advance

24 Norwegian Ministry of Defence, “The Defence Budget 1995: Unofficial translation of the main
themes in the defence budget proposals to the Storting, submitted 4 Oct. 1994°, Fact Sheet no. 9 (Oct.
1994), p. 27.

25 The government has also supported the establishment of a civilian stand-by capability, the
Norwegian Emergency Preparedness Systems (NOREPS), as a joint venture of many non-governmental
organizations (NGOs) coordinated by the Norwegian Refugee Council. A field hospital deployed in
1995 as an integral part of UNAMIR in Rwanda is the first time such a civilian structure has been integ-
rated in a UN peacekeeping operation.

26 Norwegian Parliament, Beredskap for fred: Om Norges framtidige militzre FN-engasjement og
FNs rolle som konfliktlgser [Report on readiness for peace: on Norway’s future military commitment to
the UN and the UN’s role in resolving conflicts], St.meld.nr. 14 (1992/93), 18 Dec. 1992, p. 65.

27 Norway also had military observers in the UN Truce Supervision Organization (UNTSO), the UN
Angola Verification Mission (UNAVEM) and UNPROFOR.
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party within three days. It is an activated unit which must be operative at all times in
terms of both personnel and equipment.?8 The level of training is to be such that the
unit can be sent on missions, including combat operations, at any time.?® Although
the IRF battalion can also be used in operations mandated by the UN or OSCE, it was
set up specifically for NATO’s Immediate Reaction Force in order to maintain
Norway’s credibility in the Alliance.? Its establishment constitutes a break with both
traditional Norwegian defence policy and traditional defence structure.3! That
Norway was now ready to send forces abroad potentially for combat was politically
novel, challenging for the Defence Forces and not entirely uncontroversial. The
battalion has been criticized as the first step towards a standing army, eroding a
defence tradition based on universal conscription.

In June 1994 the government adopted further guidelines for the participation of
Norwegian forces in international operations, which established a certain division of
labour between the UN stand-by force and the IRF battalion.’? According to these
guidelines, four factors were to be considered: Norway’s experience of past opera-
tions; the structure and development of the Defence Forces; the risks inherent in the
proposed operation; and whether Norwegian participation would be cost-effective
and contribute substantially to the UN’s capability. Applying these criteria to four
types of operation, the report outlined various modes of participation in the future.
The UN stand-by force was specifically adapted to traditional peacekeeping opera-
tions where Norway had already built up a special competence. Traditional opera-
tions did not require large units and they should remain a priority. Participation in
preventive deployment was likely to pose the same requirements regarding training
and equipment of forces but would call for troops, already structured as a unit, on
short notice. Their tasks in such a UN mission would resemble those of NATO’s IRF,
so the Telemark Battalion could be sent in at an early stage to be replaced later by the
UN stand-by force. The wider rules of engagement utilized in humanitarian opera-
tions make them more demanding of forces and equipment. Norway should also be
able to take part in these operations, as it has already done in Somalia and the former
Yugoslavia, but preferably with support units or in maritime missions.

As a small country, Norway has limited possibilities to contribute troops beyond
the battalion level to enforcement operations, which require larger units to ensure an
effective chain of command and control. Norwegian participation in combat would

28 In practice the IRF will contain up to 2 rifle companies and up to 7 special units from the reserves
which can be called up and outfitted for deployment with the main force within 7 days. It is thus a com-
bined standing and mobilization battalion. Druglimo, A., ‘En bataljonssjefs tanker om IRF-bataljonen’
[A battalion commander’s thoughts on the IRF battalion}, Norsk Militeer Tidskrift, vol. 164, no. 1 (1994),
p. 1L

29 Norwegian Parliament, Om visse organisasjonsendringer mv i Forsvaret [Bill on certain organiza-
tional changes, etc., in the Defence Forces], St.Prp.nr. 83 (1992/93), 14 May 1993, pp. 5-6.

30 Information from the Norwegian Ministry of Defence, 19 Dec. 1995. The Danish model has been
advocated by researchers who argue that NATO and UN commitments are interlinked and that inter-
national functions should be integrated more closely into the structure of the Defence Forces. Eknes, A
and Knudsen, T. H., ‘Flernasjonale operasjoner og norsk deltakelse’ [Multinational operations and Nor-
we§ian participation}, Norsk Militer Tidskrift, vol. 164, no. 6-7 (1994).

! Hammerstad, J. and Jahr, K., “Telemark bataljon: NATOs nye styrkestruktur og Norges deltakelse i
IRF’ [The Telemark battalion: NATO’s new force structure and Norwegian participation in IRF], IFS
Info 2/1995 (Norwegian Institute for Defence Studies: Oslo, 1995).

32 Norwegian Parliament, Bruk av norske styrker i utlandet [Report on the use of Norwegian forces
abroad], St.meld.nr. 46 (1993/94), 16 June 1994.
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therefore be limited to the IRF battalion operating within a NATO framework.33
However, Norway would prefer to send support units such as engineer companies,
and maintenance, supply and medical staff if required.

The most controversial question in recent parliamentary debate has been over how
Norwegian military personnel can be ordered to take part in operations outside the
NATO framework. While officers and conscripts can be ordered to serve within the
NATO area, participation outside it has been voluntary. For conscripts this will con-
tinue in the future according to a bill proposed in 1995, but if the IRF battalion were
needed on short notice for UN service officers may be ordered to participate unless
vacancies for key positions can be filled voluntarily.3* The bill was denounced by
representatives of the officers and caused a drop in recruitment to the new battalion.
Uncertainty over the possible future missions of the IRF has also made it less popular
than the UN stand-by force. The Defence Forces have consequently delayed the
deadline for the Telemark Battalion to become operational.3

IV. Finland

In the 1980s Finland could still boast of having contributed to every UN peacekeep-
ing operation since that in the Congo with troops, observers or financial resources.
With firm political and public support, Finnish participation in UN peacekeeping was
viewed primarily as a foreign policy tool aimed at bolstering multilateral manage-
ment of conflict in the cold war bipolar confrontation.

Ten years later the radical changes in Europe have had a greater impact on Finland
than the other Nordic countries. A new foreign policy was launched in the autumn of
1990, with a unilateral reinterpretation of two post-war treaties which had been the
cornerstones of Finland’s foreign policy, the 1947 Paris Peace Treaty and the 1948
Treaty of Friendship, Cooperation and Mutual Assistance with the USSR. Thereafter
Finnish policy has increasingly emphasized participation and cooperative security.
Finland became an observer in NACC and applied for EU membership in 1992,
entered a dialogue with the WEU in 1993 and joined the PFP in early 1994. In 1995
Finland became a member of the EU and an observer in the WEU. While the political
leadership has repeatedly emphasized that membership in a military alliance is not a
goal of Finnish foreign policy, recent analyses suggest that the option is being kept
open.

These new links have led to an increased emphasis on Finland’s European policy
alongside its traditional UN policy as a determining factor in the development of its
force capabilities for international duty. Two recent policy reviews have outlined Fin-
land’s future participation in peace operations. In 1993 a committee established by
the Ministry of Defence was tasked with considering the changes necessary in the
existing 1984 peacekeeping law which regulated Finnish participation, to take
account of the ‘second-generation’ missions launched by the UN after 1990. In 1995
a major review of Finnish security policy proposed the establishment of a rapid
reaction force alongside Finland’s UN stand-by force. Established in the 1960s, this

33 While there are no set criteria for participation with fighting units, factors such as the safety of the
personnel, the quality of the command and control structure, and the ability of the proposed force to
carry out its mission should be taken into account.

34 Norwegian Parliament, Om lov om tjenestegjgring i internasjonale fredsoperasjoner [Bill on the
law on service in international peace operations], Ot.prp.ar. 56 (1994/95), 19 May 1995, pp. 12-15.

35 Information from the Norwegian Defence Command, 18 Dec. 1995.
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force draws on a pool of candidates interested in UN service who have completed
their national military service in all service branches and possess useful civilian
skills; it is not part of the defence structure.3

In the first half of the 1990s Finnish participation in peace operations was, in prin-
ciple, still confined to the deployment of troops and observers in traditional missions.
While the 1984 peacekeeping law contained no definition of peacekeeping activi-
ties,3” the background documentation specified that both Finnish participation and the
multilateral operation as a whole required the consent of all parties to the crisis, the
cooperation of all parties and the full support of the UN Security Council.3® Opera-
tions involving the use of military force under Chapter VII of the UN Charter were
excluded from the purview of the law.?® Its interpretation, however, has not been
completely consistent. Even though Finnish participation in UNPROFOR in Bosnia
and Herzegovina was excluded as falling outside the traditional peacekeeping
allowed by the law, Finland took part in the UN Irag~Kuwait Observation Mission
which was established under Chapter VII without the consent of Iraq.4

The 1993 Committee proposed giving policy makers greater latitude to decide on
Finnish participation. ‘Wider peacekeeping’ was not to be defined in the text of the
new law; instead, enforcement action under articles 42 or 51 of the UN Charter was
to be excluded. Regarding the military requirements of enforcement action, the Com-
mittee noted that the current Finnish UN stand-by force was incapable of providing
ground troops for combat. Moreover, the Finnish Defence Forces and reserves, struc-
tured, equipped and trained as part of the national territorial defence system, have
neither the organization nor the equipment to allow the interoperability required in an
international force. Only a brigade could operate independently and thus serve as part
of a large multinational operation, but its establishment was not considered possible
within Finland’s personnel, material or economic resources. Instead, the Committee
proposed improving the existing stand-by system to prepare for Finnish participation
in ‘wider peacekeeping’ operations.*! Improvements in organization, recruitment,
training, terms of contract and especially equipment were considered necessary. If
reaction capacity was to be upgraded, a core group (10-20 per cent) of personnel on
active duty should be given responsibility for training, planning and equipment.

36 1n 1995 the Finnish Stand-by Force comprised an infantry battalion of 954 and a construction bat-
talion of 415 personnel. Finnish Ministry of Defence, The Finnish Peacekeepers, Helsinki, 1995, p. 20.

37 Laki Suomen osallistumisesta Yhdistyneiden Kansakuntien ja Euroopan turvallisuus- ja yhteistys-
konferenssin rauhanturvaamistoimintaan [Law on the participation of Finland in the peacekeeping
activities of the UN and the CSCE]), 514/84, entered into force 1 Jan. 1985, amended to include the
CSCE in 520/93.

38 Rauhanturvaamislainsiidannon kehittimistoimikunnan osamietinto I [Partial report of the Com-
mission for the Development of Peacekeeping Legislation I], KM 1982:62, 30 Nov. 1982, p. 53.

39 Finnish Parliament, Hallituksen esitys Eduskunnalle Iaiksi Suomen osallistumisesta Yhdistyneiden
Kansakuntien rauhanturvaamistoimintaan [Government bill to the Parliament for a law on Finnish
participation in United Nations peacekeeping activities], HE 193/1983, pp. 7-8.

40 1t has been argued that Finnish participation was possible because the tasks of the peacekeepers
were the same as in traditional missions. Hallituksen esitys Eduskunnalle laiksi Suomen osallistumisesta
Yhdistyneiden Kansakuntien ja Euroopan turvallisuus- ja yhteistyokonferenssin rauhanturvaamis-
toimintaan annetun lain muuttamisesta [Government bill to the Parliament for an amendment to the law
on the participation of Finland in the peacekeeping activities of the UN and the CSCE], HE 185/1995,
p. 5.

41 According to the Committee’s definition, a ‘wider’ peacekeeping operation is one in which a
limited amount of armed force is permitted in defence of the mission and/or which does not enjoy the
guaranteed cooperation of all parties to the conflict. The term has been used in subsequent discussions of
Finland’s participation in multilateral missions.
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Immediate availability would require a standing force, which was judged too expens-
ive for Finland.#

The debate on ‘peace enforcement’ which accompanied the discussion on possible
participation in Bosnia and Herzegovina in 1993-94 was coloured by a traditional
Finnish aversion to potential embroilment in foreign conflicts and the bill never came
before parliament. Military leaders were quick to point out that Finland had neither
the tradition, the capabilities nor the required professional army to participate in
robust missions beyond its borders.4> When the other Nordic countries redeployed
their forces in a joint battalion in Bosnia and Herzegovina, Finland increased its
UNPROFOR contingent in the less dangerous preventive deployment mission in
Macedonia. After Finland joined the PFP, however, political and military leaders
mooted a more active role for Finland despite the previous public controversy.* In a
speech in August 1994, new Commander-in-Chief General Gustav Hagglund foresaw
the possibility of situations in which ‘Finland would, for reasons of its own security,
consider it necessary to participate in crisis management functions outside our own
borders’.%5 In the latter half of 1994 discussion focused on the need to establish a new
force, better trained and equipped and more capable of operating as part of a
multinationa! force than the existing Finnish UN stand-by force.

The blueprint for a proposed new Rapid Deployment Force within the Defence
Forces was presented in a cabinet report on Finnish security policy on 6 June 1995.4
The force would enhance Finland’s readiness for military crisis management ‘as part
of the country’s own defence readiness and capability’. It could be used as part of a
multinational force in addition to performing normal military and peacekeeping
duties. It would consist of at least one battalion which could become operational in
2-3 years.#’ Training of the recruited group would begin during their 8- to 11-month
military service and continue thereafter during their two-year service contract with
the Defence Forces.*® For overseas duty the battalion would be assembled from
trained personnel in the reserve who would be placed in the same infantry (Jaeger)
brigade, which in turn—unlike the current Finnish UN stand-by force—would be part
of the Finnish defence system. The composition of the brigade would allow for the
deployment of engineering, signal or transport units in addition to or instead of the
battalion. The new force would require training and equipment to handle demanding
tasks involving the possible use of force beyond self-defence.® The maximum

42 Finnish Ministry of Defence, Suomen osallistuminen rauhanturvaamistoimintaan [Report on Fin-
land’s participation in peacekeeping activities], Helsinki, 15 Sep. 1993, pp. 16-19.

43 penttils, R., Finland’s Security in a Changing Europe: A Historical Perspective, Finnish Defence
Studies no. 7 (National Defence College: Helsinki, 1994), p. 65.

44 In its PFP Presentation Document, Finland expressed an interest in cooperation regarding peace-
keeping training, search and rescue and humanitarian operations, training and information exchange and
environmental protection. The Individual Partnership Programme was finalized in Nov. 1994,

45 General Gustav Higglund in Joensuu on 19 Aug. 1994, cited in Penttili (note 43), p. 66.

46 Finnish Ministry for Foreign Affairs, Security in a Changing World: Guidelines for Finland’s
Security Policy, Report by the Council of State to the Parliament, Helsinki, 6 June 1995.

47 The military have subsequently fine-tuned the proposal, calling for the training of an entire brigade
over time. Helsingin Sanomat, 29 Sep. 1995; and Illtalehti, 23 Feb. 1996.

48 Conscripts could only be sent outside Finland for exercises. When 50 conscripts attended the PFP
exercise ‘Cooperative Jaguar’ in Oct. 1995, the Commander of the Navy, Vice-Admiral Sakari Visa,
confirmed that such participation must be voluntary. Ruoruvdki, vol. 33, no. 20 (729), 8 Nov. 1995, p. 4.

49 According to the estimates updated since the 1993 Committee report, the force would require
improved personal equipment, diversified transport capacity and communications systems, new support
systemn containers and new night vision devices. Finnish Parliament, Puolustusvaliokunnan lausunto
[Statement of the Defence Committee], PuVL 2/1995 vp - VNS 1/1995 vp, 26 Sep. 19953, p. 12.
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number of troops serving abroad at any one time would remain at the current level of
2000.%

The report was initially criticized by opposition parties and members of the
governing coalition alike. Discussion focused on the rapid reaction force proposal,
which elicited a negative response from the Defence Committee in an October report
opposing Finland’s participation in operations that require functions beyond
traditional peacekeeping. Since the limits of humanitarian action were hard to define
and a ‘wider’ peacekeeping operation might later turn into enforcement, the commit-
tee thought Finland should limit its participation to operations that do not require the
use of force beyond self-defence. For that the present stand-by system was sufficient,
although it could be made more effective.! Opponents of the force also objected to
the costs of its establishment and feared the introduction, albeit in embryonic form, of
a standing army in Finland and a hidden agenda to move Finland towards NATO
membership.

The Parliamentary Foreign Affairs Committee, by contrast, was favourably
inclined towards Finnish participation in ‘wider peacekeeping’ but took no firm stand
on the establishment of a new rapid reaction force. It did, however, indirectly endorse
the idea by suggesting that military crisis-management tools should be part of Fin-
land’s own defence capability and readiness. Training should be such that tasks could
be undertaken more quickly than before and the capacity for flexible cooperation
between different Nordic units could be maintained.? Greater use of Finnish civilian
personnel in humanitarian and rescue operations, the establishment of a trained civil-
ian reaction force and the pre-stocking of matériel were also advocated.

No decision was taken in 1995 on the proposed Rapid Deployment Force, but plans
for its establishment were ready early in the new year. Outlining the needs of the
Defence Forces in the near future, General Hégglund in November 1995 singled out
the importance of maintaining the basis of defence, improving quality and creating
the capacity required in international cooperation, such as interoperability. The latter
implies a coordination of the ‘software’ in operations, developing a common lan-
guage rather than adopting the same weapon systems. However, he still emphasized
that at least for now the intention is to cooperate, not change the operating procedures
of the Finnish Defence Forces to make them interoperable with NATO.5? He also
reiterated his view that Finnish membership of NATO is not an issue, a stand
repeated by the President in December.5

The debate on the proposed rapid reaction forces subsided in November to give
way to a consideration of Finnish participation in IFOR. Impossible without a change
in the peacekeeping law, the necessary legislation was pushed through in December.
It allows for participation in peacekeeping and humanitarian operations authorized by
the UN or the OSCE, even under Chapter V1I, if they involve only limited use of
force to protect the mission. Participation in ‘activity which can be considered peace
enforcement’ is excluded, and Parliament must be consulted on proposed Finnish par-
ticipation in a mission mandated to use force beyond that necessary in traditional

50 Note 46, pp. 37-38. The report also notes that Finland has good potential for increasing participa-
tion by civilian personnel, especially in humanitarian operations.

51 Puolustusvaliokunnan lausunto (note 49).

52 Finnish Parliament, Ulkoasiainvaliokunnan mietints [Report of the Parliamentary Foreign Affairs
Committee], UaVM 12/1995 vp - VNS 1/1995 vp, 19 Oct. 1995, pp. 32-34.

53 Ruoruviiki (note 48), p. 4.

54 Helsingin Sanomat, 24 Dec. 1995.
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peacekeeping.5S The law was implemented for the first time a few days later when
parliament approved Finnish participation in IFOR, classified as a ‘wider peace-
keeping’ operation.6

V. Sweden

In 1964, after an appeal from Dag Hammarskjold, Sweden decided to maintain a
stand-by force of two battalions in permanent readiness for peacekeeping operations,
augmented in 1974 to include special units comprising at most one battalion in
strength.” Of the 530 000 troops that had taken part in UN operations by the end of
1991, nearly 12 per cent were Swedes.8

While in Finland the old restrictive legislation has provided a framework and jus-
tification for a cautious policy, in Sweden, despite what could have been construed as
equally restrictive legislation, the political grounds for participation in peace opera-
tions have been weighed in each individual case. Although the most recent amend-
ment to the law, in 1992, allowing for participation by a Swedish armed force in UN
or OSCE peacekeeping, does not define ‘peacekeeping’ in either the text of the law
or the background documentation, this activity is to be understood as in the 1974 law,
that is, as being of the ‘first-generation’ variety.® Less hampered by self-imposed
restraints and desiring a more visible presence, Sweden has taken part in a more
ambitious range of multinational operations than Finland, including troop contribu-
tions to the UN Operation in the Congo (ONUC), field hospitals in Operation Desert
Storm and the United Task Force (UNITAF) in Somalia and most recently a battalion
in UNPROFOR in Bosnia. Authorized by a special decision of parliament, the latter
is the heaviest, best-equipped and most highly trained unit Sweden has sent into UN
service and the first to take a major part in combat or combat-like operations since
the Congo in which substantial force beyond the requirements of self-defence was
used by the Swedish contingent. The decision, following the reinforcement of the bat-
talion with Danish tanks and forward air controllers, was a departure from previous

55 Laki Suomen osallistumisesta Yhdistyneiden Kansakuntien ja Euroopan turvallisuus- ja
yhteisty&jirjestdn piitokseen perustuvaan rauhanturvaamistoimintaan [Law on the participation of Fin-
land in peacekeeping activities based on a decision of the UN and the OSCE], 1465/95, entered into
force 19 Dec. 1995.

56 The government also emphasized that the parties had consented to the use of force by IFOR.
Finnish Parliament, Suomen osallistuminen Bosnia-Hertsegovinan rauhansopimuksen sotilaalliseen
toimeenpanoon [Finland’s participation in the military implementation of the Peace Agreement on
Bosnia and Herzegovina], Report of the Council of State to Parliament, VNS 3/1995 vp, 18 Dec. 1995,
p. 2. The Foreign Affairs Committee noted that the tasks of the Finnish contingent fell within the
confines of traditional peacekeeping. Finnish Parliament, Ulkoasiainvaliokunnan mietinté [Report of the
Foreign Affairs Committee], UaVM 22/1995 vp - VNS 3/1995 vp, 19 Dec. 1995, pp. 4-6.

57 Lag om beredskapsstyrka for EN-tjanst [Law on a stand-by force for UN duty], SFS 1974:614,
para. 3, entered into force 1 Jan. 1975. The underlying proposal specified that this amounted to at most
3000 troops. Swedish Parliament, Kungl. Maj:ts proposition angdende vissa organisationsfrigor m.m.
rérande forsvaret [His Majesty’s bill on certain organizational questions etc. affecting defence], Prop.
1974:50, 22 Mar. 1974, p. 34. In 1992, an upper limit of 3000 serving abroad was included in the text of
the law. Lag om vipnad styrka fr tjinstgéring utomiands [Law on armed forces for service abroad],
SFS 1992:1153, entered into force 1 Jan. 1993 and amended in SFS 1995:597.

58 persson, S., ‘Peace enforcement: Sweden’s role in changing pattern of UN activities 1991-1992°,
ed. Ericson (note 7), p. 93.

59 SFS 1992:1153 (note 57); and Swedish Parliament, Regeringens proposition om vipnad styrka for
tjanstgdring utomlands [Government bill on armed forces for service abroad], Prop. 1992/93:77, 15 Oct.
1992.
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practice and was neither easily made nor uncontroversial.® An important factor
underlying Swedish participation appears to have been its pending application for EU
membership. Sweden was keen to demonstrate its active contribution to building a
common European security order to alleviate fears that the admission of neutral states
would cripple the EU’s ability to act forcefully in foreign and security policy.

In parallel with the new requirements imposed by Sweden’s participation in UN
operations in Macedonia and Bosnia and Herzegovina and in NATO’s PFP since
August 1994, the Swedish UN stand-by system has been developed in the 1990s and
supported since 1993 by the Swedish Armed Forces’ International Centre
(SWEDINT), in charge of training and national logistics support to Swedish elements
abroad.®! Responsibility for setting up and training Swedish contingents is delegated
regionally to a division commander. For larger longer-term operations, such as that in
Bosnia and Herzegovina, the responsibility for setting up each battalion rotates
among the brigades while the training of companies for a battalion can be divided
between regiments from different brigades simultaneously with support and
coordination by SWEDINT. Spreading the responsibility for force generation is
regarded as beneficial to the armed forces since a larger portion of their personnel
will feel involved and gain experience from international operations.52

Personnel for international operations are recruited on a voluntary basis from
reserves in all three services. As a complement to the present system of recruitment
in regiments and by general announcements, the armed forces in 1994 started an
experimental project of asking enlisting conscripts whether they would be willing, on
a voluntary basis, to be available for international duty upon completion of their
7- to 15- month national service. The non-legally binding declaration of intent is
meant to stay in force for three years. The intention is to generate a company for
international duty in each battalion trained during national service and to enable such
units to train together as much as possible during their basic military service. In a
report to the government, the Commander-in-Chief has suggested that Sweden also
consider changing its legislation to allow officers to be ordered to participate in over-
seas operations, but this initiative has been deferred to the Parliamentary Defence
Commission preparing the next long-term defence decision to be finalized in late
1996.

A fundamental reorganization of Sweden’s participation in international military
operations has been included in the extensive defence review. Sweden’s intention to
set up a brigade for international operations was announced by the first cabinet of the
new Social Democratic Government in its initial policy statement in 1994 and has
since been repeated in international forums.53 In the wake of Sweden’s participation
in UNPROFOR, the Defence Ministry was preparing for future involvement in a
broad spectrum of international missions. In early 1994, policy makers evaluated the
requirements of qualitatively different missions for the defence establishment, point-
ing out that it would be necessary to consider these factors from the outset and shape

60 Dalsjé (note 7), p. 96.

61 Nordic UN Stand-by Forces, 4th edn (NORDSAMFN: Helsinki, 1993), pp. 159-60.

62 Swedish Ministry for Foreign Affairs, Sveriges deltagande i internationella fredsfrimjande insatser
[Swedish participation in international peace-promotion activities], Ds 1995:24, p. 12.

63 ‘Regeringsforklaring’ [Government statement], R&D, no. 31 (1994), p. 7. In her address to the UN
General Assembly, Foreign Minister Lena Hjelm-Wallén indicated Sweden’s willingness to set up a
Swedish international rapid-reaction force for peacekeeping tasks at short notice. Swedish Ministry for
Foreign Affairs, ‘“The Foreign Minister at the United Nations’, Press Release, 28 Sep. 1995.
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the organization, units and training of the Swedish armed forces accordingly.5* Late
in the year the Foreign Ministry appointed a rapporteur to evaluate the requirements
of international operations and lay the groundwork for a Swedish policy on participa-
tion.%

The published blueprint for a new Swedish international force, prepared by the
defence review and endorsed by the cabinet and the Parliamentary Defence Commit-
tee, is still rather vague.5¢ According to the government proposal, the armed forces
should establish an international force for use in peace operations under a UN or
OSCE mandate. The size of a brigade,®’ it should contain infantry units as well as
special units for headquarters, medical care and transport, and support of civilian
missions. Its composition should reflect international demand, with personnel and
resources from all the service branches. SWEDINT is to be part of the force, which
should also include a pool of readily available military observers, monitors and staff
officers. It would comprise a commander with staff, personnel and units in readiness,
in training and in ongoing operations. Normally 800-1400 personnel from the force
could serve abroad at a time, with flexibility to exceed this limit for short periods
given sufficient lead time.

One or two companies of the force should be kept in especially high readiness on
special contracts for use in, for example, multinational rapid reaction forces with a
deployment time of 15-30 days from the Swedish Cabinet decision. A reconnais-
sance team should be operable within a week. To give this type of contribution maxi-
mum effect, the government proposed coordination with other countries, especially
on the basis of traditional Nordic cooperation. Perhaps surprisingly, Sweden, unlike
the other Nordic countries, has not pledged forces to the UN Stand-by Arrangements
System. It has argued that its substantial contributions to ongoing operations,
especially UNPROFOR, do not allow for the earmarking of additional units for the
UN roster and that the current organization cannot accommodate the required two-
week readiness time. However, one of the justifications given for a Swedish inter-
national force is that Sweden should be able to participate more quickly and be able
to back up its demands for an improved UN rapid reaction capability with its own
contribution.®

In keeping with heightened ambitions for future Swedish participation, the pro-
posed international force would be suitable for traditional as well as wider peace-
keeping operations. A limited contribution to peace-enforcement operations with
small units might also be possible to show solidarity, but the proposed policy is for
restraint and a humanitarian orientation.%® Sweden would strive to meet international
demand for special units, in spite of previous difficulties in recruiting certain special-

64 Sveriges forsvar fir okat internationellt ansvar’ [Sweden’s defence gets more international
responsibilityl, Folk och Férsvar, vol. 54, no. 1 (1994), p. 7.

S Swedish Ministry for Foreign Affairs, PM, 1 Dec. 1994. The report Ds 1995:24 (note 62) was
submitted in Mar. 1995.

66 Swedish Ministry of Defence, TotalfSrsvarets utveckling och fornyelse: rapport frdn forsvars-
beredningen hosten 1995 [The development and renewal of the total defence: report by the Swedish
Parliamentary Defence Commission, Autumn 1995], Ds 1995:51, pp. 128-31; Swedish Parliament,
Regeringens proposition, Totalforsvar i férnyelse [Government bill: renewal of the total defence], Prop.
1995/96:12, 21 Sep. 1995, pp. 106-108; and Swedish Parliament, Férsvarsutskottets betidnkande, Total-
forsvarets fornyelse 1995/96 [Report of the Defence Committee: the renewal of the total defence,
1995/96], F6U 1 (1995), 23 Nov. 1995, pp. 68-71.

67 The government proposal does not contain figures on the overall size of the force, but early in the
year it was estimated at ¢. 5000. Svenska Dagblader, 30 Jan. 1995.

68 E5U 1 (note 66), p. 68; and Ds 1995:24 (note 62), pp. 99-101.

69 Ds 1995:24 (note 62), pp. 90-91.
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ists, for instance, for the military hospitals sent to the Gulf and Somalia. Con-
sequently the structure of economic incentives should be re-evaluated. Personnel
should continue to be recruited on a voluntary basis except possibly in the case of
career officers if it turns out to be difficult for Sweden to fulfil its international
obligations. Training should be improved with a view to developing cooperation
between civilian and military units in multifunctional operations. Greater weight
should be given to developing forms of civilian assistance and a special force should
be set up for this purpose.™

The timetable for their establishment and the substance of the proposed inter-
national forces is an integral part of Sweden’s next long-term defence decision and
dependent on the overall aims and structure of the armed forces, which are to be
downsized from the current 16 to 13 brigades. The Defence Commission has deter-
mined that an armed attack against Sweden is now highly unlikely and has defined
four functions for the enlarged Swedish total defence concept: assertion of territorial
integrity; crisis management; international operations; and maintaining the ability to
meet any military threat which may nevertheless arise. Participation in international
peacekeeping is now identified as one of the principal tasks.”! Exactly how these
contributions are organized will depend on the totality of tasks entrusted to the armed
forces, derived from the desired level of ambition in maintaining a credible, indepen-
dent territorial defence. This will in turn depend on future decisions about Sweden’s
long-standing policy of non-alignment which has been re-evaluated especially since
Sweden’s application for EU membership.

Supported by the majority of public opinion, the interim report of the defence
review has concluded that membership of NATO or the WEU would benefit neither
Swedish security interests nor stability in the Nordic subregion. The Moderate and
Liberal Party representatives left the Defence Commission in April 1995 in protest at
its refusal to even investigate the implications of security alternatives involving an
alliance. This deep-seated apprehension was voiced by the Green and Left parties in
their joint registration of dissent from Sweden’s decision to participate in IFOR,
which they feared would bring the country closer to NATO. Contrary to majority
opinion in Parliament, they demanded that the government clearly announce this to
be a one-off event and revert to UN-led operations in the future.”? The formal
decision making on IFOR was surrounded by debate about the capabilities and pos-
sible restrictions on the operations of the Swedish contingent. With opinion divided
over the implications of EU membership for national security, the Swedish debate
has nevertheless taken on new dimensions following Sweden’s commitment to the
EU Common Foreign and Security Policy and subsequent statements by former
Prime Minister Carl Bildt (Moderate) that Sweden could not remain neutral in its
reactions in the event of an armed conflict in the Baltic region or within the EU. Even

70 Swedish Ministry of Defence, Svenska insatser for internationell katastrof- och flyktinghjalp:
Kartliggning, analys och forslag. Betinkande av Utredningen om civila insatser for katastrof- och
flyktinghjalp [Swedish contributions to international disaster and refugee relief: Survey, analysis and
proposals: report of the investigation of civilian contributions to disaster and refugee relief], SOU
1995:72, 29 June 1995.

7l Swedish Ministry of Defence, Sverige i Europa och Virlden: Sikerhetspolitisk rapport frén
forsvarsberedningen varen 1995 [Sweden in Europe and in the world: Report on security policy by the
Swedish Parliamentary Defence Commission, spring 1995}, Ds 1995: 28.

72 Nilsson, M., ‘870 svenskar till Nato’ [870 Swedes to NATO}, R&D, no. 40 (1995), p. 16. The
government described IFOR’s tasks as being mainly traditional peacekeeping. Swedish Parliament,
Regeringens proposition, Svenskt deltagande i fredsstyrka i f.d. Jugoslavien [Government bill, Swedish
participation in the peace force in the former Yugoslavia], Prop. 1995/96:113, 30 Nov. 1995.
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Prime Minister Ingvar Carlsson (Social Democrat) opened the door to a re-evaluation
of Swedish non-alignment in 6-7 years.”

VI. Conclusions

After having remained very similar for 30 years, the organization of military forces
for international operations now differs considerably from one Nordic country to the
other. The 1964 stand-by forces model has been abolished in Denmark and Sweden,
retained alongside an IRF commitment in Norway and is being reconsidered in Fin-
land. Following decisions in 1993 on the RRF contributions of the two NATO mem-
bers, the Danish DRB and Norwegian IRF battalion will be operational in 1996.
Finnish and Swedish plans to set up international brigades contain elements from the
Danish model, but remain to be finalized in 1996. All the Nordic reorganization
schemes seek to increase the versatility, flexibility and capability of the newly estab-
lished forces, which are assigned a role in the national defence structure.

Although participation in international operations is becoming an increasingly
important task for the armed forces of all the Nordic countries, variations in security
perceptions and alignments result in different equations between national security
and international commitment. Whereas Norway, Sweden and Finland share a resi-
dual security concern over political volatility in Russia, Denmark has been able to
reorient its Defence Forces towards international missions relatively more forcefully.
The gamut of possible peace operations is most extensive for Denmark and most res-
trictive for Finland, the decisive factor being the extent to which use of force by
national contingents is considered permissible. Sweden, actively pursuing the for-
mulation of a new policy on peace operations, and Finland, having moved towards
broadening its traditionally cautious approach, continue to reflect on the policy
implications of continued non-alignment within the EU. Although they still hold con-
sultations and exchange early information, the Nordic caucus at the UN no longer
issued joint statements in 1995, having been superseded by the EU allegiance of the
three Nordic members. Norway’s fear of isolation has paradoxically rejuvenated the
meetings of Nordic defence ministers, which were previously used to compare
experiences from UN missions but now include a varied agenda of security policy
issues.

In spite of differences in national peacekeeping organization and policy, the tradi-
tion of cooperation fostered by the Nordic countries is still one of their great
strengths. They have been able to assemble and deploy joint battalions quickly, as in
the case of Macedonia, and to coordinate the joint operation of their units in
UNPROFOR. They have pooled their resources in training peacekeepers and sought
other like-minded countries for larger international projects like the SHIRBRIG.
Their joint participation in IFOR will provide the next indicator for the desired future
development of their international forces.

73 Eneberg, K., ‘Dérr mot Nato Sppnad’ [Door to NATO opened], Dagens Nyheter, 31 Jan. 1996.
g



Appendix 2D. Reform of the United Nations
TREVOR FINDLAY

I. Introduction

In 1995 the SOth anniversary of the founding of the United Nations was marked by
pomp, ceremony and celebration, including, in October, the largest gathering of
heads of state in history at UN headquarters in New York. Innumerable conferences
and symposia, educational programmes, television series and press articles pushed
the often neglected body to the forefront of world attention. UN triumphs, from
eradicating smallpox to facilitating decolonization, were deservedly eulogized and its
failures rudely trumpeted and dissected. Some of these failures were rightly excused
on the grounds that member states had consistently failed to provide the UN with the
requisite power and resources to carry out its ambitious mandates. Indeed the celebra-
tions were haunted by the UN’s growing financial crisis, its worst since the Congo
crisis of the early 1960s, and overwhelming evidence that UN peacekeeping forces in
the former Yugoslavia had been poorly mandated and provided for. Even more wor-
rying was the realization that even with substantial additional resources the United
Nations in its present state could not meet the needs of the next five years, much less
those of the 21st century. Fundamental reform was urgently required. As US Ambas-
sador to the UN Madeleine Albright so melodramatically put it, ‘the UN must reform
or die’.!

Throughout 1995 (and in the preceding two or three years) UN reform proposals
proliferated. Some were Utopian and stood no chance of general acceptance. Others
were opposed early, usually by one or more of the great powers. Still others were
noted for further study. None reached fruition immediately. The 7-page Declaration
on the Occasion of the Fiftieth Anniversary of the United Nations adopted unanim-
ously by the General Assembly on 24 October contained only the vaguest of admoni-
tions and no specific reform proposals.2 The anniversary year was clearly not the time
for reaching agreement on major UN reform, much less implementing it. Indeed the
deadline for agreement on specific reform proposals was officially declared to be the
opening of the 51st session of the General Assembly in September 1996. While 1995
was to be a year of celebration and contemplation of reform, 1996 would, it was
hoped, be the year of decision.

II. The vision of a reformed UN

Fifty years after its establishment the UN is patently in need of a major overhaul. It is
generally regarded as inefficient, over-bureaucratized, unresponsive to real human
needs, undemocratic and aloof. For the 21st century the international community
demands a more efficient and professional UN, one with a holistic approach to
human security that integrates human rights, economic and social advancement, the

! Walsh, J., “The UN at 50°, Time, 23 Oct. 1995, p. 26.

2 Declaration on the Occasion of the Fiftieth Anniversary of the United Nations, 24 Oct. 1995,
para. 14, reproduced in Wireless File (United States Information Service, US Embassy: Stockholm,
25 Oct. 1995), pp. 10-13.
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promotion of democracy and effective conflict prevention, management and resolu-
tion.3 The organ charged with safeguarding international peace and security, the
Security Council, should be more representative of the UN membership, never again
stultified by the veto power, more transparent in its deliberations, and have access to
the best advice and information available. A new and improved UN should have
information-gathering and -processing capabilities that provide early warning of
impending humanitarian or politico-military events, which in turn trigger the appro-
priate response. Such responses could range from the early dispatch of conflict-
resolution experts, perhaps from regional UN centres, through the prompt and effi-
cient delivery of humanitarian assistance, to the deployment within days of a UN
rapid reaction force. Larger, less urgent missions would be conducted by peacekeep-
ing forces headed by a pre-formed, operational command, combining troops well
versed in peacekeeping techniques, provided with essential equipment from UN
logistics bases and guided by crisp mandates, clear rules of engagement, and stream-
lined command and control arrangements. A reformed UN would have a doctrine for
the use of force that avoids ‘mission drift’ from peacekeeping into peace enforce-
ment. As for peace enforcement itself, while no UN army is yet seriously contem-
plated, ‘coalitions of the willing and able’ would be standard but would be guided
more closely by the Security Council to avoid their misuse for national ends that dif-
fered from those of the UN. Economic sanctions would be more carefully targeted
and unintended consequences foreseen and ameliorated.

In the area of human rights a remodelled UN would accord them a more prominent
place on its agenda, it would monitor them more thoroughly and have mechanisms to
counterbalance the droit de regard that many states wish to retain over such matters.
In the economic and social fields the new UN would have rationalized and consoli-
dated its myriad agencies, abolishing some, amalgamating others. The Economic and
Social Council (ECOSOC) would either have been replaced or strengthened. The UN
as a whole would have a much clearer role in helping marry national development
efforts with sustainable development goals, global environmental concerns, the
booming international private business sector, expanding world trade and maverick
financial markets. The World Bank and the International Monetary Fund (IMF)
would have been brought closer to the UN and imbued with a heightened social and
environmental conscience. In the social sphere the UN would have trimmed its
agenda to suit its capabilities, having sorted through the vast number of issues tackled
at its series of summit meetings held in the 1990s on the environment, sustainable
development, social development and women’s issues.*

To carry out these daunting tasks the UN should operate from a stable and secure
financial base, provided not only through a reformed and just assessment system but
by non-state-based levies. The UN’s accounting, procurement and financial delega-
tion procedures would have been transformed, especially for large field missions. UN
staff would be recruited competitively, trained continuously and held to the most
rigorous standards of accountability and responsibility. ‘Best practice’ management
techniques would prevail, including those relating to gender equity. Professional

3 The following discussion of a UN vision is inspired by The United Nations in its Second Half-
Century, Report of the Independent Working Group on the Future of the United Nations (Ford Founda-
tion: New York, 1995), pp. 7-10.

4 The 1995 World Summit for Social Development in Copenhagen, the 1995 UN Women’s Confer-
ence in Beijing, the 1992 UN Conference on Environment and Development in Rio de Janeiro and the
1993 World Conference on Human Rights in Vienna.
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searches would be conducted for all high-level appointments from the Secretary-
General down.

Multitudinous reform proposals directed at all these areas were contained in the
185 statements by heads of state or other national representatives to the 50th anniver-
sary session. As might be expected, however, the most imaginative and far-reaching
reform proposals have tended to come from outside the UN system.’ Favourite areas
for reform included the Security Council, the need for ‘democratization’ of the UN,
the institutional framework of the UN ‘system’ and finance.$

II. Security Council reform

Probably the most popular target of UN reform is the Security Council. Including as
it does five permanent members (China, France, Russia, the UK and the USA), each
with a veto and considerable control over Council deliberations and decisions, it
naturally attracts criticism from those who wish to ‘democratize’ the UN and lessen
the influence of the great powers.” It is regarded by many states as secretive, arbitrary
and beholden in particular to the ‘permanent three’, the USA, the UK and France.

Proposals for reform have centred on increasing the size of the Council and amend-
ing or abolishing the veto. Although the Council was increased from 11 to 15 in 1963
it is now universally recognized that a Council of this size cannot adequately reflect a
UN membership that has grown from the original 49 signatories of the 1945 Treaty
of San Francisco to 185 at the end of 1995. A consensus seems to be forming around
adding an additional five members, raising membership to 20, although some states
prefer up to 25. The candidates almost universally favoured for permanent member-
ship are Germany and Japan, but adding these alone would increase the predomi-
nance of the developed world among the permanent members. The leading con-
tenders for boosting developing country representation are Brazil, India, Indonesia
and Nigeria. Alternatives are Argentina, Pakistan, Egypt and, most recently, South
Africa.

There remain vastly differing views on the number of new permanent and non-
permanent members that should be added and whether the permanent members
should be granted the veto power. Tanzania, submitting the ambit claim of the
African group, has proposed that Africa receive two permanent seats and more non-

5 Among them were proposals from a number of high-level commissions comprised of eminent
personalities, such as the Yale-Ford Independent Working Group on the Future of the United Nations
and the Carlsson—Ramphal Commission on Global Governance. The United Nations in its Second Half-
Century (note 3); and Our Global Neighbourhood, Report of the Commission on Global Governance
(Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1995). Further grist to the reform mill was provided by Australian
Foreign Minister Gareth Evans in Evans, G., Cooperating for Peace: The Global Agenda for the 1990s
and Beyond (Allen & Unwin: Sydney, 1993); in Childers, E. and Urquhart, B., Towards A More
Effective United Nations (Dag Hammarskjold Foundation: Uppsala, 1991); and in Childers, E. with
Urquhart, B., Renewing the United Nations System (Dag Hammarskjold Foundation: Uppsala, 1994).
Also important were the The UN and the Health of Nations, Final Report of the United States
Commission on Improving the Effectiveness of the United Nations, Washington, DC, Sep. 1993, and the
only major report from the developing world, Reform of the United Nations Organization, Rajiv Gandhi
Memorial Initiative for the Advancement of Human Civilization, New Delhi, Apr. 1994.

6 Reform proposals relating to conflict prevention, management and resolution, including peace-
kee1ping and a UN Rapid Reaction Force, are considered in chapter 2 in this volume.

See Ciechanski, J., ‘Restructuring of the UN Security Council’, International Peacekeeping, vol. 1,
no. 4 (winter 1994), pp. 413-39.
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permanent seats.® The Association of South-East Asian States (ASEAN) has sug-
gested that it also be permanently represented on the Council by one of its members.
Proposals for a single European Union seat, advanced by Italy, are unlikely to be
realized, especially if they involve France and the UK surrendering their individual
seats. A meeting of the Foreign Ministers of the permanent five members of the
Council agreed in September 1995 that the Council should be expanded and continue
to be reformed but without specifying how.® The USA favours adding Germany and
Japan as permanent members, in addition to three new non-permanent seats.!? Russia
and the UK support limited enlargement up to 20 members and preservation of the
status of permanent members.!! Ultimately the number of seats and regional mix will
depend on inter-regional bargaining and political trade-offs.

The veto question is more vexed, especially since UN members are sharply divided
between wanting it abolished, curtailed, accorded to new permanent members or res-
tricted to the existing ones. Many members view the extension of the veto to even
more states as compounding an already untenable power disparity. Moreover, any
extension or modification of the veto—or indeed any Council reform—requires the
support of the current veto holders. Malaysia favours abolishing it altogether, a view
not shared by all the developing countries, especially not those that aspire to perma-
nent membership.!? While the permanent five are unlikely to surrender their veto
power they may be willing to formally or informally agree to restrict their use of it to
non-procedural matters of vital national interest—a situation that has in effect
pertained since the end of the cold war.

Some aspects of Security Council reform are already being attended to. The Coun-
cil now publishes an agenda, provides regular briefings for non-members on its
deliberations, and holds consultations with non-members on such issues as the estab-
lishment and operation of peacekeeping missions. However, calls for Council meet-
ings to operate completely openly are unlikely to be heeded, since secrecy is often
vital to effective Council diplomacy and action. Were Council meetings forced into
the open it is apparent that additional secret meetings would simply be conducted
outside the Council chamber. Similarly, even the addition of a more representative
group of permanent members and expansion of the numbers of non-permanent mem-
bers will hardly render the Council democratic: it was deliberately designed to reflect
the base realities of political, economic and military power so that its enforcement
powers would be taken seriously. One way of establishing a check or balance on the
Council’s current unlimited powers would be a ‘Chapter VII Consultation Commit-
tee’ of 21 members of the General Assembly, which would consider Council pro-
posals for peace enforcement operations.!? An alternative would be some sort of con-
stitutional review, as proposed by Colombia, presumably by the International Court
of Justice.!* Even without a formal veto power and permanent membership the great

8 UN, Question of equitable representation on and increase in the membership of the Security
Council: Report of the Secretary-General, UN document A/48/264/Add.5, 30 Nov. 1993.

9 Statement of the Foreign Minister of the Five Permanent Members of the Security Council follow-
ing meeting with the Secretary-General on 27 September, UN Press Release, UN Information Centre for
the Nordic Countries, 28 Sep. 1995, Copenhagen, p. 5.

10 Address of US Ambassador Madeleine Albright to UN General Assembly, 27 Oct. 1994, repro-
duced in Wireless File (US Information Service, US Embassy: Stockholm, 28 Oct. 1994), p. 15.

1T UN, Press Release DH/1752, Geneva, 17 Oct. 1994, p. 6.

12 {Jnity, UN Association of Australia, no. 56 (Nov. 1994), p. 8.

13 Proposed by Michael Reisman. See Alvarez, J. E., ‘The once and future Security Council’,
Washington Quarterly, spring 1995, p. 14.

14 Alvarez (note 13), p. 17.
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powers will always exercise disproportionate influence on Council decision making.
Conversely, they will also be expected to bear a heavier burden in implementing
Council decisions, such as in supporting peacekeeping and peace-enforcement opera-
tions.

IV. Democratization of the UN system

The UN Charter begins grandly with ‘We the peoples of the United Nations’ and
promises them peace and security, food, shelter, social and economic advancement,
and human rights. Unfortunately ‘we the peoples’ are never heard of again in the
Charter and seldom in much of what the UN has done in their name. The UN was
designed to be an organization of nation-states and naturally state interests were seen
to be paramount: the interests of humanity were to be secured not by direct UN inter-
action with peoples, especially in such sensitive areas as human rights and human
security, but by ‘harmonizing the actions of nations’.!?

The interests of states and peoples are not synonymous or always in harmony,
however. Most UN member states are not democracies and even democracies repre-
sent the will of their peoples imperfectly. Many states, far from being the protectors
of human rights or guardians of the welfare of their peoples, are their chief oppres-
sors, as countless reports of Amnesty International attest. At the UN, many member
states vote for resolutions and sign conventions without the slightest intention of
complying with them. In the human rights area UN bodies have been dominated by
state interests, preventing individual states being called to account for their actions.!6
In the field, where the UN has done some of its best work, programmes often appear
geared more to the needs of donor and host governments than people in need, again
because the state acts as a filter between the UN and direct interaction with peoples.
The chief legal constraint on more independent UN action has been Article 2.7 of the
Charter, which prohibits the UN from intervening ‘in matters which are essentially
within the jurisdiction of any state’.

Some changes are occurring: the impact of non-governmental organizations
(NGOs) on UN proceedings was starkly apparent at the UN Women’s Conference in
Beijing in 1995, a trend first witnessed at the Rio de Janeiro UN Conference on
Environment and Development in 1992. The UN has now conceded that NGOs are
important to its work and is increasingly prepared to cooperate with them in areas
ranging from early waming of humanitarian disasters to mine-clearance. The UN
now has a Human Rights Commissioner, appointed after decades of debate, whose
job is to concern himself with violations of human rights brought to his attention by
individuals and groups rather than governments. Qver the years the Human Rights
Commission in Geneva has become bolder in investigating and castigating member
states for their human rights records.

One reform proposal originally proposed at the UN’s inception, is a People’s
Assembly that would meet in New York at the same time as the UN General

I3 Charter of the United Nations, Article 1.4.

16 Even in its 50th anniversary year the UN Secretariat attempted to censor a work it had commis-
sioned to celebrate the event by expunging a quotation from the Dalai Lama on the grounds that it was
‘not acceptable’—presumably to China. Press Release, Transnational Foundation for Peace and Future
Research, Lund, Sweden, 26 June 1995. The publication in question was Power, J. (ed.), A Vision of
Hope: The Fiftieth Anniversary of the United Nations (Regency Corporation: London, 1995).



122 SECURITY AND CONFLICTS, 1995

Assembly.7 It would have representatives elected directly by the people or by demo-
cratic parliaments where that was possible and selected by other means where it was
not. Given that most representatives would still not be representative of ‘we the
peoples’, the idea is problematic, but worth further debate. The Carlsson—Ramphal
Commission on Global Governance, which set great store on the ‘security of
peoples’, in 1995 suggested a Forum of Civil Society, consisting of accredited repre-
sentatives of NGOs, who would meet in the General Assembly hall before the annual
session of the Assembly.!® This would not be democratic but would certainly repre-
sent a different perspective from that of governments. An alternative is a UN Lower
Chamber, still comprised of national representatives, but where voting power would
be weighted by a variety of indicators, including share of world gross national
product (GNP), trade or even adherence to democratic or human rights values, rather
than according to a one-country one-vote system. This would be extremely complex
to administer, with endless possibilities for dispute, and would in any case be
unlikely to result in a greater level of democratic governance at the UN or provide a
voice for ‘we the peoples’.

The problem with all these schemes for more or less democratic second chambers
is that there would be no mechanism for reconciling the different resolutions passed
by them and by the existing state-based General Assembly and Security Council.
Unlike democratic parliamentary systems there is no executive branch in the UN
system to interpret the ‘will of the people’ as expressed through the legislature and to
act accordingly. The UN Secretary-General is decidedly not a chief executive in the
sense of a prime minister or president but rather a cipher required to act on instruc-
tions from the General Assembly and the Security Council. While attempts to inject a
‘democratic voice’ into the UN are admirable and may lead to member states taking
greater notice of such opinion, any democratic assembly will remain simply advi-
sory—like the General Assembly itself on most issues—until there is a drastic
reconstitution of the UN system. Such radical reform, in which states would
essentially create the beginnings of a supranational world body, are way beyond the
realms of possibility in the closing years of this century.

However, less ambitious measures than a peoples’ assembly might have the effect
of injecting new perspectives into the state-bound UN system. The Commission on
Global Governance suggested, for instance, a right of petition for non-state actors to
bring situations massively endangering the security of people to the attention of the
Security Council. While these would still be ‘filtered’ by a process dominated by
states, they would at least in some cases reach the agenda of the most powerful organ
in the UN system. The Yale-Ford study on the other hand proposed bringing the
views of NGOs and other non-state actors into the UN system through better con-
sultation mechanisms built into reformed economic and social councils that would
replace ECOSOC. ¥ This would be more acceptable to UN member states and may in
the long run be more effective by being insidious rather than confrontational and
rhetorical, as a people’s assembly would undoubtedly be.

In the long run, however, one of the most effective ways to bring the UN to the
people may be institutional reform of the UN ‘system’ itself.

17 Childers with Urquhart (note 5), pp. 212-13.
18 Our Global Neighbourhood (note 5), p. 345.
19 The United Nations in its Second Half-Century (note 3), pp. 52-53.
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V. Restructuring the UN system

To call the UN a system—in the sense of a coordinated and integrated constellation
of organizations and agencies—is a misnomer. The UN comprises over 100 separate
entities, most of them not under the direct control of UN headquarters in New York.
While there is an Administrative Committee on Co-ordination which is meant to
coordinate the programmes and activities of the entire UN system, it meets only three
times annually and has mainly a reporting function. The ‘system’ is in effect out of
control: neither the Secretary-General, the UN Secretariat in New York, the General
Assembly, the most powerful of states, nor any group of states, like the Western
Group, has even a good overview of the varied activities of the system, much less
sustained influence or control. The most assiduous delegations, mostly from the
Western states, are unable even to read the huge array of UN documents, plans and
budgets, much less critically analyse and react to them all.

The specialized agencies, such as the ILO, FAO, UNESCO and WHO, all have
separate charters, organizational structures and financing arrangements, and their
governing boards and directors are elected by the member states of each respective
organization. Some of them predate the UN. They operate like entirely separate cor-
porations, their heads are almost impossible to remove and even ‘coordination’,
which in the UN system is usually minimal, is resented and resisted. Even the non-
specialized agencies which are theoretically part of the main UN system, such as
UNCTAD, UNICEF and UNHCR, are difficult to control from New York. UN
agencies are run like fiefdoms—the ‘last of the world’s absolute monarchies’.?0

The result is overlapping functions, competing mandates, inefficiency, waste and
poor performance. Without systemic and systematic oversight staff recruitment has
been politically tainted—with the connivance of member states. Until recently staff
training has been negligible, promotion chaotic and the gender balance skewed
determinedly away from women.

The economic and social agencies in particular are a problem. They have strayed
from their original mandates as intellectual clearing-houses and become competing
providers of technical assistance in the field, normally in the form of highly paid
Western experts. Financial resources have been spread too thinly across too many
small-scale, inconsequential projects. Up to now this has suited both aid receivers
and aid providers; but it has had so little impact on the ground that it is being widely
questioned: some reformers have called for the outright abolition of technical assist-
ance. Overlapping functions are rife. Some 23 UN entities have development
assistance funds to spend at country level.2! When one UN body has failed to per-
form, another has been created. There are, for example, four UN agencies concerned
with food production and seven with industrial development in the developing
countries.

There are exceptions to the pattern. Good performers among the agencies include
the UNHCR and the TAEA. The World Bank and the IMF (the Bretton Woods
institutions), although members of the UN family, are run along quite different lines,
with weighted voting according to economic contribution, proper management and
recruitment systems and procedures for in-house review and reform. The World Bank
has largely taken over the financing of development in the developing countries.

20 Righter, R., Utopia Lost: The United Nations and World Order (Twentieth Century Book Fund:
New York, 1995), p. 55.
21 Childers with Urquhart (note 5), p. 89.
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While both Bretton Woods institutions have been criticized for their lack of attention
to social and environmental values they have, unlike other UN agencies, had the
flexibility and ability to respond appropriately to such criticisms.

A radical ‘root and branch’ reform of this system would bring all UN agencies
under central UN control, with oversight and coordination by the Secretary-General,
and common management, financial and staffing procedures. The Secretary-General
would in this situation need to devolve much of his day-to-day workload to several
new Deputy Secretaries-General, as proposed by Australia.?? A single 7-year term for
the Secretary-General rather than renewable 5-year terms should also be considered
to help avoid politicization of the position that invariably comes with re-election
campaigns (however informal and discreet they might be in the UN’s case).?

Radical reform would also involve ‘picking winners and losers’ among the
agencies, abolishing some, amalgamating others, and changing the mandates of still
others. Brian Urquhart and Erskine Childers even recommend relocating all UN
agencies to New York to facilitate coordination and cooperation.24

ECOSOC is a particular target for reform. It has never functioned as originally
intended, as an economic security council capable of coordinating all UN activities in
the economic and social area and initiating high-level studies that would contribute to
global economic policy. Some proposals for ECOSOC envisage its outright abolition
and replacement by a genuine Economic Security Council.2’ The Yale-Ford study
envisages two 23-member bodies modelled on the Security Council—an Economic
Council and a Social Council—which would periodically meet together at the highest
levels in what is grandiloquently called a Global Alliance for Sustainable Develop-
ment. This would have the advantage of allowing economic and social issues to be
considered separately when that is preferable and together as required. It would also
enable each body to target much better its appropriate ‘clientele’ among NGOs and
individuals such as academics and professional advisers. Hanna Suchocka, former
Polish Prime Minister, who was on the Yale—Ford panel, finds the splitting of econo-
mic and social matters between two councils, at the very time when the interrelation-
ship between them has become more apparent than ever, to be infelicitous.?6 Others,
including ECOSOC itself, see the organization as reformable. Indeed the 50th
anniversary heads of state declaration appeared to pre-empt moves to abolish
ECOSOC by calling for its ‘strengthening’, a plaint that has been heard before to no
effect.??

In the development assistance field rationalization is urgently required. One pro-
posal is to give UNDP coordinating responsibility for all development work done by
the UN, its offices in developing countries being mandated to represent all the UN
agencies. Others would have UNDP become the funding authority for all UN
development activity in the field: the work itself would still be carried out by separate
agencies.?® The various UN bodies dealing with food issues—the World Food
Council, the lacklustre FAO and the World Food Programme—should be merged

22 Neuhaus, M. E. K., “The United Nations’ security role at fifty—the need for realism’, Australian
Journal of International Affairs, vol. 49, no. 2 (Nov. 1995), p. 279.

23 Sheridan, M., ‘UN seeks deal for new Boutros term’, The Independent, 24 Jan. 1996, p. 10.

24 Childers with Urquhart (note 5), pp. 189-90.

25 Qur Global Neighbourhood (note 5), p. 346.

26 Suchocka, H., “The United Nations in its second half-century: the report of the Independent Work-
ing Group on the Future of the United Nations’, Polish Quarterly of International Affairs, vol. 4, no. 1,
(1995), p. 68.

27 Declaration on the Occasion of the Fiftieth Anniversary of the United Nations (note 2), para. 14.

28 power (note 16), p. 238.
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into one. UNIDO, a particularly poor performer, should be abolished. The USA
served notice in late 1995 that it was leaving the organization, although as previously
witnessed in the case of UNESCO this does not automatically bring about the demise
of a UN agency.? A number of countries, including the USA and the UK, have also
called for the abolition of UNCTAD, which has never lived up to its promise. Its
trade functions could now be given to the World Trade Organization (WTO), which
replaced the temporary GATT Agreement in January 1995, and its development func-
tions to UNDP. This would be contested by the developing states which urged the
establishment of UNCTAD as a lead agency for promoting their ill-fated New Inter-
national Economic Order (NIEO) and have regarded it as ‘their’ agency ever since.
Trade-offs will need to be made to ensure their assent.

As for humanitarian emergencies, real coordinating authority for providing relief
and marshalling the appropriate resources should be given to the Under-Secretary
General for Humanitarian Affairs as was intended when the post was created in 1992.
The original appointee, Jan Eliasson of Sweden, resigned in frustration at the lack of
authority and resources his office had been given.*

Other UN organizations have also outlived their usefulness. With the achievement
of independence in 1994 of Palau, the last UN trusteeship, the Trusteeship Council
has lost its raison d’étre and should be abolished. Alternatively it could be given
responsibility for nurturing so-called ‘failed’ states like Somalia back to health, but
this would require amendment of the Charter, which currently forbids the UN to
adopt sovereign UN member-states in this fashion.?! It might also smack too much of
paternalism to be swallowed by the developing states. Another role for the Trustee-
ship Council might be to keep a watch on the last of the dependent territories, scat-
tered remnants of empire like New Caledonia, that have yet to achieve independence.
Other small UN bodies deserve the axe. A particularly useless one is the Ad Hoc
Committee on the Indian Ocean, which feebly attempts to address a lost and forgotten
cause—demilitarization of the Indian Ocean—with outdated concepts and an
unrepresentative membership.

Substantial institutional reform will require leadership from Boutros Boutros-Ghali
(who has demonstrated fluctuating reformist zeal up to now) and his agency heads
(some of whom stand to lose their jobs or their influence), the Permanent Five mem-
bers of the Security Council and the biggest financial contributors—the EU states, the
Nordic countries, Canada, Japan and the USA. It has never been achievable before
and will be extraordinarily difficult now. Both piecemeal and grand reforms have
been proposed in the past, for instance by the Nordic countries and by special inter-
nally inspired reports on the UN system,32 but they have never had concerted political
support, either from the reform-inclined Western group or others. Developing country
majorities have stifled reform proposals because of fear that the UN, which they see
as helping them redress global political and economic power imbalances stacked
against them, might be subverted. Drastic reform is, however, made more likely with
the end of the cold war and the collapse of its attendant power blocs, a dramatic
increase in the number of democratic states, especially in Latin America and southern
Africa, the financial strictures currently affecting many countries both rich and poor,

29 Wireless File (US Information Service, US Embassy: Stockholm), 5 Dec. 1995, p. 17.

30 Righter (note 20), p. 293.

31 Article 78, Charter of the United Nations.

32 gee, for instance, Sir Robert Jackson's A Study of the Capacity of the UN Development System
UNDP/5 (United Nations: Geneva, 1969), which recommended a major overhaul of the UN system.
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the increasing impatience of Western states with UN deficiencies, the emergence of
East European states with reform-minded governments and, finally, a realization by
the developing states that they have not been getting value for money. All these
factors could make a difference this time.

Rosemary Righter warns that attempts to negotiate reform always end in failure
since the opportunities for railroading, postponement of hard decisions and lowest
common denominator politics increase exponentially.® The alternative (other than
cosmetic reform) is for the UN’s biggest financial contributors to wield the power of
the purse systematically and ruthlessly. Useless agencies would be left to wither
away while useful ones were strengthened. Most of the funding of the UN specialized
agencies is voluntary so this is possible in their case. However, this would be con-
frontational and require solidarity and perseverance that the West probably does not
have. It also has the major drawback, as the USA has discovered, that withholding
funds may put a member state in a worse, not better, position to press for UN reform.
In any event the negotiation of reform and the use of financial incentives or disincen-
tives by the wealthiest states are not mutually exclusive. If the Western states bent on
reform can convince enough of the now vastly expanded and very differently
oriented UN membership that greater benefits will be forthcoming from a reformed
UN, they may just carry the day. In any event, fundamental reform of the UN system
is impossible without fundamental financial reform.

VI. Financial reform

Considering the breadth of its mandate and responsibilities the UN is a bargain: its
central budget is less than that of the New York police and fire departments; its cen-
tral offices employ fewer people than the city of Stockholm; and worldwide it has
fewer employees than McDonalds. UN peacekeeping expenditure is less than 1 per
cent of the estimated $868 billion in military spending by all the world’s states com-
bined.34 Yet the UN is starved of cash and on the verge of insolvency. With no major
income-generating capacity of its own, it is almost entirely dependent for revenue on
the contributions of its member states, both compulsory assessed contributions and
voluntary contributions.

The anniversary year was clouded by a worsening financial situation as the peace-
keeping bill continued to rise, more member states fell behind in their payments and
the UN’s biggest debtor, the USA, slid further into arrears. As of 15 January 1996
unpaid assessments by member states totalled $3.3 billion, more than the annual
running costs, including $1.6 billion for the regular budget and $1.7 billion for peace-
keeping.35 Also rising was the number of states (17, nearly 10 per cent of total UN
membership, as of August 1995) whose arrears exceeded their assessed contributions
for the past two years and which, under Article 19 of the UN Charter, were liable to
lose their vote in the General Assembly. By 31 December only 94 member states had
paid their regular budget contributions in full and 22 had made no payment at all.3

33 Righter (note 20), p. 264.

34 “The future of the United Nations: an Australian perspective’, address by Senator Gareth Evans,
Minister of Foreign Affairs of Australia, to the Women’s Intemational Forum, New York, 21 Oct. 1995,
p. 9.

35 Goshko, J. M., “To help ward off bankruptcy, UN may lay off more than 1,000 staff’, Washington
Post, 3 Feb. 1996.
36 Wireless File (US Information Service, US Embassy: Stockholm, 31 Jan. 1996).
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The USA, the largest contributor as well as the largest debtor, owed $1.4 billion. It
fell further into arrears not only because the US Congress continued withholding due
payments purportedly to force radical reform on the UN, but because the Adminis-
tration, to appease congressional critics, unilaterally reduced the US share of the
UN’s peacekeeping expenses from 31 to 25 per cent as of 1 October.3” The Clinton
Administration, which opposes congressional attempts to decimate US contributions
to the UN budget generally, estimated that by the end of US fiscal year 1996 the USA
would owe $1.5-2 billion—43 per cent of the total UN debt.38 This situation incurred
scathing criticism from delegates to the General Assembly’s 50th anniversary
session, even from the USA’s closest allies, especially since assessed contributions
are a legally binding obligation. British Foreign Secretary Douglas Hurd scathingly
called for no ‘representation without taxation’.? The foreign ministers of the Nordic
states—Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway and Sweden—declared that the
unilateral withholding of assessed contributions was ‘a clear violation of the
obligations of member states’.® The New York Times labelled the USA the
‘champion UN deadbeat’.#! The USA of course could not be deprived of its vote
without a major crisis and the UN is powerless to compel the USA to pay.

The USA is not the only defaulter, but others have rather more serious reasons:
they include Iraq (in dispute with the UN), Russia (in the midst of economic
reconstruction), South Africa (with a backlog inherited from the apartheid years),?
Ukraine (desperately poor) and Yugoslavia (under UN sanctions and suspended from
participation in UN bodies). Most of the 25 states with a 2-year backlog are poor
developing states such as Burkina Faso, the Dominican Republic and Somalia.

The General Assembly’s Group of Experts on the Principle of Capacity to Pay
continued to wrangle over methodology. The scale of assessments has caused contro-
versy for years. One problem is that countries that have become richer have not had
their assessments increased accordingly. These include the Bahamas, South Korea,
Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Singapore and the United Arab Emirates. Discounts for low-
income countries adopted in 1974 had by 1994 almost wiped out China’s assessment
for the regular UN budget altogether, having reduced it from 5.5 per cent to 0.77 per
cent.*® At the lowest end of the scale the fixed minimum rate of assessment, designed
to make all member states pay a minimum amount, had resulted in 27 small states
paying more than their share of global income would indicate that they should pay. In
1995 the Marshall Islands, supported by six other South Pacific nations, attempted to
garner support to abolish this, pointing out that the Marshallese pay $2.5 per person

37 This unilateral move would produce a ‘structural’ deficit for the UN of approximately $300 million
by the end of 1996. Wireless File (US Information Service, US Embassy: Stockholm), 23 Oct. 1995,
p. 25.

38 White House Press Release, ‘US funding of the UN and other international organizations’, 22 Oct.
1995, in Wireless File (US Information Service, US Embassy: Stockholm, 23 Oct. 1995, p. 25.

39 International Herald Tribune, 1 Nov. 1995, p. 5.

40 International Peacekeeping News, vol. 1, no. 12 (Oct. 1995), p. 23.

41 Rosenthal, A. M., “The champion UN deadbeat ought to be ashamed of itself’, New York Times,
republished in International Herald Tribune, 4 Oct. 1995, p. 8. Indignation was exacerbated by the fact
that the 25% ceiling on the USA’s contributions to the regular UN budget had for decades given it an
effective discount compared with its share of global income, a shortfall made up by the Western Euro-
pean states and Canada. Laurenti, J., National Taxpayers, International Organizations: Sharing the Bur-
den of Financing the United Nations (UN Association of the USA: New York, 1995), p. 31.

42 At the end of 1995 the UN General Assembly voted to relieve South Africa of the dues incurred by
it during the apartheid era.

43 Laurenti (note 41), pp. 22 and 28.
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per year to the UN, while the USA pays only 85 cents.# Opponents of abolition
responded that such states make practically no voluntary financial contributions to
UN activities while receiving substantial sums, such as development aid, from the
multilateral system. Some argue, as Swedish Prime Minister Olof Palme once did,
that as well as a lower limit there should also be an upper limit for any one contribu-
tor, such as the USA, in order to avoid ‘blackmail’ .45

The General Assembly’s High-level Open-ended Working Group on the Financial
Situation of the Organization failed to produce any agreed recommendations in 1995.
Efficiency and cost-cutting measures currently being implemented will save some
money. The new Under-Secretary for Administration and Management, Joseph Con-
nor, former head of the US management firm Price Waterhouse, in 1995 became the
first businessman ever to hold a senior administrative position at UN headquarters.
Appointed in response to strong US pressure for UN managerial reforms, he immedi-
ately established an efficiency board charged with identifying during the next bien-
nium further significant savings. In December the General Assembly took the radical
step of adopting, for the first time in its history, a zero growth budget. The Secretary-
General was also asked to identify additional savings of up to $100 million.*¢ How-
ever much of Connor’s time in 1995 was spent keeping the UN from insolvency
through creative accounting, such as using funds earmarked for peacekeeping to pay
for normal UN operating expenses. The new UN inspector, Under-Secretary General
for Internal Oversight Services Karl Paschke, meanwhile revealed in his first report
that his office had uncovered in less than a year $16 million lost to fraud, waste and
abuse in the central UN system. He had not, however, found the UN to be a more
corrupt organization than any comparable, sizeable public administration.4?

Connor estimates that his creative accounting can, however, only carry the UN
through 1996 before bankruptcy becomes a reality.*® Cost-cutting and efficiency
gains can, moreover, only go so far before beginning to bite into essential functions.
Many UN activities are already pared to the bone. Staff cuts cannot be made because
there are no funds for paying them off. Even drastic amalgamations of agencies,
large-scale sackings and a major paring back of UN activity, while ultimately saving
millions, would be slow and require large payments to effect. Finally, many of the
reforms so far initiated affect only the central UN Secretariat and related agencies,
not the specialized agencies. These agencies range from the reform-minded (some are
way ahead of the UN Secretariat) to the stubbornly resistant.

Several long-term solutions to the UN’s perennial financial difficulties have been
suggested. One would be to borrow from commercial sources or the World Bank. UN
bonds might be sold (this was done in the 1960s to raise funds for the Congo opera-
tion) or Special Drawing Rights accorded the UN through the World Bank. But as the
UN as yet has no revenue-generating ability of its own, apart from sales of stamps
and publications, this is a large financial risk. Connor has suggested ‘selling’ UN debt
for a discounted cash amount to private intermediaries who would then take on the
task of collecting from debtors. Other possibilities include ‘global taxes’ on military
budgets (unlikely because of the lack of transparency of such budgets), international

4 International Report, 9 June 1995, pp. 6 and 32.

43 Childers with Urquhart (note 5), p. 153.

46 Wireless File (US Information Service, US Embassy: Stockholm, 31 Jan, 1996.)

47 Aita, J., ‘Inspector identifies $16 million in misspent UN funds’, Wireless File (US Information
Service, US Embassy: Stockholm, 26 Oct. 1995), p. 16.

48 Wren, C., “The UN’s financial juggler’, New York Times, 8 Dec. 1995, p. D1.6.
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financial transactions, petroleum and hydrocarbons, and air tickets.*® These would be
justified on the grounds that such activities depend fundamentally on the existence of
peace and security. All of them face difficulties in achieving consensus, much less
implementation. In the long run, however, the UN must be given some independent
source of income if it is to avoid perpetual financial crises. Boutros-Ghali has called
for a special session of the General Assembly in 1996 to consider the financial future
of the UN.50

VII. The machinery of UN reform

Paradoxically, one of the stumbling blocks to UN reform is that the organization is
using its existing flawed machinery, with its ponderous procedures and need to con-
sider the views of all member states, to pursue reform. While this was inevitable,
given the state-centric nature of the organization, it stands in stark contrast to the
business world, where outside consultants are engaged whenever radical reorganiza-
tional changes are contemplated.

The chief means by which reform is being pursued is through ad hoc subsidiary
bodies of the General Assembly. These bodies, some of them formed as long ago as
1992, spent 1995 gathering and dissecting a myriad of reform proposals but without
reaching any conclusions.

In 1992 the Informal Open-ended Group on An Agenda for Peace was created to
examine Boutros-Ghali’s An Agenda for Peace, which contained proposals for exten-
sive reform in the area of peace and security, some of them clearly ahead of their
time.*! In January 1995 he released a Supplement to An Agenda for Peace containing
further proposals, many inspired by stark lessons drawn from the UN’s previous three
tumultuous years of preventive diplomacy, peacekeeping, peace making and peace
enforcement.52 These were still being considered as 1995 ended. In 1996 the Group
will concentrate on the issues of preventive diplomacy and UN sanctions.

In 1993 the Assembly established the Open-ended Working Group on Membership
of the Security Council. Although there were intense consultations in the group
throughout 1995 and all permutations of Council reform were tabled and considered,
no decisions were made.

In 1994 the Ad Hoc Open-ended Working Group of the General Assembly on An
Agenda for Development was established, not to consider Boutros-Ghali’'s recom-
mendations, of which there were surprisingly few, but to draw practical proposals

49 “The UN at fifty: looking back and looking forward’, Statement to the Fiftieth General Assembly of
the United Nations by Senator Gareth Evans, Foreign Minister of Australia, New York, 2 Oct. 1995,
p. 10.

50 UN, Interview with the Secretary-General of the United Nations, New York, UN document
SG/SM/95/331, 18 Dec. 1995, p. 11.

51 Boutros Boutros-Ghali, An Agenda for Peace: Preventive Diplomacy, Peacemaking and Peace-
keeping, Report of the Secretary-General pursuant to the statement adopted by the Summit Meeting of
the Security Council on 31 January 1992 (United Nations: New York, 1992), reproduced in SIPRI Year-
book 1993: World Armaments and Disarmament (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1993), appendix 2A,
pp. 66-80. For analyses see Hill, R., ‘Preventive diplomacy, peace-making and peace-keeping’, in the
same volume, pp. 45-60; and Findlay, T., ‘Multilateral conflict prevention, management and resolution’,
SIPRI Yearbook 1994 (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1994), pp. 14-19 and passim.

52 UN, Supplement to an Agenda for Peace: position paper of the Secretary-General on the occasion
of the 50th anniversary of the United Nations, UN document A/50/60, S/19951, 3 Jan. 1995. See chap-
ter 2 in this volume for details. Excerpts from the text are reproduced in appendix 2B in this volume.



CONFLICT PREVENTION, MANAGEMENT AND RESOLUTION 131

from the philosophical approach to development he outlined.53 Also in 1994 a High-
Level Open-ended Working Group on the Financial Situation of the Organization
was convened to consider remedies for the UN’s dire financial situation, especially
assessments and arrears.

Finally, in September 1995, in the last days of the year’s General Assembly ses-
sion, a High Level Open-ended Working Group on the Strengthening of the United
Nations System was inaugurated to review proposals to revitalize, strengthen and
reform the UN system. It was mandated to report to the Assembly by 14 September
1996.54

This tangle of committees with overlapping membership and subject-matter clearly
needed its own process of reform and rationalization. The President of the General
Assembly in 1995, Diogo Freitas do Amaral of Portugal, chairman of all five work-
ing groups except that on the Agenda for Peace (chaired by Egypt), devised a coordi-
nated plan of action to achieve this.5> The working groups on the agendas for peace
and development were to be considered as dealing with purposes and objectives,
while the remaining three groups were considered to be dealing with ‘ways and
means’. Their work programmes would be structured accordingly to avoid overlap,
and the groups ‘interlinked’ to facilitate coordination and complementarity and
sustain progress in all of them. A common meeting timetable was agreed (they would
all begin their substantive work on 15 January 1996), a trust fund was established to
fund reform proposals and a schedule of topics to be dealt with was determined.
Towards the end of 1996 the work of all the committees will be pooled to produce a
global package for UN reform.

Meanwhile, the Special Committee on the Charter of the United Nations and on the
Strengthening of the Role of the Organization, established as long ago as 1974,
recommended just one reform measure in 1995: the deletion of those parts of
Articles 53, 77 and 107 of the Charter which brand Germany, Italy and Japan and
their World War II allies as ‘enemy states’ of the UN membership. By the end of the
year the General Assembly had put in motion the procedure for securing this Charter
amendment.5¢ While these provisions were startlingly anachronistic in the 50th
anniversary year, their justifiable deletion could hardly be labelled major UN
reform.7

A harbinger of a much more significant reform came with the Assembly’s decision
in December to establish a Preparatory Committee to draft a widely acceptable con-
vention for an International Criminal Court.5® The establishment of such a court
would obviate the need for convening ad hoc tribunals as in the cases of the former
Yugoslavia and Rwanda to try suspects accused of committing gross human rights
abuses, including genocide.®®

The recommendations of all these committees will eventually be considered by the
plenary of the General Assembly at its 1996 session. Reforms necessitating Charter
amendment require a two-thirds majority of the Assembly and subsequent ratification

53 UN, An Agenda for Development, Report of the Secretary-General, UN document A/48/935,
6 May 1994.

54 International Report, 15 Sep. 1995, p. 1.

55 Transcript of press conference by General Assembly President Prof. Diogo Freitas do Amaral, UN,
Press Release GA/95/43, 21 Dec. 1995, pp. 3-4.

56 UN, Press Release DH/2040, 11 Dec. 1995, p. 2.

51 UN Chronicle, June 1995, p. 74.

58 UN, Press Release DH/2040, 11 Dec. 1995, p. 2.

59 For further details see chapter 2 in this volume.
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by two-thirds of the UN membership, including the five permanent members of the
Security Council. Other reforms may be implemented by decision of a majority of the
Assembly. The specialized and other agencies will have their own problematic
decision-making processes to go through in response to reform proposals that affect
them.

VIII. Conclusions

In its first 50 years the UN saved millions of lives, clothed, fed and sheltered millions
more, oversaw decolonization, kept the peace in war-torn situations, and helped
resolve and prevent conflict in others. For its member states it has provided a talking
shop, a scapegoat and a punching bag. It must be borne in mind that, as in the past,
the future UN will only be as effective as its member states allow it to be. Formidable
obstacles stand in the way of radical reform, including a lack of political will and
financial constraints. None the less these constraints, whether of power, finance or
bureaucratization, are all within the ability of member states to change. There is no
dearth of creative ideas on the table. It remains to be seen in 1996 whether member
states will have the political will to begin the reform process so urgently required.



3. The divided nations of China and Korea:
discord and dialogue

BATES GILL*

I. Introduction

Five years into the post-cold war era and at the dawn of the ‘Pacific Century’,
the bitter legacies of the cold war carry on in the discordant relations between
mainland China and Taiwan and between North and South Korea.! These
tense areas of potential conflict stand out as the greatest threats to regional
stability in East Asia for the foreseeable future.

Developments in the first half of the 1990s have had a particularly profound
influence on the divisive relations on the Korean peninsula and across the
Taiwan Strait. On the one hand, there were the most hopeful developments to
date regarding the resolution of these two disputes: new channels of dialogue
and contact were established in the political, economic, humanitarian and cul-
tural spheres. On the other hand, tensions continue to threaten a peaceful set-
tlement of differences.

This chapter documents and analyses the ongoing processes of bilateral dia-
logue which have been initiated in China and Korea. The concluding section
of the chapter comparatively analyses these dialogue processes, identifies the
key successes and problems which they face, and suggests how these pro-
cesses affect the prospects for regional stability.2 The prospects for ‘reunifica-
tion’ of Taiwan and mainland China and of North and South Korea remain an
open question and are not directly addressed here. Furthermore, while recog-
nizing the critical importance of third parties in influencing the outcome of
settlements across the Taiwan Strait and in Korea, this chapter focuses largely
on the bilateral aspects of these divisions.

! In this chapter, ‘China’ refers to the geographic entity encompassing the mainland of China and
Taiwan. Similarly, ‘Korea’ refers to the geographic entity encompassing North and South Korea. As
necessary, the chapter refers to ‘mainland China’ (People’s Republic of China), ‘North Korea’ (Demo-
cratic People’s Republic of Korea), ‘South Korea’ (Republic of Korea) and ‘Taiwan’. The government
on Taiwan uses the term ‘Republic of China’, but the ‘Republic of China’ is not recognized by the
United Nations; as of 31 Dec. 1995, 31 countries recognize and conduct formal diplomatic relations with
the Republic of China.

2 Background information and references on historic and contemporary divisions and tensions in
North-East Asia are found in Gill, B., ‘North-East Asia and multilateral security institutions’, SIPR/
Yearbook 1994 (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1994), pp. 149-68.

* The author gratefully acknowledges the helpful research assistance of Kristina Han and Wu
Yun in the preparation of this chapter.

SIPRI Yearbook 1996: Armaments, Disarmament and International Security
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IL. Channels of dialogue on the Korean peninsula

Formally separated since the Korean Armistice Agreement of 1953, North and
South Korea have remained militarily poised against one another and make
the areas on either side of the demilitarized zone (DMZ) which divides the
peninsula one of the most heavily militarized in the world. Trust is nearly
absent in the relationship, and both sides take actions which undermine mutual
confidence.

In spite of these constant and threatening animosities, the two sides
achieved some slow progress in reconciliation in the first half of the 1990s and
in 1994-95. Inter-Korean dialogue is a complex of bilateral relations and
developments of which three aspects can be identified and examined: official,
economic, and humanitarian and cultural contacts.

Official contacts

On 4 July 1972, North and South Korea published a seven-point communiqué
agreeing to end hostility and to work together for peaceful reunification.
However, owing to frequent disagreements this official channel of dialogue
has often been suspended for long periods (e.g., from June 1973 to February
1979 and from December 1985 to August 1988). As a result of discussions
initiated in August 1988, the two sides reached agreement to hold the first
meeting between their prime ministers in September 1990.? These ministerial
meetings—known as ‘high-level talks’—proved to be the critical conduit for
several breakthroughs in the North—South dialogue in 1991-92.

Inter-Korean accords

A significant breakthrough was reached in October 1991 at the fourth high-
level talks when North and South Korea agreed to work on the first formal
inter-Korean accords since 1972. As a result at the fifth round of high-level
talks in Seoul, in December 1991, the two sides signed the Agreement on
Reconciliation, Nonaggression, and Exchanges and Cooperation (the ‘Basic
Agreement’). The document was ratified by both sides and formally entered
into effect in February 1992 at the sixth round of high-level talks, held in
Pyongyang (see table 3.1). At that meeting the two sides also signed the
North-South Joint Declaration on the Denuclearization of the Korean Penin-
sula. It declares that North and South Korea ‘shall not test, manufacture, pro-
duce, receive, possess, store, deploy or use nuclear weapons’.* This agreement
goes significantly beyond the commitments both governments made in the

3 The text of the Agreement on Opening of the South—North High-Level Talks is found in Intra-
Korean Agreements (National Unification Board: Seoul, Oct. 1992), pp. 55-60.

4 Texts of the Basic Agreement and the Joint Declaration on the Denuclearization of the Korean
Peninsula are found in Intra-Korean Agreements (note 3), pp. 3-9, 49-50.
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Table 3.1. Summary of key articles in the Agreement on Reconciliation, Non-
Aggression and Exchanges and Cooperation, 13 December 1991

Section/article Article description

Section 1. Reconciliation

Article 1 Mutual respect for political systems of one another

Article 2 Mutual non-interference in internal affairs of one another
Article 3 Agreement not to ‘slander or vilify’ one another

Article 4 Agreement not to ‘sabotage or overthrow’ one another
Article 5 Agreement to ‘transform the present state of armistice regime

into a solid state of peace’ and to abide by the armistice until
a state of peace is realized

Section 2. Non-aggression

Article 9 Agreement not to use armed force nor armed aggression against
one another

Article 12 Agreement to establish a Joint Military Committee to discuss
and carry out military confidence-building and arms reduction
measures

Section 3. Exchanges and Cooperation

Article 15 Agreement to conduct economic exchanges and cooperation,
including resource development, investment and trade

Article 16 Agreement to conduct exchanges and cooperation in a broad

range of fields, including science, technology, education,
culture, sports, and print and broadcast media

Articles 17-18 Agreement to permit free inter-Korean travel, correspondence,
reunions and visits
Articles 19-20 Agreement to open transport links between each other, and to

facilitate North~South post and telecommunication services

Source: Intra-Korean Agreements (National Unification Board: Seoul, Oct. 1992), pp. 3-7.

1968 Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT)—which prohibits them from acquiring
nuclear weapons—in that it bans the stationing of nuclear weapons in North
and South Korea, forbids the production of fissile material in North and South
Korea, and includes a potentially highly intrusive verification procedure.
However, to date neither side has taken steps towards formally implementing
this agreement.

With these accords in place a number of important steps were taken to
improve dialogue and confidence. A Joint Nuclear Control Commission was
established and held its first meeting in March 1992 to facilitate the imple-
mentation of the denuclearization declaration. The military, political and
cooperative exchange subcommittees began holding regular meetings in
March 1992. In May 1992, at the seventh round of high-level talks, the two
sides formally established several working commissions: the Joint Military
Commission, the Joint Commission for Economic Exchanges and Coopera-
tion, and the Joint Commission for Social and Cultural Exchanges and Coop-
eration. In addition, at the May 1992 meeting government liaison offices were
opened at the Panmunjom truce village in the DMZ, marking the first time
that the two sides established official organizations to facilitate North—South
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contact.’ In September 1992, at the eighth round of high-level talks, the two
sides signed three auxiliary protocols intended to more specifically supple-
ment the chapters of the Basic Agreement.

By the end of 1992, however, these channels for inter-Korean dialogue
became increasingly strained and embroiled in broader issues. The North
Korean threat to withdraw from the NPT in March 1993 brought an abrupt
halt to North-South Korean dialogue. Subsequent efforts in 1994 to regenerate
discussions included plans to hold the first-ever Korean presidential summit
meeting. The planned July 1994 meeting between North Korean President
Kim Il Sung and South Korean President Kim Young Sam promised an his-
toric opportunity for reconciliation on the Korean peninsula. However, the
summit meeting was cancelled and political talks between North and South
Korea were suspended with the death of Kim I1 Sung on 8 July 1994.

The Agreed Framework and KEDO

On 21 October 1994 the United States and North Korea signed an ‘Agreed
Framework’ derived from an effort, in the words of the document, ‘to negoti-
ate an overall resolution of the nuclear issue on the Korean Peninsula’.
Articles 2 and 3 in Section 3 of the Agreed Framework state that North Korea
‘will consistently take steps to implement the North-South Joint Declaration
on the Denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula’ and ‘will engage in North—
South dialogue, as this Agreed Framework will help create an atmosphere that
promotes such dialogue.’

The Agreed Framework also stipulates that the USA will lead a project to
build two light-water reactors (LWRs) for North Korea. While the accord
explicitly states that the ‘U.S., representing the international consortium, will
serve as the principal point of contact’ with North Korea on the LWR project,
it is clearly the intention of the USA and South Korea that the LWR project
serve as a conduit for North—South Korean exchange and dialogue. Indeed,
from the outset of US—North Korean discussions to resolve the issue of North
Korea’s adherence to its NPT commitments, Washington insisted that pro-
gress on nuclear issues and normalization must be linked to good-faith efforts
by Pyongyang to engage in dialogue with the South. South Korea supports this

3 For a discussion of the establishment of the commissions and liaison office, see Yim Young-kyu
(ed.), Korea Annual 1992 (Yonhap News Agency: Seoul, 1992), pp. 90-95, 399-402. The texts of the
agreements to establish the Joint Nuclear Control Commission, the Joint Military Commission, and the
Joint Commissions for Exchanges and Cooperation, and the liaison offices are found in Intra-Korean
Agreements (note 3), pp. 3948, 51-54.

6 Agreed Framework of 21 October 1994 between the United States of America and the Democratic
People’s Republic of Korea, IAEA document INFCIRC/457, 2 Nov. 1994. For analyses of the agree-
ment, see chapter 13 in this volume; Davis, Z. and Donnelly, W., The U.S.—North Korea ‘Agreed Frame-
work’ to End North Korea's Nuclear Weapons Program (Congressional Research Service: Washington,
DC, 3 Aug. 1995); and Wilborn, T. L., Strategic Implications of the U.S.—~DPRK Framework Agreement
(Strategic Studies Institute US Army War College: Carlisle Barracks, Pa., 3 Apr. 1995). For in-depth
studies detailing the development of the North Korean nuclear programme and the events related to the
Agreed Framework, see Mazarr, M. J., North Korea and the Bomb: A Case Study in Nonproliferation
(Macmillan: London, 1995); and Reiss, M., Bridled Ambitions: Why Countries Constrain Their Nuclear
Ambitions (Woodrow Wilson Center: Washington, DC, 1995).
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stance, but the North—fearful of absorption by the South and seeking greater
international recognition, especially from Washington—hopes to radically
improve ties with the USA while de-linking them from the issue of North—
South Korean dialogue.” With the South expected to make the largest financial
contribution to the Agreed Framework (approximately 70 per cent of the
expected $4.5-billion cost for the two LWRs) and with clear political,
economic and security interests at stake, Seoul seeks a central role in its
implementation.

However, the issue of North-South dialogue is not explicitly linked to any
steps undertaken or achieved within the Agreed Framework. Moreover, it is
not explicitly stated in the Agreed Framework who will provide the LWRs,
although the Clinton Administration understood that the LWRs would be
acquired from South Korea. However, even before the Agreed Framework
was signed North Korea refused for political reasons to accept a package
which included South Korean LWRs. An ‘international consortium’ was cre-
ated to act as the provider of the LWRs precisely to avoid this potential
obstacle to progress. That international consortium—the Korean Peninsula
Energy Development Organization (KEDO)—was formally established in
March 1995. Article II (a) of the agreement establishing KEDO stipulates that
the LWR project in North Korea is to consist of two reactors of the South
Korean standard nuclear plant and that the Ulchin 3 and Ulchin 4 South
Korean reactors are to be the reference models.?

After lengthy negotiations between the USA and North Korea in the spring
of 1995, the two issued a joint press release on 13 June 1995 stating that the
reactor model would be ‘selected by KEDO’, that it would be ‘the advanced
version of U.S.-origin design and technology’ and that ‘KEDO will select a
prime contractor to carry out the project’.? On the same day, the KEDO Exec-
utive Board issued a resolution which noted the joint US—North Korean press
statement and stated that ‘KEDO will select a qualified firm from the
Republic of Korea [South Korea] as prime contractor’ for the LWRs project,
and that KEDO should ‘begin discussions with Korea Electric Power Cor-
poration (KEPCO) in connection with the prime contract’. In addition, the
resolution stated that KEDO would begin negotiations with North Korea to
arrange necessary site surveys and continued implementation of the LWR pro-
ject, and that KEDO delegations and teams would include ‘nationals of each

7 South Korean President Kim Young Sam noted in early Jan, 1994 that ‘international inspections of
suspected North Korean nuclear sites should be carried out simultaneously with inter-Korean dialogue’.
‘Chronicle of selected events on security concerning Korea (October 1993 through March 1994)’,
Korean Journal of Defense Analysis, vol. 6, no. 1 (summer 1994), p. 288. However, in Apr. 1994 under
pressure from Washington, which wished to resume high-level talks, the South dropped its insistence for
a North—South exchange of presidential envoys as a precondition for those talks. ‘Chronicle of selected
events on security concerning Korea (April 1994 through September 1994)’, Korean Journal of Defense
Analysis, vol. 6, no. 2 (winter 1994), p. 367. See also Mazarr (note 6), p. 156.

8 Ulchin 3 and Ulchin 4 are 2 nuclear power plants under construction in North Kyongsang Province,
South Korea, set to begin operation in 1998 and 1999, respectively. ‘Ulchin power plants set “Korean-
standard”’, Korea Newsreview (Seoul), 24 June 1995, p. 6. This plant model was originally developed
and designed in the USA.

9 “Joint U.S.~North Korean press statement’, 13 June 1995, reprinted in Arms Control Today, vol. 25,
no. 6 (July/Aug. 1995), p. 26.
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member country of the Executive Board’.!0 These twin statements created a
situation in which North Korea accepted an LWR of US design but one which
would be supplied by a South Korean contractor. Furthermore, it is intended
that South Korea will be fully represented in all future dealings between
KEDO and North Korea.

The LWR project serves as the centrepiece of KEDO’s work in North Korea
and will function as a principal point of contact between North and South
Korea. KEDO is also tasked with financing and implementing heavy-oil ship-
ments to North Korea totalling 500 000 tonnes (t) annually pending comple-
tion of the first LWR. In addition, KEDO is charged with the safe storage and
eventual removal from North Korea of 8000 spent fuel rods located in a cool-
ing pond at the Yongbyon nuclear facility. These responsibilities offer addi-
tional opportunities within the Agreed Framework to develop North-South
ties and provide a long-term venue for official discussions with North Korea
on the nuclear issue.

It is also possible that economic relations between the two Korean states
might be enhanced with the provision by South Korean firms of certain
‘accessory’ services and facilities which North Korea has said it will require to
fully implement the Agreed Framework. Such items might include road con-
struction and other infrastructure improvements.

Economic and trade relations

North and South Korea share complementary advantages in trade and other
economic relations, but the realities of politics have thus far hindered the full
development of this aspect of their bilateral ties. Yet the nature of North—
South economic relations cannot be seen as distinct from politics. Efforts by
the South to create broader economic linkages are part of Seoul’s long-term
unification strategy to the extent that they contribute to the social, political and
economic transformation of North Korea. For the North, economic relations
with the South carry with them both the prospect of economic benefits and
potentially enormous political disadvantages.

In recent years, particularly since 1991, inter-Korean trade has grown con-
siderably, but numerous problems attend the relationship. Trade with the
North remains a small portion of the South’s overall trade. Since 1989, when
trade relations between the two sides officially opened, the volume of two-
way trade between North and South Korea has expanded more than thirteen-
fold.!" In the period 1989-94, North Korean exports to the South accounted
for 93 per cent of the total bilateral trade. The value of total inter-Korean trade

10 Korean Peninsula Energy Development Organization Executive Board Resolution 1995-12,
13 June 1995, reprinted in Arms Control Today, vol. 25, no. 6 (July/Aug. 1995), p. 26.

11 Offers to open trade between North and South Korea were first officially made in statements by
South Korean President Roh Tae Woo and Economic Planning Minister Rha Woong Bae in mid- to late
1988. See Lee Chung-moo, ‘Nurturing friendly ties’, Korea Economic Report, Nov. 1988, pp. 10-15.
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Table 3.2. Inter-Korean trade, 1988-95¢

Figures are in US $m. Figures in italics show per cent annual change over the previous year.

Year North to South to Total

South Change North Change trade Change
1988 1.0 - - - 1.0 -
1989 222 2044.1 0.1 - 22.3 2050.8
1990 20.3 -85 4.7 6756.5 25.1 12.5
1991 165.9 715.1 26.2 453.3 1922 666.1
1992 200.7 20.9 12.8 -51.0 2135 11.1
1993 188.5 -6.1 10.3 -19.9 198.8 -6.9
1994 203.5 7.9 25.4 -146.6 228.9 15.2
1995 228.1 12,1 71.2 180.3 299.3 30.7
Total 1030.5 150.7 11811

4 Totals may not add up due to rounding.

Source: Adapted from Nambookkyoryuhyopryok Donghyang [North—South exchange and
cooperation trends monthly], no. 54 (National Unification Board: Seoul, Dec. 1995), p. 19.

since 1989 was over $1 billion in 1995 (see table 3.2). This level of trade has
made South Korea the North’s third largest trading partner, after Japan and
China.?

Perhaps more significantly for inter-Korean relations, in 1995 there was
renewed interest in South Korean private investments in North Korea. This
resulted from the decision by Seoul in November 1994 to end the two-year
ban on direct business investment by the South in the North and to invigorate
economic relations between the two states.!® The first approval for direct
investment under the new regulations came in May 1995, when the South
Korean Government approved the plan by the Daewoo Corporation to invest
$5.12 million to establish a joint venture with the North Korean Samchonri
Group to build a textile factory in Nampo. Daewoo later won approval in June
to send 13 engineers and technicians to North Korea to begin preparing for
construction of the site. In June 1995 the Kukje Corporation gained approval
to invest $3.5 million, and the Hanil Synthetic Fiber Industry Company was
given approval to invest $5.8 million in North Korean projects.!4

The unprecedented Daewoo venture marked the first time that an investment
arrangement was completed between North and South Korea. In addition, the
engineers and technicians from Daewoo were granted the first long-term resi-
dence permits given to South Koreans since 1953. Such arrangements will
allow the extremely rare opportunity for non-North Koreans to work closely

12 Jinwook Choi, ‘Inter-Korean economic cooperation: a vital element of Seoul’s unification policy’,
Korean Journal of National Unification, no. 4 (1995), p. 145.

13 Burton, J., ‘South Korea eases curbs on economic ties with North’, Financial Times, 8 Nov. 1994,
p. 18.

14 ‘\DPRK OKs Southem firms’, China Daily, 27 June 1995, p. A6, cited in NAPSNet Daily Report,
Nautilus Institute, 27 July 1995, part 2, p. 2. One source notes that in 1992 ‘South Korea’s Kolon Corp.
began original equipment manufacturing . . . of knapsacks at a joint venture plant on the outskirts of
Pyongyang in January this year [1992]’. See Kim Chong-tae, ‘Perfect partners?’, Korea Economic
Report (Aug. 1992), p. 17.
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with North Korean citizens—such contact is normally forbidden or carefully
monitored by the North Korean Government. !

Since November 1994 South Korean investors have stepped up exploratory
visits to the North in search of investment opportunities.!¢ According to a poll
by the South Korean Ministry of Trade, Industry and Energy, 62.6 per cent of
small and medium companies queried in the South wish to invest in North
Korea.!” Some major corporations in South Korea have ambitious—as yet
unrealized—plans for the North, such as the agreement reached in January
1992 between the Daewoo Corporation and North Korea to construct a large
industrial zone in Nampo for South Korean manufacturing firms.!8

North Korea has taken steps to facilitate and expand North—South economic
relations. In September 1984 North Korea enacted its first Joint Venture Law,
and in 1991 North Korea announced the opening of the Ranjin—-Sonbong free
economic and trade zone and has since encouraged potential South Korean
and other investors to locate there.!® In order to induce greater foreign invest-
ment in North Korea the Pyongyang Government promulgated a series of laws
in 1992 and 1993, including regulations on joint ventures, taxation, foreign
exchange control and free-trade zones.? However, by the end of 1995 this
area had yet to attract much foreign investment, owing to the closed and
uncertain nature of the North Korean system and competition from other
attractive investment opportunities in East Asia. In 1984-93 the North
attracted only $150 million for 140 foreign investment projects. Fully 90 per
cent of the investments in these projects were made by members of the Gen-
eral Association of Korean Residents in Japan.2!

The governments of North and South Korea, along with those of mainland
China, Mongolia and Russia, formally signed an inter-governmental agree-
ment for the joint development of the Tumen River Area Development Project
(TRADP) on 6 December 1995. This multilateral development project—in

15.0n the Daewoo deal and its potential for North-South ties, see Shim Jae Hoon, ‘Bridging the
divide’, Far Eastern Economic Review, 14 Sep. 1995, p. 63.

16 *Bizmen to visit NK’s Sonbong’, Korea Times, 20 Sep. 1995, p. 8, cited in NAPSNet Daily Report,
Nautilus Institute, 20 Sep 1995, p. 3; ‘Samsung to set up in N. Korea’, Financial Times, 17 Jan. 1995,
p. 4; ‘Chung Ju-yung [honorary chairman of Hyundai Business Group] to resume business activities’,
Korea Herald, 20 Aug. 1995, p. 8, cited in NAPSNet Daily Report, Nautilus Institute, 21 Aug. 1995,
p. 5; and Shim Jae Hoon, ‘Dangerous deadlock’, Far Eastern Economic Review, 22 June 1995, p. 50.

17 The poll noted, however, that 89.1% of those preferred to wait until after 1997—watching
North-South relations—before investing. ‘Small firms eager to invest in NK in electronics, machinery
after '97°, Korea Times, 25 July 1995, cited in NAPSNet Daily Report, Nautilus Institute, 25 July 1995,
part 1, p. 3.

18 Kim Chong-tae (note 14), p. 16. South Korea’s largest cement producer, the Ssangyong Group,
wishes to set up a joint venture in North Korea, and the Samsung Group has expressed an interest in
developing port construction and telecommunications projects in the North. See Shim Jae Hoon
(note 15).

19 ‘Western companies eager to enter N. Korea’, Korea Times, 22 Aug. 1995, p. 8, cited in NAPSNet
Daiév Report, Nautilus Institute, 22 Aug. 1995, p. 3.

20 *North Korean laws on foreign investment’, “The law on free economic and trade zone’, ‘Law on
the leasing of land’ and ‘Enactment of laws and enforcement decrees for foreign investment’, ed. Chong
Bong-uk, North Korea: The Land That Never Changes (Naewoe Press: Seoul, 1995), pp. 23045, 257.

21 Young Namkoong, *‘An analysis on management and results of North Korean policy to induce
foreign capital’, RINU [Research Institute for National Unification, Seoul] Newsletter, vol. 4, no. 2 (June
1995), p. 8. The General Association of Korean Residents in Japan is an organization with pro-North
sympathies and close ties to the national government in Pyongyang.
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which North and South Korea will act as partners—may contribute to better
economic and political relations in North-East Asia and open the North
Korean economy and society to greater outside influence. In addition to its
five member countries, Japan and international organizations participate in
TRADP as observers.22 For both North and South Korea the short-term polit-
ical implications of these economic ties are more important than potential
long-term economic gains.

Humanitarian ties

In 1995 two devastating developments for the North brought great pressure on
Pyongyang to tolerate more humanitarian ties with South Korea and with the
international community. The first was the significant shortfall of grain pro-
duction in the North—estimated to be 2.6 million t short of the 1995 require-
ment of 6.72 million t—owing to poor weather conditions.?? The second was
the extensive losses of life and property sustained during widespread flooding
in North Korea in August 1995.

The rice talks

In June 1995, the chairman of North Korea’s International Trade Promotion
Committee stated in discussions with Japanese officials that North Korea
would accept rice aid from South Korea if it were provided without political
preconditions.?* The South responded favourably and officials from both sides
held the first round of ‘rice talks’ in Beijing beginning on 17 June 1995.
Agreement was reached on 21 June that South Korea would ship 150 000 t
of rice to the North free of charge. In order to alleviate political sensitivities
the agreement did not mention the names of the negotiators; the rice was to be
shipped without indication as to its place of origin and the shipment was to be
handled by the quasi-governmental Korea Trade-Investment Promotion
Agency (KOTRA), rather than the South Korean Government.? The initial
shipments were marred when North Korea required a South Korean ship
delivering rice—the first to arrive under the agreement—to fly the North

22 The Tumen River development project is located in the far north-east of the Korean peninsula
where the Tumen River empties into the Sea of Japan and where the borders of China, North Korea and
Russia converge. The project has evolved with the support of the United Nations Development Pro-
gramme from an initiative first suggested by China in July 1990. Sejong Institute, Tumen River Area
Development Project: The Political Economy of Cooperation in Northeast Asia (Sejong Institute: Seoul,
1995). For a critical perspective on the prospects for TRADP, see Noland, M., ‘The North Korean
economy’, Joint U.S.—Korean Academic Studies, vol. 6 (1995).

23 South to give North 150 000 tons of rice’, Korea Newsreview, 24 June 1995, p. 4. North Korean
govemment statistics report that the country’s annual requirement for rice is 7.639 million tonnes, and
that estimate for the 1995-96 crop (before the July/Aug. 1995 floods) was 5.665 million tonnes, a
1.974 million-tonne shortfall. The two estimates show a 25-38% shortfall of annual requirements.
United Nations Department of Humanitarian Affairs, Democratic People’s Republic of Korea:
Assessment of Damage and Immediate Relief Requirements Following Floods, 12 Sep. 1995, as
transcribed in NAPSNer Daily Report, Nautilus Institute, 18 Sep. 1995, parts 1 and 2.

24 «Seoul ready to provide P’yang with food grains’, Korea Newsreview, 3 June 1995,

25 «South to give North 150 000 tons of rice’ (note 23), p. 4.
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Korean flag. After diplomatic démarches, rice shipments resumed in mid-July
1995.%

In the second round of talks, in mid-July, the North expressed interest in the
possibility of South Korean investments in the Rajin—-Sonbong special eco-
nomic zone, and the two sides discussed improvements in shipping commun-
ications as well as further rice aid.?? However, North Korea resisted South
Korean efforts to link other issues to the rice talks, such as the detention of a
South Korean fishing crew and trawler, the Woosung No. 8, held in North
Korea since late May 1995. The third round of rice talks was intended to con-
tinue discussions on economic cooperation and rice aid, but it was cancelled
by Pyongyang on 10 August as a result of another incident involving a South
Korean ship delivering rice to the North. The ship and its crew were detained
by North Korean authorities on the grounds that a crew member who photo-
graphed the port where the deliveries were made had engaged in spying activ-
ities. After negotiations the ship and its crew were released on 13 August.

The third round of talks was held in late September 1995, but no progress
was made since the North wished to keep the discussions focused on the issue
of rice shipments while the South tried to expand the agenda to consider other
items. The two sides did not agree to hold a fourth round of talks, and the last
delivery of the originally pledged 150 000 t of rice was made on 7 October
1995.%2 Even after the release of the crew of the Woosung No. 8, South Korea
refused to discuss further rice aid until North Korea agreed to broader North—
South dialogue at an official level.? ’

Owing to the fact that the 1995 rice talks represented the first official dia-
logue between North and South at any level since the death of Kim Il Sung in
July 1994, they were appreciated more for their political than their humanitar-
ian potential, particularly in South Korea.?* South Korean negotiators sought
to broach a number of issues in addition to rice aid, and the offer of further
humanitarian assistance was explicitly linked to progress on the political front.
In the words of South Korean Vice-Minister for Unification Song Young-dae,

26 “Rice aid to North Korea will go on as scheduled’, Korea Herald, 11 July 1995, p. 2, cited in
NAPSNet Daily Report, Nautilus Institute, 13 July 1995, p. 3.

27 ‘Issues other than rice aid to be tackled’, Korea Times, 15 July 1995, p. 2; *““Rice talks” said to
focus on a variety of issues’, Korea Herald, 16 July 1995, p. 1; and ‘South, North, discuss rice, other
inter-Korean issues’, Korea Times, 17 July 1995, p. 1 as cited in NAPSNet Daily Report, Nautilus
Institute, 19 July 1995, p. 4.

28 See note 27.

29 Five crew members returned to South Korea on 26 Dec. 1995. The ashes of the remaining 3 crew-
men—2 were killed during the ship’s capture and one later died of illness—were also returned on that
day. The ship was not returned. ‘5 in crew set free by North Koreans’, International Herald Tribune,
23-25 Dec. 1995, p. §5; and ‘Captives release fails to restart Seoul rice aid’, International Herald
Tribune, 28 Dec. 1995, p. 4.

30 An analysis of the possible political and economic significance of the rice talks is offered in Choi
Jin-wook, ‘The meaning of South Korea's rice supply to the North’, RINU Newsletter, vol. 4, no. 2 (June
1995), p. 9. See also Choi Nam-hyun, ‘Food aid accord may serve as icebreaker in S-N talks’, Korea
Newsreview, 24 June 1995, p. 5; and ‘Seoul seeks S-N economic panel at rice talks’, Korea Herald,
14 July 1995, p. 1, cited in NAPSNet Daily Report, Nautilus Institute, 14 July 1995, part 1, p. 2.
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‘for additional rice assistance, there must be a change in North Korea’s atti-
tude toward us’.

Flood relief

According to United Nations reports, widespread flooding in North Korea in
July and August 1995 killed nearly 100 persons, left some 500 000 persons
homeless and swept away an estimated 1.9 million t of food grains and
1.195 million hectares of crop land. The flooding also caused extensive dam-
age to hospitals, clinics and schools, engendered the spread of disease, and
destroyed portions of the national transport and communication infrastructure.
In September Pyongyang estimated the cost of the flood damage at $15 bil-
lion.32

Reports of the disaster first came out of North Korea in mid-August,? and at
the request of the North Korean Government a UN team led by the Depart-
ment of Human Affairs arrived in North Korea to assess the damage on 29
August. The UN team was allowed access to three principal areas of North
Korea in making its assessment from 29 August until 9 September. It issued
an appeal to the international community for $16 million worth of assistance.

The official response of the South Korean Government to these appeals was
muted at first. On 7 September 1995, the South Korean Vice-Prime Minister
and Minister of Unification declined to offer aid to North Korea, citing the
unresolved problem of the Woosung No. 8, persistently negative propaganda
from the North and the turning of South Korean public opinion against the
North. On 15 September Seoul announced that it would provide medicine,
clothes and blankets worth $50 000 to the North through the South Korean
Red Cross. This was a significant cut-back from the $2 million in aid which
the Ministry of Unification initially sought from the South Korean Govern-
ment. The position of the government did not preclude the assistance of
private organizations, although the South Korean Minister for Unification said
that ‘it is inappropriate for large conglomerates to offer aid’ with an eye to
generating business contracts.’ The South Korean Government preferred that

31 Quoted in ‘Captives release fails to restart Seoul rice aid’, International Herald Tribune, 28 Dec.
1995, p. 4.

32 An initial assessment of the flood damage is offered in United Nations Department of Humanitar-
ian Affairs (note 23). With an estimated GNP of approximately $20 billion, the figure of $15 billion is
considered extremely high.

33 Reuter, ‘Flood damage feared in food-shortage [sic] North Korea’, 18 Aug. 1995, cited in NAPSNet
Dai‘I‘y Report, Nautilus Institute, 20 Aug. 1995, p. 1.

34 The areas were in North Hwanghae, North Pyongan and Chagang provinces, including areas on the
Amnok river basin along the Chinese border near Sinuiju city, along the Chongchon river near Pakchon
and Anju cities, and to the south of Pyongyang near Pongean Rinsan and Chonggye-ri cities. United
Nations Department of Humanitarian Affairs (note 23).

35 Office of the United Nations Resident Coordinator and United Nations Development Programme
Resident Representative, ‘Flood relief target within sight’, Press Release, no. 3, 15 Sep. 1995 as tran-
scribed in NAPSNet Daily Report, Nautilus Institute, 15 Sep. 1995, part 1, p. 1. A South Korean publica-
tion notes that North Korea requested some $491 million worth of aid from the United Nations. ‘North
Korean diplomats make all-out efforts to obtain foreign aid’, Vantage Point, Oct. 1995, p. 17.

36 Remarks attributed to Rha Woong-bae in ‘KNRC to convey southern relief to NK’, Korea Times,
15 Sep. 1995, p. 1, cited in NAPSNet Daily Report, Nautilus Institute, 19 Sep. 1995, part 1, p. 5.
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the North make official government-to-government contact to discuss the
issue, but such requests were not made in 1995.

At the end of 1995 it was too early to discern precisely what effect the
flooding and subsequent international response would have on the further
opening of North Korea. The fact that North Korea made the mid-August
appeal and opened its doors to short-notice visits by international delegations
and emergency teams marks a significant step towards broader possibilities
for dialogue between North Korea and the international community. However,
it appeared that the North would remain extremely cautious in opening up to
the international community.

III. Channels of dialogue across the Taiwan Strait

Since the mid- to late 1980s, reformist policies in mainland China and on
Taiwan have resulted in a dramatic lessening of restrictions on contacts across
Taiwan Strait. In March 1991 the Straits Exchange Foundation (SEF) was
formally established on Taiwan as a nominally unofficial body to handle
cross-Strait ties with the mainland. In December 1991 Beijing established the
Association for Relations Across the Taiwan Straits (ARATS) with the aim of
establishing a semi-official conduit for dialogue with Taiwan. As a result of
these policies, the two sides have increased semi-official, economic and cul-
tural ties with one another.

In 1995 the dialogue between mainland China and Taiwan experienced both
encouraging progress and problematic set-backs. In early 1995 leaders in
mainland China and those on Taiwan issued conciliatory statements that set
out broad parameters for peaceful unification. In addition, economic relations
between the two sides continued to experience considerable growth. However,
this goodwill diminished in the wake of a June 1995 private visit by Taiwan’s
President Lee Teng-hui to the United States. Following that visit, high-level
and working-level talks between ARATS and SEF were suspended, and polit-
ical and military tensions rose to volatile levels.??

Semi-official dialogue

The ARATS-SEF talks

From both a symbolic and practical point of view, the most important recent
development for cross-Taiwan Strait relations was the establishment in 1991

37 This controversy is rooted in the fundamental differences of the 2 sides over the issue of Taiwan’s
political status. The mainland holds that Taiwan is an integral and subordinate part of the People’s
Republic of China. The government on Taiwan holds that Taiwan is a part of China, but that it currently
possesses a separate identity as a ‘political entity’ equal to that of the mainland. All governments having
official relations with mainland China accept Beijing’s ‘one-China’ principle, and the mainland
condemns efforts which may lead to a broader interpretation of Taiwan’s political status. Official
policies for cross-Strait relations for Taiwan and China are set out, respectively, in Mainland Affairs
Council, Relations Across the Taiwan Straits (Mainland Affairs Council: Taipei, July 1994) and Taiwan
Affairs Office and Information Office, The Taiwan Question and Reunification of China (State Council:
Beijing, Aug. 1993).
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of ostensibly private agencies—SEF and ARATS—to carry out semi-official
dialogue across the Taiwan Strait. SEF is funded in part (approximately two-
thirds) by the government on Taiwan and in part (approximately one-third) by
private support, and is overseen by a government agency, the Mainland
Affairs Council (MAC). Koo Chen-fu, head of the National Association of
Industry and Commerce and a member of the Central Standing Committee of
the KMT, is its chairman. The chairman of ARATS, Wang Daohan, was
formerly mayor of Shanghai. These two leaders first met in Singapore for the
ground-breaking Koo-Wang talks in April 1993, and by the end of 1995 a
total of 11 rounds of ARATS-SEF meetings had been held—7 rounds at the
working level and 4 rounds at the vice-chairman level (see table 3.3).

Four agreements were signed as a result of the first Koo-Wang talks.?8 In
practical terms, these agreements set the framework for future discussions
between the two sides, created a channel through which matters of urgency
could be handled more effectively, and set out basic rules concerning the
authentication of documents and the handling of registered mail deliveries. In
a Joint Statement the two sides also agreed to ‘definitely hold’ discussions
before the end of 1993 on five topics: repatriation of illegal immigrants, joint
efforts to suppress criminal activities in the Taiwan Strait, handling of fishery
disputes, protection of intellectual property, and mutual assistance to judicial
organs. In addition, in the Joint Statement the two sides agreed to work
together on enhancing economic cooperation and to promote mutual
exchanges of young people, members of the press, and science and technology
personnel. The meeting also kept discussions narrowly focused on practical
and functional matters, avoiding political rhetoric or exchanges. Most impor-
tantly, the meeting had the symbolic value of demonstrating the good faith of
both sides to enhance mutual confidence through dialogue.?

At the first round of talks held after the Koo-Wang meeting, however, the
two sides were unable to reach agreement on the agenda of future talks. In
addition to the five ‘definite’ discussion points set out in the Joint Statement,
ARATS also raised such issues as opening the Taiwan labour market to main-
land workers, loosening Taiwan restrictions on investments in the mainland
and convening a joint economic conference, all of which SEF refused to dis-
cuss as being outside the original Koo-Wang agenda agreed in April 1993. In
this sense the mainland efforts to expand and deepen the negotiating agenda
beyond ‘technical issues’ were similar to those by South Korea to broaden dis-
cussions with the North. The issuance at this time of the mainland China
White Paper on Taiwan—which was viewed by many on Taiwan as a tough-
worded and inflexible document—probably also contributed to the lack of
progress at the talks. Following the Koo-Wang meetings a second round of

38 For a full discussion of the first Koo-Wang meeting, see Koo Chen-fu, A Résumé of the Koo-Wang
Talks (Straits Exchange Foundation: Taipei, Dec. 1993), pp. 17-18.

39 A detailed review and analysis of the Koo-Wang process up to Sep. 1993 is offered in Hungdah
Chiu, ‘The Koo-Wang talks and intra-Chinese relations’, American Journal of Chinese Studies, vol. 2,
no. 2 (Oct. 1994), pp. 219-62.
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Table 3.3. ARATS-SEF meetings, 1993-95¢

Date

Description

25-27 Mar. 1993
11 Apr. 1993

25-26 Apr. 1993
27-29 Apr. 1993

30 Aug.-3 Sep. 1993

2-7 Nov. 1993

18-22 Dec. 1993

31 Jan.-5 Feb. 1994

25-31 Mar. 1994

31 July-3 Aug. 1994

4-7 Aug. 1994

22-27 Nov. 1994

21-27 Jan. 1995

21-27 Jan. 1995

27-29 May 1995

16 June 1995

Working-level preparatory meeting held in Beijing for first
Koo-Wang talks

Vice-chairman preparatory meeting held in Beijing for first
Koo-Wang talks

Vice-chairman preparatory meeting held in Singapore for first
Koo-Wang talks

First Koo-Wang talks held in Singapore between chairman of
ARATS Wang Daochan and the chairman of SEF Koo Chen-fu

First working-level meeting held in Beijing between deputy secretary
general of ARATS Sun Yafu and deputy secretary general of SEF Shi
Hwei-you

Second working-level meeting held in Xiamen between deputy
secretary general of ARATS Sun Yafu and deputy secretary general
of SEF Shi Hwei-you

Third working-level meeting held in Beijing between deputy secretary
general of ARATS Sun Yafu and deputy secretary general of SEF Shi
Hwei-you

First vice-chairman meeting held in Taipei between vice-chairman of
ARATS Tang Shubei and vice-chairman of SEF Chiao Jen-ho
Fourth working-level meeting held in Beijing between deputy
secretary general of ARATS Sun Yafu and deputy secretary general
of SEF Shi Hwei-you

Fifth working-level meeting held in Taibei between deputy secretary
general of ARATS Sun Yafu and deputy secretary general of SEF Shi
Hwei-you; first meeting since suspension of talks following Qiandao
Lake incident, 31 March 1994

Second vice-chairman meeting held in Taipei between vice-chairman
of ARATS Tang Shubei and vice-chairman of SEF Chiao Jen-ho
Sixth working-level meeting held in Nanjing between deputy
secretary general of ARATS Sun Yafu and the deputy secretary
general of SEF Shi Hwei-you

Seventh working-level meeting held in Beijing between deputy
secretary general of ARATS Sun Yafu and deputy secretary general
of SEF Shi Hwei-you

Third vice-chairman meeting held in Beijing between vice-chairman
of ARATS Tang Shubei and vice-chairman of SEF Chiao Jen-ho
Fourth vice-chairman meeting held in held in Taipei between vice
chairman of ARATS Tang Shubei and vice-chairman of SEF Chiao
Jen-ho

Beijing suspends ARATS-SEF meetings in response to visit to the
USA by Lee Teng-hui

@ Technical and vice-chairman meetings taking place in accordance with agreement reached
at the first Koo-Wang talks of 27-29 April 1993 are ordered numerically following that date.

Sources: Various issues of Beijing Review, Far Eastern Economic Review, Financial Times,
Free China Journal and International Herald Tribune.
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talks took place in November 1993, but the two sides were again unable to
reach significant agreement.#

In 1994 a total of 5 ARATS-SEF meetings were held: 3 technical meetings,
and 2 meetings at the vice-chairman level. Very little of promise emerged
from the meetings. At the technical-level meetings on 31 July—2 August 1994,
the two sides reached a minor agreement: that if air hijackers are returned to
mainland China they will receive credit for time served in imprisonment in
Taiwan. At the vice-chairman level meeting in early August 1994, the two
sides reached ‘consensus’ on the importance of several issues:*! enhancing
contacts and keeping each other informed in times of tension; finalizing a
draft for signing ‘as soon as possible’ on the issues of illegal entrants,
repatriation of mainland hijackers and fishery disputes; verifying documents;
improving cross-Strait mail and telephone communications; handling matters
related to inheritances; and expanding economic, cultural and technological
exchanges. Subsequent technical meetings in November and vice-chairmen
meetings in January 1995 to work out the precise details of the draft agree-
ments failed to reach an accord.

As a result of these failures, interest was generated on both sides to upgrade
the level of the talks once again to the vice-chairman level and to hold another
Koo-Wang meeting in 1995. In 1995 speculation grew that the second Koo-
Wang talks would focus on ‘two tiers’: mutual concerns (e.g., illegal entrants,
trade and economic exchanges) and ‘mainland-Taiwan policies’.#2 However,
following Lee’s visit to the USA, on 16 June 1995 all technical and high-level
talks between ARATS and SEF were suspended by Beijing in protest.

Tension mounted in the summer of 1995 as China staged military exercises
and missile tests in July and August in waters approximately 145 km north of
Taiwan and expressed through discrete channels its intention to conduct sev-
eral more exercises running up to the 23 March 1996 first democratic presi-
dential elections on Taiwan. Taiwan countered with war games of its own in
July, and comments in the summer of 1995 by Taiwan’s leadership suggested
the possibility of Taiwan studying the development of nuclear weapons.*?

Under these conditions, statements issued by officials from both sides were
understandably cautious about the prospects for restarting the cross-Strait dia-
logue. ARATS vice-chairman Tang Shubei expressed his dissatisfaction with
the talks on 19 September, saying that there was no point in holding ARATS

40 ‘China and Taiwan fail to make headway’, International Herald Tribune, 8 Nov. 1993, p. 7.

41 Joint Press Release by the Straits Exchange Foundation and the Association for Relations Across
the Taiwan Straits, 8 Aug. 1994, provided to SIPRI by the Straits Exchange Foundation.

42 Su Chi, ‘Second Koo-Wang talks appear set for summer’, Free China Journal, 12 May 1995, p. 1;
and ‘Across Straits summit scheduled’, Beijing Review, 19-25 June 1995, p. 4.

43 Richburg, K. B., ‘In new show of force, China fires missiles near Taiwan’, International Herald
Tribune, 16 Aug. 1995, p. 4; ‘Taipei opens rival war games’, International Herald Tribune, 26 July
1995, p. 4; Tyson, L., “Taiwan may revive nuclear weapons defence programme’, Financial Times,
30 July 1995, p. 24; Murphy, K., ‘Taiwan dusts off nuclear threat in its dispute with Beijing’,
International Herald Tribune, 29-30 July 1995, p. 1; and Faison, S., ‘Taiwan reports nearby firing of
4 test missiles by China’, New York Times, 24 July 1995, p. A2.
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Table 3.4. Key points of unification speeches by Jiang Zemin and Lee Teng-hui,
1995

Jiang Zemin’s eight points Lee Teng-hui’s six points
1. Adherence to ‘one China’ principle 1. Pursuit of reunification based on the reality
2. Allow non-governmental economic that two sides are governed by two
and cultural ties with Taiwan different governments
3. Hold negotiations with Taiwan on 2. Strengthen bilateral ties based upon
peaceful reunification of China Chinese culture
4. Chinese should not fight fellow Chinese 3. Improve the bilateral economic and trade
5. Expand economic exchange and ties
cooperation between Taiwan and the 4. Allow both sides to join international
mainland organizations on an equal basis, and ensure

6. The two sides should jointly carry forward that leaders from both sides meet in a
and enhance the tradition of Chinese culture, natural setting

an important basis for reunification 5. Adhere to principle of peaceful
7. Extend respect to and strengthen ties with settlement of disputes

Taiwan-based compatriots 6. Jointly ensure prosperity and democracy
8. Leaders from Taiwan are welcome to visit for Hong Kong and Macao

China in appropriate capacities, China
prepared to accept invitations to visit
Taiwan

Sources: Jiang Zemin, ‘Continue to promote the reunification of the motherland’, in British
Broadcasting Corporation, Summary of World Broadcasts: Far East, FE/2215, 31 Jan. 1995
pp. G/1-G/4; and Lee Teng-hui, ‘Address to National Unification Council’, 8 Apr. 1995,
transcript in English made available to SIPRI by the Straits Exchange Foundation.

and SEF consultations as long as the ‘one-China’ position was not upheld by
the Taiwan side. Tang reiterated this point on 20 December, noting that the
talks could not resume until Taiwan accepted the mainland’s version of the
one-China policy, that is, ‘one China, two systems’, as opposed to the Taiwan
approach of ‘one China, two equal political entities’.

By the end of 1995 there was little enthusiasm for the talks. In their new
year’s messages for 1996, Jiang Zemin, President of the People’s Republic of
China and General Secretary of the Chinese Communist Party, and Lee Teng-
hui expressed their desire to restart semi-official dialogue. While these state-
ments indicated some willingness on both sides to renew the dialogue, such
talks were likely to be postponed until after the presidential elections on
Taiwan.

The Jiang and Lee proposals

In 1995 the political leaders of China and Taiwan issued important declara-
tions regarding unification. On 30 January 1995, Jiang Zemin gave an eight-
point message on reunification, and on 8 April 1995 Lee Teng-hui offered a
six-point response (see table 3.4). These exchanges had several points of
agreement—regarding economic exchanges and advancing Chinese culture—
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but there continued to be disagreement on the critical question of Taiwan’s
status.

On a number of occasions since late 1994 the two leaders have expressed a
willingness to meet, raising the possibility of a cross-Strait summit meeting. In
October 1994 in an interview with the Asian Wall Street Journal, Lee said that
it might be possible to meet with Jiang at an international venue. Jiang was
quoted twice in late 1994 as saying that he wished to meet with Lee. During
the late January 1995 ARATS-SEF meeting in Shanghai, ARATS chairman
Wang Daohan told visiting SEF vice-chairman Chiao Jen-ho that Jiang was
willing to meet Lee ‘at any time and under any conditions agreed to by both
sides’.* In Jiang’s eight-point speech, he also declared that the ‘leader of the
Taiwan authorities’ was welcome to visit the mainland in an ‘appropriate
status’ and that he would welcome an invitation to Taiwan.

Mainland China wishes to establish talks which are clearly aimed at reuni-
fication and has pushed strongly for high-level talks—either between the
ARATS and SEF chairmen or between Jiang and Lee—as it hopes that such
meetings will get beyond ‘technical issues’ to discussion of unification.
Taiwan, on the other hand, seeks to keep discussions focused on technical and
non-political issues so as to build confidence and not rush reunification talks.
The mainland’s official policy remains centred on the achievement of reuni-
fication and the prevention of independence or the permanent separation of
Taiwan. Reunification is a goal of official Taiwan policy, but the differences
between the two political and economic systems must be acknowledged and
addressed before reunification can proceed. Prior to agreement on these issues
the question of Taiwan’s diplomatic and political status vis-d-vis the mainland
must be resolved. It is on this fundamental difference that cross-Strait political
dialogue has foundered.

Economic relations

One of the most prominent features of recent cross-Strait relations is the
enormous growth in economic activity between Taiwan and mainland China.
Indeed, in spite of heated political rhetoric and military-related manoeuvres in
the Taiwan Strait the two sides have enjoyed considerable growth in their
economic relationship (see table 3.5).

The relationship is largely a one-way street, with Taiwan exports and invest-
ments in mainland China far outweighing such economic activity in the other
direction. Trade grew some 30 per cent or more per year in the first half of the
1990s. In the first five months of 1995 trade grew nearly 40 per cent over the
same period in 1994, for a total of $8.7 billion during this period. By mid-
1995 trade had reached $10.43 billion, and estimates placed the 1995 total at
between 17 and 21 billion.#s According to figures released in 1995 China had

44 “No accord as cross-Straits talk ends’, Free China Journal, 10 Feb. 1995, p. 2.
45 «Aufstieg Chinas zur zehntgrossten Handelmacht’ [The rise of China to the tenth largest trade
power), Neue Ziircher Zietung, 16 Jan. 1996, p. 11; Zhang Tien and Zheng Liedong, ‘Taiwan-Mainland



150 SECURITY AND CONFLICTS, 1995

Table 3.5. Cross-Taiwan Strait trade, 1986-95¢

Figures are in US $m. Figures in italics show per cent annual change over the previous year.

Year Taiwan Mainland
tomainland Change  to Taiwan  Change  Total trade Change

1986 811.3 - 144.2 - 955.6 -
1987 12265 512 288.9 100.3 15155 58.6
1988 22422 828 478.7 65.7 27209 79.5
1989 28695 280 586.9 22.6 3456.4 27.0
1990 32783 142 765.4 304 4043.6 17.0
1991 46672 424 1126.0 47.1 5793.1 43.3
1992 62879 347 1119.0 -6.2 7 406.9 27.9
1993 75854 206 1103.6 -14 8 689.0 17.3
1994 8517.2 123 12923 17.1 9 809.5 12.9
19956 97948 150 1486.1 15.0 11280.9 15.0
Total 47 280.3 8391.1 556713

4 Totals may not add up due to rounding.
b Figures for 1995 are estimated.

Source: Adapted from Liangan Jingji Tongji Yuebao [Cross-Strait economic statistics
monthly], no. 37, Sep. 1995, p. 19.

become Taiwan’s second-largest export market. It is likely that there is a great
deal more trade being conducted than is officially reported.+

Taiwan is estimated to be the second-largest investor in the mainland after
Hong Kong and in late 1994 was estimated to have invested nearly $20 billion
in some 26 000 projects.#” In the first 10 months of 1995 Taiwan-based entre-
preneurs invested $5.58 billion in new mainland projects.*® When Hong Kong
is turned over to China in mid-1997 Taiwan is likely to become the largest
source of investment outside the mainland.#

By the end of 1995 a number of factors contributed to a slight slowdown in
the growth of investment and trade between the two sides. Perhaps most
important were the intensified political and military tensions following Lee’s
visit to the USA in June 1995. Second, Beijing took steps in April 1995 to
tighten regulations on foreign investment and began to impose an incremental
tax on imports.®® The development of two-way trade and investment is also

trade jumps despite cooling relations’, China News Digest Global News, 2 Aug. 1995, p. 2; Her, K.,
“Trade with mainland rising sharply’, Free China Journal, 4 Aug. 1995, p. 3; and Shen, D., ‘Taiwan—
mainland trade ties increase in first half of year’, Free China Journal, 8 Sep. 1995, p. 8.

46 Tyler, P. E., ‘In the mists of Taiwan, a war is ending’, International Herald Tribune, 5 Oct. 1995,
p. L.

47 Ren Xin, ‘Mainland, Taiwan economic ties enhanced’, Beijing Review, 13~19 Mar. 1995, p. 16.

48 Shen, D., ‘Record trade with the mainland in 1995°, Free China Journal, 6 Jan. 1996, p. 3.

49 The island of Hong Kong was ceded to the United Kingdom ‘in perpetuity’ according to the 1842
Treaty of Nanjing between the UK and China. The ‘New Territories’ on the mainland of China opposite
Hong Kong island and islands adjoining the New Territories, were ‘leased’ to the UK for 99 years begin-
ning in 1898. By agreement between China and the UK in Aug. 1984 the UK agreed to restore sov-
erei§nty of Hong Kong to China on 1 July 1997, the expiry date of the New Territories’ lease.

50 Shen, D., *Mainland’s war games impede cross-Straits business activities’, Free China Journal,
15 Dec. 1995, p. 3.
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hampered by policies on both sides which continue to hinder postal, transport
and trade links. Official Taiwan policy prohibits direct transport and trade ties.
In addition, owing to concerns about over-dependence on the mainland, the
government on Taiwan has encouraged a ‘go south’ strategy for investors to
develop links with South-East Asia. As a result, while trade continues to grow,
the pace of growth slowed from 30—40 per cent at the beginning of 1995
(compared to the same period in 1994) to approximately 15 per cent by the
end of 1995.

As in the case of North and South Korea, it appears that economic
exchanges and development present a promising avenue to assist in peaceful
settlement of differences between mainland China and Taiwan. Both Jiang and
Lee emphasized the importance of economic exchanges in their 1995 speeches
on reunification. Taiwan’s entrepreneurs could make significant economic
gains from investing on the mainland, while simultaneously laying the
groundwork for the building of mutual confidence and trust between the two
sides. In the long term the economic development of the mainland is in the
interest of Taiwan to the degree it can raise the standard of living on the main-
land, introduce and spread free-market principles, and assist in establishing an
atmosphere more conducive to the peaceful resolution of differences. China
will also gain from investment and trade with Taiwan and aims to link Taiwan
more closely to the mainland through economic means.

Cultural and people-to-people exchanges

In recent years there has been remarkable growth in cross-Strait channels of
dialogue in the areas of cultural and people-to-people ties.5! Prior to the mid-
1980s tight restrictions both in the mainland and on Taiwan made these kinds
of relations extremely difficult and rare. It was not until November 1987 that
Taiwan first allowed a partial lifting of the ban on cross-Strait travel. Even
under the November 1987 travel law, government employees and people in
other professions concerned with ‘security’, as broadly defined, were not
allowed to travel to the mainland, and prospective travellers needed first to
apply to the Taiwan Red Cross. Nevertheless, a total of 6000 persons from
Taiwan travelled to the mainland in the first half of November 1987. One year
later Taiwan loosened the restrictions to allow mainlanders to enter Taiwan to
visit sick family members or to attend funerals of relatives. Almost one mil-
lion visitors from Taiwan travelled to mainland China in 1990; in 1987-92 the
figure was more than 4.2 million, with approximately 40 000 mainland vis-
itors going to Taiwan in the six-year period. By the end of 1995 an estimated
7 million visitors had travelled from Taiwan to the mainland.5> According to

51 For this section, see the chronologies offered in ‘Cross-Straits chronology, 1987-1995°, Free
China Review, Aug. 1995 pp. 24-25; and Chi Huang and Wu, S. S. G., ‘Inherited rivalry: a chronology’,
eds Tun-jen Chung et al., Inherited Rivalry: Conflict Across the Taiwan Straits (Lynne Reinner:
Boulder, Colo., 1995), pp. 229-60. See also Hungdah Chiu (note 39); and Chen Qiuping, ‘From con-
frontation to communication’, Beijing Review, 6-13 June 1993, pp. 16-17.

52 Information provided to SIPRI by the Taipei Mission in Sweden, Feb. 1996.
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mainland Chinese statistics, in 1995 alone 1.53 million trips were made by
Taiwan tourists to the mainland, an increase of 10.3 per cent over 1994.53

Cultural exchanges also began to accelerate in this period. The mainland
allowed the first Taiwan-based journalists on reporting assignments to enter
China in September 1987 (in defiance of a ban on such visits by Taiwan). In
April 1989 Taiwan began to allow its reporters to travel to the mainland and to
gather information there, and in August 1990 the first mainland reporters were
allowed into Taiwan (although the mainland reporters were required to
renounce their membership in the Chinese Communist Party before entering
Taiwan). In November 1988 Taiwan began to allow entry to mainland artistic
performers and, beginning in December 1988, mainland theatre plays written
after 1949 were permitted to be staged in Taiwan. In July 1992 the first visit
by leading Taiwan-based scientists to the mainland took place, and the first
contact between legal officials on the two sides occurred at a conference in
August 1993. The pace and scope of cultural, professional, youth and sports
exchanges were stepped up as a further result of the Koo-Wang process inaug-
urated in April 1993, which specifically reached consensus on the promotion
of such activities as conducive to building mutual confidence and under-
standing. In January 1994 the official Taiwan Mainland Affairs Council estab-
lished a $2 million fund to support cross-Strait cultural and academic
exchange activities.

The two sides reached a humanitarian breakthrough in September 1990
when their respective Red Cross societies signed the Quemoy Agreement on
the Strait island of Quemoy to govern the repatriation of illegal immigrants.
This agreement was the first such accord between the two sides. By 1993,
under the Quemoy Agreement, some 24 000 illegal immigrants were returned
to the mainland from Taiwan through the Red Cross societies.* The establish-
ment of ARATS and SEF also provided a channel through which humanitar-
ian aid and delegations could pass.

As with trade relations, the rapid expansion of cross-Strait cultural and
people-to-people ties is characterized largely by a flow from Taiwan to the
mainland. Typically citing security and population concerns, Taiwan has tried
to keep the number of legal entrants to Taiwan at a manageable level, while
gradually allowing increasing numbers of academic, youth and cultural
exchanges. However, difficult and unpleasant experiences for some visitors
from Taiwan on the mainland, from entrepreneurs to tourists, and the con-
tinued military threat from the mainland, underscore the fact that the two sides
represent distinctly different social and political systems.5s

53 “Taiwanese tourism to mainland up 10%’, China News Digest Global News, no. GL96-020, 14 Feb.
1996, p. 1.

54 Sheng, V., ‘Cross-Straits talks reach accord on fishing, illegal entrants’, Free China Journal,
5Nov. 1993 p. 1.

55 In one recent poll taken in Taiwan, 57.3% of respondents said relations with the mainland had
worsened in 1995. In another poll, only 36% said they favoured reunification with the mainland. ‘For the
record’, International Herald Tribune, 2 Jan. 1996, p. 2; and ‘Taiwanese turn sour on rejoining the
mainland’, International Herald Tribune, 21 June 1995, p. 4.
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It is far too early to know what impact such relations might have on the
prospects for a peaceful settlement of the cross-Strait confrontation. Leaders
on both sides of Taiwan Strait appeal to ‘Chinese culture’ and claim that they
wish to avoid a conflict in which Chinese fight Chinese. Unlike the situation
between North and South Korea, exchanges of persons from all walks of life
across the Taiwan Strait have been extensive, even in the face of the tense
political relations between the two sides.

IV. Prospects for dialogue and regional security

Despite encouraging developments for the peaceful resolution of differences
the root causes of difference and tension remain strong in inter-Korean and
cross-Strait relations. At best, a note of cautious optimism can be voiced that
the fledgling attempts at dialogue may progress, but in order to do so they
must overcome decades of animosity and deep-seated disagreements. In the
foreseeable future little progress is likely to be made in alleviating military
tensions and political differences. Economic ties and humanitarian and cul-
tural exchanges appear to offer the best channels for continuing positive inter-
action. As a result, despite some encouraging developments, the confronta-
tions across the Taiwan Strait and on the Korean peninsula will continue to
pose the greatest threats to regional security in East Asia.

Military tensions

The highly charged military situations across the Taiwan Strait and on the
Korean peninsula are rooted in civil wars which have not reached conclusions,
peaceful or otherwise. On 30 April 1991, Taiwan formally terminated the
‘Period of National Mobilization for Suppression of the Communist Rebel-
lion’ and recognized that a ‘political entity’ governed the mainland. These
steps effectively ended Taiwan’s state of war with the mainland. However,
while Jiang Zemin’s eight-point speech in January 1995 declared that ‘Chin-
ese should not fight fellow Chinese’ the mainland has not renounced the use
of force against Taiwan under certain conditions: if Taiwan obtains nuclear
weapons; if Taiwan is overtaken by ‘foreign forces’; or if Taiwan moves
towards independence or permanent separation from the mainland. In the
second half of 1995 mainland Chinese military activities directed at Taiwan—
such as military exercises and missile tests near the island-—raised cross-Strait
military tension to its highest level since the 1950s and undermined the short-
term prospects for positive dialogue between the two sides. While it is highly
unlikely that mainland China would launch an invasion or direct attack on
Taiwan, continued lower-level military intimidation can be expected.

The military situation on the Korean peninsula has a long history of more
immediate and tense confrontation. The inter-Korean military stand-off is
punctuated by flashpoints such as incidents in 1995 in which suspected North
Korean infiltrators were killed in the DMZ and in which a US military heli-
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copter was brought down by North Korean fire, killing one crew member.
Directly poised against one another, the two sides of the inter-Korean conflict
are heavily armed and in a constant state of alert. The close proximity of the
antagonists, which share a border of some 250 km with Seoul only 40 km
from North Korean territory, further contributes to the tense military situation.

The US presence looms large as a critical factor affecting both the military
relations across the Strait and those on the Korean peninsula. The US—South
Korean security relationship is viewed by North Korea as a provocation and is
often cited by Pyongyang as a reason to stall or break off opportunities for

~ dialogue with the South. In the past North Korea has demanded the with-
drawal of US troops, although in 1995 there were indications that it was will-
ing to accept the presence of US troops and wished to negotiate a separate
peace with the USA outside the 1953 Korean Armistice Agreement.’ The
presence of some 37 000 US troops in South Korea and the guarantee of the
security pact between the USA and South Korea ensures the direct involve-
ment of the US military should conflict erupt on the Korean peninsula.

The 1979 Taiwan Relations Act, the US legislation governing unofficial
relations between Washington and Taipei, leaves open the possibility of US
military involvement in the event of escalating tension and conflict between
mainland China and Taiwan. The act states that the USA would view ‘any
effort to determine the future of Taiwan by other than peaceful means...a
threat to the peace and security of the Western Pacific area and of grave con-
cem to the United States’. It further states that the USA ‘will make available
to Taiwan such defense articles and defense services in such quantity as may
be necessary to enable Taiwan to maintain a sufficient self-defense capabil-
ity’.5” The language is purposely vague but is intended to ensure continued
stability in the Strait. The mainland must calculate its actions with the possi-
bility of US military intervention in mind, and Taiwan must make its calcula-
tions without a guarantee of a full US military intervention.

The North Korean nuclear issue tends to exacerbate the situation on the
Korean peninsula in a way that is absent in cross-Strait relations. Indeed, in
the early 1990s this issue repeatedly led to delays and lack of progress in the
political, economic and humanitarian spheres of North-South dialogue. Even
when under the Agreed Framework full verification measures can be taken to
ensure the end of the suspected North Korean nuclear weapon programme, it
may be impossible to guarantee that no clandestine activities occurred.

The very real threat of military hostilities on the Korean peninsula and
across the Taiwan Strait cannot be downplayed. The military confrontation
will continue to characterize these two stand-offs for years to come.

56 Sullivan, K. and Jordan, M., ‘North Korea said to drop objection to U.S. troops’, International
Herald Tribune, 29 Sep. 1995, p. 1; and ‘DPRK-US military talks demanded’, Pyongyang Times,
22 July 1995, p. 8. The Armistice Agreement which brought a de facto end to the Korean War in 1953
was signed between North Korea and representatives of the United Nations command. Neither South
Korea nor the United States were formal parties to this agreement.

57 Taiwan Relations Act, Public Law 96-8, sec. 2 and sec. 3, 10 Apr. 1979.
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Political factors

While military tensions undermine confidence and threaten hostilities, funda-
mental political differences present the most immediate problems to near-term
progress in reconciliation. Moreover, domestic political difficulties in main-
land China, Taiwan, North Korea and South Korea exacerbate the problems
associated with settlements across the Taiwan Strait and on the Korean penin-
sula.

In both cases the disputing parties have entirely different economic, social
and political systems: North Korea has a communist leadership and a tightly
controlled planned economy while South Korea is a fledgling democracy with
a strong free market orientation; China has a communist political system, and
is undergoing market-oriented reforms, while Taiwan is a free market
economy which has made the transition to multi-party democracy.

Currently, neither side in these stand-offs is prepared to accept the other’s
form of political, social and economic organization. On the Korean peninsula,
the North fears possible absorption by its economically more vibrant and more
heavily populated southern counterpart—hence the calls by Pyongyang to
establish a confederated Korean state which would preserve its political sys-
tem and its thus-far persistent reluctance to open its doors to influences from
the South. For its part the South rejects the North’s political system but at the
same time does not wish to be prematurely overwhelmed by North Korean
refugees should the situation in North Korea deteriorate.

Taiwan faces a somewhat similar problem: the enormous cultural, geo-
graphic and demographic weight of the mainland appears easily capable of
absorbing the smaller island society. In economic terms, such a process may
already be under way, as Taiwan has become increasingly tied to the mainland
through trade and investments. Stressing that it is distinctly different from the
mainland in political, economic and social terms, Taiwan seeks to define itself
as an equal political entity, distinguished from the mainland. The mainland
has few concerns in the sense of quantitative absorption, but the Beijing
leadership may fear the democratic and economic success of Taiwan to the
extent that it undermines the legitimacy of the mainland’s forms of political,
economic and social organization. This reluctance, shared by all parties, to be
prematurely overtaken by strong but undesirable influences ensures that the
negotiated resolution of differences across the Taiwan Strait and on the
Korean peninsula will move slowly.

In addition, the current domestic political situation in each of the four
parties undermines political processes which might lead to negotiated settle-
ments. In mainland China, although the early stages of succession to political
patriarch Deng Xiaoping were complete by the end of 1995, the long-term sta-
bility of the ‘collective leadership with Jiang Zemin at the core’ nevertheless
remains in some question. In any event, no leader in mainland China can
afford to appear weak vis-a-vis Taiwan, making gestures of political concilia-
tion difficult. Similarly, in Taiwan, while Lee Teng-hui handily won the
March 1996 presidential election, he nevertheless must constantly account for
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powerful forces at home—some of which advocate independence, others of
which demand an accelerated reunification process—as he charts the course
for Taiwan’s mainland policy.

The domestic situations in North and South Korea create similar difficulties
for political settlement on the peninsula. As in the cross-Strait relationship the
leaders in Pyongyang and Seoul must not appear to be ‘selling out’ to the
other side, which stiffens resolve aga

inst compromise. The spring 1996 national assembly elections in South
Korea also narrowed the chances for the presentation of new and
accommodating initiatives towards the North. Moreover, political scandal at
the highest reaches of the South Korean power structure in 1995 weakened the
ability of the political leadership to make assertive moves on the highly
sensitive relationship with North Korea. By the end of 1995, a year and a half
after the death of North Korean leader Kim Il Sung, uncertainty surrounded
the succession prospects for his son, Kim Jong Il: he retained his title as
supreme commander of the armed forces but the positions of president and
party leader remained open. These uncertainties of succession in North Korea,
coupled with the country’s apparent economic deterioration, further weaken
near-term prospects for political settlements.8

Even in the so-called ‘second track’ processes in East Asia, unresolved
political problems undermine potential opportunities for unofficial dialogue.
Established in part as a means to discuss controversial issues in an unofficial
setting, such second-track organizations as the Council for Security Coopera-
tion in the Asia Pacific (CSCAP)* grapple with the one-China principle and
have yet to seat mainland China, the representatives of which have effectively
barred participation by Taiwan. Second-track processes set up to include
North Korean representatives have encountered difficulties in securing North
Korean participation—although the North has formally joined the CSCAP—
probably owing to the North’s reluctance to have its representatives exposed
to outside political influences and ideas.

However, while the political situations affecting the situation in cross-Strait
and Korean peninsula relations are similar in many respects, there are a num-
ber of subtle but important differences. First, the two sets of relations differ as
to how the parties view one another as political entities. The Korean dialogue
process has been characterized by a relatively high-level, high-profile and
official set of discussions, while the cross-Strait talks have been low-key and

58 In addition to the destruction brought by floods and bad harvests in 1995, North Korea’s economy,
as measured by GNP growth, had declined by an estimated annual average of 4.5% from 1990 through
1994, See Daebukkyoyok-tuja suimyonghoe [Briefing on trade and investment with North Korea) (Korea
Trade-Investment Promotion Agency: Seoul, Dec. 1995), p. 3. Total trade also declined slightly for the
North in 1995 as exports ($590 million) dropped by 30% and imports ($1.47 billion) grew by 16%.
‘Worsening trade’, Korea Times, 28 Feb, 1996, p. 2, cited in NAPSNer Daily Report, Nautilus Institute,
28 Feb. 1996, p. 3.

59 CSCAP was founded by a group of 10 non-governmental research institutes from the region
(Australia, Canada, Indonesia, Japan, South Korea, Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore, Thailand and
the USA), meeting under the auspices of the Pacific Forum/Center for Strategic and International
Studies (CSIS). It was officially launched on 9 June 1993 in Kuala Lumpur. Since then North Korea,
New Zealand and Russia have also joined the group. The European Union and India have joined as asso-
ciate members.
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unofficial. This is because the two Korean states recognize one another as
political entities, while China does not recognize Taiwan as a distinct political
entity. By acknowledging one another politically, the two Korean states
appear to be in a better position than China and Taiwan to achieve some
progress in reconciliation at the political level.

Second, while on the Korean peninsula there appears to be consensus about
the desirability of unifying the two Korean states at some stage, the scope of
consensus is not so great across the Taiwan Strait. In particular, a growing
body of opinion on Taiwan, led by the Democratic Progressive Party (DPP),
openly advocates independence from the mainland. This opinion is quite
distinct from the ruling party’s approach, which continues to seek eventual
reunification, but under terms negotiated between mainland China and Taiwan
as ‘two equal political entities’. Since Taiwan opened up to democratic
processes in the late 1980s the DPP has made significant political gains in
local and island-wide elections. The presence of an important domestic polit-
ical force which is officially opposed to reunification presents complications
for dialogue across the Strait, the implications of which are likely to increase
rather than decrease tensions.

Under these political conditions, significant and mutually agreed progress
towards political settlement remains out of reach for the time being. The
parties recognize this, which explains their attempts to pursue other means in
addition to bilateral political discussions to achieve their goals. North Korea
and Taiwan both appeal to the international community for greater recognition
and understanding as a means to strengthen their political hand against their
respective counterparts: Taiwan pursues an ambitious campaign to raise its
international profile, including its effort to gain an independent seat in the
United Nations; North Korea seeks to normalize relations with the USA and
Japan, and to dismantle the current Korean armistice agreement in order to
reach a ‘new peace mechanism’ directly with the United States.5° South Korea
and mainland China seek to expand the agenda in their respective negotiations
with Taiwan and North Korea as a means to ease the reunification process
forward on their terms. South Korea and mainland China also seem to favour
playing the economic card more strongly than their counterparts as an
approach to engendering closer ties. In mainland China the phrase for such
indirect tactics—‘use the people to influence the government’ (yimin
biguan)—implies that perhaps the best way to achieve political results is not
through direct bilateral talks, but through other less direct means.

The political channels described here, while cautious and deliberate, thus
serve the important function of buying time: allowing for evolutionary change
to take place so the parties can find mutually satisfactory resolutions to their
differences. This pathway to settlement may be the most difficult and frus-
trating, but it is also likely to be the least calamitous. For this reason it appears
to be a path that all of the parties—with different degrees of interest—are
willing to follow for the time being.

60 <DPRK-US military talks demanded’, Pyongyang Times, 22 July 1995, p. 8.
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Conducive elements

For the near-term future, economic and trade relations appear to hold the
greatest promise for improving relations between North and South Korea and
between mainland China and Taiwan. Not only do such relations hold out
immediate economic benefits, but they can also serve the parties’ political
aims. For the mainland, building closer economic relations with Taiwan knits
the two sides together in a way that Beijing sees as favourable to its goal of
reunification. For Taiwan, the development of China’s standard of living and
socio-econormic situation can contribute to establishing a more open and pros-
perous mainland, a goal which is in Taiwan’s long-term interest regardless of
the outcome on reunification. South Korea sees political benefits in opening
up the North to economic relations and trade. Such relations might ease the
process should the two sides reunify, and they also tie the North closer to the
South, which will ease progress towards dialogue and reunification. For the
North, a properly managed economic opening will attract hard currency
exchange and investment, strengthen the regime’s influence and legitimacy,
and possibly prevent an undesirable reunification scenario on the South’s
terms. In any event, each side will find benefits in pursuing economic rela-
tions and will seek to use them as a means to gain concessions in their
ongoing adversarial relations.

However, the promises of economic ties have their drawbacks. For South
Korea, economic ties need to be managed in a way that does not bring rapid
disintegration of the North on the one hand, and avoids contributing to the
political and military resources of Pyongyang on the other. For the North,
over-exposure to the economic dynamism and growth of the South would
threaten the legitimacy and survival of the leadership in Pyongyang, which
explains the North’s go-slow approach to economic ties. For Taiwan, entrepre-
neurs remain concerned that the mainland exercise proper protection over
trade and investments. In addition, fearing the development of over-
dependency, the government on Taiwan has thus far resisted most attempts at
opening direct trade links between the island and the mainland. Of the four
parties, it would appear that only the mainland would benefit from a rapid
opening of economic ties with its adversary.

Cultural and humanitarian exchanges remain undeveloped on the Korean
peninsula as opposed to those across the Taiwan Strait. On the Korean penin-
sula, the ideological, political and military stand-off renders such exchanges
highly difficult and politicized affairs. The reported deteriorating conditions in
North Korea suggest that humanitarian aid will continue to be a likely channel
for dialogue and exchange between the North and South, as well as between
the North and the international community, although it will be marked by dis-
ruptive periods of ambivalence and animosity on all sides.

For China-Taiwan relations, cultural exchanges have flourished in recent
years and offer a considerable level of people-to-people contact. The process
of dialogue and consensus building within the Koo-Wang framework has
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facilitated these developments, as have the general social, political and eco-
nomic reforms experienced on both sides of the Taiwan Strait since the early
1980s. Such ties across the Taiwan Strait have continued in the face of often
acrimonious relations at political and military levels and will probably serve in
the future to facilitate progress towards a peaceful settlement of differences,
albeit in a way that is less tangible and more difficult to assess with certainty.

While the bitter divisions across the Taiwan Strait and on the Korean penin-
sula need to be addressed by the parties directly involved, the security inter-
ests of other powers in the region and those of the international community as
a whole are best served by a peaceful outcome to these disputes. A major mil-
itary confrontation in either or both of these disputes would have disastrous
consequences, which would require years if not decades to overcome. This is
particularly true for the parties involved, but also for the strategic and eco-
nomic security of all of East Asia.

In this sense the degree to which dialogue across the Taiwan Strait and on
the Korean peninsula contributes to a peaceful solution of differences—or lack
thereof—deserves close scrutiny by concerned observers both inside and out-
side East Asia. In 1996 and beyond, the degree of political and military ten-
sions in these disputes will remain dangerously high, and renewed efforts are
needed to develop the several promising dialogue channels.






4. The Middle East peace process

PETER JONES

I. Introduction

In 1995 there was both success and tragedy in the Middle East peace process.
Israeli Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin was murdered by a Jewish extremist on
4 November. The Labour Party continued negotiations under his successor,
Shimon Peres. A critical agreement, the Israeli-Palestinian Interim Agreement
on the West Bank and the Gaza Strip (also known as the Oslo II Agreement),
was signed between Israel and the Palestinian Authority (PA) on
28 September 1995,! almost two years behind the schedule set in the
Declaration of Principles on Interim Self-Government Arrangements (DOP) of
13 September 1993 (also known as the Oslo Agreement).?

The negotiations between Israel and Syria made little progress for most of
1995, but talks resumed in the wake of the Rabin assassination. As 1995
ended it was apparent that quick action would be required if an agreement was
to be achieved before the Israeli and US elections in 1996. The implementa-
tion of the Israeli-Jordanian Treaty of Peace? of 26 October 1994 proceeded
smoothly in 1995.

Progress was made on the multilateral track of the process. However, some
participants in the process continued to refuse to take part in initiatives
designed to normalize relations with Israel before the Israeli-Syrian talks have
concluded and such issues as the future status of Jerusalem are decided.

This chapter describes and analyses events in the Middle East peace process
in 1995. Following discussion of the key bilateral negotiations in 1995, the
multilateral process is reviewed. The conclusion offers a brief outline of issues
likely to be of importance in 1996 and of broader security issues in the region.

II. The Israeli-Palestinian talks

The Israeli-Palestinian talks derive their agenda from the DOP, which
includes provisions for immediate Palestinian self-rule in the Gaza Strip and
Jericho, the transfer of specific government functions on the West Bank to the
Palestinians and the establishment of a Palestinian Council (which will serve
as the interim self-government authority) through elections in Gaza and the
West Bank. The intention is to initiate a five-year interim period of limited

! Excerpts from the text of the agreement are reproduced in appendix 4A in this volume.

2 The text of the DOP is reproduced in SIPRI Yearbook 1994 (Oxford University Press: Oxford,
1994), pp. 117-22.

3 The treaty is reproduced in SIPRI Yearbook 1995: Armaments, Disarmament and International
Security (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1995), pp. 197-203.

SIPRI Yearbook 1996: Armaments, Disarmament and International Security
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Palestinian self-rule. During this time, Israel will retain responsibility for for-
eign affairs, defence, the security of Israeli settlements, and the patrolling of
international borders and cease-fire lines.

It was also agreed in the DOP that talks would commence no later than May
1996 to address the outstanding issues between Israel and the PA. These Final
Status talks will include such issues as the status of the Palestinian Govern-
ment, Jerusalem, Israeli settlements, borders, security arrangements and the
rights of return of Palestinian refugees. Although formal talks will not begin
until May 1996, informal talks, led by academics, were under way in 1995.

The DOP established deadlines, none of which was met and which may
have been unrealistic. Israeli troops were to withdraw from Gaza and from
Jericho by 13 April 1994 but did not do so until 18 May. Withdrawal was to
be followed by elections to the Palestinian Council in Gaza and the West Bank
by 13 July 1994, and the further redeployment, also by 13 July, of Israeli
troops from West Bank population centres was to be agreed.* Neither of these
events took place in 1994, and for much of 1995 it could not be said with cer-
tainty when or if they would occur.

A combination of interrelated factors accounted for this delay. Since the
signing of the DOP those Israelis and Palestinians opposed to it have used
confrontation and terror to undermine the agreement. With each attack, con-
cerns for personal security have increased and support for the process has
dropped in Israel. Rabin argued that he could not adhere to the original time-
table in the face of diminishing support.’

In response to terrorism, Israel temporarily suspended talks after each attack
and sealed off the occupied territories as a security measure thereby prevent-
ing Palestinian residents from entering Israel proper. Such ‘closures’ punished
the Palestinians as a group since the income of a significant number of resi-
dents in the West Bank and Gaza comes from work in Israel. This further
exacerbated the second reason why progress could not be made according to
the original timetable: the difficulties faced by the Palestinian Authority in
establishing itself in Jericho and Gaza.

The effect of the closures was compounded by the fact that international aid
was not delivered to the PA as promised.s This affected the PA’s attempt to
establish itself and to meet the needs of the people and also made the argu-

4 This schedule is derived from Article XVII, paragraph 1; Annex I, paragraphs | and 2; Article III;
and Article XIII of the DOP. See also Kemp, G. and Pressman, J., “The Middle East: continuation of the
peace process’, SIPRI Yearbook 1995 (note 3), p. 174; and chapter 1 in this volume.

5 For more on the fragile support in Israel for the process, see Ben Meir, Y., Israeli Public Opinion,
Final Status Issues: Israel Palestinians, Study no. 6 (Jaffe Centre for Strategic Studies: Tel Aviv, 1995).
See also Peace Watch, ‘Israelis and Palestinians killed in terrorist acts since the Israel-PLO Accord’,
The Arab-Israeli Peace Process and US Policy: Documents and Analysis, January 1993-March, 1994
(Washington Institute for Near East Policy: Washington, DC, 1994), pp. 253-55.

6 After the signing of the DOP $2.5 billion was promised to the PA over 5 years, but only a fraction
was disbursed initially. In 1994, $700-800 million was promised (depending on how various pledges are
counted); $228 million was delivered. In Nov. 1994 an emergency fund, in honour of the late Norwegian
Foreign Minister Johan Jgrgen Holst, was created to make up shortfalls in the PA’s operating expenses
and was to be supported by $60 million. By Mar. 1995, $36 million in pledges had not been honoured.
Greenberg, J., ‘Failure by pledged donors drains Gaza-Jericho fund’, New York Times, 13 Mar. 1995,
p. A6; and Black, I., ‘Prop up the peace tent’, The Guardian, 24 Jan. 1995, p. 2.
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ments of those opposed to the process more appealing than might otherwise
have been the case. There are two reasons for the initially poor delivery of aid,
in addition to parsimony on the part of some donors: the early operating pro-
cedures of the PA did not inspire confidence, and the priorities of the PA and
donors were at variance.

First, aid officials and former Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) asso-
ciates argued that PLO Chairman Yasser Arafat’s desire to approve all deci-
sions resulted in a sclerotic system incapable of providing a dynamic, open
economy. Second, donors wanted their foreign aid to be used to provide
schools, roads, hospitals and sewers. While this infrastructure is lacking,
Arafat’s most pressing need as he moved to gain control over the area of
Palestinian self-government was not infrastructure but funds to pay supporters
and to persuade others to join him. However, owing to the PA’s autocratic ten-
dencies, donors were reluctant to provide the desired funds.?

Completing the circle, the PA’s difficulties provided an opening for Pales-
tinians opposed to the peace process. The most effective group was Hamas, an
Islamic movement active in the West Bank and Gaza Strip, which has carried
out much of the terrorism since the signing of the DOP.

Despite these problems, the two sides had implemented much of the DOP in
1994.8 Agreements had been reached on translating the general formulations
of the DOP into firm text on: the boundaries of Jericho, procedures for border
crossings, procedures for cooperation between the PA police and Israeli secu-
rity, and economic agreements between the two parties on taxation and cus-
toms. On 4 May 1994, Israel and the PLO signed the Agreement on the Gaza
Strip and the Jericho Area in Cairo.? The remainder of 1994 was spent imple-
menting this document and combating terrorism.

The 1995 agenda

The central item on the 1995 agenda was to achieve an agreement that would
complete the implementation of the DOP in time for the beginning of the Final
Status talks. The main issues were: the transfer of more territory and powers
to the PA, and the related issue of the status of Israeli settlements in areas to
be ceded to the PA; elections to the Palestinian Council, which itself had to be
designed; the release of Palestinian prisoners in Israeli jails; and access to
water. Although not officially on the agenda, the related questions of Israeli
settlements around Jerusalem and Palestinian political activity in Jerusalem
were also much disputed in 1995.

Beyond the official agenda, the primary Israeli concern in early 1995 was
the control of acts of terror by Palestinians opposed to the peace process. The
question repeatedly arose in Israel as to how the PA could be entrusted with

7 Lederman, J., ‘Economics of the Arab-Israeli peace process’, Orbis, vol. 39, no. 4 (fall 1995),
especially pp. 550-56. In the wake of the Interim Agreement of Sep. 1995 it appears that international
aid is now flowing more freely to the PA.

8 The following summary is drawn from Kemp and Pressman (note 4), pp. 174-80.

9 The text of the agreement is reproduced in SIPRI Yearbook 1995 (note 3), pp. 203-10.
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more land and power if it could not control that which it had received under
the DOP. Israel stated that it would not go forward until the PA stopped
attacks which used land controlled by the PA as a base.!? The Israeli Govern-
ment expressed sympathy with the hardship caused by its policy of closures
after attacks, but many in Israel were suspicious that Arafat was not suffi-
ciently committed to the process to confront the Palestinian opposition. As
attacks mounted in the first months of 1995, even Israeli President Ezer
Weizman, traditionally a supporter of peace, began to wonder about Arafat’s
commitment to the peace process.!!

Growing unease in Israel over personal security led the government to
redefine its aims in the first months of 1995 towards the vague concept of
‘separation’.!2 Few analysts could authoritatively state what separation meant
or believed that it would work, arguing that the Israeli and Palestinian
economies were too intertwined. However, discussion of separation seemed to
reassure the Israeli public in the aftermath of violent attacks.!3

Right-wing opposition to the peace process grew throughout 1995 in Israel.
As the government appeared prepared to make territorial concessions on the
West Bank, right-wing settlers became increasingly strident. During the sum-
mer they launched an effort to create divisions within Israel by forcing the
army to confront them physically over illegal attempts to expand settlements.
The settlers believed that the sight of Israelis being dragged off land in Judaea
and Samaria, the heart of biblical Israel, would heighten opposition to the
peace process.!* Their campaign was strengthened when a few right-wing
rabbis issued a religious edict that it was morally right and permissible under
Jewish law for soldiers to disobey orders to remove settlers or Israeli Army
bases from Judaea and Samaria.!s By August it seemed that these tactics had
failed. Although Israeli citizens expressed concern, the government felt that a
majority of them supported the peace process.

However, the protests crystalized, increasing right-wing opposition to the
peace process around an emotive issue, and a concerted campaign was begun
to heckle and threaten supporters of the peace process. In August and Septem-

10 Haberman, C., ‘Rabin plans to limit building by settlers on the West Bank’, New York Times,
21 Jan. 1995, p. A2; and Reuter, ‘Once more, Israel links talks with PLO action’, 14 Feb. 1995.

11 Honig, S., ‘Weizman: halt talks with PLO’, Jerusalem Post (international edn), week ending 4 Feb.
1995, p. 2. The cause of Weizman’s remarks was a suicide attack on people waiting at a bus-stop at Beit
Lid on 22 Jan. For more on the Beit Lid incident and its impact on Israeli public opinion, see Haberman,
C., ‘Israelis mourn, but Rabin says talks continue’, New York Times, 24 Jan. 1995, pp. Al, A6.

12 ‘Rabin’s peace goal: “total separation™: talks go on despite uproar after bombing’, International
Herald Tribune, 24 Jan. 1995, pp. 1, 6; Haberman, C., ‘A wall around Israel?’, New York Times, 25 Jan.
1995, pp. Al, A9; and Brown, D., ‘Rabin moves closer to final separation’, The Guardian, 25 Jan. 1995,
p-4.

13 Friedman, T. L., ‘Israel’s economic bomb’, New York Times, 8 Feb. 1995, p. Al9; Gellman, B.,
‘For Israelis, appeal of “separation” is its vagueness’, International Herald Tribune, 7 Apr. 1995, pp. 1,
6; and Ozanne, J., ‘A fence that may make better neighbours’, Financial Times, 2 Feb. 1995, p. 7.

14 Xeinon, H., ‘The battle is joined’, Jerusalem Post (international edn), week ending 12 Aug. 1995,
p. 3.

15 Keinon, H., ‘Rabbis: Halacha forbids moving army bases from Judea, Samaria’, Jerusalem Post
(international edn), week ending 22 July 1995, p. 1. By Aug. the army had court-martialled its first
soldier for refusing to remove settlers. He was sentenced to 28 days in jail. Gellman, B., ‘Tom between
the Torah and the army’, International Herald Tribune, 26-27 Aug. 1995, pp. 1, 5.
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ber 1995 concern was expressed that the mood of intolerance might lead to
violence against a political figure.!6

For its part, the PA argued that the talks were being impeded by the slow
implementation of the DOP and by Israel’s policy of settlement expansion,
especially around Jerusalem.!” PA officials expressed frustration that by the
time the Final Status talks began there would be little land of value left for
negotiation.

Acts of terrorism continued to occur, but Arafat began to deal more firmly
with those who attacked Israel from PA territory. After bombings on 11 April,
the PA rounded up 100 members of Hamas and Islamic Jihad. More signific-
antly, courts were established and began to sentence law-breakers.!8 While
some criticized the courts for practising ‘rough justice’, their establishment
was taken as a sign that Arafat was becoming less tolerant of those who used
PA areas for attacks on Israel.

April was apparently the turning-point in Arafat’s determination to rein in
the Palestinian militants in order to protect the gains already made in the peace
process and to protect its future. As 1995 progressed, the PA took increasing
action against those trying to disrupt the peace process. Although terror con-
tinued, such as the 24 July, 21 August and 28 August bus bombings, Israeli
leaders quickly praised the efforts of the PA in combating it. They also moved
to limit the damage such actions caused to the peace process.!® Throughout
1995 signs emerged of cooperation in the fight against terrorism.2

At the same time, Arafat recognized the need to reconcile with Hamas. In
particular, he appears to have believed that Hamas still had significant support
in some areas and to have been reluctant to press it too hard lest it rebel
openly and threaten the PA’s grip on power. Accordingly, Arafat did not take
the steps to destroy the Hamas infrastructure which were requested by some in
Israel. Instead, the PA met with Hamas and intensified efforts to persuade it to

16 “Rabin, ministers warned of likely attempts on their lives by the ultra-right’, Mideast Mirror,
30 Aug. 1995, p. 2; and Claude, P., ‘Terrorism by Jewish settlers alarms Israel’, Guardian Weekly,
24 Sep. 1995, p. 16.

17 Ozanne, J., ‘Jewish settlers undermine peace process’, Financial Times, 19 Jan. 1995, p. 6; and
‘Israel acts to confiscate land in East Jerusalem for housing’, International Herald Tribune, 28 Apr.
1995. Senator Robert Dole added to the tension by introducing legislation requiring the movement of the
US Embassy to Jerusalem by 1999. It is believed that his action was motivated by domestic political
ambitions. Haberman, C., ‘Muslims say they own site proposed for US Embassy in Jerusalem’, New
York Times, 11 May 1995, p. A8.

18 The day after the bombings a PA court sentenced an Islamic militant to a 15-year prison term on
charges of training Palestinian youths to carry out suicide attacks. lbrahim, Y. M., ‘Palestinians seize
100 militants who oppose talks with Israel’, New York Times, 11 Apr. 1995, pp. Al, Al10. Four more
Islamic militants were sentenced by 17 Apr. Reuter, ‘Palestinian groups meet over attacks’, Inter-
national Herald Tribune, 18 Apr. 1995,

19 After the July bombing, polls in Israel showed that 64% of Israelis believed that terrorism would
increase after withdrawal. At the same time, slightly over 50% of all Israelis wanted the peace process to
continue. Lancaster, J., ‘Suicide bomber kills 5 Israelis on a bus’, International Herald Tribune, 25 July
1995, pp. 1, 6. See also Schmemann, S., ‘Israel passes point of no return’, New York Times, 26 July
1995, p. A6; and Silver, E., ‘Bus bombing will not halt peace process’, The Independent, 25 July 1995,
p. 10.

20 Silver, E., ‘Israelis net suicide bomb suspects’, The Independent, 24 Aug. 1995, p. 14; Immanuel,
J., ‘Palestinian police foil suicide bomb plot’, Jerusalem Post (intemnational edn), week ending 26 Aug.
1995, pp. 1, 2; and Reuter, ‘Israeli army kills 2 Hamas militants in Hebron clash’, International Herald
Tribune, 26-27 Aug. 1995, p. 5.
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accept the new situation and to confine itself to political protests.2! By Sep-
tember the Hamas leadership appeared to have concluded that defiance of the
increasingly effective PA police was unproductive. However, reports surfaced
of a campaign to organize politically and to recruit for the coming political
battles within the self-rule areas, while maintaining the ability to resume vio-
lence should Arafat’s policies fail.22

Meanwhile, polls showed that Palestinians on the Gaza Strip were starting
to see benefits from the peace process and that they credited Arafat with them.
Foreign aid programmes seemed to be delivering tangible benefits, and small
businesses such as restaurants began to open. Most importantly, there
appeared to be relief in Gaza that the Islamic fundamentalist excesses of the
intifada period were over and that those living there could again enjoy a more
secular lifestyle.??

The issues explored

Territorial questions

The questions of more territory and powers for the PA and of Israeli settle-
ments are related, and it appeared in early 1995 that the two sides had tenta-
tively agreed that the areas to be handed to the PA would resemble a patch-
work of various levels of autonomy in different areas of the West Bank.? The
rest of 1995 was spent working out how much land would be transferred to the
PA and what its authority would be in various areas.

In March the two sides agreed to a 1 July deadline for the conclusion of an
agreement on the transfer of areas and powers to the PA. Implementation was
to begin thereafter and to include such difficult issues as the withdrawal of the
Israeli Army from areas ceded to the PA. Given that these areas were close to
Jewish settlements, the fate of which Rabin vowed to leave untouched until
the Final Status talks concluded, withdrawal would be difficult.

Israel agreed in July to withdraw from either six or seven towns on the West
Bank, ceding them to the PA, before the PA elections and leaving security and
internal administration to the Palestinian Authority. Israel would remain in
charge of security in rural areas, although more land would be handed over in
a phased manner. Israel would continue to provide security for Israeli settle-
ments on the West Bank.

21 Reuter, ‘Palestinian groups meet over attacks’, 18 Apr. 1995. Talks continue. Brown, D., ‘PLO
opens talks with Hamas’, Guardian Weekly, 12 Nov. 1995, p. 3.

22 Ozanne, J. and Dennis, M., ‘Advances in peace undermine Palestinian opposition’, Financial
Times, 1 Dec. 1995, p. 6.

23 Gellman, B., ‘In Gaza, revolution is out and government is in’, International Herald Tribune,
3 July 1995, p. 2.

24 See the comments of an unnamed Israeli official in Makovsky, D., ‘Self-rule areas to be a
patchwork’, Jerusalem Post (intemnational edn), week ending 28 Jan. 1995, p. 1.
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The Palestinian Council

Progress was also achieved in establishing rules for the long-delayed elections
to the Palestinian Council, its powers and an election date. In March 1995 it
was agreed that candidates for the Council would seek office as individuals
rather than in groups. This allowed members of Hamas and Islamic Jihad to
run for office, circumventing Israeli laws forbidding political activities by
groups pledged to the destruction of Israel.?

The two sides also agreed that the Council would have legislative and exec-
utive powers. Israel had argued that the Palestinian Council should be an exec-
utive body on the grounds that law-making authority can only be held by the
representatives of a state, not by the government of a limited autonomy area.
The agreement that the Council should have legislative and executive powers
was a breakthrough for the PA in its campaign for eventual status as an inde-
pendent nation.

There was still dispute as to whether the Palestinian residents of East Jerusa-
lem would be permitted to vote and where (in East Jerusalem or not). The
establishment of Palestinian voting booths in the city would strengthen the
PA’s claim that at least part of the city should be regarded as the future capital
of a Palestinian state.

By July 1995 it was agreed that Palestinians living in Jerusalem could run
for office, provided they had or could use an address in the West Bank or
Gaza. Israel also offered to allow Jerusalem Palestinians to vote in polling
stations on the municipal border. Although not yet acceptable to the Palestini-
ans, these offers constituted a breakthrough for residents of the Palestinian-
claimed areas of Jerusalem in their quest to participate in the Palestinian elec-
tions. Questions remained on the size and functions of the Council. Israel had
initially argued that the Council should have 24 members but then offered to
increase the number to 50. The PA held to 100 members. Finally, Israel
argued that the Council should be administrative, while the PA wanted to give
it the powers of a parliament in the making.?

Palestinian prisoners

The PA maintained that the estimated 5000 Palestinian prisoners in Israeli
jails were freedom fighters who should be released. Israel was prepared to
release some prisoners but said that those convicted of violent crimes should
be treated as criminals and held in jail. In July it was revealed that Israel
would release up to 1000 of these prisoners as part of the emerging agreement.
President Weizman began examining the question of granting pardons to
women prisoners.?’

25 Associated Press, ‘Palestinian election likely by September as talks progress’, International Herald
Tribune, 17 Mar. 1995.

26 Silver, E., ‘Israel may set free 1000 PLO prisoners’, The Independent, 21 July 1995, p. 11.

27 Silver (note 26).
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Water rights

The PA sought rights over water originating from the West Bank. Israel did
not agree to this, as underground aquifers there supply 25 per cent of its water.
However, Israel recognized the current inequities (the average Israeli uses
approximately 100 cubic metres (m?®) of water per year while the average
Palestinian uses 31 m?3) and proposed joint efforts to increase the supply. Israel
also hinted that it would allow the PA the first right to drill in areas not yet
fully tapped.?8

The Taba Joint Statement

After months of difficult negotiation, Arafat and Peres announced a partial
deal, the Taba Israeli-Palestinian Joint Statement, on 11 August 1995, at the
~ Egyptian resort at Taba.?® Specifically, they achieved framework agreements
on the transfer of many civilian functions of West Bank administration to the
PA, the definition of many areas in which the PA would exercise self-rule, the
election and composition of the Palestinian Council, the release of Palestinian
prisoners, and the control of water rights. It proved difficult to translate the
agreements into legal text, however.® Sticking-points remained on the ques-
tions of security—who would administer it and under what conditions, and
who would provide security for the Israeli settlers in the West Bank areas to
be handed over—and the status of Hebron.

Hebron was a particularly difficult issue as it holds religious significance for
both sides as the burial place of their common biblical patriarch, Abraham.
Only 450 ultra-religious Jewish settlers live in Hebron together with over
100 000 Palestinians. However, Israel insisted that its army remain in Hebron
to protect the settlers, unlike the other six towns which have no settlements
within them and from which it would redeploy. Concerned about establishing
a precedent if Israel partially withdrew from one place, the PA refused, stating
that the settlers in Hebron need not move but that it would provide security.?!

The response to the Taba Joint Statement was mixed. Some Israelis believed
that the framework for army withdrawal from the West Bank would create
problems in defending remaining settlements.?? Palestinians said that Hebron
was a breaking-point. Although the Taba Statement was not the overdue suc-
cessor to the DOP, it laid out the direction of the talks and attracted opposition

28 For more on the issue of water in the discussions, see Lancaster, J., ‘Water, a West Bank symbol’,
International Herald Tribune, 24 July 1995, p. 2.

29 The Joint Statement is reproduced in appendix 4A in this volume.

30 Associated Press, ‘Peres and Arafat seem to be making headway on accord’, International Herald
Tribune, 10 Aug. 1995, p. 7.

31 A PA delegate to Taba was quoted as saying, ‘Without solving the outstanding problems of
Hebron, there won’t be an agreement. . . . One hundred thousand Palestinians cannot be held hostage to
450 Jews. They are welcome to stay there, but under our rule’. Silver, E., ‘Hebron “biggest obstacle to
deal’”’, The Independent, 11 Aug. 1995, p. 10. The number 450 is subject to some dispute. The Jewish
settlement Kiryat Arba, on the outskirts of the city, contains several thousand religious settlers and is
noted for its militancy.

32 Makovsky, D. and Lahoud, L., ““Partial agreement” initialed on autonomy’, Jerusalem Post (inter-
national edn), week ending 19 Aug. 1995, pp. 1, 2.
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from the Israeli right, who saw it as proof that the government would ‘give up’
Judaea and Samaria.

Any doubts vanished when the cabinet debated the Taba Joint Statement.
Rabin stated that the next phase of the process would constitute a ‘mighty
blow to the delusion of Greater Israel . . . This Government does not believe in
Greater Israel, nor does it want to rule another people’. He went on to state in
the clearest terms used thus far what Israel wanted: ‘We want Jerusalem, we
want the Jordan River to be our security border, and we want other areas here
and there’.3

On 27 August Israel and the PA agreed to transfer eight civilian powers to
the PA to signal that the Taba Statement was being translated into action. The
PA gained control over agriculture, insurance, labour, local government,
postal services, oil and petrol, statistics, and trade and industry. The commit-
tees remained at work on the 32 other areas to be handed over.*

However, Israel took steps to halt PA activity in East Jerusalem. Fearing
that this might create an impression that the PA had rights in the city prior to
the Final Status talks, Israel threatened to close the self-designated Palestinian
statistics ‘ministry’, health ‘ministry’ and broadcasting authority. Israel
warned the PA to cease political activities at its headquarters in East Jeru-
salem, Orient House, or that it, too, would be closed. The PA meanwhile com-
plained that Israel’s celebration of the 3000th anniversary of Jerusalem was
too heavily oriented to the Jewish aspect of the city’s history and that it was
intended to cement the status of Jerusalem as the capital of Israel only.’s

The Interim Agreement

On 24 September the two sides reached agreement on the successor to the
DOP, which translated the Taba Joint Statement into a formal agreement.
Peres and Arafat initialed the 400-page Israeli-Palestinian Agreement on the
West Bank and the Gaza Strip and announced that the signing ceremony
would take place in Washington on 28 September. Known as the Interim
Agreement, it is complex and lengthy. It creates three zones on the West
Bank (see figure 4.1):

1. Area A consists of those zones for which the Palestinians will have full
responsibility for internal security and public order as well as for civil affairs
(the cities of Bethlehem, Jenin, Nablus, Qalgilya, Ramallah and Tulkarem, in

33 All quotations taken from Makovsky, D. and Yudelman, M., ‘PM: Oslo II is “blow to greater
Israel™, Jerusalem Post (international edn), week ending 26 Aug. 1995, pp. 1, 2. The cabinet approved
the Taba Statement by a vote of 15 to 1, with 2 abstentions.

34 ‘Protocol on further transfer of powers and responsibilities’, 27 Aug. 1995. Version current on
6 Sep. 1995, URL <gopher://israel-info.gov.il:70/0R91163-118275-/new/pprocess1>. These powers
were in addition to others which had been transferred in earlier agreements on PA empowerment.

35 Cockbum, P., ‘Jerusalem’s 3000th starts a capital row’, The Independent, 5 Sep. 1995, p. 11.

36 Excerpts from the text of the Interim Agreement are reproduced in appendix 4A in this volume.
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addition to Jericho), and parts of the city of Hebron outside specific areas
where the Israeli Army will be responsible for security.?

2. Area B consists of Palestinian towns and villages on the West Bank in
which the PA will have civil authority and be charged with maintaining order
within specified hamlets in area B.3® Twenty-five PA police stations will be
established, although the movement of the PA police between the towns and
villages will be ‘coordinated and confirmed’ with Israel. Notwithstanding the
powers of the Palestinian police, Israel will maintain overriding security
authority.®

3. Area C consists of unpopulated areas of the West Bank, areas of strategic
importance to Israel and Jewish settlements. Israel will retain full authority for
order and security, although the Palestinians will gradually assume all civil
responsibilities not related to territory (health, education, the economy and so
on) except in the areas to be discussed in the Final Status talks.*® The fact that
the PA is to gradually assume civilian powers in much of this area has polit-
ical implications for its status within those talks.

The Interim Agreement established a timetable for the redeployment of the
Israeli Army. The first stage requires the army to begin redeployment within
10 days of the signing of the agreement and to have left the six cities by
31 December 1995. The areas of Hebron will be vacated by late March 1996
after Israel has constructed bypass roads so that the Israeli settlers need not
enter Arab areas. Civilian authority in the 450 villages in area B will be
handed over in intervals.4! Further redeployments will take place in area C at
six-month intervals; additional territorial jurisdictions in area C will be trans-
ferred so that the only areas under the direct jurisdiction of the Israeli Army
will be those whose jurisdiction is to be determined in the Final Status talks.
In order to facilitate movement between Jewish settlements and other strategic
sites retained by Israel, roads will be built for the exclusive use of Israelis.%

The Interim Agreement established the size of the Palestinian Council at 82
members, but the number was subsequently raised to 88 members. The Coun-
cil was given legislative and executive powers and will sit until May 1999,
when new elections will be held. In addition to the Council election (of indi-
vidual candidates by district), a separate election was to be held simultane-
ously for the post of Head (Ra’ees) of the Executive Authority of the Council,
a decision-making body of selected Council members and top officials. Pales-
tinians in Jerusalem were permitted to vote by means of special envelopes

37 Interim Agreement, Annex 1, Article VII. The Arab mayor of Hebron later accused Arafat of
caving in to the Israelis on a fundamental issue. Cockburn, P., ‘Hebron fears the worst as settlers hang
on’, The Independent, 26 Sep. 1995, p. 8.

38 Interim Agreement, Annex 1, Appendix 6 lists the hamlets included in area B.

39 Interim Agreement, Article XIII (Annex 1, Appendix 3 lists the locations of the stations).

40 Interim Agreement, Annex III (particularly Article IV).

41 Interim Agreement, Article XIII. The timetable in the Taba Joint Statement called for Israeli with-
drawal from the 6 towns by Feb. The schedule was brought forward in last-minute negotiations. ‘Israel
sets schedule for West Bank pullout’, International Herald Tribune, 6 Oct. 1995, p. 1.

a2 According to one source, the total cost of the move, including the access roads, will be at least
3$1 billion. Dennis, M., ‘Israelis bypass Palestinian areas’, Financial Times, 21 Dec. 1995.
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which were deposited in ‘receptacles’ in five post offices in Jerusalem and
then sent to the Elections Committee.*? Palestinians from Jerusalem wishing to
stand for the Council were allowed to do so if they had a valid alternate
address in the West Bank or Gaza.

On the issue of water rights, Israel had earlier held that it would not provide
any of its current water supply to the PA but would assist it to tap new
sources. In the Interim Agreement, Israel modified its position and committed
itself to increase the water allocated to the PA by 28.6 million m? per year.
Further increases will come from the development of new sources. The two
sides also agreed to establish a joint committee to enforce policies pertaining
to uncontrolled drilling and water quality.*

The Interim Agreement called for Joint Security Committees to coordinate
the joint actions of the PA police and the Israeli Defence Forces (IDF) and to
promote information sharing. Joint patrols will be established to facilitate free
movement by Israeli citizens in the West Bank, particularly on designated
roads in area A. It is stipulated that only Israelis on a joint patrol can ask an
Israeli citizen for personal or vehicle documents; the PA police cannot under
any circumstances arrest or place in custody an Israeli.#> On prisoner release,
Israel agreed to release Palestinian prisoners in three stages: upon signature of
the agreement, on the eve of Council elections and at a third stage to be
agreed.%

The PA agreed to revoke the sections of the Charter of the PLO calling for
the destruction of Israel within two months of the Council’s inauguration,
although the entire Palestinian National Council will have to meet to make
this change.#” The issue of the Charter is an important one. Israel views it as a
basic litmus test of the PA’s seriousness and has said that it will not move for-
ward with the peace process unless the change is made. Some feeling exists in
Israel that the Charter should have been altered immediately after the signing
of the DOP in 1993.

Other sections of the Interim Agreement deal with legal issues,* joint and
single custody of religious sites (whoever controls a site must ensure equal
access for all religions),* cooperation and economic relations,* and ‘educa-
tion for peace’ (the two sides agree to enhance understanding and tolerance by
using their educational systems to promote peace).5!

43 Interim Agreement, Annex II, Article VI, ‘Election arrangements concerning Jerusalem’. This
provision was later attacked by the Israeli right as a sign that Palestinians would be allowed to vote in
Jerusalem, despite the government’s earlier claim that they would not. See the exchange on this subject
between Rabin and Binyamin Netanyahu in Collins, L., ‘Rabin offers vision for final settlement’,
Jerusalem Post (international edn), week ending 14 Oct. 1995, pp. 1, 2. See also the comments by the
right-wing Mayor of Jerusalem, reprinted in Mideast Mirror, 23 Oct. 1995, pp. 7-8.

44 Interim Agreement, Annex ITI, Article 40.

45 Interim Agreement, Annex [, Article IIL.

46 Interim Agreement, Annex VII.

47 Interim Agreement, Article XXXI, para. 9.

48 Interim Agreement, Articles XVII-XXI and Annex IV.

49 Interim Agreement, Annex III, Appendix I, Article 32.

50 Interim Agreement, Annex V.

51 Interim Agreement, Annex VI, Article 8.
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Fundamentalists on both sides objected to the agreement and accused its
authors of treason.’2 Hamas said that the agreement meant that Palestinians
would never have a state., Others criticized it for ignoring the ‘1948 refugees’
(those who fled or were expelled from Palestine during the war that attended
the creation of Israel), stating that the PA’s acceptance of the West Bank and
Gaza as the limits of a future Palestine amounted to acquiescence that they
could never return to their homes.5?

In Israel some opponents saw the deal as flawed in security terms, while
others could not accept any deal involving compromises on the West Bank.
Opposition leader Benjamin Netanyahu was particularly adamant in his view
that the deal was deeply flawed. Despite criticism, polls showed that a slim
majority of Israelis supported the Interim Agreement.’ This was translated
into the result of the Knesset vote on the agreement on 6 October 1995, which
the government won by a margin of 61 to 59. The intensity of the protests
increased, and the extreme right-wing presented Rabin’s likeness in Nazi
uniform and disrupted Rabin at public rallies with vicious verbal attacks.
Concern was expressed that the intensity of the hatred could lead to an act of
violence against the political leadership.’

One of the reasons the debate was difficult was because many did not under-
stand where the peace process was headed. In remarks to the Knesset on
5 October, Rabin made a clear statement of his vision of peace and outlined
specific positions which Israel would take in the forthcoming Final Status
talks. He stated that a united Jerusalem under Israeli sovereignty would con-
tinue to be Israel’s capital and that its boundaries would extend beyond the
recently expanded municipal boundaries of the city. In addition he said that
‘The security border of the state of Israel will be located in the Jordan Valley
in the broadest meaning of that term’. He promised that ‘The borders of the
State of Israel, during the permanent solution, will be beyond the lines which
existed before the Six-Day War. We will not return to the June 4, 1967 lines’.
Speaking of the PA’s future, Rabin said, ‘We see the final arrangements as
including most of the Land of Israel, as it was under the British Mandate, and
alongside it a Palestinian entity, which is less than a state, and which will
independently run the lives of most of the Palestinians living in the Gaza Strip
and the West Bank’. Finally, Rabin justified the course he had chosen; “We
had to choose between the Greater Land of Israel, which means a bi-national
state and whose population would comprise, as of today, 4.5 million Jews and
more than 3 million Palestinians, which are a separate entity—religious, polit-

52 Brown, D., ‘Israel agrees to quit West Bank’, Guardian Weekly, 1 Oct. 1995, p. 1.

53 Ozanne, J., ‘Islamic group slams PLO-Israel accord’, Financial Times, 26 Sep. 1995, p. 7; and
Fisk, R., ‘Despair greets deal in the Palestinian refugee camps’, The Independent, 26 Sep. 1995, p. 8.

54 Ozanne, J., ‘Israelis back deal by slim majority’, Financial Times, 29 Sep. 1995.

55 See the summaries of Israeli press stories in ‘Fear of peace opponents turning verbal abuse to
physical violence is real’, Mideast Mirror, 12 Oct. 1995, pp. 2-5; and ‘Columnists warn of civil violence
erupting out of angry political debate’, Mideast Mirror, 13 Oct. 1995, pp. 8, 9.
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ical and national—and a state smaller in area, but which would be a Jewish
state. We choose to be a Jewish state’.56

Although Rabin’s remarks seemed clear, there was disagreement over
whether the PA would become a state. Arafat took the view that this was the
only logical outcome of the peace process, and even some of Rabin’s cabinet
appeared to hold divergent views.5

Implementation of the Interim Agreement was accompanied by problems.
The first arose over prisoner release. President Weizman refused to release all
of the prisoners agreed, particularly those convicted of killing Israelis, who
required presidential pardons. When Weizman would not pardon two women
convicted of murder, another 20 women, who had been pardoned, refused to
leave prison in sympathy.s8 Since the agreement committed Israel to release
‘all female detainees and prisoners in the first stage’ of releases,” this became
the first crisis in its implementation. The situation worsened when General
Ilan Biran, the military governor of the West Bank, denied pardons to three
other women. However, 950 prisoners were released by Israel by mid-
October, constituting the bulk of the first stage of the release process. More-
over, the female prisoners were eventually released by Weizman.

Questions also arose over the schedule for redeployment of the Israeli Army
from area A. On 5 October Arafat wrote Rabin a letter accusing Israel of
delaying its commitment to begin redeployment within 10 days of signing the
Interim Agreement by handing over only modest authority in small villages.5
Peres and Arafat met on 15 October to resolve the dispute, and a timetable for
withdrawal was agreed.®!

The assassination of Prime Minister Rabin and preparations for the
Palestinian elections

In early November 1995 concern over the intensity of the domestic opposition
to the peace process caused many Israelis to unite in support of the govern-
ment. Supporters of the peace process organized a rally on 4 November in Tel
Aviv. As Rabin left the rally he was murdered by Yigal Amir, a right-wing
religious extremist who regarded Rabin’s peace policy as traitorous.6? A few

56 Rabin quotations from Collins, L., ‘Rabin offers vision for final settiement’, Jerusalem Post
(international edn), week ending 14 Oct. 1995, pp. 1, 2; and excerpts from the text of the speech in
Mideast Mirror, 6 Oct. 1995, pp. 3-5, emphasis in original.

57 Environment Minister Yossi Sarid commented that eventual Palestinian statehood was inevitable
shortly before the ceremony in Washington. ‘A Palestinian state on the way?’, Jerusalem Post (inter-
national edn), week ending 7 Oct. 1995, p. 3.

38 “Talks on redeployment schedule continue, but snag hits release of women prisoners’, Mideast
Mirror, 9 Oct. 1995, pp. 2-3.

39 Interim Agreement, Annex VII, ‘Release of Palestinian prisoners and detainees’, para. 2a.

60 The letter and its contents are referred to in ‘Rabin confers with senior aides over Arafat’s protesta-
tion’, Mideast Mirror, 12 Oct. 1995, pp. 5-7; and Reuter, ‘Israel’s Peres, PLO’s Arafat to meet’, 11 Oct.
1995.

61 The schedule is reprinted in ‘Accelerated timetable’, Mideast Mirror, 16 Oct. 1995, p. 4. The
schedule was kept despite the assassination of Rabin.

62 Gellman, B. and Blumenfeld, L., “The religious obsessions that drove Rabin’s killer’, International
Herald Tribune, 13 Nov. 1995, pp. 1, 6.
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hours later Peres assumed office. The impact of Rabin’s assassination upon
Israel was profound: most Israelis were incredulous that a Jew could murder
another Jew for political reasons. For many, the illusion that Israel was a
country where heated internal debate could never lead to civil war was
shattered.s?

Politically, the assassination appeared, at least in the short term, to have dis-
credited the Israeli right wing.® Peres experienced a dramatic boost in the
opinion polls, although it was short-lived. Over the longer term, concerns over
personal security may lead many Israelis to return to the Likud banner once
the shock of Rabin’s murder fades.

When he became prime minister, Peres stated his determination to continue
the peace process and committed himself to the redeployment schedule. By
early December Israeli officials conceded that redeployment meant that the
peace process had passed ‘the point of no return’.$5 Any attempt by Israel to
forcibly return to the previous state of affairs would not be politically feasible
or militarily easy. The large number of international representatives who
attended Rabin’s funeral, including several Arab leaders and representatives of
Arab states with which Israel does not yet have diplomatic ties, signalled the
extent to which the political situation in the region has changed and that it is
unlikely to return to the pre-1993 status quo.

By the end of 1995 the redeployments had been accomplished (with the
exception of Hebron, as agreed) and preparations were under way for the
Palestinian elections. Concerns were expressed by observers that the elections
would not be entirely fair, but a heavy turnout was anticipated.s¢ (The elec-
tions took place on 20 January 1996 and resulted in a large majority for
Arafat, who was also elected Head (Ra’ees) of the Executive Authority of the
Council. The turnout was heavy despite calls for a boycott by opponents of the
process. International observers declared the elections substantially free and
fair.)

III. The Israeli-Syrian talks

In 1995 the talks between Syria and Israel were dominated by the nature and
timetable of the Israeli withdrawal from the Golan Heights and the character
of the peace and security guarantees which Syria would offer Israel. At times
the talks made progress. The Israeli and Syrian chiefs of staff met in Washing-
ton in June and reportedly developed a set of understandings on security.
Unfortunately, subsequent disagreement over exactly what had been discussed
prevented further high-level meetings until December 1995. For much of 1995
the talks consisted of hopeful signs, missed opportunities and revised dead-

63 Dennis, M., ‘Death opens “deep wound in nation’s spirit’”, Financial Times, 6 Nov. 1995, p. 1.

64 Ozanne, J., ‘Likud leader struggles to avoid taking blame’, Financial Times, 8 Nov. 1995, p. 7.
Netanyahu's struggle became more difficult when Rabin’s widow publicly blamed him for having
contributed to the atmosphere of violence which led to her husband’s death.

65 Cockbum, P., ‘Israeli pull-out passes the point of no return’, The Independent, 1 Dec. 1995, p. 16.

66 Brown, D., ‘Arafat “tinkers with polls™, The Guardian, 2 Jan. 1996, p. 7.
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lines. The process followed the 1994 pattern:®” sporadic meetings between
officials in Washington, extensive US mediation and an apparent unwilling-
ness on the part of Syrian President Hafez al-Assad to engage in the type of
secret face-to-face talks which had taken place in the other bilateral negotia-
tions.

For Israel the goal of the negotiation with Syria (and by extension with
Lebanon) is relatively straightforward: a peace treaty, including provisions for
full exchanges between the two societies on all levels, leading to an end to the
war between Israel and Syria. Such a treaty would have to include security
arrangements to compensate for the loss of the Golan Heights and to ensure
the protection of Israel’s water supplies. Peace with Syria would also be the
signal for the other Arab participants in the peace process (primarily Saudi
Arabia and a few Gulf states) to enter into normal relations with Israel.

In addition to the basic requirement of getting the Golan Heights back,
Syria’s strategic goals are more complex. First, with the end of the cold war,
and with it Syria’s ability to count on Soviet political assistance and military
cooperation on favourable conditions, Syria needs to reorient its foreign policy
to the West and particularly to the USA. This requires peace with Israel and
other acts designed to convince the US State Department to no longer list
Syria as a sponsor of terrorism. Second, President Assad must be able to show
his people and the rest of the Arab world that he has achieved peace on his
terms in order to solidify his position in the post-peace Middle East and to jus-
tify waiting so much longer than Egypt to make peace with Israel. Third,
Israel’s desire for ‘normalized’ relations as part of a peace treaty, including
personal and economic links between the two countries, may pose a problem
for the Syrian Government, which has demonstrated a desire to retain close
control over such links with the outside world. Fourth, any peace deal will
have to take into account Syria’s special situation in Lebanon, while also pro-
viding for the security of Israel’s northern border.

In early 1995 there was little activity in the talks between the Israeli and
Syrian ambassadors in Washington. Meanwhile, it became known that Israel
had proposed a four-year timetable for withdrawal from the Golan Heights.58
In March 1995 US Secretary of State Warren Christopher visited the region to
try to breathe new life into the peace process. However, Israel warned that
time was running out in view of the impending Israeli elections.®

During the Christopher visit it was agreed that the ambassadorial talks in
Washington would be resumed, that the chiefs of staff would meet and that a
committee of Israel, Syria and the USA would oversee the talks, although it
was not reported what the committee would do.7 In addition, Israel intimated

67 Kemp and Pressman (note 4), pp. 186-91.

68 Jzenberg, D., Makovsky, D. and Collins, L., ““Israel wants four years for Golan Heights with-
drawal’, Jerusalem Post (international edn), week ending 14 Jan. 1995, p. 3.

69 Reuter, ‘Israel to Syria: make peace deal now or lose the chance for several years’, International
Herald Tribune, 7 Mar. 1995.

70 Associated Press, ‘Israel and Syria to reopen talks’, International Herald Tribune, 15 Mar. 1995,
p. 6; and Hudson, D., ‘Syria and Israel agree to resume peace negotiations’, The Guardian, 15 Mar.
1995, p. 5.
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that it was prepared to give up the Golan Heights in return for peace, while
President Assad indicated a willingness to confer some form of recognition on
Israel before the completion of withdrawal.”! The ambassadorial talks resumed
on 25 March, and progress was made on security arrangements, troop reduc-
tions and foreign monitors.

The talks then stalled over the lines to which Israel would withdraw and
how deeply into each country the demilitarization would extend. The first
issue was Syria’s insistence that the boundaries be those of 4 June 1967, rather
than the 1923 boundary agreed by Britain and France when they were the
Mandatory Powers for the region, which Israel recognizes as the international
border. Syria does not accept the 1923 boundary, which also formed much of
the agreed border between the two countries in the 1948 Armistice Agree-
ment, and had extended its control over the Golan Heights between 1948 and
1967. A return to the 1967 boundaries would give slightly more land to Syria,
including a small piece of territory that would provide Syria access to Lake
Tiberius, a critical source of water.

In May the stalled talks moved forward when the Syrians reportedly showed
flexibility on a key security issue: the relative distances Israeli and Syrian
troops would be withdrawn from the Golan. Syria is reported to have accepted
Israel’s view that the distances be asymmetrical in view of Syria’s strategic
depth.” Israel had long argued that security arrangements should be mutual
and reciprocal, but not equal or symmetrical.

On 24 May the USA announced that Israel and Syria had agreed to what
was called a framework understanding on security arrangements.” The frame-
work is said to have enshrined earlier progress on asymmetrical security
arrangements and contained agreements on issues such as early warning,
demilitarized areas and weapon deployment limits. The USA announced that
talks would intensify and that the chiefs of staff would meet to discuss
detailed provisions but warned that much remained to be done, including the
reaching of agreement on non-military issues.

On 25 May Peres made a far-reaching statement on Israel’s possible with-
drawal from the Golan Heights. Perhaps to prepare the Israeli public for the
eventual agreement, Peres stated that Syria would demand no less for peace
than Egypt had.™ Further progress came a few days later when Prime Minister
Rabin stated that one Golan settlement would have to be relinquished in the
first stage of Israeli withdrawal from the Golan, with others following.” A few

7! Haberman, C., ‘Israel says Syria is promising ties for Golan return’, New York Times, 1 Apr. 1995,
pp- Al, AS.

72 Greenhouse, S., ‘Israel-Syria talks move ahead, U.S. says’, New York Times, 16 May 1995, p. A6.

73 Reuter, ‘Security plan agreed upon by Israelis and Syrians’, International Herald Tribune, 25 May
1995, p. 1; and Greenhouse, S., ‘Damascus making a big concession in talks on Golan’, New York
Times, 25 May 1995, pp. Al, A8.

74 Haberman, C., ‘Peres inches toward ceding Golan for peace with Syria’, New York Times, 26 May
1995, p. A2.

75 ‘PM: “One Golan settlement must go™’, Jerusalem Post (international edn), week ending 3 June
1995, pp. 1, 2. Rabin was confident that a majority of Israelis would approve withdrawal from the Golan
once they saw the agreement, although a majority were sceptical at this point. Reuter, ‘Rabin confident
on Golan plan’, International Herald Tribune, 3—4 June 1995, p. 5.
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days later President Assad made a similarly encouraging statement on Syrian
radio, one of the few occasions on which he has commented on the talks at
length.76

The chiefs of staff met in Washington on 27 June and appeared to make pro-
gress on the question of asymmetrical withdrawals. However, Syria would not
agree to demilitarize some of the sectors requested by Israel, arguing that to do
so would leave the approaches to Damascus undefended. Syria also continued
to oppose Israel’s desire to retain access to its early-warning stations on the
Golan, saying that this function should be carried out aerially, possibly with
US assistance.”

In July Assad referred to the possibility of a third party operating the sta-
tions on behalf of Israel, but he subsequently repudiated the idea.”® This ques-
tion had been discussed before, with the USA suggested as the logical choice.
There had also been a proposal that Israelis might serve in the stations under
US command. This was rejected by Syria. Israel was also opposed to the idea
unless it could have its own officers in the stations as it feared disputes with
the USA over data and that in a crisis the USA might not reveal all informa-
tion in an attempt to prevent a situation from escalating.

Some in Israel began to consider a formal security arrangement with the
USA to counterbalance the security concessions that Israel would have to
make to Syria for peace. Discussion of these ideas continued into 1996.

Unfortunately, the talks slowed in July and did not regain momentum until
after Rabin’s assassination. President Assad, claiming that there was mis-
understanding over what had been agreed by the chiefs of staff, refused to
allow follow-on meetings between military officers and proposed that the pro-
cess revert to meetings between diplomats. Rabin refused, stating that the pro-
cess had evolved and should not move backwards. Israel’s insistence that it
retain access to the Golan early-warning stations seemed the primary cause of
the slow-down. President Assad maintained his position that aerial surveil-
lance was adequate,” but Israel did not agree.

As the Israeli-Palestinian talks neared their climax, both Assad and Rabin
seemed to abandon the goal of peace in 1995 or perhaps until after the 1996
elections. Both leaders demonstrated indifference to the need for haste.®0
Whether their statements were tactical or genuine is difficult to assess, but
there was little indication of talks between July and November.

76 Sheridan, M., ‘Syria edges closer to treaty with Israel’, The Independent, 13 June 1995, p. 14.
Israel’s response to Assad’s comments was swift. On 5 June Peres stated that ‘the Golan Heights were
never historically part of Israel’.

77 Gold, D., ‘Forewarned is forearmed’, Jerusalem Post (international edn), week ending 29 July
1995, p.7.

78 “Peres thanks Syria for “positive” signs on peace’, International Herald Tribune, 12 July 1995,
p-2. .

79 See, for example, his comments to the Egyptian daily al-Ahram, in Mideast Mirror, 11 Oct. 1995,
p. 14.

80 See, for example, ‘Assad can afford to wait, even for Likud’, Mideast Mirror, 13 Oct. 1995,
pp. 10-15. See also ‘US thinks neither Rabin nor Assad is interested in peace deal’, Mideast Mirror,
20 Oct. 1995, pp. 2-6.
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The situation worsened when nine Israelis were killed in attacks by the
Iranian-supported Hizbollah group in Israel’s self-declared ‘security zone’ in
southern Lebanon in mid-October. The Israeli Government charged that the
attacks were ordered by Syria to remind Israel that Syria held the key to peace
in southern Lebanon.8! Syria denied the accusation, saying that the attacks
demonstrated the desire of the Lebanese people to resist the Israeli occupa-
tion.82

The assassination of Rabin and the succession of Peres as prime minister
was accompanied by apparent progress. Shortly after the assassination, the
Syrian press urged Israel to adopt a fresh approach.®? The new mood was
exemplified by the 20 November statement by the Syrian Foreign Minister
that Syria would ‘play its role’ to convince the Lebanese ‘resistance’ that ‘its
aims have been realized’ if peace were achieved between Israel and Syria.8
This was the clearest statement yet that Syria could and would bring the vio-
lence in southern Lebanon to an end in the wake of a peace treaty. Such a step
could have adverse implications for Syria’s relationship with Hizbollah’s main
supporter, Iran, which Damascus has striven to cultivate.

At the same time, Peres signalled his intention to diverge from Rabin’s
tactic of concentrating only on security. In his speech to the Knesset on
22 November upon forming his new government, Peres hinted that the time
had come to consider all aspects of the Israeli-Syrian talks simultaneously,
rather than just focusing on security.?s Following discussions between Prime
Minister Peres and President Bill Clinton in Washington, Secretary of State
Christopher was sent to the region to restart the talks.

After meeting with Assad and Peres, Christopher reported that direct talks
would resume between the two sides without preconditions in late December
in the USA. In a change from previous rounds, it was agreed that the USA
would play a more active role, presenting ideas for compromise. Amid
uncharacteristically positive statements from Christopher and his aides, it was
announced that the talks would recommence in the USA on 27 December %

It subsequently emerged that Israel had hinted that it might reduce the time
period required for withdrawal from the Golan Heights and rely on aerial
surveillance and other means to replace its early-warning stations there, if

81 <PM slams Syrian support for terror’, Jerusalem Post (international edn), week ending 28 Oct.
1995, pp. 1, 2.

82 “The Lebanese option’, Mideast Mirror, 16 Oct. 1995, pp. 10~11.

83 «Syria urges Peres to adopt a fresh approach to peace’, Mideast Mirror, 7 Nov. 1995, pp. 14-15; ‘A
Syrian olive branch to Peres’, Mideast Mirror, 8 Nov. 1995, pp. 12-13; and ‘Moves to accelerate Syria
track, with Peres way ahead in opinion ratings’, Mideast Mirror, 17 Nov. 1995, pp. 1-2.

84 <gyria will curb Hizbollah after peace—Sharaa’, Mideast Mirror, 20 Nov. 1995, p. 12. The Foreign
Minister also made a statement appealing for ‘calm’ in Southern Lebanon during the talks on 20 Dec.
‘Sharaa applauds Peres’s “flexibility” opposes “escalation” in South Lebanon’, Mideast Mirror, 20 Dec.
1993, pp. 8-9.

85 See the text of his remarks in ‘Peres appeals to Assad before winning 62-8 Knesset confidence
vote’, Mideast Mirror, 22 Nov. 1995. On 7 December word surfaced that Israel was preparing a new
strategy, based on the Prime Minister’s comments. Ozanne, J. ,‘Israel to present new initiative to break
deadlock in talks with Syria’, Financial Times, 7 Dec. 1995, p. 5.

86 Lippman, T. W., *Syria drops conditions for peace negotiations’, International Herald Tribune,
16-17 Dec. 1995; and Brown, D., ‘Peres ready to give up Golan Heights’, The Guardian, 18 Dec. 1995,
p- 6.
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Syria would agree to a sufficiently deep demilitarization of the area. Mention
was made of the possibility of other nationals occupying the early-warning
stations and transmitting data to Israel in ‘real time’ via fibre optic cables.¥

The year thus ended with Israel and Syria back at the negotiating table.
Despite the more positive atmosphere officials pointed out that months of bar-
gaining lay ahead and that the Israeli elections were drawing closer. As 1995
ended Peres faced the decision of whether to hold elections in the spring in
order to secure his own mandate while memories of Rabin’s murder were
fresh or to wait until October when elections were scheduled. His decision
was rumoured to be contingent on whether he believed that the prospects for
progress on the Syrian track justified delaying the elections. Peres ultimately
decided to move the elections forward to 29 May 1996.

1V. The Israeli-Jordanian talks

Talks between Jordan and Israel aimed at implementing the Treaty of Peace of
26 October 1994% made steady progress in 1995, The treaty calls for 15 func-
tional agreements to be negotiated between the two states in such areas as eco-
nomic cooperation, tourism and agriculture. By December 1995 most of these
had been achieved and the others were at an advanced stage. Also, joint eco-
nomic projects, such as the sharing of tourism infrastructure in the Agaba—
Eilat region, were under way.

However, signs emerged towards the end of 1995 that King Hussein was
concerned over what he perceived to be lack of support for the treaty among
academics, writers and others in Jordan. Shortly after Rabin’s death, the king
remonstrated against those whom he claimed were undermining stability in
Jordan through opposition to peace and called on ‘the silent majority’ of sup-
porters of his policies to become more active.®? Jordan also continued to
express a desire to develop economic ties to demonstrate that a ‘peace divi-
dend’ was being realized.

The year began with Israeli withdrawal from small areas of Jordanian land
near the Dead Sea. Much of this land is arid, but two small areas were handed
back which Israeli farmers will continue to farm under a ‘leaseback’ arrange-
ment with Jordan.?® By the end of 1995, Peres was speculating that Israel
might in future locate some of its infrastructure in Jordan. He argued that
Israeli land could thus be set aside for housing and agriculture. Peres advo-
cated that airports, oil terminals, railway lines and highways be located in
Jordan, which is five times larger than Israel. When asked about the danger of

87 See the comments of Israeli Deputy Defence Minister Ori Orr in an interview with the Associated
Press, reprinted in Mideast Mirror, 20 Dec. 1995, pp. 4-5.

88 See note 3.

89 See the text of the king’s remarks and associated press coverage translated in ‘King Hussein warns
local opponents of peace process’, Mideast Mirror, 10 Nov. 1995, pp. 10-14.

90 The leaseback arrangement is detailed in Annex 1(c) of the treaty between Israel and Jordan. See
also Greenberg, J., ‘Israel’s crops in Jordan’s fields? It must be peace’, New York Times, 28 Mar. 1995,
p. Ad.
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Israel losing access to these facilities in a war, Peres scoffed, “Where will the
lion come [from]—from Jordan? Egypt? We have peace with them!’9!

The improving relations between the two countries were strained over cer-
tain issues in 1995. Israel’s expansion of settlements around Jerusalem and the
proposed move of the US embassy to Jerusalem were criticized by Jordan.??
However, the relationship had matured sufficiently for criticism over specific
issues not to be a threat to ties generally.

Perhaps the greatest long-term impediment will be if the economic situation
in Jordan does not improve following peace. Accordingly, the promises of the
international community to provide economic relief to Jordan in return for
peace assume strategic importance. In this context, the difficulty which the
Clinton Administration had in persuading Congress to honour pledges to pro-
vide debt relief to Jordan was critical. King Hussein lobbied Congress person-
ally on the issue,?® and Prime Minister Rabin publicly reminded the USA how
much it stood to lose if a relatively small investment in debt relief was not
made. On 21 July, the US Congress passed a bill which financed the write-off
of Jordan’s $480 million debt to the USA. At the end of 1995 Israel supported
Jordan’s request to the USA for F-16 fighter aircraft for the Jordanian Air
Force. Overall, the ability to translate the political accomplishments of the
peace process into tangible gains for Jordan will be the true test of the peace
between Israel and Jordan.%

V. The multilateral track in 1995

The multilateral track of the Middle East peace process has not received sig-
nificant attention outside a small group of specialists.®* In 1994 the US Deputy
Assistant Secretary of State who oversaw the multilateral negotiations referred
to them as ‘the stealth peace process’.%

The procedures for the multilateral track were agreed in Moscow in January
1992.97 It was decided that there would be five working groups which would
report to a Steering Group, that all decisions would be made by consensus,
that states outside the Middle East (and international organizations such as the

9l Quoted in Shapiro, H., ‘Israel, Amman agree on transport, tourism’, Jerusalem Post (international
edn), week ending 28 Oct. 1995, p. 24.

92 Haberman (note 17).

93 Sciolino, E., ‘As a lobbyist, King Hussein finds it cool on Capitol Hill’, New York Times, 29 Mar.
1995, pp. A8.

94 Gardner, D., ‘Jordan: a new stake in stability’, Financial Times, 25 Oct. 1995, p. 27.

95 For exceptions, see Peters, J., Pathways to Peace: The Multilateral Arab-Israeli Peace Talks
(Royal Institute for International Affairs: London, 1996); and Kemp and Pressman (note 4}, pp. 191-94.

96 Quoted in Greenberger, R., ‘Israel, Arab nations ease tensions, make modest gains in low-key
talks’, Wall Street Journal, 19 Sep. 1994, p. All.

97 See the comments of Secretary of State James Baker at the organizational meeting for the multilat-
eral process in Moscow in Jan. 1992. ‘Organizational meeting for multilateral negotiations on the
Middle East’, US Department of State Dispatch (Supplement), Jan. 1992, pp. 27-28. For an in-depth
examination of the multilateral process in the Middle East, see Peters (note 95). See especially pp. 5-8
for a discussion of the basic aims of the process.
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United Nations) would be involved in the multilateral process and that initial
projects would be practically oriented.%

The relationship between the bilateral and the multilateral tracks is crucial.
The bilateral negotiations retain primary importance. In practical terms, many
issues dealt with in the multilateral negotiations are also part of the bilateral
negotiations, and there is reluctance to push too far on these issues in the
multilateral forum until appropriate understandings are reached bilaterally.
More broadly, some Arab delegations believe that the multilateral negotiations
should not promote the normalization of relations between Israel and the
region until all bilateral issues have been addressed. The strongest proponent
of this view is Syria’s President Assad, who has refused to join the multi-
lateral track until the bilateral negotiations between Israel and Syria are con-
cluded.?”” He has urged other Arab leaders to do the same. Not all have
followed suit—Jordan, Morocco, Oman, Qatar and Tunisia have taken tenta-
tive steps to develop relations with Israel in advance of the resolution of all
bilateral issues.

The multilateral negotiations promote a pan-regional approach to the issues
of concern. President Assad has stated that the emergence of a sense of
‘Middle-Easternism’, particularly in economic terms, represents an attempt ‘to
eliminate the concept of Arabism. ... The Middle East is posited as a sub-
stitute for Arabism’, warning that the concept is a tool of outsiders to diminish
the Arab nation.!® Others take the view that a pan-regional approach is neces-
sary to address the underlying problems of the region beyond the Arab-Israeli
dispute and to release its economic potential. The two economic summit
meetings held in the region can be viewed in this light.

The Steering Group is developing a Vision Paper, which is intended to pro-
mote a common vision of a Middle East at peace. It outlines the desired norms
for relations between the states of the region and establishes goals towards
these ends. Discussion of the Vision Paper continued throughout 1995 without
result. The Steering Group also heard proposals in 1995 for the creation of
new multilateral working groups on human rights and Jerusalem. Neither pro-
posal received the necessary consensus required for action.!!

The Arms Control and Regional Security Working Group

The Arms Control and Regional Security (ACRS) Working Group was the
only group which did not hold a plenary meeting in 1995. Its last such meeting
was held in December 1994, and the group had previously met every six
months since 1992. Although a plenary meeting was scheduled for the spring
of 1995, a dispute between Israel and Egypt over Israeli policy towards the

98 Peters (note 95).

99 For a statement from Madrid on Syria’s position, see Foreign Broadcast Information Service, Daily
Report—Near East and South Asia (FBIS-NES), 10 May 1993, p. 5.

100 See President Assad’s comments to al-Aharam in Mideast Mirror, 11 Oct. 1995, p. 15.

101 peters (note 95), pp. 14-15.
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1968 Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) prevented the meeting.!92 As the NPT
was up for renewal in May 1995, it was believed that a divisive ACRS Plenary
would serve no purpose.

The Egyptian—Israeli dispute, which manifests itself in debate over the
wording of a reference to the NPT in the draft ACRS Statement on Arms Con-
trol and Regional Security, is central to discussion of the role and function of
ACRS. Egypt argued that ACRS should regard the possible existence in the
region of weapons of mass destruction as a priority issue for immediate dis-
cussion and action. Cairo is concerned by the security and political ramifica-
tions of Israel’s status as an alleged possessor of nuclear weapons, believes
that this creates a dangerous and unequal situation in the region and wants to
use ACRS to address that situation.!%

Israel held that its policy of nuclear ambiguity was a symptom of a larger
problem—Ilack of security. Accordingly, it was important to foster a new secu-
rity environment through the development of mutual confidence. As con-
fidence grew, according to Israel, the nuclear problem would wither away.
The task of ACRS, in the Israeli view, was to begin developing confidence in
the region through the adoption of progressively more ambitious confidence-
building measures (CBMs) leading to arms control agreements.!* Towards the
end of 1995, Israel implied that it would sign the NPT after peace had been
achieved in the region, including peace with Iran, Iraq and Libya, states not
currently represented in the peace process.!® However, this ambiguous state-
ment does not seem to have been enough to restart the ACRS process.

Although the plenary did not meet, ACRS continued its work in functional
areas. In 1993 ACRS had created two subgroups dealing, respectively, with
‘operational’ questions (CBMs) and ‘conceptual’ matters, such as verification.
Both subgroups report to the plenary. On the basis of the Tunis plenary meet-
ing of December 1994, ACRS established an interim Regional Communica-
tions Network, modelled on that of the Organization for Security and Co-
operation in Europe (OSCE), in March 1995. The initial network hub is collo-
cated with the OSCE hub in The Hague. It is expected that a regional hub will
be created in Cairo. End-user stations have been installed or ordered by Egypt,
Israel, Jordan, the Palestinians and Qatar.!% It is hoped that other stations will
become operational shortly. The development of the network is facilitated by
the Netherlands, and it was demonstrated at an ACRS meeting on operational
matters in Antalya, Turkey, in March 1995. Also in 1995, a five-day training

102 gee also chapter 13 in this volume.

103 For a statement of the Egyptian position, see Karem, M., ‘The proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction and of ballistic missiles’, ed. C. Oudraat, United Nations Institute for Disarmament
Research: Conference of Research Institutes in the Middle Fast (UNIDIR: Geneva, 1994), pp. 39-50.

104 For the Isracli view, see Levite, A., ‘Confidence and security-building measures in the Middle
East’, ed. C. Oudraat (note 103), pp. 97-103. Furthermore, Israel does not wish to discuss the nuclear
issue without Iranian participation in the ACRS, as Iran’s alleged nuclear ambitions are a source of con-
siderable concern in Israel.

105 Collins, L., ‘Peres ready to “give up atom” after peace’, Jerusalem Post (international edn), week
ending 30 Dec. 1995, p. 1.

10677 ok, J. J., ‘Security in numbers on the OSCE network’, Jane’s Defence Weekly, 24 Jan. 1996,
p. 27.
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course was held in Cairo for Middle East operators.!?” Associated with the net-
work is a Russian project to develop an ACRS data bank on arms control and
security matters which will be accessible through the network.

The texts of two maritime CBMs were completed at the March 1995
Antalya meeting, and discussion began on implementation. The texts are a
multilateral regional Prevention of Incidents at Sea Agreement and a regional
framework for maritime search and rescue cooperation. The discussion of
maritime CBMs was facilitated by Canada. Other discussions in 1995
included a planning meeting in Tunis in January for a proposed maritime
‘activity’ involving regional assets,'%® and a planning meeting in Canada for
the second in a series of meetings involving senior naval officers from the
region. However, the meeting of senior naval officers did not take place in
1995.

The exchange of ‘non-sensitive’ military information and prior notification
of military exercises continued to be discussed in 1995. Turkey has been facil-
itating this issue, and agreed texts were adopted at the Tunis plenary
meeting.!® They were further refined in 1995 with respect to the information
to be exchanged.

A meeting was held on conceptual issues in Helsinki in late May. It heard
presentations on the possible definition of the Middle East for arms control
purposes and continued a long-standing discussion of the ACRS Statement on
Arms Control and Regional Security. Issues such as the definition of long-
term goals for regional arms control and security continued to present diffi-
culty, and the ACRS Statement was not finalized. It was agreed, however, that
a seminar on military doctrines would be held in the future.

Finally, a meeting was held in Amman in September to discuss the estab-
lishment of a Regional Security Centre (RSC). The RSC proposal, made by
Jordan, had been approved by the Tunis plenary meeting. The plenary meeting
had also approved the establishment of such a centre in Jordan, with other
facilities in Qatar and Tunisia. The suggested purposes of the RSC are: to
facilitate seminars and meetings on topics relevant to the ACRS process, to
facilitate and provide training for regional parties in arms control matters, and
to function as a part of the ACRS Communications System and data bank.!!*
The meeting made considerable progress in drafting a mandate for the RSC
but did not achieve consensus because of the nuclear issue.

It appeared that it might be possible to resume work in ACRS in 1996 when
Peres and Egyptian President Hosni Mubarak seemed to agree not to address
the dispute over nuclear weapons for a year. Indications are, however, that this
understanding did not create the circumstances required for a resumption of

107 Ipstitute for Defense and Disarmament Studies, Arms Control Reporter (IDDS: Brookline, Mass.),
sheet 453.B.186, Dec. 1994.

108 Although the planning meeting took place, the actual activity had to be postponed after adverse
press coverage caused some regional states to request that a more propitious moment be found. At the
time of writing the maritime activity has not been rescheduled. For more on the activity, see Downing,
1., ‘Flying the flag for peace’, Jane’s Defence Weekly, 11 Mar. 1995, p. 30. .

1097t text is reprinted in Arms Control Reporter, sheets 453.D.17-D.20, Dec. 1994.

110 See note 107.
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ACRS. The ACRS group may have to rely on unofficial meetings for much of
1996.

The Regional Economic Development Working Group

The Regional Economic Development Working Group (REDWG) addresses
issues relating to the region’s economic infrastructure. It is implementing the
Copenhagen Action Plan of 1993, which created a framework of projects to
promote economic integration. A Monitoring Committee, established in Rabat
in June 1994 oversees this activity. The Monitoring Committee has in turn
established various Sectoral Committees to deal with different types of eco-
nomic projects.!!!

Representative of the REDWG meetings in 1995 were seminars organized
by France on the port and maritime sector, civil aviation and railways in the
region, These explored ways in which national transport infrastructures in the
region could cooperate. In 1995 seminars were also held on the role of the pri-
vate sector in the construction of public infrastructure, and studies were com-
pleted on regional approaches to trade and tourism,!!2

Closely associated with the REDWG, although not formally part of it, is the
series of summit meetings on economic cooperation sponsored by the New
York-based Council on Foreign Relations and the Geneva-based World Eco-
nomic Forum. The first regional economic summit meeting was held in Casa-
blanca in October 1994 and resulted in a number of proposals for the stimula-
tion of regional trade and development.!!? The second summit meeting was
held in Amman in October—-November 1995 and approved a number of ambi-
tious projects such as: the creation of a regional Bank for Economic Develop-
ment in the Middle East and North Africa, based in Cairo, to promote infra-
structure projects and develop regional economic cooperation; the creation of
a Regional Business Council to promote regional trade; the creation of an
Economic Summit Executive Secretariat in Rabat to foster private sector
cooperation; and the establishment of a Regional Tourism Board.!* The 1995
summit meeting emphasized the development of contacts among business
leaders.

A number of Arab commentators are suspicious of the process of closer eco-
nomic cooperation in the region. For example, several wealthy Gulf states
have refused to provide capital for the proposed bank. Given the size of
Israel’s economy (equal to the Egyptian, Jordanian, Lebanese and Syrian
economies combined) some believe that the economic summit meetings will
provide Israel a mechanism for economic domination of the region. Worries
exist that Western interests will use the Regional Development Bank to further

11 peters (note 95), pp. 46-60.

12 A full listing of REDWG activities in support of the Copenhagen Action Plan is found in Peters
(note 95), pp. 99-101.

113 The Casablanca Declaration of 1 Nov. 1994 is reproduced in Peters (note 95), appendix 6. See also
Nicholson, M. and Ozanne, J., ‘Beating Mideast swords into ploughshares’, Financial Times, 29-30 Oct.
1994,

114 The Amman Declaration of 31 Oct. 1995 is reproduced in Peters (note 95), appendix 7.
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cement what Arab nationalists believe to be an unhealthy hold on the region’s
economies. In addition, there are continuing concerns over the problem of
normalization with Israel prior to peace.!'s Plans were announced in Amman
to hold a third summit meeting in Cairo in 1996.

The EU held its own meeting with several Middle Eastern states from the
Mediterranean region in November in Barcelona. The meeting was intended to
launch a Euro-Mediterranean process of discussion and trade to combat insta-
bility and poverty in the region. Although there were disputes over termino-
logy relating to non-proliferation and self-determination, the meeting pro-
duced an agreed statement calling for regular dialogue and the creation of a
free-trade zone by 2010.116

The Environment Working Group

The Environment Working Group promotes cooperation in an area which
should be non-controversial, but there have been difficulties. The Palestinians
attempted to establish an environmental protection agency at early meetings of
the group. Israel objected, but the issue was resolved with the signing of the
DOP in September 1993, which established such an agency. A second prob-
lem was Egypt’s insistence that the issue of radioactive waste in the region be
dealt with. Israel resisted, fearing that this was an Egyptian ploy to introduce
the nuclear dispute into another working group. The issue was finally dis-
cussed in 1995 when a seminar was held in Washington shortly before the
NPT Review and Extension Conference.

Aside from these controversies the group has made progress on its agenda.
An achievement of note was the adoption of the Bahrain Environmental Code
of Conduct for the Middle East at the Bahrain plenary meeting on 25 October
199417

Projects and discussions were under way through 1995. The World Bank is
overseeing a project on desertification intended to establish new grazing lands
and to study methods for the purification of brackish water. Regional centres
were established in 1995 to study this topic. Another project is the Upper Gulf
of Aqaba Oil Spill Contingency Plan, intended to mesh the contingency plans
of Egypt, Israel and Jordan. It is funded by the EU and Japan.!!¢

15 For more on the views of those who opposed the summit meeting, see the comments in the Saudi
daily Asharq al-Awsat translated as ‘Beware Israel’s economic agenda’, Mideast Mirror, 17 Oct. 1995,
pp. 12-13; and those in various Arab papers translated and summarized under ‘Arabs warned of Israel’s
economic designs ahead of Amman summit’, Mideast Mirror, 20 Oct. 1995, pp. 9-13. Lebanon, Saudi
Arabia and Syria did not attend.

116 Nash, E., ‘Mediterranean trade deal clinched’, The Independent, 29 Nov. 1995, p. 9; and Reuter,
““Euro-Med” talks pledge era of peace’, Financial Times, 29 Nov. 1995, p. 6.

17 1t is reproduced in Peters (note 95), appendix 3.

118 These projects are referred to in Libiszewski, S., Water Disputes in the Jordan Basin Region and
their Role in the Resolution of the Arab-Israeli Conflict (Centre for Security Studies and Conflict
Research: Zurich, 1995), pp. 83-84.
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The Water Resources Working Group

The Water Resources Working Group deals with an issue which is directly
relevant to the bilateral negotiations. The group has agreed to leave discussion
of the division of existing water resources to the various bilateral tracks and
has concentrated instead on ways of enhancing water supplies and using water
more efficiently. The group has established projects to promote water conser-
vation, train personnel in water management, encourage research into desali-
nation, enhance water quality and create data banks on water management
issues. Concrete examples include a German study of water demand in the
next century and ways in which it can be met, a Canadian project to install
rainwater catchment systems in Gaza and an Omani proposal to establish a
Desalination Research Centre in Oman. These projects continued throughout
1995.110

The Refugee Working Group

The Refugee Working Group, chaired by Canada, is the other group dealing
with an issue most relevant to the bilateral negotiations. The issue of which
Palestinian refugees will be allowed to return to their former homes is critical
to the Final Status talks.!? The working group does not discuss this issue but
rather seeks to find ways of improving the conditions of refugees. Notwith-
standing this aim, the group has run into controversy. For example, the Pales-
tinians insisted that the subject of ‘family reunification’ be on the agenda.
Israel views this with suspicion as possibly opening the door to an unspecified
Palestinian ‘right of return’ to Israel proper for the purposes of reuniting fami-
lies.!2!

Despite the controversy, a number of projects are under way. For example, a
Norwegian project seeks to establish a database on the current situation of
refugees and efforts to assist them, although this is not to be a database listing
refugees. French-sponsored seminars on family reunification are intended to
examine the current policies of regional states in this area.

The group has generated projects to improve the quality of life for refugees.
These include a German project for vocational training for refugees, a Japan-
ese project for the construction of schools for refugees, a Swedish project to
support refugee children in the West Bank and Gaza, and a Canadian project
to move refugees from a camp in Egypt back to Gaza.

119y ihiszewski (note 118), pp. 82-85; see also Peters (note 95), pp. 16-22.

120 Tentative discussions involving Egypt, Israel, Jordan and the Palestinians began in Mar. but were
inconclusive. Haberman, C., ‘Now, the tough issue: Palestinian refugees’, New York Times, 9 Mar, 1995,
p. A3

121 peters (note 95), p. 30.
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Summary of the multilateral negotiations

In reviewing the multilateral process and its achievements in 1995, there are
several notable factors. The multilateral negotiations have succeeded in
involving in the peace process a number of Arab countries beyond those
which border Israel and also a large number of countries outside the region.
However, the multilateral negotiations remain firmly subservient to the bilat-
eral negotiations. Without continued progress on the bilateral track, the multi-
lateral negotiations would not continue. At the same time, they are also begin-
ning to take on a life of their own. This is particularly true where the questions
they address are not directly germane to the Arab-Israeli dispute but rather are
endemic to the region as a whole.

The Environment and Regional Economic Development working groups
focus on such areas, and many states of the region are willing to proceed, pro-
vided the bilateral negotiations do not completely collapse and that the work
done by the groups does not impinge upon them. It is in the direct interest of
many regional states that these groups not be held hostage to the bilateral pro-
cess. The Water Resources and Refugee working groups, on the other hand,
remain firmly linked to the bilateral track. It is unlikely that the groups which
address these issues will go beyond the technical work they have done to date
until the bilateral track signals a ‘go-ahead’. However, this does not mean that
some of the projects they have established have not developed a life of their
own.

ACRS is a hybrid. Many states conceive this working group as primarily a
vehicle for addressing security concerns vis-a-vis Israel. While this is a valid
objective, it seems clear that discussions of broader regional security issues
must move beyond the immediate Arab-Israeli dynamic to address the secur-
ity concerns of the region as a whole. This will be difficult as long as ACRS
focuses on the Arab-Israeli issues and states critical to general regional secu-
rity, such as Iran and Syria, remain outside the group.

VI. Wider regional issues and conclusions

The Middle East peace process continued its difficult course in 1995. The
bilateral talks made progress, although not as much as had been hoped, espe-
cially in the Syrian talks. The progress made in the Palestinian negotiations
was fundamental, but what occurred in 1995 was intended to have happened
many months earlier. Nevertheless, the two sides seem to be on course, and
the election of the Palestinian Council should provide President Arafat and his
peace policy with even greater legitimacy. That progress was slower than
expected may not prove to be detrimental in the long term.

However, the price of progress, particularly in Israel, was high. The murder
of Prime Minister Rabin will likely count as one of the great tragedies in the
history of Israel. Although Peres has all the qualifications to succeed him and
may well prove willing to move ahead more quickly than was Rabin, Rabin’s
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standing as a champion of security seemed to cause an Israeli public already
sceptical on security issues to look even more closely at the process. Much
will depend on the outcome of the Israeli elections scheduled for 29 May
1996.

More broadly, the assassination of Rabin indicates that the political land-
scape of the Middle East remains subject to violent disruption at the hands of
extremists. Events in Algeria, Bahrain, Egypt and Saudi Arabia,'?? and the
continuing efforts in the region by groups which justify their acts on religious
grounds, are a reminder that a radical change in any nation’s leadership and
policies as a result of violence remains a possibility.

Clearly, those who oppose the objectives of the peace process are still active
and working to undermine it and to reverse the course of the past few years.
Indeed, as the process moves closer to finding solutions, the activities of ter-
rorists on all sides can be expected to increase.

Moving beyond the Arab-Israeli peace process, and looking at the region as
a whole, it seems unlikely that true regional security will be achieved in the
absence of Iran and Iraq. Both states, although weakened by war and eco-
nomic embargoes, retain the power to fundamentally upset the most careful
calculations of regional stability, and they have demonstrated that they are
prepared to use that power.

These points being made, the peace process has proved itself to be more
resilient than many had thought. It is worth remembering how much has been
accomplished since the 1991 Madrid Conference, much of it unthinkable at
that time. In 1996 the Israeli, Palestinian and US elections will have an impact
on the peace process. The Iranian parliamentary election will also provide
some clues as to future political developments in that country. Other events
and trends likely to be of significance include: the beginning of the Final
Status talks, developments on the Syrian track and the general economic
development of the region. It is in this last area that the multilateral negotia-
tions can make their greatest contribution to stability in the region by convinc-
ing people in the Middle East that an end to the cycle of bloodshed will
improve their daily lives in measurable ways.

122 Bach of these countries has to some degree suffered internal upheaval owing to violent protests
against the established government by dissident groups claiming to be acting for religious motives.



Appendix 4A. Documents on the Middle East

peace process

THE TABA ISRAELI-PALESTINIAN
JOINT STATEMENT!

Taba, Egypt, 11 August 1995

The Palestinian delegation, headed by Presi-
dent Yasser Arafat, and the Israeli delegation,
headed by Foreign Minister Shimon Peres,
met in Taba, Egypt, between 7-11 August,
1995 and agreed on some of the principles, to
be elaborated in the Interim Agreement, as
follows:

1. AreaB

In Area B there will be a complete redeploy-
ment of Israeli military forces. The Pales-
tinian Police shall assume responsibility for
public order for Palestinians and shall
establish [I: 25] [P: 30] police stations and
posts in towns, villages and other places, as
agreed. In Area B, Israel shall have the
overriding responsibility for security for the
purpose of protecting Israelis and confronting
the threat of terrorism. While the [I: activ-
ities] [P: movement] of uniformed Palestinian
policemen in Area B outside places where
there is a Palestinian Police station will be
carried out after coordination and confirma-
tion, three months after the completion of
redeployment from Area B, the DCOs (Dis-
trict Coordination and Cooperation Offices)
may decide that movement of Palestinian
policemen from the police stations in Area B
to Palestinian towns and villages in Area B
on roads that are used only by Palestinian
traffic will take place after notifying the
DCO.

These procedures will be reviewed within
six months.

2, Further redeployments

The further redeployments of Israeli military
forces to specified military locations will be
gradually implemented in accordance with
the DOP (Declaration of Principles) in three
intervals, every six months, after the inaug-
uration of the Council, to be completed by
[P: February] [I: July] 1997. In Area C, while

1 On points still disputed, [I] and [P] refer to
Israeli and Palestinian proposals, respectively.

Israel will transfer civil powers and responsi-
bilities not relating to territory in the first
phase of redeployment, powers and responsi-
bilities relating to territory will be transferred
gradually to Palestinian jurisdiction that will
cover West Bank and Gaza Strip territory,
except for the issues that will be negotiated in
the permanent status negotiations, during the
further redeployment phases, to be completed
by [P: February] [L: July] 1997.

3. Hebron

With regard to Hebron, both sides exchanged
ideas and decided to continue negotiations on
this issue.

4, Prisoners

In addition to the two stages of prisoner
release agreed to in the context of the Minis-
terial Committee (one upon the signing of the
interim agreement and the other before the
Palestinian elections), there will be a third
stage. The Ministerial Committee will work
out the details of this third stage.

5. Revenues

The Israeli side will transfer tax revenues to
the Palestinian side upon the signing of the
interim agreement.

6. Joint committee

A joint Israeli-Palestinian—~American com-
mittee will be formed to deal with (1) eco-
nomic issues; (2) water production; and
(3) political coordination.

7. The Palestinian Covenant

Two months after the inauguration of the
Palestinian Council, the Palestinian Covenant
will be amended in accordance with the letter
of Chairman Arafat to Prime Minister Rabin,
dated September 9, 1993.

Source: Jerusalem Post (international edn), week
ending 19 Aug. 1995, p. 6.
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The Government of the State of Israel and
the Palestine Liberation Organization (herein-
after ‘the PLO’), the representative of the
Palestinian people;

Preamble

Within the framework of the Middle East
peace process initiated at Madrid in October
1991;

Reaffirming their determination to put an
end to decades of confrontation and to live in
peaceful coexistence, mutual dignity and
security, while recognizing their mutual legit-
imate and political rights;

Reaffirming their desire to achieve a just,
lasting and comprehensive peace settlement
and historic reconciliation through the agreed
political process;

Recognizing that the peace process and the
new era that it has created, as well as the new
relationship established between the two
Parties as described above, are irreversible,
and the determination of the two Parties to
maintain, sustain and continue the peace pro-
cess;

Recognizing that the aim of the Israeli—
Palestinian negotiations within the current
Middle East peace process is, among other
things, to establish a Palestinian Interim Self-
Government Authority, i.e. the elected Coun-
cil (hereinafter ‘the Council’ or ‘the Palestin-
ian Council’), and the elected Ra’ees of the
Executive Authority, for the Palestinian
people in the West Bank and the Gaza Strip,
for a transitional period not exceeding five
years from the date of signing the Agreement
on the Gaza Strip and the Jericho Area (here-
inafter ‘the Gaza-Jericho Agreement’) on
May 4, 1994, leading to a permanent settle-
ment based on Security Council Resolu-
tions 242 and 338;

Reaffirming their understanding that the
interim self-government arrangements con-
tained in this Agreement are an integral part
of the whole peace process, that the nego-
tiations on the permanent status, that will start
as soon as possible but not later than May 4,
1996, will lead to the implementation of
Security Council Resolutions 242 and 338,
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and that the Interim Agreement shall settle all
the issues of the interim period and that no
such issues will be deferred to the agenda of
the permanent status negotiations;

Reaffirming their adherence to the mutual
recognition and commitments expressed in
the letters dated September 9, 1993, signed
by and exchanged between the Prime Minis-
ter of Israel and the Chairman of the PLO;

Desirous of putting into effect the Declara-
tion of Principles on Interim Self-
Government Arrangements signed at Wash-
ington, DC on September 13, 1993, and the
Agreed Minutes thereto (hereinafter ‘the
DOP’) and in particular Article III and
Annex I concerning the holding of direct,
free and general political elections for the
Council and the Ra’ees of the Executive
Authority in order that the Palestinian people
in the West Bank, Jerusalem and the Gaza
Strip may democratically elect accountable
representatives;

Recognizing that these elections will con-
stitute a significant interim preparatory step
toward the realization of the legitimate rights
of the Palestinian people and their just
requirements and will provide a democratic
basis for the establishment of Palestinian
institutions;

Reaffirming their mutual commitment to
act, in accordance with this Agreement,
immediately, efficiently and effectively
against acts or threats of terrorism, violence
or incitement, whether committed by Pales-
tinians or Israelis;

Following the Gaza-Jericho Agreement,
the Agreement on Preparatory Transfer of
Powers and Responsibilities signed at Erez on
August 29, 1994 (hereinafter ‘the Preparatory
Transfer Agreement’); and the Protocol on
Further Transfer of Powers and Responsibil-
ities signed at Cairo on August 27, 1995
(hereinafter ‘the Further Transfer Protocol’);
which three agreements will be superseded by
this Agreement;

Hereby agree as follows:

CHAPTER 1. THE COUNCIL
Article I

Transfer of Authority

1. Israel shall transfer powers and responsi-
bilities as specified in this Agreement from
the Israeli military government and its Civil
Administration to the Council in accordance
with this Agreement. Israel shall continue to
exercise powers and responsibilities not so
transferred.

2. Pending the inauguration of the Council,
the powers and responsibilities transferred to
the Council shall be exercised by the Palestin-
ian Authority established in accordance with
the Gaza-Jericho Agreement, which shall
also have all the rights, liabilities and obliga-
tions to be assumed by the Council in this
regard. Accordingly, the term ‘Council’
throughout this Agreement shall, pending the
inauguration of the Council, be construed as
meaning the Palestinian Authority.

3. The transfer of powers and responsibil-
ities to the police force established by the
Palestinian Council in accordance with
Article XIV below (hereinafter ‘the Palestini-
an Police’) shall be accomplished in a phased
manner, as detailed in this Agreement and in
the Protocol concerning Redeployment and
Security Arrangements attached as Annex I to
this Agreement (hereinafter ‘Annex I').

4. As regards the transfer and assumption
of authority in civil spheres, powers and
responsibilities shall be transferred and
assumed as set out in the Protocol Concerning
Civil Affairs attached as Annex III to this
Agreement (hereinafter ‘Annex III").

5. After the inauguration of the Council,
the Civil Administration in the West Bank
will be dissolved, and the Israeli military gov-
ernment shall be withdrawn. The withdrawal
of the military government shall not prevent
it from exercising the powers and responsibil-
ities not transferred to the Council.

6. A Joint Civil Affairs Coordination and
Cooperation Committee (hereinafter ‘the
CAC’), Joint Regional Civil Affairs Sub-
committees, one for the Gaza Strip and the
other for the West Bank, and District Civil
Liaison Offices in the West Bank shall be
established in order to provide for coordina-
tion and cooperation in civil affairs between
the Council and Israel, as detailed in
Annex III.

7. The offices of the Council, and the
offices of its Ra’ees and its Executive
Authority and other committees, shall be
located in areas under Palestinian territorial
jurisdiction in the West Bank and the Gaza
Strip.

Article II

Elections

1. In order that the Palestinian people of
the West Bank and the Gaza Strip may gov-
ern themselves according to democratic prin-
ciples, direct, free and general political elec-
tions will be held for the Council and the
Ra’ees of the Executive Authority of the
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Council in accordance with the provisions set
out in the Protocol concerning Elections
attached as Annex II to this Agreement (here-
inafter ‘Annex II’).

2. These elections will constitute a signifi-
cant interim preparatory step towards the
realization of the legitimate rights of the
Palestinian people and their just requirements
and will provide a democratic basis for the
establishment of Palestinian institutions.

3. Palestinians of Jerusalem who live there
may participate in the election process in
accordance with the provisions contained in
this Article and in Article VI of Annex II
(Election Arrangements concerning Jeru-
salem).

4. The elections shall be called by the
Chairman of the Palestinian Authority imme-
diately following the signing of this Agree-
ment to take place at the earliest practicable
date following the redeployment of Israeli
forces in accordance with Annex I, and con-
sistent with the requirements of the election
timetable as provided in Annex II, the Elec-
tion Law and the Election Regulations, as
defined in Article I of Annex II.

Article IIT

Structure of the Palestinian Council

1. The Palestinian Council and the Ra’ees
of the Executive Authority of the Council
constitute the Palestinian Interim Self-
Government Authority, which will be elected
by the Palestinian people of the West Bank,
Jerusalem and the Gaza Strip for the tran-
sitional period agreed in Article I of the DOP.

2. The Council shall possess both legisla-
tive power and executive power, in accor-
dance with Articles VII and IX of the DOP.
The Council shall carry out and be respon-
sible for all the legislative and executive
powers and responsibilities transferred to it
under this Agreement. The exercise of leg-
islative powers shall be in accordance with
Article XVIII of this Agreement (Legislative
Powers of the Council).

3. The Council and the Ra'ees of the Exec-
utive Authority of the Council shall be
directly and simultaneously elected by the
Palestinian people of the West Bank, Jeru-
salem and the Gaza Strip, in accordance with
the provisions of this Agreement and the
Election Law and Regulations, which shall
not be contrary to the provisions of this
Agreement.

4. The Council and the Ra’ees of the Exec-
utive Authority of the Council shall be
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elected for a transitional period not exceeding
five years from the signing of the Gaza-
Jericho Agreement on May 4, 1994,

5. Immediately upon its inauguration, the
Council will elect from among its members a
Speaker. The Speaker will preside over the
meetings of the Council, administer the
Council and its committees, decide on the
agenda of each meeting, and lay before the
Council proposals for voting and declare their
results.

6. The jurisdiction of the Council shall be
as determined in Article XVII of this Agree-
ment (Jurisdiction).

7. The organization, structure and function-
ing of the Council shall be in accordance with
this Agreement and the Basic Law for the
Palestinian Interim Self-Government Author-
ity, which Law shall be adopted by the Coun-
cil. The Basic Law and any regulations made
under it shall not be contrary to the provisions
of this Agreement.

8. The Council shall be responsible under
its executive powers for the offices, services
and departments transferred to it and may
establish, within its jurisdiction, ministries
and subordinate bodies, as necessary for the
fulfilment of its responsibilities.

9. The Speaker will present for the Coun-
cil’s approval proposed internal procedures
that will regulate, among other things, the
decision-making processes of the Council.

Article IV

Size of the Council

The Palestinian Council shall be composed of
82 representatives and the Ra’ees of the
Executive Authority, who will be directly and
simultaneously elected by the Palestinian
people of the West Bank, Jerusalem and the
Gaza Strip.

Article V

The Executive Authority of the Council

1. The Council will have a committee that
will exercise the executive authority of the
Council, formed in accordance with para-
graph 4 below (hereinafter ‘the Executive
Authority”).

2. The Executive Authority shall be
bestowed with the executive authority of the
Council and will exercise it on behalf of the
Council. It shall determine its own internal
procedures and decision making processes.

3. The Council will publish the names of
the members of the Executive Authority
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immediately upon their initial appointment
and subsequent to any changes.

4. a. The Ra’ees of the Executive Authority
shall be an ex officio member of the Execu-
tive Authority.

b. All of the other members of the Execu-
tive Authority, except as provided in sub-
paragraph c. below, shall be members of the
Council, chosen and proposed to the Council
by the Ra’ees of the Executive Authority and
approved by the Council.

c. The Ra’ees of the Executive Authority
shall have the right to appoint some persons,
in number not exceeding twenty percent of
the total membership of the Executive
Authority, who are not members of the Coun-
cil, to exercise executive authority and par-
ticipate in government tasks. Such appointed
members may not vote in meetings of the
Council.

d. Non-elected members of the Executive
Authority must have a valid address in an
area under the jurisdiction of the Council.

Article VI

Other Committees of the Council

1. The Council may form small committees
to simplify the proceedings of the Council
and to assist in controlling the activity of its
Executive Authority.

2. Each committee shall establish its own
decision-making processes within the general
framework of the organization and structure
of the Council.

Article VII

Open Government

1. All meetings of the Council and of its
committees, other than the Executive Author-
ity, shall be open to the public, except upon a
resolution of the Council or the relevant com-
mittee on the grounds of security, or commer-
cial or personal confidentiality.

2. Participation in the deliberations of the
Council, its committees and the Executive
Authority shall be limited to their respective
members only. Experts may be invited to
such meetings to address specific issues on an
ad hoc basis.

Article VIII

Judicial Review

Any person or organization affected by any
act or decision of the Ra’ees of the Executive
Authority of the Council or of any member of
the Executive Authority, who believes that
such act or decision exceeds the authority of

the Ra’ees or of such member, or is otherwise
incorrect in law or procedure, may apply to
the relevant Palestinian Court of Justice for a
review of such activity or decision.

Article IX

Powers and Responsibilities of the Council

1. Subject to the provisions of this Agree-
ment, the Council will, within its jurisdiction,
have legislative powers as set out in
Article XVIII of this Agreement, as well as
executive powers.

2. The executive power of the Palestinian
Council shall extend to all matters within its
jurisdiction under this Agreement or any
future agreement that may be reached
between the two Parties during the interim
period. It shall include the power to formulate
and conduct Palestinian policies and to super-
vise their implementation, to issue any rule or
regulation under powers given in approved
legislation and administrative decisions
necessary for the realization of Palestinian
self-government, the power to employ staff,
sue and be sued and conclude contracts, and
the power to keep and administer registers
and records of the population, and issue
certificates, licenses and documents.

3. The Palestinian Council’s executive
decisions and acts shall be consistent with the
provisions of this Agreement.

4. The Palestinian Council may adopt all
necessary measures in order to enforce the
law and any of its decisions, and bring pro-
ceedings before the Palestinian courts and tri-
bunals.

5.a. In accordance with the DOP, the
Council will not have powers and respons-
ibilities in the sphere of foreign relations,
which sphere includes the establishment
abroad of embassies, consulates or other
types of foreign missions and posts or
permitting their establishment in the West
Bank or the Gaza Strip, the appointment of or
admission of diplomatic and consular staff,
and the exercise of diplomatic functions.

b. Notwithstanding the provisions of this
paragraph, the PLO may conduct negotiations
and sign agreements with states or inter-
national organizations for the benefit of the
Council in the following cases only:

(1) economic agreements, as specifically
provided in Annex V of this Agreement;

(2) agreements with donor countries for the
purpose of implementing arrangements for
the provision of assistance to the Council;

(3) agreements for the purpose of imple-
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menting the regional development plans
detailed in Annex IV of the DOP or in agree-
ments entered into in the framework of the
multilateral negotiations; and

(4) cultural, scientific and educational
agreements.

c. Dealings between the Council and repre-
sentatives of foreign states and international
organizations, as well as the establishment in
the West Bank and the Gaza Strip of repres-
entative offices other than those described in
subparagraph 5. a above, for the purpose of
implementing the agreements referred to in
subparagraph 5. b above, shall not be con-
sidered foreign relations.

6. Subject to the provisions of this Agree-
ment, the Council shall, within its jurisdic-
tion, have an independent judicial system
composed of independent Palestinian courts
and tribunals.

CHAPTER 2. REDEPLOYMENT AND
SECURITY ARRANGEMENTS

Article X
Redeployment of Israeli Military Forces

1. The first phase of the Israeli military
forces redeployment will cover populated
areas in the West Bank—cities, towns,
villages, refugee camps and hamlets —as set
out in Annex I, and will be completed prior to
the eve of the Palestinian elections, i.e.,
22 days before the day of the elections.

2. Further redeployments of Israeli military
forces to specified military locations will
commence after the inauguration of the Coun-
cil and will be gradually implemented com-
mensurate with the assumption of respons-
ibility for public order and internal security
by the Palestinian Police, to be completed
within 18 months from the date of the inaug-
uration of the Council as detailed in
Articles XI (Land) and XIII (Security), below
and in Annex L.

3. The Palestinian Police shall be deployed
and shall assume responsibility for public
order and internal security for Palestinians in
a phased manner in accordance with
Article XIII (Security) below and Annex 1.

4. Israel shall continue to carry the respon-
sibility for external security, as well as the
responsibility for overall security of Israelis
for the purpose of safeguarding their internal
security and public order.

5. For the purpose of this Agreement,
‘Israeli military forces’ includes Israel Police
and other Israeli security forces.
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Article XI

Land

1. The two sides view the West Bank and
the Gaza Strip as a single territorial unit, the
integrity and status of which will be pre-
served during the interim period.

2. The two sides agree that West Bank and
Gaza Strip territory, except for issues that
will be negotiated in the permanent status
negotiations, will come under the jurisdiction
of the Palestinian Council in a phased man-
ner, to be completed within 18 months from
the date of the inauguration of the Council, as
specified below:

a.Land in populated areas (Areas A and
B), including government and A1 Wagqf land,
will come under the jurisdiction of the
Council during the first phase of redeploy-
ment.

b. All civil powers and responsibilities,
including planning and zoning, in Areas A
and B, set out in Annex III, will be trans-
ferred to and assumed by the Council during
the first phase of redeployment.

c.In Area C, during the first phase of
redeployment Israel will transfer to the Coun-
cil civil powers and responsibilities not rela-
ting to territory, as set out in Annex III

d. The further redeployments of Israeli
military forces to specified military locations
will be gradually implemented in accordance
with the DOP in three phases, each to take
place after an interval of six months, after the
inauguration of the Council, to be completed
within 18 months from the date of the inau-
guration of the Council.

e. During the further redeployment phases
to be completed within 18 months from the
date of the inauguration of the Council,
powers and responsibilities relating to terri-
tory will be transferred gradually to Pales-
tinian jurisdiction that will cover West Bank
and Gaza Strip territory, except for the issues
that will be negotiated in the permanent status
negotiations

f. The specified military locations referred
to in Article X, paragraph 2 above will be
determined in the further redeployment
phases, within the specified time-frame end-
ing not later than 18 months from the date of
the inauguration of the Council, and will be
negotiated in the permanent status negotia-
tions.

3. For the purpose of this Agreement and
until the completion of the first phase of the
further redeployments:

a. ‘Area A’ means the populated areas
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delineated by a red line and shaded in brown
on attached map No. 1;

b. ‘Area B’ means the populated areas
delineated by a red line and shaded in yellow
on attached map No. 1, and the built-up area
of the hamlets listed in Appendix 6 to
Annex I; and

c. ‘Area C’ means areas of the West Bank
outside Areas A and B, which, except for the
issues that will be negotiated in the perman-
ent status negotiations, will be gradually
transferred to Palestinian jurisdiction in
accordance with this Agreement.

Article XII

Arrangements for Security and Public Order

1. In order to guarantee public order and
internal security for the Palestinians of the
West Bank and the Gaza Strip, the Council
shall establish a strong police force as set out
in Article XIV below. Israel shall continue to
carry the responsibility for defense against
external threats, including the responsibility
for protecting the Egyptian and Jordanian
borders, and for defense against external
threats from the sea and from the air, as well
as the responsibility for overall security of
Israelis and Settlements, for the purpose of
safeguarding their internal security and public
order, and will have all the powers to take the
steps necessary to meet this responsibility.

2. Agreed security arrangements and coor-
dination mechanisms are specified in
Annex L.

3. A Joint Coordination and Cooperation
Committee for Mutual Security Purposes
(hereinafter ‘the JSC’), as well as Joint
Regional Security Committees (hereinafter
‘RSCs’) and Joint District Coordination
Offices (hereinafter ‘DCOs’), are hereby
established as provided for in Annex L.

4. The security arrangements provided for
in this Agreement and in Annex I may be
reviewed at the request of either Party and
may be amended by mutual agreement of the
Parties. Specific review arrangements are
included in Annex I.

5. For the purpose of this Agreement, ‘the
Settlements’ means, in the West Bank—the
settlements in Area C; and in the Gaza
Strip—the Gush Katif and Erez settlement
areas, as well as the other settlements in the
Gaza Strip, as shown on attached map No. 2,

Article XIIT

Security
1. The Council will, upon completion of
the redeployment of Israeli military forces in

each district, as set out in Appendix 1 to
Annex I, assume the powers and responsibil-
ities for internal security and public order in
Area A in that district,

2. a. There will be a complete redeploy-
ment of Israeli military forces from Area B.
Israel will transfer to the Council and the
Council will assume responsibility for public
order for Palestinians. Israel shall have the
overriding responsibility for security for the
purpose of protecting Israelis and confronting
the threat of terrorism.

b.In Area B the Palestinian Police shall
assume the responsibility for public order for
Palestinians and shall be deployed in order to
accommodate the Palestinian needs and
requirements in the following manner:

(1) The Palestinian Police shall establish
25 police stations and posts in towns, vil-
lages, and other places listed in Appendix 2
to Annex I and as delineated on map No. 3.
The West Bank RSC may agree on the estab-
lishment of additional police stations and
posts, if required.

(2) The Palestinian Police shall be respon-
sible for handling public order incidents in
which only Palestinians are involved.

(3) The Palestinian Police shall operate
freely in populated places where police sta-
tions and posts are located, as set out in para-
graph b(1) above.

(4) While the movement of uniformed
Palestinian policemen in Area B outside
places where there is a Palestinian police sta-
tion or post will be carried out after coordina-
tion and confirmation through the relevant
DCO, three months after the completion of
redeployment from Area B, the DCOs may
decide that movement of Palestinian police-
men from the police stations in Area B to
Palestinian towns and villages in Area B on
roads that are used only by Palestinian traffic
will take place after notifying the DCO.

(5) The coordination of such planned
movement prior to confirmation through the
relevant DCO shall include a scheduled plan,
including the number of policemen, as well as
the type and number of weapons and vehicles
intended to take part. It shall also include
details of arrangements for ensuring con-
tinued coordination through appropriate com-
munication links, the exact schedule of move-
ment to the area of the planned operation,
including the destination and routes thereto,
its proposed duration and the schedule for
returning to the police station or post.

The Israeli side of the DCO will provide
the Palestinian side with its response, follow-
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ing a request for movement of policemen in
accordance with this paragraph, in normal or
routine cases within one day and in emerg-
ency cases no later than 2 hours.

(6) The Palestinian Police and the Israeli
military forces will conduct joint security
activities on the main roads as set out in
Annex L.

(7) The Palestinian Police will notify the
West Bank RSC of the names of the police-
men, number plates of police vehicles and
serial numbers of weapons, with respect to
each police station and post in Area B.

(8) Further redeployment is from Area C
and transfer of internal security responsibility
to the Palestinian Police in Areas B and C
will be carried out in three phases, each to
take place after an interval of six months, to
be completed 18 months after the inaugura-
tion of the Council, except for the issues of
permanent status negotiations and of Israel‘s
overall responsibility for Israelis and borders.

(9) The procedures detailed in this para-
graph will be reviewed within six months of
the completion of the first phase of redeploy-
ment.

Article XIV

The Palestinian Police

1. The Council shall establish a strong
police force. The duties, functions, structure,
deployment and composition of the Palestini-
an Police, together with provisions regarding
its equipment and operation, as well as rules
of conduct, are set out in Annex L.

2. The Palestinian police force established
under the Gaza-Jericho Agreement will be
fully integrated into the Palestinian Police
and will be subject to the provisions of this
Agreement.

3. Except for the Palestinian Police and the
Israeli military forces, no other armed forces
shall be established or operate in the West
Bank and the Gaza Strip.

4. Except for the arms, ammunition and
equipment of the Palestinian Police described
in Annex I, and those of the Israeli military
forces, no organization, group or individual in
the West Bank and the Gaza Strip shall man-
ufacture, sell, acquire, possess, import or
otherwise introduce into the West Bank or
the Gaza Strip any firearms, ammunition,
weapons, explosives, gunpowder or any
related equipment, unless otherwise provided
for in Annex I.

Article XV

Prevention of Hostile Acts
1. Both sides shall take all measures neces-
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sary in order to prevent acts of terrorism,
crime and hostilities directed against each
other, against individuals falling under the
other’s authority and against their property,
and shall take legal measures against offend-
ers.

2. Specific provisions for the imple-
mentation of this Article are set out in
Annex 1.

Article XVI

Confidence Building Measures

With a view to fostering a positive and
supportive public atmosphere to accompany
the implementation of this Agreement, to
establish a solid basis of mutual trust and
good faith, and in order to facilitate the
anticipated cooperation and new relations
between the two peoples, both Parties agree
to carry out confidence building measures as
detailed herewith:

1. Israel will release or turn over to the
Palestinian side, Palestinian detainees and
prisoners, residents of the West Bank and the
Gaza Strip. The first stage of release of these
prisoners and detainees will take place on the
signing of this Agreement and the second
stage will take place prior to the date of the
elections. There will be a third stage of
release of detainees and prisoners. Detainees
and prisoners will be released from among
categories detailed in Annex VII (Release of
Palestinian Prisoners and Detainees). Those
released will be free to return to their homes
in the West Bank and the Gaza Strip.

2. Palestinians who have maintained con-
tact with the Israeli authorities will not be
subjected to acts of harassment, violence,
retribution or prosecution. Appropriate
ongoing measures will be taken, in coordina-
tion with Israel, in order to ensure their pro-
tection.

3. Palestinians from abroad whose entry
into the West Bank and the Gaza Strip is
approved pursuant to this Agreement, and to
whom the provisions of this Article are appli-
cable, will not be prosecuted for offenses
committed prior to September 13, 1993.

CHAPTER 3. LEGAL AFFAIRS
Article XVII

Jurisdiction

1. In accordance with the DOP, the juris-
diction of the Council will cover West Bank
and Gaza Strip territory as a single territorial
unit, except for:

a. issues that will be negotiated in the per-
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manent status negotiations: Jerusalem, settle-
ments, specified military locations, Palestin-
ian refugees, borders, foreign relations and
Israelis; and

b. powers and responsibilities not trans-
ferred to the Council.

2. Accordingly, the authority of the Coun-
cil encompasses all matters that fall within its
territorial, functional and personal jurisdic-
tion, as follows:

a. The territorial jurisdiction of the Council
shall encompass Gaza Strip territory, except
for the Settlements and the Military Installa-
tion Area shown on map No. 2, and West
Bank territory, except for Area C which,
except for the issues that will be negotiated in
the permanent status negotiations, will be gra-
dually transferred to Palestinian jurisdiction
in three phases, each to take place after an
interval of six months, to be completed
18 months after the inauguration of the Coun-
cil. At this time, the jurisdiction of the Coun-
cil will cover West Bank and Gaza Strip terri-
tory, except for the issues that will be negoti-
ated in the permanent status negotiations.

Territorial jurisdiction includes land, sub-
soil and territorial waters, in accordance with
the provisions of this Agreement.

b. The functional jurisdiction of the Coun-
cil extends to all powers and responsibilities
transferred to the Council, as specified in this
Agreement or in any future agreements that
may be reached between the Parties during
the interim period.

c. The territorial and functional jurisdiction
of the Council will apply to all persons,
except for Israelis, unless otherwise provided
in this Agreement.

d. Notwithstanding subparagraph a. above,
the Council shall have functional jurisdiction
in Area C, as detailed in Article IV of
Annex II1.

3. The Council has, within its authority,
legislative, executive and judicial powers and
responsibilities, as provided for in this Agree-
ment.

4. a. Israel, through its military govern-
ment, has the authority over areas that are not
under the territorial jurisdiction of the Coun-
cil, powers and responsibilities not trans-
ferred to the Council and Israelis.

b. To this end, the Israeli military govern-
ment shall retain the necessary legislative,
judicial and executive powers and responsi-
bilities, in accordance with international law.
This provision shall not derogate from
Israel’s applicable legislation over Israelis in
personam.

5. The exercise of authority with regard to
the electromagnetic sphere and air space shall
be in accordance with the provisions of this
Agreement.

6. Without derogating from the provisions
of this Article, legal arrangements detailed in
the Protocol Concerning Legal Matters
attached as Annex IV to this Agreement
(hereinafter ‘Annex IV’) shall be observed.
Israel and the Council may negotiate further
legal arrangements.

7. Israel and the Council shall cooperate on
matters of legal assistance in criminal and
civil matters through a legal committee (here-
inafter ‘the Legal Committee’), hereby
established.

8. The Council’s jurisdiction will extend
gradually to cover West Bank and Gaza Strip
territory, except for the issues to be nego-
tiated in the permanent status negotiations,
through a series of redeployments of the
Israeli military forces. The first phase of the
redeployment of Israeli military forces will
cover populated areas in the West Bank—
cities, towns, refugee camps and hamlets, as
set out in Annex I—and will be completed
prior to the eve of the Palestinian elections,
i.e. 22 days before the day of the elections.
Further redeployments of Israeli military
forces to specified military locations will
commence immediately upon the inaugura-
tion of the Council and will be effected in
three phases, each to take place after an inter-
val of six months, to be concluded no later
than eighteen months from the date of the
inauguration of the Council.

Article XVIII

Legislative Powers of the Council

1. For the purposes of this Article, legisla-
tion shall mean any primary and secondary
legislation, including basic laws, laws,
regulations and other legislative acts.

2. The Council has the power, within its
jurisdiction as defined in Article XVII of this
Agreement, to adopt legislation.

3. While the primary legislative power
shall lie in the hands of the Council as a
whole, the Ra’ees of the Executive Authority
of the Council shall have the following legis-
lative powers:

a. the power to initiate legislation or to
present proposed legislation to the Council;

b. the power to promulgate legislation
adopted by the Council; and

c. the power to issue secondary legislation,
including regulations, relating to any matters
specified and within the scope laid down in
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any primary legislation adopted by the Coun-
cil.

4. a. Legislation, including legislation
which amends or abrogates existing laws or
military orders, which exceeds the jurisdic-
tion of the Council or which is otherwise
inconsistent with the provisions of the DOP,
this Agreement, or of any other agreement
that may be reached between the two sides
during the interim period, shall have no effect
and shall be void ab initio.

b. The Ra’ees of the Executive Authority
of the Council shall not promulgate legisla-
tion adopted by the Council if such legislation
falls under the provisions of this paragraph.

5. All legislation shall be communicated to
the Israeli side of the Legal Committee.

6. Without derogating from the provisions
of paragraph 4 above, the Israeli side of the
Legal Committee may refer for the attention
of the Committee any legislation regarding
which Israel considers the provisions of para-
graph 4 apply, in order to discuss issues aris-
ing from such legislation. The Legal Commit-
tee will consider the legislation referred to it
at the earliest opportunity.

Article XIX

Human Rights and the Rule of Law

Israel and the Council shall exercise their
powers and responsibilities pursuant to this
Agreement with due regard to internationally-
accepted norms and principles of human
rights and the rule of law.

Article XX

Rights, Liabilities and Obligations

1. a. The transfer of powers and responsi-
bilities from the Israeli military government
and its civil administration to the Council, as
detailed in Annex III, includes all related
rights, liabilities and obligations arising with
regard to acts or omissions which occurred
prior to such transfer. Israel will cease to bear
any financial responsibility regarding such
acts or omissions and the Council will bear
all financial responsibility for these and for
its own functioning.

b. Any financial claim made in this regard
against Israel will be referred to the Council.

c. Israel shall provide the Council with the
information it has regarding pending and
anticipated claims brought before any court
or tribunal against Israel in this regard.

d. Where legal proceedings are brought in
respect of such a claim, Israel will notify the
Council and enable it to participate in defend-
ing the claim and raise any arguments on its
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behalf.

e. In the event that an award is made
against Israel by any court or tribunal in
respect of such a claim, the Council shall
immediately reimburse Israel the full amount
of the award.

f. Without prejudice to the above, where a
court or tribunal hearing such a claim finds
that liability rests solely with an employee or
agent who acted beyond the scope of the
powers assigned to him or her, unlawfully or
with willful malfeasance, the Council shall
not bear financial responsibility.

2. a. Notwithstanding the provisions of
paragraphs 1.d through 1.f above, each side
may take the necessary measures, including
promulgation of legislation, in order to ensure
that such claims by Palestinians, including
pending claims in which the hearing of evi-
dence has not yet begun, are brought only
before Palestinian courts or tribunals in the
West Bank and the Gaza Strip, and are not
brought before or heard by Israeli courts or
tribunals.

b. Where a new claim has been brought
before a Palestinian court or tribunal sub-
sequent to the dismissal of the claim pursuant
to subparagraph a. above, the Council shall
defend it and, in accordance with subpara-
graph 1.a above, in the event that an award is
made for the plaintiff, shall pay the amount of
the award.

c. The Legal Committee shall agree on
arrangements for the transfer of all materials
and information needed to enable the Pales-
tinian courts or tribunals to hear such claims
as referred to in subparagraph b. above, and,
when necessary, for the provision of legal
assistance by Israel to the Council in defend-
ing such claims.

3. The transfer of authority in itself shall
not affect rights, liabilities and obligations of
any person or legal entity, in existence at the
date of signing of this Agreement.

4. The Council, upon its inauguration, will
assume all the rights, liabilities and obliga-
tions of the Palestinian Authority.

5. For the purpose of this Agreement,
‘Israelis’ also includes Israeli statutory agen-
cies and corporations registered in Israel.

Article XXI

Settlement of Differences and Disputes

Any difference relating to the application of
this Agreement shall be referred to the appro-
priate coordination and cooperation mechan-
ism established under this Agreement. The
provisions of Article XV of the DOP shall
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apply to any such difference which is not
settled through the appropriate coordination
and cooperation mechanism, namely:

1. Disputes arising out of the application or
interpretation of this Agreement or any
related agreements pertaining to the interim
period shall be settled through the Liaison
Committee.

2. Disputes which cannot be settled by
negotiations may be settled by a mechanism
of conciliation to be agreed between the Par-
ties.

3. The Parties may agree to submit to arbi-
tration disputes relating to the interim period,
which cannot be settled through conciliation.
To this end, upon the agreement of both Par-
ties, the Parties will establish an Arbitration
Comnmiittee.

CHAPTER 4. COOPERATION
Article XXII
Relations between Israel and the Council

1. Israel and the Council shall seek to fos-
ter mutual understanding and tolerance and
shall accordingly abstain from incitement,
including hostile propaganda, against each
other and, without derogating from the prin-
ciple of freedom of expression, shall take
legal measures to prevent such incitement by
any organizations, groups or individuals
within their jurisdiction.

2. Israel and the Council will ensure that
their respective educational systems con-
tribute to the peace between the Israeli and
Palestinian peoples and to peace in the entire
region, and will refrain from the introduction
of any motifs that could adversely affect the
process of reconciliation.

3. Without derogating from the other pro-
visions of this Agreement, Israel and the
Council shall cooperate in combating crim-
inal activity which may affect both sides,
including offenses related to trafficking in
illegal drugs and psychotropic substances,
smuggling, and offenses against property,
including offenses related to vehicles.

Article XXIII

Cooperation with Regard to Transfer of
Powers and Responsibilities

In order to ensure a smooth, peaceful and
orderly transfer of powers and responsibil-
ities, the two sides will cooperate with regard
to the transfer of security powers and respon-
sibilities in accordance with the provisions of
Annex 1, and the transfer of civil powers and

responsibilities in accordance with the pro-
visions of Annex III.

Article XXIV

Economic Relations

The economic relations between the two sides
are set out in the Protocol on Economic Rela-
tions, signed in Paris on April 29, 1994, and
the Appendices thereto, and the Supplement
to the Protocol on Economic Relations, all
attached as Annex V, and will be governed by
the relevant provisions of this Agreement and
its Annexes.

Article XXV

Cooperation Programs

1. The Parties agree to establish a mechan-
ism to develop programs of cooperation
between them. Details of such cooperation
are set out in Annex VI

2. A Standing Cooperation Committee to
deal with issues arising in the context of this
cooperation is hereby established as provided
for in Annex VI.

Article XXVI

The Joint Isracli-Palestinian Liaison Commit-
tee

1. The Liaison Committee established pur-
suant to Article X of the DOP shall ensure the
smooth implementation of this Agreement. It
shall deal with issues requiring coordination,
other issues of common interest and disputes.

2. The Lijaison Committee shall be
composed of an equal number of members
from each Party. It may add other technicians
and experts as necessary.

3. The Liaison Committee shall adopt its
rules of procedures, including the frequency
and place or places of its meetings.

4, The Liaison Committee shall reach its
decisions by agreement.

5. The Liaison Committee shall establish a
subcommittee that will monitor and steer the
implementation of this Agreement (herein-
after ‘the Monitoring and Steering Commit-
tee’). It will function as follows:

a. The Monitoring and Steering Committee
will, on an ongoing basis, monitor the imple-
mentation of this Agreement, with a view to
enhancing the cooperation and fostering the
peaceful relations between the two sides.

b. The Monitoring and Steering Committee
will steer the activities of the various joint
committees established in this Agreement
(the JSC, the CAC, the Legal Committee, the
Joint Economic Committee and the Standing
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Cooperation Committee) concerning the
ongoing implementation of the Agreement,
and will report to the Liaison Committee.

¢. The Monitoring and Steering Committee
will be composed of the heads of the various
committees mentioned above.

d. The two heads of the Monitoring and
Steering Committee will establish its rules of
procedures, including the frequency and
places of its meetings.

Article XXVII

Liaison and Cooperation with Jordan and
Egypt

1. Pursuant to Article XII of the DOP, the
two Parties have invited the Governments of
Jordan and Egypt to participate in establish-
ing further liaison and cooperation arrange-
ments between the Government of Israel and
the Palestinian representatives on the one
hand, and the Governments of Jordan and
Egypt on the other hand, to promote coopera-
tion between them. As part of these arrange-
ments a Continuing Committee has been con-
stituted and has commenced its deliberations.

2. The Continuing Committee shall decide
by agreement on the modalities of admission
of persons displaced from the West Bank and
the Gaza Strip in 1967, together with neces-
sary measures to prevent disruption and dis-
order.

3. The Continuing Committee shall also
deal with other matters of common concern.

Article XXVIII

Missing Persons

1. Israel and the Council shall cooperate by
providing each other with all necessary assis-
tance in the conduct of searches for missing
persons and bodies of persons which have not
been recovered, as well as by providing infor-
mation about missing persons.

2. The PLO undertakes to cooperate with
Israel and to assist it in its efforts to locate
and to return to Israel Israeli soldiers who are
missing in action and the bodies of soldiers
which have not been recovered.

CHAPTER 5. MISCELLANEOUS
PROVISIONS

Article XXIX

Safe Passage between the West Bank and the
Gaza Strip

Arrangements for safe passage of persons and
transportation between the West Bank and the
Gaza Strip are set out in Annex L.

Article XXX

Passages
Arrangements for coordination between Israel
and the Council regarding passage to and
from Egypt and Jordan, as well as any other
agreed international crossings, are set out in
Annex 1.

Article XXXI

Final Clauses

1. This Agreement shall enter into force on
the date of its signing.

2. The Gaza—Jericho Agreement, except
for the article XX (Confidence-Building
Measures), the Preparatory Transfer Agree-
ment and the Further Trade Protocol will be
superseded by this agreement.

3. The Council, upon its inauguration, shall
replace the Palestinian Authority and shall
assume all the undertakings and obligations
of the Palestinian Authority under the Gaza—
Jericho Agreement, the Preparatory Transfer
Agreement, and the Further Transfer Pro-
tocol.

4. The two sides shall pass all necessary
legislation to implement this Agreement.

5. Permanent status negotiations will
commence as soon as possible, but not later
than May 4, 1996, between the Parties. It is
understood that these negotiations shall cover
remaining issues, including: Jerusalem,
refugees, settlements, security arrangements,
borders, relations and cooperation with other
neighbors, and other issues of common inter-
est.

6. Nothing in this Agreement shall preju-
dice or preempt the outcome of the negotia-
tions on the permanent status to be conducted
pursuant to the DOP. Neither Party shall be
deemed, by virtue of having entered into this
Agreement, to have renounced or waived any
of its existing rights, claims or positions.

7. Neither side shall initiate or take any
step that will change the status of the West
Bank and the Gaza Strip pending the outcome
of the permanent status negotiations.

8. The two Parties view the West Bank and
the Gaza Strip as a single territorial unit, the
integrity and status of which will be pre-
served during the interim period.

9. The PLO undertakes that, within two
months of the date of the inauguration of the
Council, the Palestinian National Council
will convene and formally approve the neces-
sary changes in regard to the Palestinian
Covenant, as undertaken in the letters signed
by the Chairman of the PLO and addressed to
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the Prime Minister of Israel, dated Sep-
tember 9, 1993 and May 4, 1994,

10. Pursuant to Annex I, Article VII of this
Agreement, Israel confirms that the perman-
ent checkpoints on the roads leading to and
from the Jericho Area (except those related to
the access road leading from Mousa Alami to
the Allenby Bridge) will be removed upon
the completion of the first phase of redeploy-
ment.

11. Prisoners who, pursuant to the Gaza-
Jericho Agreement, were turned over to the
Palestinian Authority on the condition that
they remain in the Jericho Area for the
remainder of their sentence, will be free to
return to their homes in the West Bank and
the Gaza Strip upon the completion of the
first phase of redeployment.

12. As regards relations between Israel and
the PLO, and without derogating from the
commitments contained in the letters signed
by and exchanged between the Prime Min-
ister of Israel and the Chairman of the PLO,
dated September 9, 1993 and May 4, 1994,
the two sides will apply between them the
provisions contained in Article XXII, para-
graph 1, with the necessary changes.

13. a. The Preamble to this Agreement, and
all Annexes, Appendices and maps attached
hereto, shall constitute an integral part hereof.

b. The Parties agree that the maps attached
to the Gaza—Jericho Agreement as:

a. map No. 1 (The Gaza Strip), an exact
copy of which is attached to this Agreement
as map No.2 (in this Agreement ‘map
No. 2%);

b. map No. 4 (Deployment of Palestinian
Police in the Gaza Strip), an exact copy of
which is attached to this Agreement as map
No. 5 (in this Agreement ‘map No. 5'); and

c. map No. 6 (Maritime Activity Zones), an
exact copy of which is attached to this Agree-
ment as map No. 8 (in this Agreement ‘map
No. 8°);

are an integral part hereof and will remain
in effect for the duration of this Agreement.

14. While the Jeftlik area will come under
the functional and personal jurisdiction of the
Council in the first phase of redeployment,
the area’s transfer to the territorial juris-
diction of the Council will be considered by
the Israeli side in the first phase of the further
redeployment phases.

Done at Washington DC, this 28th day of
September, 1995.

For the Government of the State of Israel
For the PLO

Witnessed by:

The United States of America
The Russian Federation

The Arab Republic of Egypt
The European Union

The Kingdom of Norway

The European Union

Source: Israeli-Palestinian Agreement on the West
Bank and the Gaza Strip, 28 Sep. 1995, Israeli
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Jerusalem.




S. The former Yugoslavia: the war and the
peace process

ANTHONY BORDEN and RICHARD CAPLAN*

1. Introduction

The year 1995 culminated with the formal signing in Paris on 14 December of
an agreement to end the war in Bosnia and Herzegovina. After an extra-
ordinary 12 months of military and diplomatic developments, including the
largest military operation in NATO’s history and a three-week negotiating
marathon in Dayton, Ohio, with the presidents of Bosnia and Herzegovina,
Croatia and Serbia, peace throughout the region was declared. According to
some estimates, 250 000 had died and there were 2.7 million refugees and
displaced persons in Bosnia and Herzegovina—one-third of the pre-war
population.

If there was, for the first time, something in the Balkans to celebrate, it came
only after the gravest humanitarian tragedies of the war, including shellings,
mass executions and enormous population displacements. Moreover, despite
the proliferation of peace conferences, diplomatic missions and UN resolu-
tions, it was military developments which ultimately brought the war towards
a conclusion, raising questions about what the ‘peace process’ had actually
achieved and whether it had all along been properly conceived.

These questions were underlined by the stipulations of the Dayton Agree-
ment on Bosnia and Herzegovina,! which entrenched, rather than resolved, the
fundamental causes of the conflict, most importantly the territorial division of
the country. Other serious concerns also remained. While a breakthrough was
reached in the dispute between Greece and the Former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia, the political stability of the latter, highlighted by the assassination
attempt on the president and by continued unrest among the Albanians,
remained fragile. The treatment of the Serb minority in Croatia raised fresh
concern over that country’s democratic credentials, and Serbia’s purportedly
constructive role in Bosnia and Herzegovina was belied by its continued sup-
port for the Bosnian Serbs and by the failure to take any steps towards settling
the problem in Kosovo, where, it is often argued, the wars of Yugoslav seces-
sion actually began.

This chapter reviews the primary events in Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina
and Macedonia, and then offers an assessment of future prospects for the

! The text of the Framework Agreement and annexes 1A, 1B and 4 are reproduced in appendix 5A in
this volume.

* The authors would like to thank Jennifer Pearce for assistance with this chapter.

SIPRI Yearbook 1996: Armaments, Disarmament and International Security
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region, including a consideration of the provisions and likely implementation
of the Dayton Agreement.

II. Croatia

The year witnessed a dramatic turn of events in the Croatian conflict, with
consequences for the wider region. Abandoning efforts to achieve a peaceful
reintegration of Serb-controlled territories, the Croatian Government launched
two military offensives—one in May and another in August—that decisively
ended the three-year stalemate in its favour. By late summer the radically
altered circumstances were producing knock-on effects for the Bosnian con-
flict which culminated in the Dayton accord.

The year began on a relatively hopeful note from the standpoint of a nego-
tiated solution to Croatia’s ‘Serbian question’.? Although shaky, the 29 March
1994 cease-fire agreement between the Croatian Government and the Croatian
Serbs? was still holding, and an economic agreement signed on 2 December
19944 had begun to be implemented. The latter envisaged the restoration of
major services between Croatia and the ‘Republic of Serb Krajina’, the Serb-
held enclaves of Croatia. Thus on 21 December 1994 a 27-km stretch of the
Zagreb-Belgrade motorway running through Serb-held territory was
reopened; on 9 January 1995 the Croatian Government returned electricity
poles it had removed from the Obrovac power plant in Krajina; and on
27 January the northern track of the Adriatic oil pipeline, also cutting across
Serb-held territory, was put back into service.’

Croatia’s impatience became apparent, however, when on 12 January Presi-
dent Franjo Tudjman wrote to UN Secretary-General Boutros Boutros-Ghali
indicating that Croatia would not renew the mandate of the UN Protection
Force (UNPROFOR) in Croatia, due to expire at the end of March. ‘Croatia
finds the present situation in the occupied territories wholly unacceptable’,
Tudjman wrote. ‘Moreover, given the present inefficient UNPROFOR mis-
sion, Croatia finds the continued presence of UNPROFOR troops in the
occupied territories to be significantly counterproductive to the peace pro-
cess.’” Despite Tudjman’s stated commitment to a ‘constructive peace policy’,
there was concern about renewed fighting. Indeed, in a 23 January interview

2 Following Croatia’s declaration of independence on 25 June 1991, Croatian Serb forces, with the
support of the Yugoslav National Army (JNA), seized nearly one-third of Croatia in a region known as
Krajina. For background to the Croatian conflict, see Cohen, L. J., Broken Bonds: Yugoslavia’s
Disintegration and Balkan Politics in Transition, 2nd ed. (Westview Press: Boulder, Colo., 1995),
chapter 8; and Woodward, S. L., Balkan Tragedy: Chaos and Dissolution after the Cold War (Brookings
Institution: Washington, DC, 1995), chapters 5 and 6.

3 United Nations, Report of the Secretary-General, UN document S/1994/367, 29 Mar. 1994.

4 United Nations, Report of the Secretary-General, UN document 8/1994/1375, 2 Dec. 1994.

5 United Nations, Report of the Secretary-General, UN document $/1995/626, 26 July 1995.

S UN Security Council Resolution 743, 21 Feb. 1992 (UN document S/RES/743) authorized the
deployment. For background to UNPROFOR’s mandate in Croatia, see Claesson, P. and Findlay, T.,
‘Case studies on peacekeeping: UNOSOM II, UNTAC and UNPROFOR’, SIPRI Yearbook 1994
(Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1994), pp. 70-74.

7 United Nations, Letter from the Permanent Representative of Croatia to the Secretary-General, UN
document A/50/64 and $/1995/28, 12 Jan. 1995.
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with Der Spiegel, Tudjman declared that Croatia would retake Serb-held terri-
tory, if necessary by force.?

In an effort to forestall violence, the Zagreb-4 group, representing the UN,
Russia, the USA and the European Union (EU), presented a plan for Krajina
on 30 January that would have given a large measure of autonomy to the
Serbs while maintaining the formal unity of Croatia. Under the plan the Knin
and Glina districts of Krajina were to be granted extensive control over taxa-
tion, police, education, tourism and public services, while Western Slavonia
was to revert to Croatian Government control and Eastern Slavonia would be
placed under temporary international administration.® Representatives of Serb
Krajina, however, announced on 30 January that they would not discuss the
plan unless Croatia agreed to renew UNPROFOR’s mandate;!® they seemed
unwilling to cede much authority anyway.!! The Croatian Government also
objected that the plan granted the Serbs too much autonomy; on 3 February an
aide to Tudjman, Smiljko Soko, deemed it ‘unacceptable’.!2

The situation continued to deteriorate: in reaction to Croatia’s stance
towards UNPROFOR, the Krajina ‘parliament’ voted on 8 February to sus-
pend political negotiations with the Croatian Government as well as talks on
further implementation of the economic agreement. Two weeks later, top
Croatian Serb and Bosnian Serb military leaders met in Banja Luka to estab-
lish a joint military council to provide for mutual defence and assistance!?
(Croatian Serb assistance to the Bosnian Serbs had already been observed by
the UN, most recently in the Bosnian Serb campaign against the Bihac pocket
in Bosnia and Herzegovina in December 1994).14 Croatia and the Croatian—
Muslim Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina, in turn, announced a new
military alliance on 7 March 1995.15

There had been hints from the beginning of the year that Croatia might
accept a modified international presence in Croatia.'¢ In view of the deteriorat-
ing situation, the major powers thus concentrated on persuading Tudjman to

8 *Die Uno stort uns’ [The UN disturbs us], Der Spiegel, 23 Jan. 1995, p. 131.

9 Draft Agreement on the Krajina, Slavonia, Southern Baranja and Western Sirmium, 18 Jan. 1995.
Text provided by the US Information Service, Zagreb.

10 Keesing’s Record of World Events, vol. 41, no. 1 (Jan. 1995), p. 40371.

11 “The RSK will never be part of Croatia’, Rajko Lezajic, speaker of the parliament of the ‘Republic
of Serb Krajina’, stated on 27 Feb. 1995. Keesing’s Record of World Events, vol. 41, no. 2 (Feb. 1995),
p. 40419.

12 Keesing’s Record of World Events (note 11).

13 Bosnian and Krajina Serbs form joint war council’, Open Media Research Institute (hereafter
OMRI), OMRI Daily Digest, 21 Feb. 1995, URL <http://www.omri.cz/Index.html> (hereafter, refer-
ences to the OMRI Daily Digest refer to the Internet edition at this URL address).

14 United Nations, Report of the Secretary-General, UN document $/1994/1454, 29 Dec. 1994.

15 ‘Croats form anti-Serbia military pact with Bosnia’, International Herald Tribune, 7 Mar. 1995,
p. 1. On the 1994 agreements between the Bosnian Government and the Bosnian Croats, and between
the governments of Bosnia and Herzegovina and Croatia, see Zucconi, M., “The former Yugoslavia:
lessons of war and diplomacy’, SIPRI Yearbook 1995: Ar ts, Disar t and International
Security (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1995), pp. 218-19.

16 On 26 Feb., for instance, Foreign Minister Mate Granic indicated that Croatia would consider the
involvement of a multinational task force of observers after 31 Mar.
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Figure 5.1. Croatia and the UN Protected Areas

temper his hard line. Following discussions with US Vice-President Al Gore
at the United Nations World Summit on Social Development in Copenhagen
on 12 March, Tudjman announced that he would be willing to accept a scaled-
down UN force (from 12 000 to 5000) whose tasks would be fourfold: to con-
trol Croatia’s borders with Serbia and Bosnia and Herzegovina, to control the
passage of aid through Croatia to Bosnia, to expedite implementation of the
agreements between Croatia and the Croatian Serbs and to assist the repatria-
tion of Croatian refugees to Krajina. Tudjman clearly was seeking to put an
end to the de facto partition of Croatia which in his view UNPROFOR was
only serving to reinforce.!” This would explain his insistence that any
extended UN presence reorient itself away from the UN Protected Areas
(UNPAs) inside Croatia'® and towards the state’s internationally recognized
borders—to place themselves, in other words, between the Croatian Serbs and
their allies in Serbia and Bosnia and Herzegovina.

17 This view was echoed by Boutros-Ghali: ‘The Serb side has taken advantage of the presence of
UNPROFOR in its efforts to freeze the status quo, under UNPROFOR “protection”, while establishing a
self-proclaimed “State” of the “Republic of Serb Krajina” in UNPROFOR’s area of responsibility’.
United Nations, Report of the Secretary-General to the Security Council, UN document $/1994/300,
16 Mar. 1994.

18 The UNPAs were areas where Serbs constituted a majority or a substantial minority of the
population and where intercommunal tensions had erupted in the past. UN forces were deployed to these
areas in Apr. 1992 to help prevent the recurrence of hostilities. United Nations, Report of the Secretary-
General, UN document $/23280, 11 Dec. 1991, Annex IIL
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On 31 March the Security Council voted to reorganize its peacekeeping
operations in the former Yugoslavia, establishing a separate UN Confidence
Restoration Operation in Croatia (UNCRO) essentially along the lines
Tudjman had requested.!” The Krajina Serb leadership protested, maintaining
that as a party to the original agreement to deploy UNPROFOR any change in
the mandate required its approval. Their protests fell on deaf ears.

On 1 May, however, even before the newly organized UNCRO could be
deployed, the Croatian Army launched a military offensive (Operation Flash)
against UNPA Sector West in Western Slavonia.20 The official explanation for
the operation was that it was aimed at ending Serb attacks on vehicles travel-
ling along the Zagreb-Belgrade highway, which on 28 April had resulted in
the deaths of five Croat civilians. By 3 May, however, Croatia was in control
of the entire sector.?! The Serbs retaliated by shelling Zagreb with cluster anti-
personnel bombs, killing six and wounding 175 people. Karlovac, Sisak and
Novska were also hit. The UN Security Council condemned the Croatian
offensive? and although Peter Galbraith, the US Ambassador to Zagreb, stated
that Croatia received ‘not a green light but a red light’ from the USA regard-
ing the move,2 there was speculation that the USA had indicated that it would
turn a blind eye and that it had quietly been providing Croatia with military
aid.?* There were also allegations of massive human rights abuses of the local
Serb population by Croatian authorities.?s These charges were challenged by
the government as well as by some independent observers,? and the issue still
has not been fully clarified.?? What is clear is that all but 2000-2500 Serbs out
of an estimated pre-offensive population of 12 000~15 000 had fled the sector
by 12 May, whether out of fear or in response to actual harassment.?

The significance of Operation Flash was not only military. In the absence of
any intervention by the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia and Monte-
negro), the offensive had the effect of radicalizing the Croatian Serb leader-

19 UN Security Council Resolution 981, 31 Mar. 1995 (UN document S/RES/981). The Security
Council did not actually authorize the deployment of UNCRO (8750 troops) until 28 Apr. 1995 (UN
document S/RES/990).

20 Borger, J., ‘Balkan war erupts on new front’, The Guardian, 2 May 1995.

21 UN High Commissioner for Refugees, Information Notes on Former Yugoslavia, no. 5/95 (May
1995), p. ii.

22 presidential Statement of 4 May 1995, UN document S/PRST/1995/26.

23 “What role for the US in Western Slavonia?’, OMRI Daily Digest, 15 May 1995.

24 Both Britain and France voiced concems to this effect. Clark, B., “West’s antidote for Balkans war
fever’, Financial Times, 14 Dec. 1995, p. 3; and Cohen, R., ‘US cooling ties to Croatia after winking at
its buildup’, New York Times, 28 Oct. 1995, p. 1.

25 UN officials claimed that ‘massive’ human rights abuses were taking place in Western Slavonia
during the first few days of the offensive. ‘The Croatian army offensive in Western Slavonia and its
aftermath’, Human Rights Watch, July 1995, p. 2.

26 EU monitor Gunter Baron, for instance, described the Croatian operation as ‘excellent, profes-
sional, competent and correct’. Keesing's Record of World Events, vol. 41, no. 5 (May 1995), p. 40565.
Human Rights Watch, while it found evidence of some human rights violations, concluded that they
were not widespread. ‘The Croatian army offensive in Western Slavonia and its aftermath’ (note 25),
pp. 2, 15-16.

27 For the questions surrounding attacks on civilians, see Hedl, D., ‘Slavonia aftermath’, WarReport,
no. 34 (June 1995), p. 13.

28 UN High Commissioner for Refugees, Information Notes on Former Yugoslavia, no. 6/95 (June
1995), p. ii.



208 SECURITY AND CONFLICTS, 1995

ship, who on 21 May ignored the moderates in their ranks and voted for unifi-
cation of the Serb territories in Croatia and Bosnia. Yugoslav Foreign Minister
Vladislav Jovanovic criticized the move, arguing that it would only spell
catastrophe since it would invite the international community to extend sanc-
tions on the Bosnian Serbs to the Croatian Serbs.? For its part the Croatian
Government indicated that it would not tolerate the establishment of a ‘United
Serb Republic’. In a letter of 1 June to Boutros-Ghali, Croatian Foreign
Minister Mate Granic warned that if unification were attempted Croatia
‘would be forced to undertake all appropriate means to defend its sovereignty
and territorial integrity’.30

Emboldened by the success of his offensive, Tudjman on 9 June threatened
further military action unless rebel Serbs in the remaining UNPAs agreed to
accept Croatian sovereignty.’! The Krajina leadership, however, insisted on
the withdrawal of Croatian forces from Western Slavonia before they would
be willing to restart negotiations. Both sides began to place renewed emphasis
on military options: monitors noted increased troop movements of the Croa-
tian Army while the Krajina Serb leaders announced a general mobilization,
including, with Serbian assistance and in violation of international law, the
forced conscription of Krajina refugees living in Serbia.3? (The UN High
Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) estimated that a total of 2500 draft-age
ethnic Serb refugees were rounded up in June.)?® Croatia also protested at what
it claimed to be a ‘significantly higher degree of involvement of the Belgrade
regime on behalf of their proxies . . . in the occupied regions’, referring specif-
ically to the transfer of military equipment and the presence of some 6000
Yugoslav National Army soldiers.3

Rising tensions between Croatia and the Krajina Serbs came to a head in
early August. On 4 August, tens of thousands of Croatian Army troops poured
into UNPA Sectors North and South, thus launching Operation Storm. Meet-
ing little or no resistance, the army captured Knin, Petrinja, Plaski and several
key roads in just two days; by 9 August it was in full control of the two sectors
and Croatia announced that it was ending its operations. There were once
again reports of human rights violations committed by the army against the
Serb population—systematic and widespread burning and looting of houses
and fields and wholesale attacks on civilians—which this time could not be
denied,’ but these violations could not alone account for the fact that an esti-
mated 180 000 refugees fled the region, mostly to northern Bosnia, in the first

29 ‘Serbian foreign minister on unification, Bosnian crisis’, Keesing’s Record of World Events,
vol. 41, no. 5 (May 1995), p. 40565; and OMRI Daily Digest, 30 May 1995.

30 L etter provided to the authors by Croatia’s Ministry of Foreign Affairs.

31 Keesing’s Record of World Events, vol, 41, no. 6 (June 1995), p- 40608.

32 Reuter, 15 June 1993, The forcible repatriation of refugees is in violation of the 1951 Convention
Relating to the Status of Refugees.

33 UN High Commissioner for Refugees, Information Notes on Former Yugoslavia, no. 7/95 (July
1995), p. iii.

34 Letter of Mate Granic to UN Secretary-General Boutros-Ghali, 29 June 1995, provided by the
Croatian Ministry of Foreign Affairs.

35 Amnesty International, ‘Urgent action’, EUR/64/02/95 (10 Aug. 1995); and ‘Urgent action’,
EUR/64/05/95 (15 Sep. 1995).
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week. It was the largest exodus since the war began. As Zarko Puhovski, a
professor at the University of Zagreb, observed, ‘Knin propaganda over the
years—that Serbs could never safely live within Croatia—ultimately con-
tributed to their flight’.36

Whether Croatia was in fact guilty of ‘ethnic cleansing’, as Britain later
charged,” the effect was certainly to move it closer to being an ethnically pure
state: out of a pre-war Serb population of 600 000, an estimated 100 000-
150 000 now remained. Although Serbs were officially allowed to return, the
obstacles were formidable: by mid-September no formal return procedure had
been established and by executive order Serbs were given only 30 days (later
extended to 90) to reclaim their property, which would otherwise be given to
Croat refugees and displaced persons.

In what by now had become a familiar pattern, Tudjman told cheering
crowds during a post-victory train ride through Krajina on 26 August that
Croatia would next ‘liberate’ the oil-rich region of Eastern Slavonia if its Serb
population did not give up its insurrection.?® On 3 October, however, the
Croatian Government met the local Serb authorities in Erdut and, in contrast
with trends of the past year, reached agreement on the ‘guiding basic prin-
ciples’ for negotiations which led to the signing, on 12 November, of the
Basic Agreement on the Region of Eastern Slavonia, Baranja, and Western
Sirmium.® The agreement provides for the establishment of a UN transitional
authority to administer the region for a period of 12 months, renewable at the
request of either party for a period not to exceed 12 additional months. An
international force has responsibility for maintaining peace and security and
for overseeing the demilitarization of the region (which, significantly, extends
to existing police forces—an obvious effort to improve upon a weakness of
the original Vance Plan for the UNPAs). All refugees and displaced persons
have the right to return to their places of residence or to be compensated for
property that cannot be restored. Elections are to be held no later than 30 days
before the end of the transitional period.

It is only possible to speculate as to why the Serbs agreed to negotiate away
control of this strategic region. Twice before, however, Tudjman had demon-
strated that in the absence of a negotiated settlement he would not hesitate to
use force to recapture occupied territory, and each time Belgrade had refused
to come to the rescue of the Croatian Serbs. There was no reason to expect
that the situation would be any different with Eastern Slavonia. Moreover,
Serbian President Slobodan Milosevic by this time was seeking to ingratiate
himself with the Western powers. There is also evidence to suggest that

36 puhovski, Z., ‘Cleansing “Krajina™, WarReport, no. 35 (May 1995), p. i.

37 The British Defence Secretary, Michael Portillo, said: *“Where people are driven from their homes
and where they have lived in those places for generations, that amounts to ethnic cleansing’. Reuter,
8 Aug. 1995. The EU later issued a report condemning Croatia’s ‘terror against civilians’. ‘As do US
and others’, OMRI Daily Digest, 2 Oct. 1995.

38 UN High Commissioner for Refugees, Information Notes on Former Yugoslavia, no. 9/95 (Sep.
1995), p. iii.

39 Reuter, 27 Aug. 1995.

40 UN High Commissioner for Refugees, Information Notes on Former Yugoslavia, no. 11/95 (Nov.
1995), p. iii.
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Tudjman had an effective understanding with Milosevic to exchange Serb
control of Posavina in Bosnia and Herzegovina for Croatian control of Eastern
Slavonia—an exchange which was to be achieved at Dayton soon
afterwards.4!

The question remains, what next? The Croatian Government expects that the
agreement will lead to reintegration of the region; the Serbs believe that they
will enjoy a certain degree of autonomy or even continue effectively to live in
Serbia. To US President Bill Clinton, the Croatian offensive had created ‘a
moment of real promise’ for peace in the region.#2 Certainly, Tudjman’s easy
victories shattered the myth of Serbian invincibility. Given Serbia’s reticence,
unity among the Serbs seemed little more than a slogan. These judgements
underlay the policy of ‘diplomacy backed by force’ which the USA now
began to pursue in the Bosnian conflict.

III. Bosnia and Herzegovina

After three and a half years and a dramatic dénouement, the war in Bosnia and
Herzegovina came to a close; the first of 60 000 NATO troops marched into
Bosnia and Herzegovina to implement a complex and problematic peace
accord. The country was divided and devastated and the largest mission in the
UN’s history had been humiliated. Nevertheless, peace offered a crucial
respite for the country and some hopes that new political visions could arise in
a reconstructed state.

Winter offensives

At the close of 1994 the prospects for Bosnia and Herzegovina appeared as
grim as ever.® The peace process had been drifting since the summer, when
the rebel Bosnian Serbs rejected the ‘take-it-or-leave-it’ plan for the 51 : 49
division of the territory brokered by the Contact Group.# International diplo-
macy had focused on encouraging the split between the Belgrade and the rebel
Serbs, playing to Serbian President Slobodan Milosevic’s self-appointed new
role as Balkan peacemaker. The Bosnian Serb leader, Radovan Karadzic,
remained intransigent, however, and Milosevic continued to bargain hard for
the lifting of sanctions#* and to support Serb forces outside the Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro). The focus shifted from one

41 Borden, A. and Hedl, D., ‘How the Bosnians were broken’, WarReport, no. 39 (Feb./Mar. 1996),
p. 28.

42 Reuter, 10 Aug. 1995.

43 For a summary of events to the end of 1994, see Zucconi (note 15), pp. 213-29.

44 Woodward (note 2), pp. 314-16. The Contact Group consisted of Russia and the USA plus France,
Germany and the UK, the latter 3 representing the EU. Its plan, agreed to by the Bosnian Government,
Croatian representatives and Serbian President Slobodan Milosevic, was rejected by the parliament of
the Bosnian Serbs. Its main feature was a map to divide Bosnia 51 : 49, with the larger portion for the
Croat-Bosnian Federation and the remainder for the rebel Bosnian Serbs.

5 Economic sanctions were originally imposed against the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia
and Montenegro) by UN Security Council Resolution 757 of 30 May 1992 with the intention of
preventing further intervention by Serbia in the Bosnian conflict.
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crisis to the next, such as the heavy autumn fighting around the Bihac pocket
in north-west Bosnia and Herzegovina, which illustrated once again the UN’s
inability to protect a declared safe area.*

Beneath the surface fundamental changes in the conflict were taking place.
Despite the territorial conquests of the rebel Bosnian Serbs, the weakness of
their position was becoming increasingly apparent, from over-extended front
lines and a lack of spare parts to political isolation and internal divisions. At
the same time, the Bosnian Army was growing stronger, gradually obtaining
more arms and better trained troops, and developing more effective military
and diplomatic strategies.*” These facts and the fragile but gradually develop-
ing Bosnian military alliance with Croatian forces led some commentators to
conclude that a Bosnian Serb defeat was inevitable.

The new year did offer one hopeful note. On 1 January, a four-month cease-
fire, negotiated with customary flair and controversy by former US President
Jimmy Carter, brought a lull in the fighting, The Cessation of Hostilities
Agreement, signed by the rebel Bosnian Serbs and the Bosnian Government
on | January, and shortly after by Bosnian Croat officials, included a number
of potentially important provisions on demilitarization and the interposition of
UNPROFOR troops between hostile forces, the opening of routes for humani-
tarian aid and civilian traffic, and the exchange of prisoners of war.*

Like countless cease-fires past, this agreement was to disintegrate. Severe
conflict around the Bihac pocket continued, especially around the town of
Velika Kladusa, pitting the joint forces of rebel Bosnian Muslim leader Fikret
Abdic and rebel Serbs from Krajina against the Bosnian Army Fifth Corps.
Aid deliveries by the UNHCR were restricted, raising serious health concerns
for the 155 000 people there. Other provisions of the accord were neglected or
only partially implemented.*

Critically, despite visits by representatives of the Contact Group to Sarajevo
and the Bosnian Serb stronghold of Pale in late January, Karadzic refused to
rejoin negotiations on the basis of the summer’s division plan. Practical as
well as ideological considerations drove him, convinced that after so much
bloodshed and hardship his political life would be over if he signed away any
of the 70 per cent of Bosnian territory in his control.? The cease-fire agree-
ment increasingly appeared more like a convenient respite for the combatants
than a genuine effort to make peace, with even the Bosnian Government
declaring that it only reinforced an ‘unacceptable status quo’.s!

46 The 6 safe areas, established by UN Security Council Resolutions 819, 16 Apr. 1993 (UN docu-
ment S/RES/819) and 824, 6 May 1993 (UN document S/RES/824), were Srebrenica, Sarajevo, Tuzla,
Bihac, Gorazde and Zepa. See Zucconi (note 15), pp. 221-22, 225.

47 Vasic, M., ‘War of attrition’, WarReport, no. 29 (Oct./Nov. 1994), p. 6.

48 Agreement on Complete Cessation of Hostilities, 31 Dec. 1994, provided to the authors by the
Carter Center, Atlanta, Georgia. Traynor, 1., ‘Bosnian ceasefire kindles fresh hopes for peace’, The
Guardian, 2 Jan. 1995, p. 7; and Daly, E., ‘Croats agree to Bosnian truce’, The Independent, 3 Jan. 1995.

49 UN High Commissioner for Refugees, Information Notes on Former Yugoslavia, no. 1/95 (Jan.
1995), p. 2.

50 Vasic, M., ‘New war’, WarReport, no. 34 (June 1995), p. 6.

51 ‘Bosnian government refuses to extend cease-fire’, OMRI Daily Digest, 21 Apr. 1995, citing inter-
national news agencies.
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By early February, frustration over Bosnian Serb intransigence led the US
Administration to a policy reversal. In an initiative that some observers argued
contravened UN Resolution 942 of September 1994, which called on members
not to maintain contacts with the Bosnian Serbs,5? during December 1994 and
January 1995 the US State Department had sought to establish dialogue with
the Bosnian Serb leadership. By the first week of February the USA was
publicly venting its exasperation with Karadzic and confirmed that it was
breaking off its attempt to build a constructive rapport with the Bosnian Serbs.

In the same week the USA shifted its policy towards the Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro), agreeing with its European allies a
controversial proposal to offer it a full lifting of sanctions for two months if it
agreed to recognize the successor states in their communist-era borders, stiffen
its enforcement of the arms embargo on the Bosnian Serbs,* and pressure the
Pale leadership to rejoin the peace talks on the basis of the Contact Group’s
summer 1994 plan.5* The aim of recognition was to compel Milosevic to
renounce his designs of a Greater Serbia, but the practical benefits were
unclear. Certifying compliance with the embargo on the Bosnian Serbs, the
UN had just voted to ease sanctions.>s A number of states warned that, once
lifted, sanctions would not be re-imposed even if the Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro) later flagrantly violated the embargo.
Concerns over compliance with sanctions were shown to be well-grounded
when UN monitors reported more than 60 flights of helicopters from Serbia to
Bosnian Serb army (BSA) positions around the safe area of Srebrenica. In any
event, President Milosevic adamantly ruled out recognizing the Republic of
Bosnia and Herzegovina.

Other factors, however, appeared to justify the approach of working through
Belgrade. On the ground, the Bosnian Army was holding out in Bihac town
and inflicting various tactical defeats on the Serb forces. The failure of Serb
forces to score a decisive victory over the Fifth Corps caused the long-running
feud between Karadzic and General Ratko Mladic, commander of the BSA, to
break out into the open. The Belgrade media reported accusations by the BSA
that the civilian leadership had forced it to attempt impossible tasks and had
not provided sufficient men and matériel. Through the year these recrimina-
tions were to increase as the military fortunes of the Bosnian Serbs declined.
The Western media speculated that Milosevic, tired of if not directly threat-
ened by his uncontrollable proxy Karadzic, sided with Mladic and directly
fuelled the internal divisions. This view encouraged the belief internationally

52 UN Security Council Resolution 942, 23 Sep. 1994 (UN document S/RES/942).

53 A complete embargo was introduced on the import of all weapons and military equipment into all
the republics of Yugoslavia on 25 Sep. 1991 by UN Security Council Resolution 713. The embargo was
all along seen by many, especially in the USA, as unfairly disadvantaging the Bosnian Government and
its forces. Senator Robert Dole in the US Congress tried to secure the unilateral lifting of the embargo on
the Bosnian Government in July 1994, and in Aug. 1994 President Clinton announced that if the Serbs
did not accept the Contact Group plan by 15 Oct. he would request the UN to lift it.

54 Graham, G. and Silber, L., ‘US relents on Serb sanctions’, Financial Times, 15 Feb. 1995, p. 2.

55 ‘Security Council resolves to continue with easing of Serbian sanctions’, OMRI Daily Digest,
13 Jan. 1995.

56 Cohen, R., ‘Serbia rejects sanctions offer’, International Herald Tribune, 21 Feb. 1995, p. 5.
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that supporting Milosevic could bring about a decisive shift in the Bosnian
Serb position.

Meanwhile tensions between Croat and Bosnian authorities in Mostar
increased, raising questions about the viability of the Bosnian—Croat Federa-
tion.5? Since March 1994, the federation had been a key element in US policy
towards the Balkans. While constantly wavering on its position towards the
Bosnian Serbs and the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, the USA had initiated
a clear policy of supporting Croatia. In contrast to the European approach of
officially neutral mediation, championed by the UK and France, the USA
moved towards a policy of regional power politics. In effect this meant a
change from bowing to the military strength of rebel Serbs in Croatia and
Bosnia and Herzegovina towards fortifying Croatia as a balancing factor.

Croatia, however, was hardly the most disinterested ally for Bosnia and
Herzegovina. President Tudjman frequently hinted at designs on Bosnian
territory and openly expressed his disrespect for Muslims.s® The hard-line
nationalist ‘Herzegovina’ lobby remained a strong political force in Zagreb,
and the self-declared mini-state of Herceg-Bosna, in Herzegovina, featured on
all Croatian state accoutrements, including the Croatian dinar. The Croatian—
Bosnian border was almost non-existent, and local Croatian authorities had
consistently obstructed EU-sponsored efforts to reintegrate the divided city of
Mostar.

By March the cease-fire in Bosnia and Herzegovina had essentially col-
lapsed. Numbers of civilian casualties rose throughout the country, increasing
numbers of people had to flee their homes, and the humanitarian operation
again faced serious obstacles at checkpoints held by the BSA, and in some
instances by Bosnian government forces.® Bihac was completely sealed off,
and humanitarian aid deliveries all but ceased.®® Then on 19 March the
Bosnian Army launched substantial, ultimately successful, offensives on Serb-
held mountains around Tuzla in the north-east and around Travnik in central
Bosnia. Capturing high ground increased the security of these critical
government-held towns and deprived the Bosnian Serbs of important com-
munications transmitters.s! The escalation of fighting in Bosnia, coinciding
with Tudjman’s high-stakes bargaining with the UN over the renewal of its
mandate in Croatia, raised serious concerns about the possibility of a broader
Serbian—Croatian conflict.¢2

57 Zucconi (note 15), p. 218.

58 Evans, M., ‘Tudjman mapped out future on city menu’, The Times, 7 Aug. 1995, gives an account
of the map of the Serb—Croat division of Bosnia allegedly drawn by Tudjman on a dinner napkin. See
also ‘Franjo Tudjman: Nous ne ferons aucun compromis’ [We will not compromise], interview with
Patrick de St-Exupéry, Le Figaro, 25 Sep. 1995, p. 2, on Tudjman’s view of the need to integrate the
Muslims into European civilization.

59 UN High Commissioner for Refugees, Information Notes on Former Yugoslavia, no. 4/95 (Apr.
1995). :

60 Keesing’s Record of World Events, vol. 41, no. 3 (Mar. 1995), p. 40466.

61 pecanin, S., ‘Climb any mountain’, WarReport, no. 33 (May 1995), p. 12.

62 Magas, B., ‘Partnerships for Peace?’, WarReport, no. 32 (Mar. 1995), p. 27. The new revised man-
date for UN troops in Croatia was ratified in UN Security Council Resolution 981, 31 Mar. 1995 (UN
document S/RES/981). At the same time, Security Council resolutions 982 and 983, both also of 31 Mar.
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The hostage crisis

The expiry of the cease-fire on 1 May brought increased violence. On 7 May,
Bosnian Serb shells hit the Butmir suburb of Sarajevo, killing 11 people and
seriously wounding at least 14. The next day, the UN Commander in Bosnia
and Herzegovina, Lieutenant-General Sir Rupert Smith, requested air strikes
against BSA positions. Fearing retaliation against UN peacekeepers, UN
Special Representative Yasushi Akashi overruled the decision. France and the
USA strongly criticized the failure to respond and Boutros-Ghali initiated a
‘fundamental review’ of UN peacekeeping operations in Bosnia and Herzego-
vina.s? Clearly the safe area policy was not working. The question was
whether the international community lacked the will or coherence to imple-
ment it or whether the policy itself was fundamentally flawed.

On 31 May Boutros-Ghali released his review, outlining four options for
peacekeeping—maintain current operations, use air strikes, pull out or scale
down. Arguing that aggressive military actions are incompatible with peace-
keeping activities, the Secretary-General preferred the latter option which, he
suggested, would include negotiating and monitoring local agreements, main-
taining a presence in the safe areas, operating the Sarajevo airport and sup-
porting humanitarian deliveries. The UN would use force only in self-
defence.¢ NATO countered that the peacekeeping deployment should be
strengthened. The US Administration expressed its willingness in the event of
a withdrawal to provide up to half of the 50 000 troops believed necessary to
oversee a pull-out.5

The major powers had their own views about options, although some of
their positions underwent change in the course of the year as events at home
and in Bosnia were seen to create new opportunities and imperatives. Broadly
speaking, there were two strategic options. The first was to try to maintain a
holding pattern through peacekeeping in the hope that exhaustion would
eventually induce the warring parties to settle peacefully (even if largely on
Serb terms). This was essentially the view of the British and the French, who,
with the largest numbers of peacekeepers on the ground, did not want to
provoke the Serbs and thus expose their soldiers to undue danger. (With the
election of Jacques Chirac as President, France moved closer towards a peace-
enforcement stance.) The Russians also shared this view; indeed, they would
have preferred to go further and lift sanctions on Yugoslavia. This may have
had less to do with any pan-Slavism than with a desire for greater influence in
the region.

1995 (UN documents S/RES/982 and S/RES/983), created distinct operations for Bosnia and
Macedonia, respectively, and extended the mandate in Bosnia until 30 Nov. 1995.

63 Keesing’s Record of World Events, vol. 41, no. 5 (May 1995), p. 40563; and Borger, J., ‘UN admits
it cannot protect Sarajevo’, The Guardian, 10 May 1995, p. 13.

64 UN High Commissioner for Refugees, Information Notes on Former Yugoslavia, no. 6/95 (June
1995), p. i; and United Nations, Report of the Secretary-General, UN document S/1995/444, 30 May
1995.

65 ‘Peacekeeping in Bosnia-Herzegovina’, OMRI Daily Digest, 25 May 1995,
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The second option, favoured by the USA,% was greater use of Allied
force—notably selective NATO air strikes—to restrain the Bosnian Serbs and
to pressure them to accept a negotiated settlement on the basis of the Contact
Group’s plan. The use of force was the biggest bone of contention between the
USA and its allies. As one Canadian observer put it acerbically, ‘You
Americans . . . want to bomb Bosnia to the last Canadian, British and French
peacekeeper’.” Meanwhile, against the wishes of both the administration and
its allies, leading members of the US Congress were moving to lift the
embargo on arms to the Bosnian Government. These differences caused one
of the most serious rifts NATO has ever experienced.

Despite the lack of consensus among the great powers, on 24 May General
Smith issued an ultimatum to all sides to cease firing heavy weapons or face
air strikes. It dermanded that the Bosnian Serbs return guns they had removed
from UN collection points and surrender other heavy weapons. ‘If the UN
orders air strikes, we are going to treat it as the enemy’, Karadzic told Reuter,
threatening to take UN troops hostage and to capture the enclaves of
Srebrenica, Zepa and Gorazde in eastern Bosnia.

On 25-26 May, following some of the fiercest shelling of Sarajevo in more
than a year, General Smith called in air strikes. Six NATO jets bombed a BSA
ammunitions dump near Pale. Bosnian Serb forces responded quickly by
launching attacks on Sarajevo, Srebrenica, Tuzla, Gorazde and Bihac and
clashing with French troops in Sarajevo. In Tuzla a shell fired into the centre
of town killed 71 people, mostly teenagers socializing in street cafes; 165
were wounded. Bosnian Serbs also began taking hundreds of UN soldiers
hostage, including British, French, Canadian, Russian and other troops.
Several were chained to bridges, ammunition dumps and other potential
NATO targets. The number of hostages exceeded 370.

The hostage-taking created a major crisis for the UN. The USA, although
widely seen as putting pressure on the UN to allow NATO to conduct the air
strikes, declined to offer ground troops, later raised the possibility of a US
deployment to help ‘reconfigure’ UNPROFOR, and later still appeared to rule
it out.s® Russia derided the strikes as ‘misconceived and one-sided’. France
criticized them as ‘ill-prepared’, saying they exposed peacekeepers to
‘thoughtless risks’, and mooted the possibility of withdrawal if the deploy-
ment was not significantly strengthened. Britain, which had hitherto argued
consistently against a more forceful engagement and had not taken part in the
strikes, responded by announcing the dispatch of 6700 fresh troops, in addi-

66 The US Administration, more than other governments, was internally divided over policy options.
Thus, while some members of the Administration may have favoured the use of air strikes, the Pentagon
was wary of more robust engagement.

67 Dean, J., Ending Europe’s Wars: The Continuing Search for Peace and Security (Twentieth
Century Fund: New York, 1994), p. 145, fn. 20.

68 ‘Most governments waffle in the face of Serb defiance’, OMRI Daily Digess, 29 May 1995;
‘Clinton offers US ground troops for Bosnia’, OMRI Daily Digest, 1 June 1995; and ‘Rapid Reaction
Force faces hurdles’, OMRI Daily Digest, 6 June 1995.
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tion to its contingent of 3800 on the ground.® For the UN itself, its mission
appeared to be in serious jeopardy.

The BSA supreme command declared ‘all Security Council resolutions, all
NATO ultimatums, and all accords with the UN ... null and void’.” The
Bosnian Serbs made release of the hostages contingent upon NATO guaran-
tees not to launch any more strikes. President Milosevic became the focus of
efforts by both the international community and the Bosnian Serbs to defuse
the crisis, and following a meeting between the Bosnian Serb leadership and
the Serbian authorities 120 hostages were released. Following further inter-
vention by Belgrade, the remainder of the hostages were released in groups
over the first three weeks of June.

One prominent casualty of the crisis may have been EU mediator for the
former Yugoslavia, Lord David Owen. Although he had expressed his inten-
tions for some time, Owen chose the height of the hostage crisis, 31 May, to
resign. He had held the position since the formation of the International Con-
ference on the Former Yugoslavia at the London Conference of August 1992,
and had co-authored, with UN mediator Cyrus Vance, the Vance—-Owen Plan
of January 1993. He was replaced, on 12 June, by former Swedish Prime
Minister Carl Bildt.

On 3 June, amid intensified fighting throughout Bosnia and Herzegovina,
NATO and Western European Union ministers meeting in Paris agreed to
create a new unit, the Rapid Reaction Force, for the fresh troops being sent to
Bosnia and Herzegovina. This well-equipped force, to include 14 000 troops
mainly from Britain and France, represented a compromise between NATO
and UN imperatives: it would wear national uniforms but operate within UN
military structures. Its tasks were to include retaliating in the event of an
attack on UN forces, assisting isolated units to regroup, supporting besieged
enclaves in eastern Bosnia, resupplying besieged peacekeepers and policing
UN-declared weapon-free zones.”

On 15 June, a massive deployment of some 10 000-15 000 Bosnian Army
troops launched a major offensive against Serb-held positions around Sarajevo
to break the siege. While the UN and other officials warned the Bosnians
against seeking a ‘military solution’, the pressure on the capital had become
severe: civilian deaths were rising, water and electricity had been deliberately
cut off, and UNHCR aid flights, halted in April, remained suspended.’ Serb
forces responded by heavily shelling Sarajevo and by declaring a special
mobilization, which included an unprecedented campaign in Serbia of press-
ganging draft-age Serbs with links to Bosnia and Herzegovina.” After several
weeks of combat, despite confident predictions by the government and, for the

9 Only 1200 were actually sent.

70 ‘Bosnian Serbs remain defiant’, OMR! Daily Digest, 30 May 1995,

71 The deployment was authorized by UN Security Council Resolution 998, 16 June 1995 (UN
document S/RES/998).

72 UN High Commissioner for Refugees, Information Notes on Former Yugoslavia, no. 7/95 (July
1995).

73 Schwarm, P., ‘Shot by both sides’, WarReport, no. 34 (June 1995), p. 9.
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first time, Croatian artillery support, the Bosnian Army offensive petered
out.”

The fall of Srebrenica

The summer had already seen intensive international diplomacy and renewed
assertions of Western resolve. Any expectations of a more unified and forceful
international policy towards Bosnia and Herzegovina were shattered, however,
in the second week of July with the Bosnian Serbs’ capture of Srebrenica,
their subsequent massacre of thousands of Bosnian Muslims of fighting age
and other atrocities. The fall of the enclave, a declared safe area, was the first
explicit defeat of the international forces in Bosnia and Herzegovina, and was
widely proclaimed as one of the gravest humiliations not just of the UN but of
the Western alliance itself.

Srebrenica was home to roughly 42 000 Bosnians, mainly Muslims dis-
placed from elsewhere, and was defended by around 4000 poorly armed
Bosnian soldiers. Seventy Dutch UN peacekeepers were deployed in the
besieged town, with an additional 400 based at Potocari, five kilometres to the
north. The BSA assault began on 6 July, with heavy shelling and artillery fire.
Several times, over the following days, the Dutch troops called for close air
support to rebuff the attacking forces. The UN Commander for Bosnia and
Herzegovina and Croatia, Lieutenant-General Bernard Janvier, refused the
request several times—-a refusal that is still controversial.” By 8 July, the Serb
forces easily overran UN positions, taking 32 Dutch soldiers hostage, and by
the next day BSA tanks were less than two kilometres from the centre of the
town. On 11 July two air strikes by NATO jets slowed an advancing BSA tank
column, but a third strike was halted after the Bosnian Serbs threatened to kill
some of the Dutch hostages.”

Shortly after, Srebrenica fell to the Bosnian Serbs. The Dutch troops fled to
their base at Potocari, followed by thousands of refugees. General Mladic per-
sonally supervised the loading of Muslim women and children onto buses to
expel them towards government-held territory. Men of fighting age were
detained and transported to detention camps. In the aftermath thousands of
refugees and the fleeing Bosnian soldiers endured mines, ambushes and live
front lines in a six-day trek to Sapna, north of Tuzla. In graphic interviews
given later to human rights organizations and the media, refugees described
rapes and executions. Many of those fleeing lost their minds with fear.”
Others fared worse. As the days passed thousands of people remained missing.
Subsequent documentation by media and human-rights monitors revealed

74 Block, R., ‘Dead Muslim warriors erode Serb morale’, Independent on Sunday, 25 June 1995,
p. 17.

75 Block, R., ‘Betrayal of Srebrenica’, The Independent, 30 Oct. 1995, p. 3.

76 Bellamy, C., ‘Setbs humiliate UN in “safe area™, The Independent, 12 July 1995.

77 ‘Bosnia-Herzegovina: the fall of Stebrenica and the failure of UN peacekeeping’, Human Rights
Watch, vol. 7, no. 13 (Oct. 1995); Borger, J., ‘Lonely death in a crowded cornfield’, The Guardian,
15 July 1995; and Dobbs, M., and Spolar, C., ‘12 000 Muslims and a trek through Serb killing fields’,
International Herald Tribune, 27 Oct. 1995, p. 1.
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evidence of mass executions. The USA, releasing satellite reconnaissance
photographs it claimed showed recent mass graves, set the numbers of persons
killed at 2700; other organizations estimated 4000-8000.78 This was the worst
single atrocity of the war; many commentators deemed it the largest single
mass Kkilling in post-World War II Europe. On 27 July, the International
Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia in The Hague announced indict-
ments against Karadzic and Mladic on charges of genocide; on 17 November
the indictments were amended to include responsibility for the deaths of up to
8000 people at Srebrenica.

The international response was vociferous but divided. The sharpest words
came from the newly elected French President, Jacques Chirac. Speaking on
Bastille Day, he compared the Bosnian Serb crimes to those of the Nazis and
linked Western inaction to the appeasement of Hitler. Hardly endearing him-
self to the more reserved British or the hesitant Americans, he declared that
France was willing to retake the enclave by force.” In the coming weeks,
Dutch officers and politicians were to face hard questioning over the loss of
the enclave. (A Dutch Government report absolved them of responsibility,
blaming the undermanning of UNPROFOR and its lack of authority to use
force.) Subsequent media reports suggested that General Janvier, at a ‘closed-
doors’ briefing in New York for members of the UN Security Council six
weeks before, had intimated that the position of the enclaves was hopeless and
that they would have to be abandoned to the BSA.%

The great powers responded with a conference in London on 21 July of the
foreign and defence ministers of the Contact Group and other UNPROFOR
contributors at which they called for a ‘substantial and decisive response’
against any attacks on Gorazde. ‘Pinprick’ strikes would no longer be used,
but none of the other remaining safe areas was cited.

Zepa finally fell on 25 July, when Bosnian government troops fled to the
hills. This time the 15 000 civilians trapped there were ‘humanely’ expelled,
with a UN soldier riding on each outward-bound bus. Again, however, the
BSA separated out draft-age men. Two days later, protesting at ‘the world’s
hypocrisy’ both in the fall of Srebrenica and in the indecisive response imme-
diately following, former Polish Prime Minister Tadeusz Mazowiecki resigned
his post as UN special rapporteur for human rights in the former Yugoslavia.
‘The very stability of international order and the principle of civilization is at
stake over the question of Bosnia’, he warned in his resignation letter.8!

Meanwhile the Bosnian Serbs avoided the expected confrontation at
Gorazde, the remaining eastern enclave, and launched a renewed attack
around Bihac in alliance with the joint forces of Abdic and rebel Croatian

78 The higher figure has been cited by the International Committee of the Red Cross in ‘Perspective
on the humanitarian situation in the Former Yugoslavia’, Annexe 3: Srebenica (8 Dec. 1995), p. 3. The
lower figure is cited by Amnesty International in ‘Bosnia-Herzegovina: The missing of Srebenica’,
EUR/63/22/95 (Sep. 1995).

7% Walker, M., Traynor, I. and Borger, J., ‘Serbs turn on second safe haven’, The Guardian, 15 July
1995, p. 1.

80 Block, R., ‘UN left 8000 to die in Bosnia’, The Independent, 30 Oct. 1995, p. 1.

81 Williams, L., ‘Mazowiecki bucks the trend’, WarReport, no. 35 (July/Aug. 1995), p. 16.
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Serbs. In response, the Croatian Government dispatched thousands of troops
in alliance with Bosnian Croat forces. By the end of the month the joint
Croatian-Bosnian Croat forces had seized Grahovo and Glamoc, two Bosnian
towns, cutting Serb supply lines into Krajina and setting the stage for the
Croatian Army’s Krajina offensive.s?

Clearly, the London Conference results needed further modification. One
step was to revise the ‘dual-key’ policy, which required air strikes to be
approved by both NATO and UN civilian officials. Boutros-Ghali agreed on
25 July to turn over his and Akashi’s veto power to General Janvier. No new
UN resolution was passed. Another change was NATO’s decision to extend
the threat of air strikes to the three remaining safe areas, Sarajevo, Tuzla and
Bihac.8

Increasingly the UN now took a back seat to the military alliance, which
was itself largely driven by the USA. However, the USA’s room to man-
oeuvre was suddenly restricted on 26 July, when the US Senate approved a
bill requiring the USA unilaterally to lift the arms embargo against Bosnia and
Herzegovina imposed by the Security Council, either upon the withdrawal of
the UN or 12 weeks after a request by the Bosnian Government.? A few days
later, the House of Representatives followed suit. A personal success for the
bill’s champion, Senator Robert Dole, the bill was hailed by the Bosnian
Government and widely criticized in Europe. President Clinton vetoed it 10
days later. The scale of its majority implied that Republican congressional
leaders had the required votes to override the veto, but because of the summer
recess it could not be brought back for a vote until September. This gave the
administration a precious short period in which to formulate a new solution
for Bosnia and Herzegovina.

Diplomacy backed by force

By August, despite the rapid military and diplomatic developments, it
remained unclear what had actually changed within Bosnia and Herzegovina.
Fighting continued, Karadzic continued to make provocative statements and
the BSA still held the preponderance of territory. Despite several shifts in the
military deployments and command structure in Bosnia and Herzegovina, the
international forces had yet to demonstrate whether a new policy was actually
in place.

Yet the period of forceful diplomacy, dominated by the USA, was about to
begin. Although there was widespread public sympathy for the sufferings of
the people of Srebrenica, it was probably not this that inspired the change.
One explanation is that the president needed to ‘solve’ Bosnia before the arms
embargo bill, which spelled the end of the UN mission as well as severe
political embarrassment, returned to Congress. US officials say that Clinton

82 Gorinsek, K., “The terms of the battlefield’, WarReport, no. 35 (July/Aug. 1995), p. 8.

83 Keesing’s Record of World Events, vol. 41, no. 8 (Aug. 1995), p. 40690. Until its meeting of
24-26 July the NATO guarantee had only extended air strikes to protect Gorazde.

84 See note 53.
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stiffened his resolve because of the summer’s humiliations of the international
community, particularly the hostage crisis and the death of three US officials
who were killed when their transport vehicle left the road on Mount Igman
near Sarajevo.85 Events on the ground also provided an opportunity for US
diplomacy to be employed.

Radically altering the military balance in Bosnia and Herzegovina, on
4-9 August the Croatian Army scored a stunning defeat over the rebel Serbs
in Croatia, recapturing all of the Krajina region, including the Serb stronghold
of Knin. In a matter of days, the Bosnian Serbs’ extensive western territory
around Banja Luka shrank to an enclave itself, connected to Serbia only
through the narrow corridor at Brcko. At the same time, a joint Croatian—
Bosnian offensive broke the siege of Bihac.

The abrupt turn of military fortunes in the Bosnian enclaves and Krajina
caused enormous human displacement. In a matter of weeks, however, the
reversals in Krajina and Srebrenica/Zepa had also clarified the map of the
region into more compact, ethnically homogenous territories. The withdrawal
of UN forces from harm’s way (British troops pulled out of Gorazde on
28 August) removed the risk of hostage-taking. Recognizing this opportunity,
in mid-August US Assistant Secretary of State Richard Holbrooke launched a
new peace plan. Based on the earlier Contact Group plan, it maintained a
51 : 49 per cent territorial division, but more closely reflecting the current
situation. While the Bosnian Serbs would retain the captured enclaves, the
government would be compensated with an area around Sarajevo. The
proposal allowed for the use of force against the Bosnian Serbs if they failed
to comply, but it also lifted restrictions on a ‘confederation’ link between the
Bosnian Serbs and Serbia.’¢ These mixed measures helped the plan win
support internationally and from the Bosnian Serbs, although the Bosnian
Government remained sceptical.

Then on the morning of 28 August a single shell fell in central Sarajevo,
killing 37 people and wounding more than 85 just yards from the market-place
where the infamous shell of February 1994 hit, killing 68 people. The next day
the UN announced that it had proved ‘beyond any reasonable doubt’ that the
shell had been fired from Bosnian Serb territory, and on 30 August NATO
launched Operation Deliberate Force, the largest military operation in its
history.87 In the first 12 hours, aircraft from France, the Netherlands, Spain,
the UK and the USA flew 300 sorties. Targeting radar, communications,
missile and artillery sites throughout Bosnian Serb-held territory, the aim was
to disrupt the BSA’s integrated air defence system. The Rapid Reaction Force
around Sarajevo also fired hundreds of artillery rounds on BSA mortar sites
and ammunition dumps. One French Mirage jet was downed.

85 Gutman, R, ‘Signed, sealed, undelivered’, WarReport, no. 38 (Nov./Dec. 1995); and Cohen, R.,
‘Taming the bullies of Bosnia’, New York Times Magazine, 17 Dec. 1995, pp. 58-95.

86 Whitney, C., “US delivers latest plan for peace to Balkan chiefs’, International Herald Tribune,
15 Aug. 1995, pp. 1, 7; and ‘Enter the Americans: America’s peace plan for Bosnia is gaining support’,
The Economist, 19 Aug. 1995, pp. 31-32.

87 Vulliamy, E., Black, I. and Palmer, J., “The defining moment’, The Guardian, 31 Aug. 1995, p. 1.
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The attack brought immediate results. The next day the Belgrade media
announced an agreement to participate in future peace negotiations as part of a
Serb team headed by Milosevic.8¢ Some media reports suggested that the
agreement bound Milosevic to support a platform drawn up by the Bosnian
Serbs.® The dispute between Karadzic and Mladic broke into the open, with
the former declaring (unsuccessfully) the removal of the general from his
post.?? During a pause in the strikes, on 1 September, General Mladic agreed
to stop shelling Sarajevo and open land routes to the capital. He declined,
however, to accept NATO’s principal demand, to withdraw heavy weaponry
from around the city, and the attacks resumed.

On 8 September, in the first face-to-face meeting of the combatants for 18
months, the foreign ministers of Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia and Yugo-
slavia (Serbia and Montenegro), the latter also representing the Bosnian Serbs,
convened in Geneva with representatives of the Contact Group. The meeting,
the result of intensive shuttle diplomacy by Holbrooke, produced an agree-
ment on basic principles for a peace settlement. The document nevertheless
sustained the critical contradiction of the war, with items confirming the
‘legal’ existence of Bosnia and Herzegovina with its present borders, while
recognizing the existence of a Republika Srpska within a federal structure. It
enshrined the 51 ; 49 parameter for territorial division. Raising Bosnian gov-
ernment suspicions of Serbian secession, it also acknowledged the right of the
two entities to ‘establish parallel special relationships with neighbouring
countries’. It guaranteed refugees the right to return to their homes ‘or receive
just compensation’. Acknowledging significant differences between the sides,
Holbrooke deemed it ‘an important milestone in the search for peace’.*!

By 14 September, when the bombing operation was again suspended,
NATO jets had carried out some 3400 missions, including 850 bombing sor-
ties. Bosnian Serbs claimed more than 200 civilian casualties, including the
shelling of a hospital near Sarajevo. Western military sources claimed that
civilian casualties had been minimal.®? At negotiations in Belgrade, with
Milosevic, Holbrooke, Karadzic and Mladic, the Bosnian Serbs agreed to
withdraw weapons from the Sarajevo exclusion zone, placing some under
international supervision.”? On 15 September, the first humanitarian aid flight
since April arrived in Sarajevo and land convoys entered the city unhindered.?
Five days later a joint NATO-UN statement reported that the weapons had
been withdrawn and that air strikes would not be resumed.

88 A provisional agreement had been reached some days before, but the timing of the announcement
suggested that the bombing had a clear impact.

89 Silber, L., ‘Serb leaders bury the hatchet’, Financial Times, 1 Sep. 1995, p. 3; and Prentice, E. A.,
*US envoy encouraged by Milosevic takeover’, The Times, 1 Sep. 1995.

90 Vasic, M., “The taste of defeat’, WarReport, no. 37 (Oct. 1995), p. 8.

91 Silber, L. and Robinson, A., ‘US envoy hails accord on Bosnia’, Financial Times, 9 Sep. 1995,
p. 2.

92 Clark, B., ‘Bombing raids damage diplomatic bridges’, Financial Times, 14 Sep. 1995.

93 Martin, H., Wood, P. and Clark, B., *Serbs move to withdraw big guns: NATO welcomes gesture
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94 UN High Commissioner for Refugees, Information Notes on Former Yugoslavia, no. 10/95 (Oct.
1995).
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On 26 September the group of three foreign ministers, this time meeting in
New York, agreed an additional list of principles, establishing the outlines for
building a democratic government, human rights guarantees and the return of
refugees.”

The constructive talks did not end the fighting within Bosnia and Herzego-
vina. In a joint offensive launched on 11 September, Bosnian Government and
Bosnian Croat forces recaptured some 3300 km? of territory in central and
western Bosnia, leaving both sides holding roughly half the country, as stipu-
lated in the peace plans. More than 100 000 refugees fled the oncoming
armies into Banja Luka, which itself came under threat until the USA ordered
a halt.% Towards the end of the month the Bosnian Government resisted pres-
sure to agree a cease-fire, setting a range of preconditions, such as the full
opening of Sarajevo. However, the contours of a viable map were finally in
place. On 5 October, President Clinton announced a 60-day cease-fire, to
allow for the completion of ‘proximity peace talks’. The agreement was to
take effect upon the restoration of utilities to Sarajevo, and on 12 October,
after 42 months of war and 48 hours behind schedule, the guns in Bosnia and
Herzegovina fell silent.

A problematic peace

In the weeks preceding Dayton, all actors engaged in pre-talks posturing.
Representatives from Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia and the Bosnian Serbs
expressed serious concern about the negotiations. UN Special Representative
Akashi chose this moment to resign, while US negotiator Holbrooke tried to
play down expectations. Nevertheless, talks convened on 1 November, at
Wright-Patterson Air Base in Dayton. In sterile quarters amid a media black-
out, the presidents of Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia and Serbia, plus other
representatives from the region and officials from the USA, EU and Russia,
endured a mediation marathon lasting three weeks, and several times nearing
collapse. The result was in question until the final moment.

On 21 November President Clinton announced an ‘historic and heroic’
peace agreement.”” Consisting of dozens of articles, 11 annexes and 102 maps,
the document enshrined the 51 : 49 partition between the Bosnian—Croat
Federation and Republika Srpska, while proclaiming an undivided capital and
central government in a unified and democratic state.®® Underscoring the
fragility of the new structure, the bulk of the document covered military
agreements on the separation of forces and on the replacement of the UN by a
60 000-strong NATO implementation force, to stay for a year. In a separate

95 “Principles for a Comprehensive Peace Settlement in Bosnia-Herzegovina’,WarReport, Oct. 1995,
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97 Rhodes, T., ‘Bosnia peace deal agreed after US talks’, The Times, 22 Nov. 1995, p. 1; and Dobbs,
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agreement signed earlier, Croatian and Bosnian representatives committed
themselves to fully integrating the territory and institutions of the federation,
while Bosnia and Herzegovina and the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia
(Serbia and Montenegro) exchanged official recognition. Sanctions were to be
lifted.®®

“The war is now definitely over’, an uncomfortable Milosevic announced on
Serbian television. Bosnian President Alija Izetbegovic declared the agree-
ment a ‘useful but bitter medicine’. While the Bosnian Serbs had won their
territory and international recognition, Holbrooke argued that the ‘big losers’
were Karadzic and Mladic. Excluded from the talks, they were apparently now

99 Three Security Council resolutions were passed on 22 Nov. 1995: (@) 1021, which lifted the arms
embargo on the former Yugoslav states (UN document S/RES/1021); (b) 1022, which lifted economic
sanctions against the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro) (UN document
S/RES/1022); and (c) 1023, which approved the agreement for a Transitional Administration in Eastern
Slavonia (UN document S/RES/1023). Security Council Resolution 1021 (see note 99) maintained the
embargo on arms to the region for 90 days, then restricted only the transfer of heavy weapons for
90 days, and then allowed for the termination of all provisions of the arms embargo. Sanctions against
Republika Srpska were lifted in Feb. 1996 in a statement by the President of the UN Security Council,
citing Resolution 1022. On the effectiveness of sanctions, see also chapter 2, section 1V.
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disqualified from power by stipulations in the Dayton accords preventing
those indicted for war crimes from holding public office. While Serbs in the
Sarajevo suburbs held by Karadzic complained bitterly of provisions to return
these areas to government control in exchange for Srebrenica and Zepa,
people throughout government-held territory uncorked champagne. As even
the embittered Karadzic ultimately stated, if the conflict issues were not
resolved for the time being, at least they would be fought over by peaceful
means.

The weeks following the signing were dominated by international confer-
ences: in Brussels (29 November), to agree on NATO’s deployment; in Buda-
pest (7-8 December) to confirm the role of the Organization for Security and
Co-operation in Europe (OSCE) in human-rights and elections monitoring; in
London (8-9 December) to consider implementation plans; and in Brussels
(20 December) to raise financial support. EU mediator Bildt was appointed
coordinator of civil programmes, to be based in Sarajevo. Estimating the
reconstruction bill at $5.1 billion, the pledging conference raised $500 million
for immediate needs. The formal ceremony in Paris to ratify the end of the war
was an anticlimax, burdened by long declarations that could not do justice to
the human traumas of the dead and the refugees, and clouded by so many
questions about the future.

IV. Macedonia

Although largely overshadowed by developments to the north, the situation in
the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia was cause for some concern in
1995. It continued to be spared the violence which has shaken the rest of the
region (it is the only former Yugoslav republic to have avoided armed con-
flict) but it has not been an oasis of calm either. Relations between Slavs and
ethnic Albanians, already tense, came under further strain in the course of the
year. Meanwhile the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro)
remained unwilling to normalize relations with Macedonia. A sharp improve-
ment in Greek—Macedonian relations in September, however, alleviated one
major source of conflict for the strategically situated republic.

Since the deployment of UN peacekeepers along Macedonia’s borders with
Serbia and Albania in 1993,'% the greatest threat to peace and stability has not
been external aggression so much as internal unrest between Slav Mace-
donians and ethnic Albanians. The latter, who make up roughly 23 per cent of
the population,!®! have been seeking improvements in their status—socially,
economically and constitutionally—ever since the republic achieved indepen-
dence in January 1991. Some of the worst violence the young republic has

100 yN Security Council Resolution 795, 11 Dec. 1992 (UN document S/RES/795) authorized the
deployment as part of UNPROFOR. Resolution 983, 31 Mar. 1995 (UN document S/RES/983) estab-
lished UNPREDEP to succeed UNPROFOR in Macedonia.

101 Although the Albanians claim to make up 30-40% of the population, a census conducted in 1994,
which was judged to be free and fair by international observers, confirmed the lower estimate. See
United Nations, Report of the Secretary-General, UN document $/1994/1454, 29 Dec. 1994.
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experienced to date grew out of the Albanians’ efforts early in the year to
establish a privately funded Albanian-language university outside Tetovo in
the heartland of Albanian Macedonia. University education until now has been
available only in the Macedonian language, with state officials concerned that
dual-language education would contribute to greater ethnic fragmentation.
Acting in defiance of government warnings, Vice-Chancellor Fadil Sulejmani
announced the opening of the university on 15 February, prompting a police
crack-down two days later that left one Albanian dead and up to 60
wounded.!9? Sulejmani, along with four other leading members of the
Albanian community, was later sentenced to prison for inciting riot.!%

Only one week earlier, on 9 February, all 18 ethnic Albanian deputies had
walked out of the parliament to protest against a draft law forbidding use of
the Albanian language on Macedonian identity cards and passports.!% In
response to the police crack-down the deputies chose to boycott the next
session of the parliament on 1 March—a boycott which some deputies main-
tained until 14 July, when by-elections would have had to be called in their
constituencies as a result of their prolonged absence.!%

While the presence of UN peacekeepers in the UN Preventive Deployment
Force (UNPREDEP), among them some 500 US soldiers, has diminished any
serious threat from the north, Serbia has engaged in a series of provocations
that have disturbed the relative calm. Numerous border incursions—as many
as 10 a month—had been observed by the UN throughout 1994.1% In 1995
veiled pressure from Belgrade, in the form of persistent talk about the
possibility of a Balkan federation with Yugoslavia, Macedonia and Greece,
was resisted publicly by Macedonian President Kiro Gligorov.!? “The inde-
pendence of the successor states has to be guaranteed’, Gligorov was quoted
as saying. As of 1 January 1996, the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia
and Montenegro) had still not extended recognition to Macedonia.

The fragility of peace in the republic was further underscored by the
attempted assassination of Gligorov on 3 October.'%® The 78-year-old presi-
dent, who was still recovering at the end of the year, is credited with having
practised a politics of inclusion (there are four Albanian ministers in the
government) and with performing a delicate balancing act among competing
regional powers—Albania, Bulgaria, Greece, Serbia and Turkey, all with
interests in Macedonia. By mid-December no one had claimed responsibility
for the attack but there was speculation that either Albanian or Macedonian
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nationalists might have carried it out, the latter perhaps in reaction to the con-
cessions Gligorov had made recently to Greece.!®

The concessions were part of an Interim Accord brokered with the help
especially of US envoy Matthew Nimitz and signed in New York on
13 September by foreign ministers Stevo Crvenovski of Macedonia and
Karolos Papoulias of Greece.!l® The treaty represented a breakthrough in
Greek—Macedonian relations; it unblocked Macedonia’s accession to a num-
ber of international organizations and, most important, it brought an end to the
crippling economic embargo which Athens had imposed in February 1994,
estimated to be costing Macedonia $40 million in lost trade and revenue each
month. (The EU’s own efforts to end the embargo, by seeking to bring Greece
before the European Court of Justice, failed on 6 April when Advocate
General Francis Jacob recommended that the case be dropped because it fell
outside the jurisdiction of the Court. On 24 October the Commission of the
European Communities withdrew its legal action.!!!) For its part Macedonia
agreed to abandon the use on its national flag of the 16-pointed Star of
Vergina, which Greece claims as part of its unique historic patrimony, and to
give authoritative meaning to language in its constitution that has been inter-
preted by Greece to have possible irredentist implications. Negotiations are to
continue over the disputed name ‘Macedonia’ (the first talks were held in New
York on 16 December). Within a week of the attempted assassination of
Gligorov, the Macedonian Parliament ratified the accord and by the end of the
year Macedonia had been admitted as a member of the OSCE, the Council of
Europe and the Partnership for Peace programme.!12

V. The Dayton Agreement on Bosnia and Herzegovina

The General Framework Agreement of 21 November 19953 changed the
name of the Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina—it is henceforth ‘Bosnia
and Herzegovina’—and replaced its constitution. It remains a sovereign state
in its internationally recognized borders. An effective international army of
occupation has been established and a precise separation line determined
between formally recognized enemy ‘entities’, the Federation of Bosnia and
Herzegovina and Republika Srpska. Only the implementation of the accords
over the coming months and years will determine whether the document
signals the ultimate partition of the country or its eventual reunification.
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WarReport, no. 38 (Nov./Dec. 1995), p. 12.

1101nterim Accord, Skopje, 15 Sep. 1995 , Macedonia Information Center, Skopije, 15 Sep. 1995.

111 Krause, S., ‘Redefining neighborly relations’, Transition, vol. 1, no. 21 (17 Nov. 1995).

112 “Macedonia admitted into OSCE’, OMRI Daily Digest, 13 Oct. 1995; ‘Macedonia, Ukraine
become members of Council of Europe’, OMRI Daily Digest, 10 Nov. 1995; and ‘Macedonia becomes
member of Partnership for Peace’, OMRI Daily Digest, 15 Nov. 1995.

113 See note 1.
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As with all the peace plans negotiated during the war, the most important
element of the Dayton document—and the most heatedly argued—was the
map. Indeed, on the question of territory, the talks were arguably not more
successful than the Contact Group negotiations of the year before, on which
the presidents of Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia and Serbia had also agreed.
The critical difference was that at Dayton Radovan Karadzic, the man who
had scuppered all previous deals, had been excluded. This was partly because
he was indicted for war crimes, but also because, as a true warlord, he would
not and perhaps could not agree to any territorial concessions. The absence of
war is political suicide for extremist nationalists: they have nothing to offer as
a political programme. Even so, despite his absence and the Bosnian Serbs’
weakened military position, the territorial question remained so sensitive that
Milosevic only showed the final map to the Bosnian Serb representatives at
the talks just minutes before the signing.!!4

Based on the arbitrary 51 : 49 convention of earlier talks, the map primarily
ratified the territorial exchanges achieved during the preceding months.
Srebrenica and Zepa remain in Republika Srpska, while the capital, Sarajevo,
is reunited. In a provision bitterly received and potentially resisted in Pale, the
Bosnian Serbs must return suburbs under their control around Sarajevo to the
government. The remaining eastern enclave of Gorazde, with roughly 60 000
people, remained in the Federation, with a widened connecting corridor, while
various towns in northern Bosnia were returned to the Bosnian Serbs. Resolu-
tion of the question of the contentious ‘Brcko corridor’, the wafer-thin link
between the western and eastern parts of Republika Srpska, was deferred for
binding international arbitration, to be completed within one year.

Of the text itself, the central component was Annex 1, detailing the deploy-
ment of the Implementation Force (IFOR), predominantly made up by NATO
and projected to stay for one year. Designed in the expectation that Karadzic
and the Bosnian Serbs would not submit to the accord,!!s the annex established
that peacekeeping and the UN mission in Bosnia and Herzegovina were
finished.!1¢ With a peace finally to keep, IFOR was tasked with carrying out
many standard peacekeeping functions such as interposition of forces,
monitoring of withdrawal and disarmament, which UNPROFOR was never
able to do. Its Commander was, morever, authorized to use force to protect his
own troops or to carry out any of his responsibilities in implementing the
accord. In particular, force could be used against any party failing to maintain
the cessation of hostilities or to remove weapons from specified zones and
vacate areas to be transferred to the other entity on schedule. The deadlines
were tight: within 30 days of signing, all forces of non-local origin must be
withdrawn, all troops and weapons pulled back from separation zones, and all
armed civilian groups disbanded. Arms limitation talks must be under way,
and all prisoners of war must be released. IFOR was granted the authority to
arrest indicted war criminals, but was not charged with actively pursuing

114 Borden and Hed! (note 41).
115 Gutman (note 85), p. 4.
116 Authority was transferred to IFOR on 19 Dec. 1995.
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them. Most other military aspects of implementation were to be completed
within three months.

Without requiring public ratification, the Framework Agreement imposed a
new constitution, contained in Annex 4, with a unified but weak structure. The
central government in Sarajevo was tasked with responsibility for foreign and
trade policy, customs, immigration, monetary policy (including a central
bank), operation of common and international communications, and air traffic
control. Republika Srpska and the Federation (namely, the Croats within it)
were allowed to maintain ‘special parallel relationships with neighbouring
states consistent with the sovereignty and territorial integrity of Bosnia and
Herzegovina’. Uniquely, and potentially problematic for a unified state, the
entities maintained their own separate armies.

Declaring ideals of democracy and non-discrimination, the constitution out-
lined a complicated structure of political institutions, including a three-person
executive presidency, a 15-person upper legislative chamber selected from the
entities, respective assemblies, and a 42-person lower house directly elected
from each entity. The agreement stipulated that no one charged by the Inter-
national Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia may stand as a candidate or hold
any appointive, elective or other public office. A range of mechanisms remin-
iscent of the communist era, including vetoes and quotas, sought to guarantee
balance and fairness among the communities. Quorums were determined by
the ethnicity, as well as number, of participants, all parliamentary majority
votes must include one-third of the votes from each entity, and presidential
decisions, when declared ‘vital interests by one entity’, could be vetoed by a
two-thirds majority vote of that entity’s assembly. The constitution enshrined
the communal composition of the presidency—one Muslim, one Croat and
one Serb—and determined which entity they represent. As under communism,
such balancing mechanisms entrench ethnically oriented political parties at the
expense of civil options and ethnically mixed individuals. They leave no place
for leaders who are ethnically mixed or reject national determinations outright.

Refugees gained the right to go home or to receive fair compensation and to
vote in their original places of residence. There was to be freedom of move-
ment throughout the country. Several central bodies were created to ensure the
‘highest levels of human rights’, including a Constitutional Court, a Human
Rights Commission and a Commission for Displaced Persons and Refugees.
An international High Representative was appointed to coordinate and moni-
tor the civil aspects of implementation, assist rehabilitation, facilitate dialogue
among the parties, and report on progress to the UN and other international
bodies and governments. The High Representative is also tasked with coord-
inating a new UN civilian International Police Task Force to assist in law
enforcement and public order.

These stipulations aimed to ease the way towards reconciliation and reinteg-
ration. The first real indication of progress towards this goal will be elections.
The OSCE was appointed to help organize and monitor ‘free and fair
elections’ to central and entity assemblies, the presidency and municipal
authorities. The Framework Agreement anticipated that by election time the
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return of refugees should already be under way, thus allowing many to vote in
person. The willingness of refugees to return—and the ability of IFOR and
other bodies to create the environment to make this possible—will therefore
determine the demographics and thus the fundamental direction of the new
state. The vote was scheduled for between six and nine months ahead—that is,
by 14 September at the latest—so long as the OSCE considers that the proper
conditions exist.

VI. Conclusions: prospects for future peace

At no other time in the past five years has the outlook for peace in Bosnia and
Herzegovina seemed brighter. At the very least, the deployment of 60 000
NATO ground troops—including a sizeable US contingent—means that the
country can look forward to a suspension of warring for the next 12 months, at
which point IFOR is scheduled to withdraw. However, whether the cease-fire
provides the basis for a more lasting peace, whether the provisions of the
Dayton accord can initiate a process of reconciliation and reintegration, and
whether the absence of war will strengthen the forces of tolerance and democ-
racy not only in Bosnia and Herzegovina but also in neighbouring Croatia,
Serbia (especially vis-a-vis Kosovo) and Macedonia are all questions that have
critical bearing on the quality and durability of peace in the region.

In any war-ravaged nation the obstacles to post-conflict peace-building are
considerable, and in Bosnia and Herzegovina the ‘facts on the ground’ and
structural impediments suggest the magnitude of the challenge that lies ahead.
To begin with, neither side has won a decisive victory and neither is satisfied
with the status quo. Historically such conditions have been a prescription for
renewed warring. There have been grumbling, threats and even scattered
violence since Dayton, particularly but not only from the Bosnian Serb side.!!?
None the less, the presence of heavily armed NATO troops and general war-
weariness among the population militate against a new wave of fighting. The
cantonment of heavy weapons, as mandated by the Dayton accord, should
reinforce this.

Paradoxically, the Dayton accord is itself an obstacle to peace. By enshrin-
ing partition, allowing for the establishment of two states within a state and
the maintenance of two separate armies, Dayton makes the task of reintegra-
tion that much more difficult to achieve. The requirements for consensus that
govern the main political organs, for instance, allow for intransigent parties to
thwart the effective functioning of the national parliament. It is worth recalling
that a similar crisis contributed to the collapse of the Yugoslav Federation and
the build-up to war.

Effective partition will also make it difficult to resettle the 2.7 million
refugees and internally displaced persons.!!® Despite the formal right of return

117 Bosnian Serbs held 16 Muslims hostage in early Jan. 1996 and there have been numerous attacks
on IFOR. ‘So far, so good’, The Economist, 6 Jan. 1996, pp. 34, 36; and ‘IFOR under constant attack in
Bosnia’, OMRI Daily Digest, 8 Jan. 1996.

118 <A peace still to win’, The Economist, 16 Dec. 1995, p. 50.
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these people enjoy, in practice many of them will be deterred by the prospect
of having to cross lines of separation into ‘hostile’ territory in order to go
home. Nor can they be expected to wish to return to areas that have been
ethnically cleansed and where personal security is ‘guaranteed’ by local police
forces who may have carried out the cleansing in the first place. Of critical
importance, therefore, to an enduring peace is successful implementation of
the civilian aspects of the Dayton plan, including the training and supervision
of local police. Even then a force of 1700 UN policemen will find it
impossible to monitor the activities of local policemen in every back alley of
the country.

Two additional factors, time and aid, may work to erode the barrier of parti-
tion. If the guns stay silent long enough, the broken links between people from
different communities may be re-established. Moreover, the flow of com-
merce and information, if given a chance to expand, will also help to bridge
the divide. (One missed opportunity at Dayton in this regard was the estab-
lishment of a nationwide Bosnian broadcasting system.)!"® Aid, if it is admin-
istered properly—that is, if it is channelled into the hands of responsible and
civic-oriented non-governmental organizations and public agencies and not
into the pockets of warlords—can also help to achieve integration, much as
Marshall Aid money did for Europe after World War II. Large amounts of aid
are involved, however—an estimated $5-6 billion will be needed in the next
three to four years'?—and the opportunities for corruption and nepotism will
be rife.

Another key to an enduring peace in the region will be the effectiveness of
the International Tribunal in The Hague. Any significant return of refugees
would seem unlikely unless local leaders implicated in crimes are removed.
More broadly, unless individuals responsible for war crimes are brought to
justice, the tendency will be for victims of those crimes to blame entire
nations, and thus perpetuate the cycle of violence; but it seems likely that the
two individuals most directly responsible for the war in Bosnia and Herze-
govina—the presidents of Serbia and Croatia—will escape prosecution.

The Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina, Republika Srpska, Croatia and
Serbia have all pledged to ‘cooperate fully’ with the International Tribunal in
the investigation and prosecution of war criminals, but such cooperation will
be difficult to enforce. The international community’s own commitment to the
Tribunal appears strong, but the dependence on Milosevic and Tudjman—
potential Hague defendants themselves—suggests the likely limits to that
commitment. Nevertheless, by barring indicted persons from public office, the
Tribunal achieves some measure of success even without trials. It is some-
times enough, as a number of Latin American and former Soviet bloc coun-

119 Malcolm, N., ‘Bosnia deconstructed’, Prospect, Jan. 1996, p. 8. For an analysis of the role the
media played in fomenting conflict in the former Yugoslavia, see Article 19, Forging War: The Media in
Serbia, Croatia and Bosnia-Hercegovina (Article 19: London, 1994).

120 hone, K., ‘Sarajevo needs over $3bn’, Financial Times, 24 Jan. 1996, p. 2.
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tries have discovered, simply to make the truth known in order to effect a
considerable degree of national healing.!2!

If time is critical to securing a lasting peace, the time-frame envisioned for
implementation of the Dayton Agreement may prove to be too compressed.
New political thinking, in contrast to the extreme nationalism that has pre-
dominated in some places, requires time to develop. The danger with holding
elections between just six and nine months after the signing of the Dayton
accord is that in a climate of fear and uncertainty the tendency will be for
populations to vote along ethnic lines and thus reinforce ethnic divisions. The
proposed withdrawal of NATO troops just 12 months after deployment, while
it may reassure a US electorate concerned about entanglement abroad, also
creates an opening for any parties bent on the resumption of fighting. In this
regard the relaxation of the UN arms embargo!?2 may have the effect of level-
ling the playing-field and thus inhibiting conflict, or it may embolden the
strengthened Bosnian Muslim forces to restart the war.

The peace agreement is only a partial solution to the region’s problems. The
right of return, thus, does not extend to the tens of thousands of Croatian Serbs
who fled the Krajina region in the face of last year’s offensives. Nor does it
speak to the plight of Kosovo’s Albanian population, who continue to suffer
violations of human rights on a systematic basis. It therefore leaves unre-
solved at least two critical issues that have the potential for future
destabilization. Finally, because it entrenches the ethnic divisions that gave
rise to the conflict in the first place, a shadow is cast over the prospects for
long-term stability and reconciliation.

121 Gow, J., ‘Building on the peace’, WarReport, no. 38 (Nov./Dec. 1995), p. 27.
122 Gee note 99.
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Concluding Statement

The Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina,
the Republic of Croatia and the Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia (the ‘Parties’),

Recognizing the need for a comprehensive
settlement to bring an end to the tragic con-
flict in the region,

Desiring to contribute toward that end and
to promote an enduring peace and stability,

Affirming their commitment to the Agreed
Basic Principles issued on September 8,
1995, the Further Agreed Basic Principles
issued on September 26, 1995, and the
cease-fire agreements of September 14 and
October 5, 1995,

Noting the agreement of August 29, 1995,
which authorized the delegation of the
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia to sign, on
behalf of the Republika Srpska, the parts of
the peace plan concerning it, with the obliga-
tion to implement the agreement that is
reached strictly and consequently,

Have agreed as follows:

Article I

The Parties shall conduct their relations in
accordance with the principles set forth in
the United Nations Charter, as well as the
Helsinki Final Act and other documents of
the Organization for Security and Coopera-
tion in Europe. In particular, the Parties shall
fully respect the sovereign equality of one
another, shall settle disputes by peaceful
means, and shall refrain from any action, by
threat or use of force or otherwise, against
the territorial integrity or political indepen-
dence of Bosnia and Herzegovina or any
other State.

Article IT

The Parties welcome and endorse the
arrangements that have been made concern-
ing the military aspects of the peace settle-
ment and aspects of regional stabilization, as
set forth in the Agreements at Annex 1-A
and Annex 1-B. The Parties shall fully res-
pect and promote fulfillment of the commit-
ments made in Annex 1-A, and shall comply
fully with their commitments as set forth in
Annex 1-B.

Article I1I

The Parties welcome and endorse the
arrangements that have been made concern-
ing the boundary demarcation between the
two Entities, the Federation of Bosnia and
Herzegovina and Republika Srpska, as set
forth in the Agreement at Annex 2. The Par-
ties shall fully respect and promote fulfill-
ment of the commitments made therein.

Article IV

The Parties welcome and endorse the elec-
tions program for Bosnia and Herzegovina
as set forth in Annex 3. The Parties shall
fully respect and promote fulfillment of that
program.



Article V

The Parties welcome and endorse the
arrangements that have been made concern-
ing the Constitution of Bosnia and Herzego-
vina, as set forth in Annex 4. The Parties
shall fully respect and promote fulfillment of
the commitments made therein.

Article VI

The Parties welcome and endorse the
arrangements that have been made concern-
ing the establishment of an arbitration tri-
bunal, a Commission on Human Rights, a
Commission on Refugees and Displaced
Persons, a Commission to Preserve National
Monuments, and Bosnia and Herzegovina
Public Corporations, as set forth in the
Agreements at Annexes 5-9. The Parties
shall fully respect and promote fulfillment of
the commitments made therein.

Article VII

Recognizing that the observance of human
rights and the protection of refugees and dis-
placed persons are of vital importance in
achieving a lasting peace, the Parties agree
to and shall comply fully with the provisions
concerning human rights set forth in Chapter
One of the Agreement at Annex 6, as well as
the provisions concerning refugees and dis-
placed persons set forth in Chapter One of
the Agreement at Annex 7.

Article VIII

The Parties welcome and endorse the
arrangements that have been made concern-
ing the implementation of this peace settle-
ment, including in particular those pertaining
to the civilian (non-military) implementa-
tion, as set forth in the Agreement at Annex
10, and the international police task force, as
set forth in the Agreement at Annex 11. The
Parties shall fully respect and promote ful-
fillment of the commitments made therein.

Article IX

The Parties shall cooperate fully with all
entities involved in implementation of this
peace settlement, as described in the
Annexes to this Agreement, or which are
otherwise authorized by the United Nations
Security Council, pursuant to the obligation
of all Parties to cooperate in the investigation
and prosecution of war crimes and other vio-
lations of international humanitarian law.

Article X

The Federal Republic of Yugoslavia and the
Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina recog-
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nize each other as sovereign independent
States within their international borders.
Further aspects of their mutual recognition
will be subject to subsequent discussions.

Article XI

This Agreement shall enter into force upon
signature.

DONE at Paris, this 14th day of december,
1995, in the Bosnian, Croatian, English and
Serbian languages, each text being equally
authentic.

G...»)

Annexe 1-A. Agreement on the Military
Aspects of the Peace Settlement

The Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina,
the Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina,
and the Republika Srpska (hereinafter the
‘Parties”) have agreed as follows:

Article I. General obligations

1. The Parties undertake to recreate as
quickly as possible normal conditions of life
in Bosnia and Herzegovina. They understand
that this requires a major contribution on
their part in which they will make strenuous
efforts to cooperate with each other and
with the international organizations and
agencies which are assisting them on the
ground. They welcome the willingness of the
international community to send to the
region, for a period of approximately one
year, a force to assist in implementation of
the territorial and other militarily related
provisions of the agreement as described
herein.

(a) The United Nations Security Council
is invited to adopt a resolution by which it
will authorize Member States or regional
organizations and arrangements to establish
a multinational military Implementation
Force (hereinafter ‘IFOR’). The Parties
understand and agree that this Implementa-
tion Force may be composed of ground, air
and maritime units from NATO and non-
NATO nations, deployed to Bosnia and
Herzegovina to help ensure compliance with
the provisions of this Agreement (hereinafter
‘Annex’). The Parties understand and agree
that the IFOR will begin the implementation
of the military aspects of this Annex upon
the transfer of authority from the
UNPROFOR Commander to the IFOR
Commander (hereinafter ‘Transfer of Auth-
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ority’) and that until the Transfer of Author-
ity, UNPROFOR will continue to exercise its
mandate.

(b) 1t is understood and agreed that NATO
may establish such a force, which will oper-
ate under the authority and subject to the
direction and political control of the North
Atlantic Council (‘NAC’) through the
NATO chain of command. They undertake
to facilitate its operations. The Parties, there-
fore, hereby agree and freely undertake to
fully comply with all obligations set forth in
this Annex.

(c) It is understood and agreed that other
States may assist in implementing the mili-
tary aspects of this Annex. The Parties
understand and agree that the modalities of
those States’ participation will be the subject
of agreement between such participating
States and NATO.

2. The purposes of these obligations are as
follows:

(a) to establish a durable cessation of hos-
tilities. Neither Entity shall threaten or use
force against the other Entity, and under no
circumstances shall any armed forces of
either Entity enter into or stay within the
territory of the other Entity without the con-
sent of the government of the latter and of
the Presidency of Bosnia and Herzegovina.
All armed forces in Bosnia and Herzegovina
shall operate consistently with the sover-
eignty and territorial integrity of Bosnia and
Herzegovina;

(b) to provide for the support and
authorization of the IFOR and in particular
to authorize the IFOR to take such actions as
required, including the use of necessary
force, to ensure compliance with this Annex,
and to ensure its own protection; and

(c) to establish lasting security and arms
control measures as outlined in Annex 1-B to

the General Framework Agreement, which .

aim to promote a permanent reconciliation
between all Parties and to facilitate the
achievement of all political arrangements
agreed to in the General Framework Agree-
ment.

3. The Parties understand and agree that
within Bosnia and Herzegovina the obliga-
tions undertaken in this Annex shall be
applied equally within both Entities. Both
Entities shall be held equally responsible for
compliance herewith, and both shall be
equally subject to such enforcement action
by the IFOR as may be necessary to ensure
implementation of this Annex and the
protection of the IFOR.

SECURITY AND CONFLICTS, 1995

Article IL Cessation of hostilities

1. The Parties shall comply with the cessa-
tion of hostilities begun with the agreement
of October 5, 1995 and shall continue to
refrain from all offensive operations of any
type against each other. An offensive oper-
ation in this case is an action that includes
projecting forces or fire forward of a Party’s
own lines. Each Party shall ensure that all
personnel and organizations with military
capability under its control or within territory
under its control, including armed civilian
groups, national guards, army reserves, mili-
tary police, and the Ministry of Internal
Affairs Special Police (MUP) (hereinafter
‘Forces’) comply with this Annex. The term
‘Forces’ does not include UNPROFOR, the
International Police Task Force referred to in
the General Framework Agreement, the
IFOR or other elements referred to in Article
I, paragraph 1 (c).

2. In carrying out the obligations set forth
in paragraph 1, the Parties undertake, in par-
ticular, to cease the firing of all weapons and
explosive devices except as authorized by
this Annex. The Parties shall not place any
additional minefields, barriers, or protective
obstacles. They shall not engage in patrol-
ling, ground or air reconnaissance forward of
their own force positions, or into the Zones
of Separation as provided for in Article IV
below, without IFOR approval.

3. The Parties shall provide a safe and
secure environment for all persons in their
respective jurisdictions, by maintaining civ-
ilian law enforcement agencies operating in
accordance with internationally recognized
standards and with respect for internationally
recognized human rights and fundamental
freedoms, and by taking such other measures
as appropriate. The Parties also commit
themselves to disarm and disband all armed
civilian groups, except for authorized police
forces, within 30 days after the Transfer of
Authority.

4. The Parties shall cooperate fully with
any international personnel including investi-
gators, advisors, monitors, observers, or
other personnel in Bosnia and Herzegovina
pursuant to the General Framework Agree-
ment, including facilitating unimpeded
access and movement and by providing such
status as is necessary for the effective con-
duct of their tasks.

5. The Parties shall strictly avoid commit-
ting any reprisals, counterattacks, or any
unilateral actions in response to violations of
this Annex by another Party. The Parties



shall respond to alleged violations of the pro-
visions of this Annex through the procedures
provided in Article VIIIL.

Article IT1. Withdrawal of foreign forces

1. All Forces in Bosnia and Herzegovina
as of the date this Annex enters into force
which are not of local origin, whether or not
they are legally and militarily subordinated
to the Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina,
the Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina,
or Republika Srpska, shall be withdrawn
together with their equipment from the terri-
tory of Bosnia and Herzegovina within thirty
(30) days. Furthermore, all Forces that
remain on the territory of Bosnia and
Herzegovina must act consistently with the
territorial integrity, sovereignty, and political
independence of Bosnia and Herzegovina. In
accordance with Article II, paragraph 1, this
paragraph does not apply to UNPROFOR,
the International Police Task Force referred
to in the General Framework Agreement, the
IFOR or other elements referred to in
Article I, paragraph 1 (c).

2. In particular, all foreign Forces, includ-
ing individual advisors, freedom fighters,
trainers, volunteers, and personnel from
neighboring and other States, shall be with-
drawn from the territory of Bosnia and
Herzegovina in accordance with Article I1I,
paragraph 1.

Article IV. Redeployment of forces

1. The Republic of Bosnia and Herzego-
vina and the Entities shall redeploy their
Forces in three phases:

2. PHASEI

(a) The Parties immediately after this
Annex enters into force shall begin promptly
and proceed steadily to withdraw all Forces
behind a Zone of Separation which shall be
established on either side of the Agreed
Cease-Fire Line that represents a clear and
distinct demarcation between any and all
opposing Forces. This withdrawal shall be
completed within thirty (30) days after the
Transfer of Authority. The precise Agreed
Cease-Fire Line and Agreed Cease-Fire
Zone of Separation are indicated on the maps
at Appendix A of this Annex.

(b) The Agreed Cease-Fire Zone of Separ-
ation shall extend for a distance of approxi-
mately two (2) kilometers on either side of
the Agreed Cease-Fire Line. No weapons
other than those of the IFOR are permitted in
this Agreed Cease-Fire Zone of Separation
except as provided herein. No individual
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may retain or possess any military weapons
or explosives within this four kilometer Zone
without specific approval of the IFOR.
Violators of this provision shall be subject to
military action by the IFOR, including the
use of necessary force to ensure compliance.
(¢) In addition to the other provisions of
this Annex, the following specific provisions
shall also apply to Sarajevo and Gorazde:

Sarajevo

(1) Within seven (7) days after the Trans-
fer of Authority, the Parties shall transfer
and vacate selected positions along the
Agreed Cease-Fire Line according to
instructions to be issued by the IFOR Com-
mander.

(2) The Parties shall complete withdrawal
from the Agreed Cease-Fire Zone of Separa-
tion in Sarajevo within thirty (30) days after
the Transfer of Authority, in accordance with
Article IV, paragraph 2. The width of this
Zone of Separation will be approximately
one (1) kilometer on either side of the Agreed
Cease-Fire Line. However, this Zone of
Separation may be adjusted by the IFOR
Commander either to narrow the Zone of
Separation to take account of the urban area
of Sarajevo or to widen the Zone of Separa-
tion up to two (2) kilometers on either side
of the Agreed Cease-Fire Line to take
account of more open terrain.

(3) Within the Agreed Cease-Fire Zone of
Separation, no individual may retain or pos-
sess any weapons or explosives, other than a
member of the IFOR or the local police
exercising official duties as authorized by the
IFOR in accordance with Article IV,
paragraph 2 (b).

(4) The Parties understand and agree that
violators of subparagraphs (1), (2) and (3)
above shall be subject to military action by
the IFOR, including the use of necessary
force to ensure compliance.

Gorazde

(1) The Parties understand and agree that a
two lane all-weather road will be constructed
in the Gorazde Corridor. Until such road
construction is complete, the two interim
routes will be used by both Entities.

¢...)

There shall be complete freedom of move-
ment along these routes for civilian traffic.
The Parties shall only utilize these interim
routes for military forces and equipment as
authorized by and under the control and
direction of the IFOR. In this regard, and in
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order to reduce the risk to civilian traffic, the
TFOR shall have the right to manage move-
ment of military and civilian traffic from
both Entities along these routes.

(2) The Parties understand and agree that
violators of subparagraph (1) shall be subject
to military action by the IFOR, including the
use of necessary force to ensure compliance.

(3) The Parties pledge as a confidence
building measure that they shall not locate
any Forces or heavy weapons as defined in
paragraph 5 of this Article within two (2)
kilometers of the designated interim routes.
Where those routes run in or through the
designated Zones of Separation, the pro-
visions relating to Zones of Separation in
this Annex shall also apply.

(d) The Parties immediately after this
Annex enters into force shall begin promptly
and proceed steadily to complete the follow-
ing activities within thirty (30) days after the
Transfer of Authority or as determined by
the IFOR Commander: (1) remove, dis-
mantle or destroy all mines, unexploded ord-
nance, explosive devices, demolitions, and
barbed or razor wire from the Agreed Cease-
Fire Zone of Separation or other areas from
which their Forces are withdrawn; (2) mark
all known mine emplacements, unexploded
ordnance, explosive devices and demolitions
within Bosnia and Herzegovina; and
(3) remove, dismantle or destroy all mines,
unexploded ordnance, explosive devices and
demolitions as required by the IFOR Com-
mander.

(e) The IFOR is authorized to direct that
any military personnel, active or reserve,
who reside within the Agreed Cease-Fire
Zone of Separation register with the appro-
priate IFOR Command Post referred to in
Article VI which is closest to their residence.

3. PHASE II (AS REQUIRED IN
SPECIFIC LOCATIONS)

This phase applies to those locations
where the Inter-Entity Boundary Line does
not follow the Agreed Cease-Fire Line.

(a) In those locations in which, pursuant
to the General Framework Agreement, areas
occupied by one Entity are to be transferred
to another Entity, all Forces of the withdraw-
ing Entity shall have forty-five (45) days
after the Transfer of Authority to completely
vacate and clear this area. This shall include
the removal of all Forces as well as the
removal, dismantling or destruction of equip-
ment, mines, obstacles, unexploded ord-
nance, explosive devices, demolitions, and
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weapons. In those areas being transferred to
a different Entity, in order to provide an
orderly period of transition, the Entity to
which an area is transferred shall not put
Forces in this area as required for ninety (90)
days after the Transfer of Authority or as
determined by the IFOR Commander. The
Parties understand and agree that the IFOR
shall have the right to provide the military
security for these transferred areas from
thirty (30) days after the Transfer of
Authority until ninety-one (91) days after the
Transfer of Authority, or as soon as possible
as determined by the IFOR Commander,
when these areas may be occupied by the
Forces of the Entity to which they are trans-
ferred. Upon occupation by the Entity to
which the area is transferred, a new Zone of
Separation along the Inter-Entity Boundary
Line as indicated on the map at Appendix A
shall be established by the IFOR, and the
Parties shall observe the same limitations on
the presence of Forces and weapons in this
Zone as apply to the Agreed Cease-Fire
Zone of Separation.

(b) The IFOR is authorized to direct that
any military personnel, active or reserve,
who reside within the Inter-Entity Zone of
Separation register with the appropriate
IFOR Command Post referred to in Article
VI which is closest to their residence.

4. GENERAL

The following provisions apply to Phases
Iand IT:

(a) In order to provide visible indication,
the IFOR shall supervise the selective mark-
ing of the Agreed Cease-Fire Line and its
Zone of Separation, and the Inter-Entity
Boundary Line and its Zone of Separation.
Final authority for placement of such mark-
ers shall rest with the IFOR. All Parties
understand and agree that the Agreed Cease-
Fire Line and its Zone of Separation and the
Inter-Entity Boundary Line and its Zone of
Separation are defined by the maps and doc-
uments agreed to as part of the General
Framework Agreement and not the physical
location of markers.

(b) All Parties understand and agree that
they shall be subject to military action by the
IFOR, including the use of necessary force
to ensure compliance, for:

(1) failure to remove all their Forces and
unauthorized weapons from the four (4)
kilometer Agreed Cease-Fire Zone of Separ-
ation within thirty (30) days after the Trans-
fer of Authority, as provided in Article IV,
paragraph 2 (a) and (b) above;



(2) failure to vacate and clear areas being
transferred to another Entity within forty-
five (45) days after the Transfer of
Authority, as provided in Article IV,
paragraph 3 (a) above;

(3) deploying Forces within areas trans-
ferred from another Entity earlier than ninety
(90) days after the Transfer of Authority or
as determined by the IFOR Commander, as
provided in Article IV, paragraph 3 (a)
above;

(4) failure to keep all Forces and unauth-
orized weapons outside the Inter-Entity Zone
of Separation after this Zone is declared in
effect by the IFOR, as provided in Article
IV, paragraph 3 (a) above; or

(5) violation of the cessation of hostilities
as agreed to by the Parties in Article II.

5. PHASE Il

The Parties pledge as confidence building
measures that they shall:

(a) within 120 days after the Transfer of
Authority withdraw all heavy weapons and
Forces to cantonment/ barracks areas or
other locations as designated by the IFOR
Commander. ‘Heavy weapons’ refers to all
tanks and armored vehicles, all artillery
75 mm and above, all mortars 81 mm and
above, and all anti-aircraft weapons 20 mm
and above. This movement of these Forces
to cantonment/barracks areas is intended to
enhance mutual confidence by the Parties in
the success of this Annex and help the over-
all cause of peace in Bosnia and Herzego-
vina.

(b) within 120 days after the Transfer of
Authority demobilize Forces which cannot
be accommodated in cantonment/barracks
areas as provided in subparagraph (a) above.
Demobilization shall consist of removing
from the possession of these personnel all
weapons, including individual weapons,
explosive devices, communications equip-
ment, vehicles, and all other military equip-
ment. All personnel belonging to these
Forces shall be released from service and
shall not engage in any further training or
other military activities.

6. Notwithstanding any other provision of
this Annex, the Parties understand and agree
that the IFOR has the right and is authorized
to compel the removal, withdrawal, or relo-
cation of specific Forces and weapons from,
and to order the cessation of any activities in,
any location in Bosnia and Herzegovina
whenever the IFOR determines such Forces,
weapons or activities to constitute a threat or
potential threat to either the IFOR or its
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mission, or to another Party. Forces failing to
redeploy, withdraw, relocate, or to cease
threatening or potentially threatening activi-
ties following such a demand by the IFOR
shall be subject to military action by the
IFOR, including the use of necessary force
to ensure compliance, consistent with the
terms set forth in Article I, paragraph 3.

Article V. Notifications

1. Immediately upon establishment of the
Joint Military Commission provided for in
Article VIII, each Party shall furnish to the
Joint Military Commission information
regarding the positions and descriptions of
all known unexploded ordnance, explosive
devices, demolitions, minefields, booby
traps, wire entanglements, and all other
physical or military hazards to the safe
movement of any personnel within Bosnia
and Herzegovina, as well as the location of
lanes through the Agreed Cease-Fire Zone of
Separation which are free of all such
hazards. The Parties shall keep the Joint
Military Commission updated on changes in
this information.

2. Within thirty (30) days after the Trans-
fer of Authority, each Party shall furnish to
the Joint Military Commission the following
specific information regarding the status of
its Forces within Bosnia and Herzegovina
and shall keep the Joint Military Commis-
sion updated on changes in this information:

(a) location, type, strengths of personnel
and weaponry of all Forces within ten (10)
kilometers of the Agreed Cease-Fire Line
and Inter-Entity Boundary Line;

(b) maps depicting the forward line of
troops and front lines;

(¢) positions and descriptions of fortifica-
tions, minefields, unexploded ordnance,
explosive devices, demolitions, barriers, and
other man-made obstacles, ammunition
dumps, command headquarters, and com-
munications networks within ten (10) kilo-
meters of the Agreed Cease-Fire Line or
Inter-Entity Boundary Line;

(d) positions and descriptions of all sur-
face to air missiles/launchers, including
mobile systems, anti-aircraft artillery, sup-
porting radars and associated command and
control systems;

(e) positions and descriptions of all mines,
unexploded ordnance, explosive devices,
demolitions, obstacles, weapons systems,
vehicles, or any other military equipment
which cannot be removed, dismantled or
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destroyed under the provisions of Article IV,
paragraphs 2 (d) and 3 (a); and

() any further information of a military
nature as requested by the IFOR.

3. Within 120 days after the Transfer of
Authority, the Parties shall furnish to the
Joint Military Commission the following
specific information regarding the status of
their Forces in Bosnia and Herzegovina and
shall keep the Joint Military Commission
updated on changes in this information:

(a) location, type, strengths of personnel
and weaponry of all Forces;

(b) maps depicting the information in sub-
paragraph (a) above;

(c) positions and descriptions of fortifi-
cations, minefields, unexploded ordnance,
explosive devices, demolitions, barriers, and
other man-made obstacles, ammunition
dumps, command headquarters, and com-
munications networks; and

(d) any further information of a military
nature as requested by the IFOR.

Article VI. Deployment of the
Implementation Force

1. Recognizing the need to provide for the
effective implementation of the provisions of
this Annex, and to ensure compliance, the
United Nations Security Council is invited to
authorize Member States or regional organiz-
ations and arrangements to establish the
IFOR acting under Chapter VII of the United
Nations Charter. The Parties understand and
agree that this Implementation Force may be
composed of ground, air and maritime units
from NATO and non-NATO nations, dep-
loyed to Bosnia and Herzegovina to help
ensure compliance with the provisions of
this Annex. The Parties understand and agree
that the IFOR shall have the right to deploy
on either side of the Inter-Entity Boundary
Line and throughout Bosnia and Herzego-
vina.

2. The Parties understand and agree that
the IFOR shall have the right:

(a) to monitor and help ensure compliance
by all Parties with this Annex (including, in
particular, withdrawal and redeployment of
Forces within agreed periods, and the estab-
lishment of Zones of Separation);

(b) to authorize and supervise the selective
marking of the Agreed Cease-Fire Line and
its Zone of Separation and the Inter-Entity
Boundary Line and its Zone of Separation as
established by the General Framework
Agreement;
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(c) to establish liaison arrangements with
local civilian and military authorities and
other international organizations as neces-
sary for the accomplishment of its mission;
and

(d) to assist in the withdrawal of UN
Peace Forces not transferred to the IFOR,
including, if necessary, the emergency with-
drawal of UNCRO Forces.

3. The Parties understand and agree that
the IFOR shall have the right to fulfill its
supporting tasks, within the limits of its ass-
igned principal tasks and available resources,
and on request, which include the following:

(a) to help create secure conditions for the
conduct by others of other tasks associated
with the peace settlement, including free and
fair elections;

(b) to assist the movement of organiza-
tions in the accomplishment of humanitarian
missions;

(c) to assist the UNHCR and other inter-
national organizations in their humanitarian
missions;

(d) to observe and prevent interference
with the movement of civilian populations,
refugees, and displaced persons, and to
respond appropriately to deliberate violence
to life and person; and

(e) to monitor the clearing of minefields
and obstacles.

4. The Parties understand and agree that
further directives from the NAC may estab-
lish additional duties and responsibilities for
the IFOR in implementing this Annex.

5. The Parties understand and agree that
the IFOR Commander shall have the auth-
ority, without interference or permission of
any Party, to do all that the Commander
judges necessary and proper, including the
use of military force, to protect the IFOR and
to carry out the responsibilities listed above
in paragraphs 2, 3 and 4, and they shall
comply in all respects with the IFOR
requirements.

6. The Parties understand and agree that in
carrying out its responsibilities, the IFOR
shall have the unimpeded right to observe,
monitor, and inspect any Forces, facility or
activity in Bosnia and Herzegovina that the
IFOR believes may have military capability.
The refusal, interference, or denial by any
Party of this right to observe, monitor, and
inspect by the IFOR shall constitute a breach
of this Annex and the violating Party shall be
subject to military action by the IFOR,
including the use of necessary force to
ensure compliance with this Annex.



7. The Army of the Republic of Bosnia
and Herzegovina, the Croat Defense Council
Forces, and the Army of Republika Srpska
shall establish Command Posts at IFOR
brigade, battalion, or other levels which shall
be co-located with specific IFOR command
locations, as determined by the IFOR
Commander. These Command Posts shall
exercise command and control over all
Forces of their respective sides which are
located within ten (10) kilometers of the
Agreed Cease-Fire Line or Inter-Entity
Boundary Line, as specified by the IFOR.
The Command Posts shall provide, at the
request of the IFOR, timely status reports on
organizations and troop levels in their areas.

8. In addition to co-located Command
Posts, the Army of the Republic of Bosnia
and Herzegovina, the Croat Defense Council
Forces, and the Army of Republika Srpska
shall maintain liaison teams to be co-located
with the JFOR Command, as determined by
the IFOR Commander, for the purpose of
fostering communication, and preserving the
overall cessation of hostilities.

9. Air and surface movements in Bosnia
and Herzegovina shall be governed by the
following provisions:

(a) The IFOR shall have complete and
unimpeded freedom of movement by
ground, air, and water throughout Bosnia
and Herzegovina. It shall have the right to
bivouac, maneuver, billet, and utilize any
areas or facilities to carry out its responsi-
bilities as required for its support, training,
and operations, with such advance notice as
may be practicable. The IFOR and its per-
sonnel shall not be liable for any damages to
civilian or government property caused by
combat or combat related activities. Road-
blocks, checkpoints or other impediments to
IFOR freedom of movement shall constitute
a breach of this Annex and the violating
Party shall be subject to military action by
the IFOR, including the use of necessary
force to ensure compliance with this Annex.

(b) The IFOR Commander shall have sole
authority to establish rules and procedures
governing command and control of airspace
over Bosnia and Herzegovina to enable civ-
ilian air traffic and non-combat air activities
by the military or civilian authorities in
Bosnia and Herzegovina, or if necessary to
terminate civilian air traffic and non-combat
air activities.

(1) The Parties understand and agree there
shall be no military air traffic, or non-
military aircraft performing military mis-
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sions, including reconnaissance or logistics,
without the express permission of the IFOR
Commander. The only military aircraft that
may be authorized to fly in Bosnia and
Herzegovina are those being flown in sup-
port of the IFOR, except with the express
permission of the IFOR. Any flight activities
by military fixed-wing or helicopter aircraft
within Bosnia and Herzegovina without the
express permission of the IFOR Commander
are subject to military action by the IFOR,
including the use of necessary force . . .

..

10. The IFOR shall have the right to util-
ize such means and services as required to
ensure its full ability to communicate and
shall have the right to the unrestricted use of
all of the electromagnetic spectrum for this
purpose. In implementing this right, the
IFOR shall make every reasonable effort to
coordinate with and take into account the
needs and requirements of the appropriate
authorities.

11. All Parties shall accord the IFOR and
its personnel the assistance, privileges, and
immunities set forth at Appendix B of this
Annex [not reproduced here], including the
unimpeded transit through, to, over and on
the territory of all Parties.

12. All Parties shall accord any military
elements as referred to in Article I, para-
graph 1 (c) and their personnel the assistance,
privileges and immunities referred to in
Article VI, paragraph 11.

Article VII. Withdrawal of UNPROFOR

It is noted that as a consequence of the forth-
coming introduction of the IFOR into the
Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina, the
conditions for the withdrawal of the
UNPROFOR established by United Nations
Security Council Resolution 743 have been
met. It is requested that the United Nations,
in consultation with NATO, take all neces-
sary steps to withdraw the UNPROFOR
from Bosnia and Herzegovina, except those
parts incorporated into the IFOR.

Article VIIL Establishment of a Joint
Military Commission

1. A Joint Military Commission (the
‘Commission’) shall be established with the
deployment of the IFOR to Bosnia and
Herzegovina.

2. The Commission shall;

(a) Serve as the central body for all Parties
to this Annex to bring any military com-
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plaints, questions, or problems that require
resolution by the [IFOR Commander, such as
allegations of cease-fire violations or other
noncompliance with this Annex.

(b) Receive reports and agree on specific
actions to ensure compliance with the pro-
visions of this Annex by the Parties.

(¢) Assist the IFOR Commander in
determining and implementing a series of
local transparency measures between the
Parties.

3. The Commission shall be chaired by the
IFOR Commander or his or her represen-
tative and consist of the following members:

(a) the senior military commander of the
forces of each Party within Bosnia and
Herzegovina;

(b) other persons as the Chairman may
determine;

(¢) each Party to this Annex may also
select two civilians who shall advise the
Commission in carrying out its duties;

(d) the High Representative referred to in
the General Framework Agreement or his or
her nominated representative shall attend
Commission meetings, and offer advice par-
ticularly on matters of a political-military
nature.

4. The Commission shall not include any
persons who are now or who come under
indictment by the International Tribunal for
the Former Yugoslavia.

5. The Commission shall function as a
consultative body for the IFOR Commander.
To the extent possible, problems shall be
solved promptly by mutual agreement. How-
ever, all final decisions concerning its mili-
tary matters shall be made by the IFOR
Commander.

6. The Commission shall meet at the call
of the IFOR Commander. The High Repre-
sentative may when necessary request a
meeting of the Commission. The Parties may
also request a meeting of the Commission.

7. The IFOR Commander shall have the
right to decide on military matters, in a
timely fashion, when there are overriding
considerations relating to the safety of the
IFOR or the Parties’ compliance with the
provisions of this Annex.

8. The Commission shall establish sub-
ordinate military commissions for the pur-
pose of providing assistance in carrying out
the functions described above. Such com-
missions shall be at the brigade and battalion
Ievel or at other echelons as the local IFOR
Commander shall direct and be composed of
commanders from each of the Parties and the
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IFOR. The representative of the High Repre-
sentative shall attend and offer advice par-
ticularly on matters of a political-military
nature. The local IFOR Commander shall
invite local civilian authorities when appro-
priate.

9. Appropriate liaison arrangements will
be established between the IFOR Comman-
der and the High Representative to facilitate
the discharge of their respective responsi-
bilities.

Article IX. Prisoner exchanges

1. The Parties shall release and transfer
without delay all combatants and civilians
held in relation to the conflict (hereinafter
‘prisoners’), in conformity with international
humanitarian law and the provisions of this
Article.

(a) The Parties shall be bound by and
implement such plan for release and transfer
of all prisoners as may be developed by the
ICRC, after consultation with the Parties.

(b) The Parties shall cooperate fully with
the ICRC and facilitate its work in imple-
menting and monitoring the plan for release
and transfer of prisoners.

(c) No later than thirty (30) days after the
Transfer of Authority, the Parties shall
release and transfer all prisoners held by
them.

(d) In order to expedite this process, no
later than twenty-one (21) days after this
Annex enters into force, the Parties shall
draw up comprehensive lists of prisoners and
shall provide such lists to the ICRC, to the
other Parties, and to the Joint Military Com-
mission and the High Representative. These
lists shall identify prisoners by nationality,
name, rank (if any) and any internment or
military serial number, to the extent applic-
able.

(e) The Parties shall ensure that the ICRC
enjoys full and unimpeded access to all
places where prisoners are kept and to all
prisoners. The Parties shall permit the ICRC
to privately interview each prisoner at least
forty-eight (48) hours prior to his or her
release for the purpose of implementing and
monitoring the plan, including determination
of the onward destination of each prisoner.

(f) The Parties shall take no reprisals
against any prisoner or his/her family in the
event that a prisoner refuses to be trans-
ferred.

(g) Notwithstanding the above provisions,
each Party shall comply with any order or
request of the International Tribunal for the



Former Yugoslavia for the arrest, detention,
surrender of or access to persons who would
otherwise be released and transferred under
this Article, but who are accused of viola-
tions within the jurisdiction of the Tribunal.
Each Party must detain persons reasonably
suspected of such violations for a period of
time sufficient to permit appropriate consul-
tation with Tribunal authorities.

2. In those cases where places of burial,
whether individual or mass, are known as a
matter of record, and graves are actually
found to exist, each Party shall permit graves
registration personnel of the other Parties to
enter, within a mutually agreed period of
time, for the limited purpose of proceeding
to such graves, to recover and evacuate the
bodies of deceased military and civilian per-
sonnel of that side, including deceased
prisoners.

Article X. Cooperation

The Parties shall cooperate fully with all
entities involved in implementation of this
peace settlement, as described in the General
Framework Agreement, or which are other-
wise authorized by the United Nations
Security Council, including the International
Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia.

Article XI. Notification to military
commands

Each Party shall ensure that the terms of this
Annex, and written orders requiring com-
pliance, are immediately communicated to
all of its Forces.

Article XII. Final authority to interpret

In accordance with Article I, the IFOR Com-
mander is the final authority in theatre
regarding interpretation of this agreement on
the military aspects of the peace settlement,
of which the Appendices constitute an integ-
ral part.

Article XIII. Entry into force

This Annex shall enter into force upon
signature.

Appendix A to Annex 1A

Appendix A to Annex 1-A consists of
(a) al:600000 scale UNPROFOR road
map consisting of one map sheet, attached
hereto; and (b)a 1:50000 scale Topo-
graphic Line Map, attached hereto.

Such maps are an integral part of this
Appendix, and the Parties agree to accept
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such maps as controlling and definitive for
all purposes.

...)

Annex 1-B. Agreement on Regional
Stabilization

The Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina,
the Republic of Croatia, the Federal Repub-
lic of Yugoslavia, the Federation of Bosnia
and Herzegovina, and the Republika Srpska
(hereinafter the ‘Parties’) have agreed as
follows:

Article I. General obligations

The Parties agree that establishment of pro-
gressive measures for regional stability and
arms control is essential to creating a stable
peace in the region. To this end, they agree
on the importance of devising new forms of
cooperation in the field of security aimed at
building transparency and confidence and
achieving balanced and stable defense force
levels at the lowest numbers consistent with
the Parties’ respective security and the need
to avoid an arms race in the region. They
have approved the following elements for a
regional structure for stability.

Article II. Confidence- and security-
building measures in Bosnia and
Herzegovina

Within seven days after this Agreement
(hereinafter ‘Annex’) enters into force, the
Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina, the
Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina, and
the Republika Srpska shall at an appropri-
ately high political level commence negotia-
tions under the auspices of the Organization
for Security and Cooperation in Europe
(hereinafter ‘OSCE’) to agree upon a series
of measures to enhance mutual confidence
and reduce the risk of conflict, drawing fully
upon the 1994 Vienna Document of the
Negotiations on Confidence- and Security-
Building Measures of the OSCE. The objec-
tive of these negotiations is to agree upon an
initial set of measures within forty-five (45)
days after this Annex enters into force
including, but not necessarily limited to, the
following:

(a) restrictions on military deployments
and exercises in certain geographical areas;

(b) restraints on the reintroduction of for-
eign Forces in light of Article IIT of Annex
1-A to the General Framework Agreement;

(c) restrictions on locations of heavy
weapons;
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(d) withdrawal of Forces and heavy wea-
pons to cantonment/barracks areas or other
designated locations as provided in Article
IV of Annex 1-A;

(e) notification of disbandment of special
operations and armed civilian groups;

(f) notification of certain planned military
activities, including international military
assistance and training programs;

(g) identification of and monitoring of
weapons manufacturing capabilities;

(h) immediate exchange of data on the
holdings of the five Treaty on Conventional
Armed Forces in Europe (hereinafter ‘CFE’)
weapons categories as defined in the CFE
Treaty, with the additional understanding
that artillery pieces will be defined as those
of 75mm calibre and above; and

(i) immediate establishment of military
liaison missions between the Chiefs of the
Armed Forces of the Federation of Bosnia
and Herzegovina and the Republika Srpska.

Article ITL. Regional confidence- and
security-building measures

To supplement the measures in Article II
above on a wider basis, the Parties agree to
initiate steps toward a regional agreement on
confidence- and security-building measures.
The Parties agree:

(a) not to import any arms for ninety (90)
days after this Annex enters into force;

(b) not to import for 180 days after this
Annex enters into force or until the arms
control agreement referred to in Article IV
below takes effect, whichever is the earlier,
heavy weapons or heavy weapons ammuni-
tion, mines, military aircraft, and helicopters.
Heavy weapons refers to all tanks and
armored vehicles, all artillery 75 mm and
above, all mortars 81 mm and above, and all
anti-aircraft weapons 20 mm and above.

Article IV. Measures for sub-regional
arms control

1. Recognizing the importance of achiev-
ing balanced and stable defense force levels
at the lowest numbers consistent with their
respective security, and understanding that
the establishment of a stable military balance
based on the lowest level of armaments will
be an essential element in preventing the
recurrence of conflict, the Parties within
thirty (30) days after this Annex enters into
force shall commence negotiations under the
auspices of the OSCE to reach early agree-
ment on levels of armaments consistent with
this goal.
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Within thirty (30) days after this Annex
enters into force, the Parties shall also com-
mence negotiations on an agreement estab-
lishing voluntary limits on military man-
power.

2. The Parties agree that the armaments
agreement should be based at a minimum on
the following criteria: population size, cur-
rent military armament holdings, defense
needs, and force levels in the region.

(a) The agreement shall establish numeri-
cal limits on holdings of tanks, artillery,
armored combat vehicles, combat aircraft,
and attack helicopters, as defined in the rele-
vant sections of the CFE Treaty, with the
additional understanding that artillery pieces
will be defined as those of 75 mm calibre
and above.

(b) In order to establish a baseline, the
Parties agree to report within thirty (30) days
after this Annex enters into force their hold-
ings as defined in sub-paragraph (a) above,
according to the format prescribed in the
1992 Vienna Document of the OSCE.

(c) This notification format shall be sup-
plemented to take into account the special
considerations of the region.

3. The Parties agree to complete within
180 days after this Annex enters into force
the negotiations above on agreed numerical
limits on the categories referred to in para-
graph 2(a) of this Article. If the Parties fail
to agree to such limits within 180 days after
this Annex enters into force, the following
limits shall apply, according to a ratio of
5:2:2 based on the approximate ratio of
populations of the Parties:

(a) the baseline shall be the determined
holdings of the Federal Republic of Yugo-
slavia (hereinafter the ‘baseline’);

(b) the limits for the Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia shall be seventy-five (75) per-
cent of the baseline;

(c) the limits for the Republic of Croatia
shall be thirty (30) percent of the baseline;

(d) the limits for Bosnia and Herzegovina
shall be thirty (30) percent of the baseline;
and

(e) the allocations for Bosnia and
Herzegovina will be divided between the
Entities on the basis of a ratio of two (2) for
the Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina
and one (1) for the Republika Srpska.

4. The OSCE will assist the Parties in their
negotiations under Articles II and IV of this
Annex and in the implementation and verifi-
cation (including verification of holdings
declarations) of resulting agreements.



Article V. Regional arms control
agreement

The OSCE will assist the Parties by designat-
ing a special representative to help organize
and conduct negotiations under the auspices
of the OSCE Forum on Security Cooperation
(‘FSC’) with the goal of establishing a
regional balance in and around the former
Yugoslavia. The Parties undertake to
cooperate fully with the OSCE to that end
and to facilitate regular inspections by other
parties. Further, the Parties agree to establish
a commission together with representatives
of the OSCE for the purpose of facilitating
the resolution of any disputes that might
arise.

Article VI, Entry into force

This Annex shall enter into force upon
signature.

(...)

Annex 4, Constitution of Bosnia and
Herzegovina

Preamble

Based on respect for human dignity, liberty,
and equality,

Dedicated to peace, justice, tolerance, and
reconciliation,

Convinced that democratic governmental
institutions and fair procedures best produce
peaceful relations within a pluralist society,

Desiring to promote the general welfare
and economic growth through the protection
of private property and the promotion of a
market economy,

Guided by the Purposes and Principles of
the Charter of the United Nations,

Committed to the sovereignty, territorial
integrity, and political independence of
Bosnia and Herzegovina in accordance with
international law,

Determined to ensure full respect for
international humanitarian law,

Inspired by the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights, the International Covenants
on Civil and Political Rights and on Econ-
omic, Social and Cultural Rights, and the
Declaration on the Rights of Persons Belong-
ing to National or Ethnic, Religious and
Linguistic Minorities, as well as other human
rights instruments,

Recalling the Basic Principles agreed in
Geneva on September 8, 1995, and in New
York on September 26, 1995,
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Bosniacs, Croats, and Serbs, as constituent
peoples (along with Others), and citizens of
Bosnia and Herzegovina hereby determine
that the Constitution of Bosnia and Herzego-
vina is as follows:

Article 1. Bosnia and Herzegovina

1. Continuation
The Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina,
the official name of which shall henceforth
be ‘Bosnia and Herzegovina,’ shall continue
its legal existence under international law as
a state, with its internal structure modified as
provided herein and with its present inter-
nationally recognized borders. It shall
remain a Member State of the United
Nations and may as Bosnia and Herzegovina
maintain or apply for membership in organ-
izations within the United Nations system
and other international organizations.

2. Democratic principles
Bosnia and Herzegovina shall be a demo-
cratic state, which shall operate under the

rule of law and with free and democratic

elections.

3. Composition
Bosnia and Herzegovina shall consist of the
two Entities, the Federation of Bosnia and
Herzegovina and the Republika Srpska
(hereinafter ‘the Entities’).

4. Movement of goods, services, capital,
and persons
There shall be freedom of movement
throughout Bosnia and Herzegovina. Bosnia
and Herzegovina and the Entities shall not
impede full freedom of movement of per-
sons, goods, services, and capital throughout
Bosnia and Herzegovina. Neither Entity
shall establish controls at the boundary
between the Entities.

5. Capital
The capital of Bosnia and Herzegovina shall
be Sarajevo.

6. Symbols
Bosnia and Herzegovina shall have such
symbols as are decided by its Parliamentary
Assembly and approved by the Presidency.

7. Citizenship
There shall be a citizenship of Bosnia and
Herzegovina, to be regulated by the Parlia-
mentary Assembly, and a citizenship of each
Entity, to be regulated by each Entity,
provided that:

(a) All citizens of either Entity are thereby
citizens of Bosnia and Herzegovina.

(b) No person shall be deprived of Bosnia
and Herzegovina or Entity citizenship arbit-
rarily or so as to leave him or her stateless.
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No person shall be deprived of Bosnia and
Herzegovina or Entity citizenship on any
ground such as sex, race, color, language,
religion, political or other opinion, national
or social origin, association with a national
minority, property, birth or other status.

(c) All persons who were citizens of the
Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina imme-
diately prior to the entry into force of this
Constitution are citizens of Bosnia and
Herzegovina. The citizenship of persons who
were naturalized after April 6, 1992 and
before the entry into force of this Constitu-
tion will be regulated by the Parliamentary
Assembly.

(d) Citizens of Bosnia and Herzegovina
may hold the citizenship of another state,
provided that there is a bilateral agreement,
approved by the Parliamentary Assembly in
accordance with Article IV (4) (d), between
Bosnia and Herzegovina and that state
governing this matter.

Persons with dual citizenship may vote in
Bosnia and Herzegovina and the Entities
only if Bosnia and Herzegovina is their
country of residence.

(e) A citizen of Bosnia and Herzegovina
abroad shall enjoy the protection of Bosnia
and Herzegovina. Each Entity may issue
passports of Bosnia and Herzegovina to its
citizens as regulated by the Parliamentary
Assembly. Bosnia and Herzegovina may
issue passports to citizens not issued a pass-
port by an Entity. There shall be a central
register of all passports issued by the Entities
and by Bosnia and Herzegovina.

Article II. Human rights and
fundamental freedoms

1. Human rights
Bosnia and Herzegovina and both Entities
shall ensure the highest level of internation-
ally recognized human rights and fundamen-
tal freedoms. To that end, there shall be a
Human Rights Commission for Bosnia and
Herzegovina as provided for in Annex 6 to
the General Framework Agreement.

2. International standards
The rights and freedoms set forth in the
European Convention for the Protection of
Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms
and its Protocols shall apply directly in
Bosnia and Herzegovina. These shall have
priority over all other law.

3. Enumeration of rights
All persons within the territory of Bosnia
and Herzegovina shall enjoy the human
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rights and fundamental freedoms referred to
in paragraph 2 above; these include:

(a) The right to life.

(b) The right not to be subjected to torture
or to inhuman or degrading treatment or
punishment.

(c) The right not to be held in slavery or
servitude or to perform forced or compulsory
labor.

(d) The rights to liberty and security of
person.

(e) The right to a fair hearing in civil and
criminal matters, and other rights relating to
criminal proceedings.

(H The right to private and family life,
home, and correspondence.

(g) Freedom of thought, conscience, and
religion.

(h) Freedom of expression.

(i) Freedom of peaceful assembly and
freedom of association with others.

(/) The right to marry and to found a
family.

(k) The right to property.

() The right to education.

(m) The right to liberty of movement and
residence.

4. Non-discrimination
The enjoyment of the rights and freedoms
provided for in this Article or in the inter-
national agreements listed in Annex I to this
Constitution shall be secured to all persons
in Bosnia and Herzegovina without discrimi-
nation on any ground such as sex, race,
color, language, religion, political or other
opinion, national or social origin, association
with a national minority, property, birth or
other status.

5. Refugees and displaced persons
All refugees and displaced persons have the
right freely to return to their homes of origin.
They have the right, in accordance with
Annex 7 to the General Framework Agree-
ment, to have restored to them property of
which they were deprived in the course of
hostilities since 1991 and to be compensated
for any such property that cannot be restored
to them. Any commitments or statements
relating to such property made under duress
are null and void.

6. Implementation
Bosnia and Herzegovina, and all courts,
agencies, governmental organs, and instru-
mentalities operated by or within the
Entities, shall apply and conform to the
human rights and fundamental freedoms
referred to in paragraph 2 above.



7. International agreements
Bosnia and Herzegovina shall remain or
become party to the international agreements
listed in Annex I to this Constitution.
8. Cooperation

All competent authorities in Bosnia and
Herzegovina shall cooperate with and pro-
vide unrestricted access to: any international
human rights monitoring mechanisms estab-
lished for Bosnia and Herzegovina; the
supervisory bodies established by any of the
international agreements listed in Annex I to
this Constitution; the International Tribunal
for the Former Yugoslavia (and in particular
shall comply with orders issued pursuant to
Article 29 of the Statute of the Tribunal);
and any other organization authorized by the
United Nations Security Council with a
mandate concerning human rights or human-
itarian law.

Article IT1. Responsibilities of and
relations between the institutions of
Bosnia and Herzegovina and the Entities

1. Responsibilities of the institutions of
Bosnia and Herzegovina
The following matters are the responsibility
of the institutions of Bosnia and
Herzegovina:

(a) Foreign policy.

(b) Foreign trade policy.

(¢) Customs policy.

(d) Monetary policy as provided in Article
VIIL

(¢) Finances of the institutions and for the
international obligations of Bosnia and
Herzegovina.

() Immigration, refugee, and asylum
policy and regulation.

(g) International and inter-Entity criminal
law enforcement, including relations with
Interpol.

(h) Establishment and operation of com-
mon and international communications facil-
ities.

() Regulation of inter-Entity transporta-
tion.

(/) Air traffic control.

2. Responsibilities of the entities

(a) The Entities shall have the right to
establish special parallel relationships with
neighboring states consistent with the sover-
eignty and territorial integrity of Bosnia and
Herzegovina.

(b) Each Entity shall provide all necessary
assistance to the government of Bosnia and
Herzegovina in order to enable it to honor
the international obligations of Bosnia and
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Herzegovina, provided that financial obliga-
tions incurred by one Entity without the con-
sent of the other prior to the election of the
Parliamentary Assembly and Presidency of
Bosnia and Herzegovina shall be the respon-
sibility of that Entity, except insofar as the
obligation is necessary for continuing the
membership of Bosnia and Herzegovina in
an international organization.

(¢) The Entities shall provide a safe and
secure environment for all persons in their
respective jurisdictions, by maintaining
civilian law enforcement agencies operating
in accordance with internationally recog-
nized standards and with respect for the
internationally recognized human rights and
fundamental freedoms referred to in
Article I above, and by taking such other
measures as appropriate.

(d) Each Entity may also enter into agree-
ments with states and international organiza-
tions with the consent of the Parliamentary
Assembly. The Parliamentary Assembly may
provide by law that certain types of agree-
ments do not require such consent.

3. Law and responsibilities of the entities
and the institutions

(a) All governmental functions and
powers not expressly assigned in this Consti-
tution to the institutions of Bosnia and
Herzegovina shall be those of the Entities.

(b) The Entities and any subdivisions
thereof shall comply fully with this Consti-
tution, which supersedes inconsistent pro-
visions of the law of Bosnia and Herzego-
vina and of the constitutions and law of the
Entities, and with the decisions of the insti-
tutions of Bosnia and Herzegovina. The gen-
eral principles of international law shall be
an integral part of the law of Bosnia and
Herzegovina and the Entities.

4. Coordination
The Presidency may decide to facilitate
inter-Entity coordination on matters not
within the responsibilities of Bosnia and
Herzegovina as provided in this
Constitution, unless an Entity objects in any
particular case.

5. Additional responsibilities

(a) Bosnia and Herzegovina shall assume
responsibility for such other matters as are
agreed by the Entities; are provided for in
Annexes 5 through 8 to the General Frame-
work Agreement; or are necessary to pre-
serve the sovereignty, territorial integrity,
political independence, and international
personality of Bosnia and Herzegovina, in
accordance with the division of responsibili-
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ties between the institutions of Bosnia and
Herzegovina. Additional institutions may be
established as necessary to carry out such
responsibilities.

(b) Within six months of the entry into
force of this Constitution, the Entities shall
begin negotiations with a view to including
in the responsibilities of the institutions of
Bosnia and Herzegovina other matters,
including utilization of energy resources and
cooperative economic projects.

Article IV. Parliamentary Assembly

The Parliamentary Assembly shall have two
chambers: the House of Peoples and the
House of Representatives.

1. House of Peoples
The House of Peoples shall comprise 15
Delegates, two-thirds from the Federation
(including five Croats and five Bosniacs)
and one-third from the Republika Srpska
(five Serbs).

(a) The designated Croat and Bosniac Del-
egates from the Federation shall be selected,
respectively, by the Croat and Bosniac
Delegates to the House of Peoples of the
Federation. Delegates from the Republika
Srpska shall be selected by the National
Assembly of the Republika Srpska.

(b) Nine members of the House of Peoples
shall comprise a quorum, provided that at
least three Bosniac, three Croat, and three
Serb Delegates are present.

2. House of Representatives
The House of Representatives shall comprise
42 Members, two-thirds elected from the
territory of the Federation, one-third from
the territory of the Republika Srpska.

(a) Members of the House of Representa-
tives shall be directly elected from their
Entity in accordance with an election law to
be adopted by the Parliamentary Assembly.
The first election, however, shall take place
in accordance with Annex 3 to the General
Framework Agreement.

(b) A majority of all members elected to
the House of Representatives shall comprise
a quorum.

3. Procedures

(a) Each chamber shall be convened in
Sarajevo not more than 30 days after its
selection or election.

(b) Each chamber shall by majority vote
adopt its internal rules and select from its
members one Serb, one Bosniac, and one
Croat to serve as its Chair and Deputy
Chairs, with the position of Chair rotating
among the three persons selected.
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(c) All legislation shall require the
approval of both chambers.

(d) All decisions in both chambers shall be
by majority of those present and voting. The
Delegates and Members shall make their
best efforts to see that the majority includes
at least one-third of the votes of Delegates or
Members from the territory of each Entity. If
a majority vote does not include one-third of
the votes of Delegates or Members from the
territory of each Entity, the Chair and Dep-
uty Chairs shall meet as a commission and
attempt to obtain approval within three days
of the vote. If those efforts fail, decisions
shall be taken by a majority of those present
and voting, provided that the dissenting
votes do not include two-thirds or more of
the Delegates or Members elected from
either Entity.

(e) A proposed decision of the Parlia-
mentary Assembly may be declared to be
destructive of a vital interest of the Bosniac,
Croat, or Serb people by a majority of, as
appropriate, the Bosniac, Croat, or Serb
Delegates selected in accordance with para-
graph 1 (a) above. Such a proposed decision
shall require for approval in the House of
Peoples a majority of the Bosniac, of the
Croat, and of the Serb Delegates present and
voting.

() When a majority of the Bosniac, of the
Croat, or of the Serb Delegates objects to the
invocation of paragraph (e), the Chair of the
House of Peoples shall immediately convene
a Joint Commission comprising three Dele-
gates, one each selected by the Bosniac, by
the Croat, and by the Serb Delegates, to
resolve the issue. If the Commission fails to
do so within five days, the matter will be
referred to the Constitutional Court, which
shall in an expedited process review it for
procedural regularity.

(g) The House of Peoples may be dissol-
ved by the Presidency or by the House itself,
provided that the House’s decision to dis-
solve is approved by a majority that includes
the majority of Delegates from at least two
of the Bosniac, Croat, or Serb peoples. The
House of Peoples elected in the first
elections after the entry into force of this
Constitution may not, however, be dissolved.

(h) Decisions of the Parliamentary
Assembly shall not take effect before publi-
cation.

() Both chambers shall publish a complete
record of their deliberations and shall, save
in exceptional circumstances in accordance
with their rules, deliberate publicly.



(j) Delegates and Members shall not be
held criminally or civilly liable for any acts
carried out within the scope of their duties in
the Parliamentary Assembly.

4. Powers
The Parliamentary Assembly shall have
responsibility for:

(a) Enacting legislation as necessary to
implement decisions of the Presidency or to
carry out the responsibilities of the Assembly
under this Constitution.

(b) Deciding upon the sources and
amounts of revenues for the operations of the
institutions of Bosnia and Herzegovina and
international obligations of Bosnia and
Herzegovina.

(c) Approving a budget for the institutions
of Bosnia and Herzegovina.

(d) Deciding whether to consent to the
ratification of treaties.

(e) Such other matters as are necessary to
carry out its duties or as are assigned to it by
mutual agreement of the Entities.

Article V. Presidency

The Presidency of Bosnia and Herzegovina
shall consist of three Members: one Bosniac
and one Croat, each directly elected from the
territory of the Federation, and one Serb
directly elected from the territory of the
Republika Srpska.

1. Election and term

(a) Members of the Presidency shall be
directly elected in each Entity (with each
voter voting to fill one seat on the Presi-
dency) in accordance with an election law
adopted by the Parliamentary Assembly. The
first election, however, shall take place in
accordance with Annex 3 to the General
Framework Agreement. Any vacancy in the
Presidency shall be filled from the relevant
Entity in accordance with a law to be
adopted by the Parliamentary Assembly.

(b) The term of the Members of the Presi-
dency elected in the first election shall be
two years; the term of Members subse-
quently elected shall be four years. Members
shall be eligible to succeed themselves once
and shall thereafter be ineligible for four
years.

2. Procedures

(a) The Presidency shall determine its
own rules of procedure, which shall provide
for adequate notice of all meetings of the
Presidency.

(b) The Members of the Presidency shall
appoint from their Members a Chair. For the
first term of the Presidency, the Chair shall

THE FORMER YUGOSLAVIA 247

be the Member who received the highest
number of votes. Thereafter, the method of
selecting the Chair, by rotation or otherwise,
shall be determined by the Parliamentary
Assembly, subject to Article IV (3).

(¢) The Presidency shall endeavor to adopt
all Presidency Decisions (i.e., those concern-
ing matters arising under Article III (1)
(a)—(e)) by consensus. Such decisions may,
subject to paragraph (d) below, nevertheless
be adopted by two Members when all efforts
to reach consensus have failed.

(d) A dissenting Member of the Presi-
dency may declare a Presidency Decision to
be destructive of a vital interest of the Entity
from the territory from which he was
elected, provided that he does so within three
days of its adoption. Such a Decision shall
be referred immediately to the National
Assembly of the Republika Srpska, if the
declaration was made by the Member from
that territory; to the Bosniac Delegates of the
House of Peoples of the Federation, if the
declaration was made by the Bosniac Mem-
ber; or to the Croat Delegates of that body, if
the declaration was made by the Croat
Member. If the declaration is confirmed by a
two-thirds vote of those persons within ten
days of the referral, the challenged Presi-
dency Decision shall not take effect.

3. Powers
The Presidency shall have responsibility for:

(a) Conducting the foreign policy of
Bosnia and Herzegovina.

(b) Appointing ambassadors and other
international representatives of Bosnia and
Herzegovina, no more than two-thirds of
whom may be selected from the territory of
the Federation.

(c) Representing Bosnia and Herzegovina
in international and European organizations
and institutions and seeking membership in
such organizations and institutions of which
Bosnia and Herzegovina is not a member.

(d) Negotiating, denouncing, and, with the
consent of the Parliamentary Assembly, rati-
fying treaties of Bosnia and Herzegovina.

(e) Executing decisions of the Parliamen-
tary Assembly.

(f) Proposing, upon the recommendation
of the Council of Ministers, an annual budget
to the Parliamentary Assembly.

(g) Reporting as requested, but not less
than annually, to the Parliamentary Assem-
bly on expenditures by the Presidency.

(k) Coordinating as necessary with inter-
national and nongovernmental organizations
in Bosnia and Herzegovina.
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(i) Performing such other functions as
may be necessary to carry out its duties, as
may be assigned to it by the Parliamentary
Assembly, or as may be agreed by the
Entities.

4. Council of Ministers
The Presidency shall nominate the Chair of
the Council of Ministers, who shall take
office upon the approval of the House of
Representatives. The Chair shall nominate a
Foreign Minister, a Minister for Foreign
Trade, and other Ministers as may be
appropriate, who shall take office upon the
approval of the House of Representatives.

(a) Together the Chair and the Ministers
shall constitute the Council of Ministers,
with responsibility for carrying out the
policies and decisions of Bosnia and
Herzegovina in the fields referred to in
Article III (1), (4), and (5) and reporting to
the Parliamentary Assembly (including, at
least annually, on expenditures by Bosnia
and Herzegovina).

(b) No more than two-thirds of all Min-
isters may be appointed from the territory of
the Federation. The Chair shall also nomin-
ate Deputy Ministers (who shall not be of the
same constituent people as their Ministers),
who shall take office upon the approval of
the House of Representatives.

(¢) The Council of Ministers shall resign if
at any time there is a vote of no-confidence
by the Parliamentary Assembly.

5. Standing Committee

(a) Each member of the Presidency shall,
by virtue of the office, have civilian com-
mand authority over armed forces. Neither
Entity shall threaten or use force against the
other Entity, and under no circumstances
shall any armed forces of either Entity enter
into or stay within the territory of the other
Entity without the consent of the government
of the latter and of the Presidency of Bosnia
and Herzegovina. All armed forces in Bosnia
and Herzegovina shall operate consistently
with the sovereignty and territorial integrity
of Bosnia and Herzegovina.

(b) The members of the Presidency shall
select a Standing Committee on Military
Matters to coordinate the activities of armed
forces in Bosnia and Herzegovina. The
Members of the Presidency shall be mem-
bers of the Standing Committee.

Article VI, Constitutional Court

1. Composition
The Constitutional Court of Bosnia and
Herzegovina shall have nine members.
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(a) Four members shall be selected by the
House of Representatives of the Federation,
and two members by the Assembly of the
Republika Srpska. The remaining three
members shall be selected by the President
of the European Court of Human Rights after
consultation with the Presidency.

(b) Judges shall be distinguished jurists of
high moral standing. Any eligible voter so
qualified may serve as a judge of the
Constitutional Court. The judges selected by
the President of the European Court of
Human Rights shall not be citizens of Bosnia
and Herzegovina or of any neighboring
state.

(¢) The term of judges initially appointed
shall be five years, unless they resign or are
removed for cause by consensus of the other
judges. Judges initially appointed shall not
be eligible for reappointment. Judges sub-
sequently appointed shall serve until age 70,
unless they resign or are removed for cause
by consensus of the other judges.

(@) For appointments made more than five
years after the initial appointment of judges,
the Parliamentary Assembly may provide by
law for a different method of selection of the
three judges selected by the President of the
European Court of Human Rights.

2. Procedures

(@) A majority of all members of the Court
shall constitute a quorum,

(b) The Court shall adopt its own rules of
court by a majority of all members. It shall
hold public proceedings and shall issue
reasons for its decisions, which shall be pub-
lished.

3. Jurisdiction
The Constitutional Court shall uphold this
Constitution.

(a) The Constitutional Court shall have
exclusive jurisdiction to decide any dispute
that arises under this Constitution between
the Entities or between Bosnia and Herzego-
vina and an Entity or Entities, or between
institutions of Bosnia and Herzegovina,
including but not limited to:

— Whether an Entity’s decision to
establish a special parallel relationship with
a neighboring state is consistent with this
Constitution, including provisions concern-
ing the sovereignty and territorial integrity
of Bosnia and Herzegovina.

— Whether any provision of an Entity’s
constitution or law is consistent with this
Constitution.

Disputes may be referred only by a
member of the Presidency, by the Chair of



the Council of Ministers, by the Chair or a
Deputy Chair of either chamber of the
Parliamentary Assembly, by one-fourth of
the members of either chamber of the Par-
liamentary Assembly, or by one-fourth of
either chamber of a legislature of an Entity.

(b) The Constitutional Court shall also
have appellate jurisdiction over issues under
this Constitution arising out of a judgment of
any other court in Bosnia and Herzegovina.

(c) The Constitutional Court shall have
jurisdiction over issues referred by any court
in Bosnia and Herzegovina concerning
whether a law, on whose validity its decision
depends, is compatible with this Con-
stitution, with the European Convention for
Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms
and its Protocols, or with the laws of Bosnia
and Herzegovina; or concerning the exist-
ence of or the scope of a general rule of pub-
lic international law pertinent to the court’s
decision.

4, Decisions. Decisions of the Constitu-
tional Court shall be final and binding.

Article VIL Central Bank

There shall be a Central Bank of Bosnia and
Herzegovina, which shall be the sole
authority for issuing currency and for
monetary policy throughout Bosnia and
Herzegovina.

1. The Central Bank’s responsibilities will
be determined by the Parliamentary Assem-
bly. For the first six years after the entry into
force of this Constitution, however, it may
not extend credit by creating money, operat-
ing in this respect as a currency board; there-
after, the Parliamentary Assembly may give
it that authority.

2. The first Governing Board of the
Central Bank shall consist of a Governor
appointed by the International Monetary
Fund, after consultation with the Presidency,
and three members appointed by the Presi-
dency, two from the Federation (one Bos-
niac, one Croat, who shall share one vote)
and one from the Republika Srpska, all of
whom shall serve a six-year term. The
Governor, who shall not be a citizen of
Bosnia and Herzegovina or any neighboring
state, may cast tie-breaking votes on the
Governing Board.

3. Thereafter, the Governing Board of the
Central Bank of Bosnia and Herzegovina
shall consist of five persons appointed by the
Presidency for a term of six years. The
Board shall appoint, from among its mem-
bers, a Governor for a term of six years.
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Article VIIIL Finances

1. The Parliamentary Assembly shall each
year, on the proposal of the Presidency,
adopt a budget covering the expenditures
required to carry out the responsibilities of
institutions of Bosnia and Herzegovina and
the international obligations of Bosnia and
Herzegovina.

2. If no such budget is adopted in due
time, the budget for the previous year shall
be used on a provisional basis.

3. The Federation shall provide two-thirds,
and the Republika Srpska one-third, of the
revenues required by the budget, except
insofar as revenues are raised as specified by
the Parliamentary Assembly.

Article IX. General provisions

1. No person who is serving a sentence
imposed by the International Tribunal for the
Former Yugoslavia, and no person who is
under indictment by the Tribunal and who
has failed to comply with an order to appear
before the Tribunal, may stand as a candidate
or hold any appointive, elective, or other
public office in the territory of Bosnia and
Herzegovina.

2. Compensation for persons holding
office in the institutions of Bosnia and
Herzegovina may not be diminished during
an officeholder’s tenure.

3. Officials appointed to positions in the
institutions of Bosnia and Herzegovina shall
be generally representative of the peoples of
Bosnia and Herzegovina.

Article X. Amendment

1. Amendment Procedure. This Constitu-
tion may be amended by a decision of the
Parliamentary Assembly, including a two-
thirds majority of those present and voting in
the House of Representatives.

2. Human Rights and Fundamental
Freedoms. No amendment to this Consti-
tution may eliminate or diminish any of the
rights and freedoms referred to in Article II
of this Constitution or alter the present para-
graph.

Article XI. Transitional arrangements

Transitional arrangements concerning public
offices, law, and other matters are set forth
in Annex II to this Constitution.

Article XIIL Entry into force

1. This Constitution shall enter into force
upon signature of the General Framework
Agreement as a constitutional act amending
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and superseding the Constitution of the
Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina.

2. Within three months from the entry into
force of this Constitution, the Entities shall
amend their respective constitutions to
ensure their conformity with this Con-
stitution in accordance with Article
IIT (3) (b).

Annex 1. Additional Human Rights
Agreements to be applied in Bosnia and
Herzegovina

1. 1948 Convention on the Prevention and
Punishment of the Crime of Genocide

2. 1949 Geneva Conventions [-IV on the
Protection of the Victims of War, and the
1977 Geneva Protocols I-II thereto

3. 1951 Convention relating to the Status
of Refugees and the 1966 Protocol thereto

4. 1957 Convention on the Nationality of
Married Women

5.1961 Convention on the Reduction of
Statelessness

6. 1965 International Convention on the
Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrim-
ination

7.1966 International Covenant on Civil
and Political Rights and the 1966 and 1989
Optional Protocols thereto

8. 1966 Covenant on Economic, Social
and Cultural Rights

9. 1979 Convention on the Elimination of
All Forms of Discrimination against Women

10. 1984 Convention against Torture and
Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treat-
ment or Punishment

11. 1987 European Convention on the Pre-
vention of Torture and Inhuman or Degrad-
ing Treatment or Punishment

12. 1989 Convention on the Rights of the
Child

13. 1990 International Convention on the
Protection of the Rights of All Migrant
Workers and Members of Their Families

14. 1992 European Charter for Regional
or Minority Languages

15. 1994 Framework Convention for the
Protection of National Minorities

Annex II. Transitional Arrangements

1. Joint Interim Commission

(a) The Parties hereby establish a Joint
Interim Commission with a mandate to dis-
cuss practical questions related to the imple-
mentation of the Constitution of Bosnia and
Herzegovina and of the General Framework
Agreement and its Annexes, and to make
recommendations and proposals.
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(b) The Joint Interim Commission shall be
composed of four persons from the Feder-
ation, three persons from the Republika
Srpska, and one representative of Bosnia and
Herzegovina.

(c) Meetings of the Commission shall be
chaired by the High Representative or his or
[her] designee.

2. Continuation of laws

All laws, regulations, and judicial rules of
procedure in effect within the territory of
Bosnia and Herzegovina when the Constitu-
tion enters into force shall remain in effect to
the extent not inconsistent with the Consti-
tution, until otherwise determined by a com-
petent governmental body of Bosnia and
Herzegovina.

3. Judicial and administrative proceedings
All proceedings in courts or administrative
agencies functioning within the territory of
Bosnia and Herzegovina when the Consti-
tution enters into force shall continue in or
be transferred to other courts or agencies in
Bosnia and Herzegovina in accordance with
any legislation governing the competence of
such courts or agencies.

4. Offices
Until superseded by applicable agreement or
law, governmental offices, institutions, and
other bodies of Bosnia and Herzegovina will
operate in accordance with applicable law.

5. Treaties
Any treaty ratified by the Republic of Bosnia
and Herzegovina between January 1, 1992
and the entry into force of this Constitution
shall be disclosed to Members of the
Presidency within 15 days of their assuming
office; any such treaty not disclosed shall be
denounced. Within six months after the
Parliamentary Assembly is first convened, at
the request of any member of the Presidency,
the Parliamentary Assembly shall consider
whether to denounce any other such treaty.

Source: Text of the Dayton Peace Agree-
ment documents initailed in Dayton, Ohio on
Nov. 21, 1995, provided by the Swedish
Ministry for Foreign Affairs.




6. Conflicts in and around Russia
VLADIMIR BARANOVSKY

I. Introduction

Russia and most of the post-Soviet states in 1995 were able to avoid major
political disturbances in domestic developments, although in a number of
cases (such as those of Belarus and some Central Asian and Transcaucasian
states) this was mainly achieved by means of consolidating the elements of
authoritarianism, undermining the emergence of civil society and the rule of
law, and downgrading the principles of human rights and democratic govern-
ment. The new political élites, all their considerable connections with the
nomenklatura of Soviet times notwithstanding, seemed increasingly to pro-
ceed from the necessity of having their power legitimized by popular vote—
even if its fairness has sometimes been seriously questioned by opposition.
Most importantly, the parliamentary election in Russia took place in due time,
in December 1995, and (contrary to expectations) without any major reports
of violations of procedure or falsifications. This election, however, revealed
growing public discontent with the government and sharpened the political
struggle in the approach to the presidential elections to be held in June 1996.
President Boris Yeltsin’s administration continued to proclaim its commit-
ment to the process of reform and indeed promoted the consolidation of the
new economic realities—although they increasingly amount to the redistribu-
tion of property among and within powerful interest groups and are turning
the emerging market economy into a highly centralized, bureaucratized, cor-
rupt and criminalized phenomenon. While claiming certain successes in finan-
cial stabilization and a reduction of the extent of industrial decline, the
government remained politically vulnerable, seeking to minimize the possi-
bility of social unrest,! under pressure from the threat of the restoration of the
‘old regime’, and increasingly questioned about the genuineness of its overall
democratic orientation.2Qutward assertiveness continued as a compensation

! According to official statistics, real incomes in Russia fell by 13% in 1995 compared with 1994. An
average of 24.7% of the population had incomes below the minimum subsistence level. However, the
number of people living below the poverty line decreased steadily from 49.4 million (33%) in Jan. to
28.9 million (20%) in Dec. and the process of income stratification slowed (although the richest 10% of
the population had about 27% of the country’s total income and the poorest 10% had only 2.5%, with
63% of the population having below-average incomes). Morvant, P., Open Media Research Institute
(OMRI), OMRI Daily Digest, no. 16, partI (23 Jan. 1996), URL <http://www.omri.cz/Publications/
Digests/DigestIndex.html> (hereafter, references to the OMRI Daily Digest refer to the Internet edition
at this URL address); and Jzvestia, 23 Jan. 1996.

2 The president’s Human Rights Commission released a report which pointed to “a visible retreat from
democratic achievements’ in many areas in 1994-95 and highlighted the increasing militarization of
society, the growing tendency to resolve internal conflicts by force and a rise in racial discrimination and
intolerance, while the police and ‘special services’ were winning ever wider and uncontrolled powers.

SIPRI Yearbook 1996: Armaments, Disarmament and International Security



252 SECURITY AND CONFLICTS, 1995

for domestic failures and as a manifestation of the government’s responsive-
ness to the success of its political opponents.

This chapter addresses the major conflict- and security-related aspects of
events in 1995 in and around Russia. Section II focuses on the war in
Chechnya, where hostilities and massive violence prevailed over incoherent
efforts towards political settlement. Section III presents an overview of the
other conflict areas on the territory of the former Soviet Union with special
attention to Russia’s political and military involvement, and section IV deals
with recent security-related developments promoted by Russia in the frame-
work of the CIS.

II. The war in Chechnya

The war in Chechnya which began in late 19943 has continued as the most
painful development in Russia, accompanied by large-scale violence, claiming
many victims, giving rise to a refugee problem, provoking an extremely tense
situation in the area of the conflict and affecting the overall political situation
in the country.

Hostilities

The poor combat effectiveness of the Russian armed forces was one of the
striking revelations of the war in Chechnya. Practically all observers are
unanimous that in military terms the operation was extremely badly planned
and carried out. Even Defence Minister Pavel Grachev, who in the early stages
had presented the forthcoming pacification of Chechnya as a quick and low-
cost operation, had to acknowledge the most serious shortcomings in the per-
formance, training, organization and equipment of the troops despatched to
the rebellious republic. Merely the fact that reinforcing units sent to Chechnya
were made up of elements taken from the whole country and that none of
them was fully manned and equipped says much about the state of the Russian
armed forces.*

The overwhelming preponderance of the Russian armed forces in numbers
and in equipment was such that they could not fail steadily to widen their
control over the Chechen territory. By mid-1995 the fighters on the side of
General Dzhokhar Dudayev, president of the self-proclaimed Chechen
Republic, were reported to have been pushed to the mountainous southern part
of Chechnya. Their total number, according to some Russian (apparently over-
optimistic) estimates, decreased to 1000-1500% and these were only able to

Morvant, P., OMRI Daily Digest, no. 26, part I (6 Feb. 1996); and American Foreign Policy Council,
Russia Reform Monitor, no. 100 (AFPC: Washington, DC, 1996).

3 Baranovsky, V., ‘Russia and its neighbourhood: conflict developments and settlement efforts’,
SIPRI Yearbook 1995: Arm ts, Disan t and International Security (Oxford University Press:
Oxford, 1995), pp. 240-46.

4 Krasnaya Zvezda, 2 Mar. 1995.

5 Krasnaya Zvezda, 20 June 1995, p. 3.
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control 5 per cent of the territory of Chechnya,® but their tenacious resistance
has turned the conflict into a protracted local war.?

Several factors played into the hands of the separatists and undermined the
Russian Government’s efforts to ‘restore constitutional order’ in Chechnya.

1. Developments in Chechnya showed once again the inadequacy of regular
armed forces in guerrilla warfare.! Dudayev’s militants, even if defeated in
open hostilities, resorted to classic tactics of irregular combat operations, thus
denying the Russian units control over the conquered territory and depriving
them of targets. Even in Grozny, the capital of Chechnya, the Russian forces
long remained vulnerable to attack, despite their strong concentration there.?

2. The motivation of the Russian military was poor from the very beginning.
The only exception may have been some higher officers expecting quick pro-
motion. According to the General Staff, 557 officers refused to serve in
Chechnya. Three deputy defence ministers (generals Gromov, Mironov and
Kondratev) criticized the fighting in Chechnya and were removed from their
posts.1® Significant losses, amounting according to official figures to over
2300 killed and about 5500 wounded by the end of the year,!! did not improve
the morale of the troops.

3. The moral mobilization of the Chechens against the Russian invasion,
which proved considerable from the very beginning, was significantly rein-
forced by high civilian casualties; some estimates put them at 36 000 killed
and over 100 000 wounded!2—extremely high figures in proportion to the one
million total population of Chechnya. Anti-Russian feelings could only be
aggravated by numerous reports of atrocities committed by troops, in partic-
ular by the ‘special’ and Interior Ministry (OMON) forces.!? However doubt-
ful support for Dudayev may have been, he became a national hero by virtue
of Moscow’s attempt to resort to force.

6 Izvestia, 4 July 1995, p. 1.

7 Russian Defence Minister Pavel Grachev predicted that hostilities in Chechnya would definitely end
by late Apr. 1995. Fuller, L. and Clarke, D., OMRI Daily Digest, no. 66, part I (3 Apr. 1995). This
turned out to be no more accurate than his earlier prognosis promising to establish control over the
whole republic within 72 hours or seize Grozny within 2 hours.

8 In some senses Russia’s experience resembles that of the USA in Viet Nam and the USSR in
Afghanistan. Shortcomings in planning, supply and coordination may be only secondary causes of poor
military results.

9 In Sep., the military command assessed the number of Dudayev’s combatants in Grozny at 1500;
Russian officers recognized that they were only able to control the situation in Grozny in the daytime.
Krasnaya Zvezda, 23 Sep. 1995, p. 1.

10 Clarke, D., OMRI Daily Digest, no. 71, part I (10 Apr. 1995).

H Clarke, D., OMRI Daily Digest, no. 240, part I (12 Dec. 1995). According to Gen. Boris Gromov,
former Commander of the Soviet 40th Army in Afghanistan, the Russian Army has suffered more
serious losses in Chechnya than the Soviet Army did in Afghanistan where in the worst year, 1984, 2227
soldiers were killed. Clarke, D., OMRI Daily Digest, no. 34, part I (16 Feb. 1996).

12 Izvestia, 20 June 1995, p. 4. According to the Ministry of the Interior, casualties in the Chechen
war amounted to 26 000, approximately half of which were civilians. This official figure is contested:
even pro-Moscow Chechen political leader Salambek Khadzhiyev assessed the total number of casual-
ties at 50 000. Izvestia, 27 Oct. 1995, p. 5.

13 The bombing of and assault on the village of Samashki, which was widely reported in the Russian
free press as an action amounting to genocide, has become a tragic symbol of the Chechen war.
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4. The Russian authorities had to operate under constant pressure of political
constraints. Significant opposition to the war on the part of Russian public
opinion continued,!# provoking serious concern among the ruling circles about
the forthcoming elections. There was a permanent risk of increasing the dis-
content of the regional élites in the constituent republics of the Russian Feder-
ation, thus undermining its integrity further. The negative international impli-
cations for Russia (although less dramatic than might have been expected)
also had to be taken into account.!s All this contributed to disarray within the
political leadership in Moscow, preventing the proponents of ‘decisive
military action’ from gaining the upper hand—although the military did often
have a free hand when bombing Chechen towns and villages.

Negotiations

Whatever the incentives to seek a political solution, the Russian Government
had difficulty in initiating a dialogue with persons whom it had described as
bandits and terrorists. Paradoxically, it was one of their most murderous and
shocking actions that contributed to opening the way out of the deadlock.

On 14 June, a group of armed Chechen terrorists, headed by a well-known
field commander, Shamil Basayev, penetrated the town of Budennovsk in
Stavropol krai (region), approximately 180 km from Chechnya. Having killed
several dozen policemen and civilians, they seized over 1000 hostages,
holding them in a local hospital building. The terrorists made the hostages’
release conditional on Moscow’s agreement to starting negotiations on a pol-
itical settlement in Chechnya. The scale of the event, as well as unsuccessful
attempts by special forces to storm the building, which resulted only in addi-
tional casualties's and in a dramatic mobilization of the local inhabitants in
order to prevent further assaults, led to a serious political crisis affecting
Russia’s highest echelons of power. In the absence of President Yeltsin (who
was attending the meeting of the Group of Seven industrialized countries, G7,
in Halifax, Nova Scotia), the decisive move was made by Prime Minister
Viktor Chernomyrdin who ordered the establishment of a telephone hot line to
the terrorists, publicly accepted their demands for peace talks and provided
personal guarantees for their safe return to Chechnya.

This unprecedented and resolute action by the head of government (albeit
highly controversial and condemned by his opponents as unacceptable weak-
ness) resulted in a de facto cease-fire in Chechnya and the start of negotiations

4 In reliable polls, 74% of respondents expressed a negative attitude towards attempts to force
Chechnya to remain an integral part of Russia. Segodnya, 18 July 1995, p. 3.

15 Among the negative effects of the Chechnya war were the one-year delay in Russia’s acceptance as
a member of the Council of Europe; the irreparable damage done to the image of ‘democratic Russia’;
strong reinforcement of perceptions of a continuing Russian policy shift towards ‘neo-imperialism’; and
the repercussions for the Islamic world’s attitude towards Russia. Russia could also be accused of
violating the arms control regime: over 1000 tanks and armoured vehicles were used in Chechnya—
approximately equal to the total CFE flank quota for the North Caucasus and Leningrad military distrcits
(MDs). Segodnya, 18 Aug. 1995, p. 3.

16 The total number of fatalities in Budennovsk was 119. Izvestia, 4 July 1995, p. 1.
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between representatives of the Russian Government and Dudayev’s delegates.
Negotiations began several days later in Grozny under the auspices of the
mission of the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE).
They brought about an agreement on military questions signed on 30 July.!?

The main provisions of the agreement included: (a) the withdrawal of troops
to 2-4 km from the line of contact; (b) disarmament of illegal armed forma-
tions; (c) the withdrawal of Russian troops (conditional on the implementation
of the above provisions), with one brigade of the armed forces and one of the
interior forces to remain in Chechnya; (d) the exchange of prisoners of war;
(e) the setting up of a supervision commission which would include religious
leaders, representatives of local traditional clans (feips), international
observers and OSCE experts; (f) the appointment of a representative of the
President of Russia in Chechnya;!® and (g) assistance from the Chechen side in
detaining terrorists responsible for the action in Budennovsk. The agreement
also envisaged preparations for the forthcoming elections to the presidency of
Chechnya and the Russian State Duma, the formation of legitimate institutions
and the appointment of representatives of Chechnya in the Russian Parlia-
ment. These politically oriented provisions, however, were formulated in
rather vague terms.

The practical implementation of the agreement experienced serious difficul-
ties from the very beginning. The issue of prisoners of war became a
stumbling-block: the Russian side estimated the number of Russian military
detained by the Chechen fighters at about 90, whereas the Chechen side
submitted a list of only 5. Russia meanwhile seemed to reject the demands of
the Chechen side with respect to some of the militants whom it considered as
criminals and responsible for violent actions.!® Nor was it clear how to disarm
the general population, which was in ‘illegal’ possession of large numbers of
weapons and would be reluctant to give them up while the prospects for law
and order being re-established in the area were uncertain. As most of these
weapons had been acquired at personal expense for the sake of personal secur-
ity, it was suggested that they be bought up at the current price of approx-
imately $200 per gun. Fifty billion roubles (c. $11 million) were allocated for
this from the federal budget.? Disarmament turned out to be a failure: only a
few hundred weapons were turned in during the month of August, and the
process later in fact stopped.2!

Another failed plan concerned a decision to establish ‘self-defence forces’ in
the localities which were to be abandoned by Dudayev’s fighters and where
the weapons were given up. The aim of this was to quiet the fears of the popu-
lation in these areas and provide them with security; in fact the scheme in
many cases turned into the rearmament of the Chechen irregulars.

Y7 Krasnaya Zvezda, 5 Aug. 1995, p. 1; and Segodnya, 1 Aug. 1995, p. 1.

18 Oleg Lobov, Secretary of the Security Council of the Russian Federation and close associate of
Boris Yeltsin, was nominated.

19 Krasnaya Zvezda, 9 Aug. 1995, p. 1.

20 Even this would have left at least 10 000 weapons in the hands of the population out of an esti-
mated total of 70 000.

21 fzvestia, 26 Aug. 1995, p. 2; and Parrish, S., OMRI Daily Digest, no. 170, part I (31 Aug. 1995).
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It seems, however, that the main reasons for the poor start to the peace pro-
cess were political. The intention to stop hostilities was not accompanied by
agreed approaches to the issues which had actually provoked the conflict, the
most important of which was Chechnya’s status. Putting that question aside at
the initial stage of the negotiations was helpful in terms of stopping combat
operations, but it left uncertainty about the very core of the conflict. Since this
question would have to be addressed in the forthcoming negotiations, both
sides were interested in preserving what they had achieved with military
means and remained suspicious of each other in tackling practical issues.

The initiation of a peace process also created a legal and political ambiguity.
The agreement of 30 July envisaged a settlement on the basis of Russian law
which would implicitly mean restoring Chechnya as a constituent part of the
Russian Federation. At the same time, the fact that Russia had entered nego-
tiations and concluded an agreement with Dudayev’s side implied de facto
recognition of what had been proclaimed an illegal regime.?? Furthermore, this
might provide sufficient grounds for questioning the legality of the Russian
armed forces’ operations in Chechnya. It is significant that the negotiations
coincided with the official verdict of the Constitutional Court of the Russian
Federation that the president’s decree of 9 December 1994 requiring the
government to use ‘all possible means’ to restore law in Chechnya did not
represent a violation of the legal norms existing in Russia, as those opposed to
the war insisted.?

Furthermore, on both sides there were significant forces which were not
prepared at any price to endorse a peaceful settlement. In Russia, some influ-
ential politicians expressed strong opposition to the search for a compromise
in Chechnya.?* Many of the military considered that the negotiations had been
started when the war was practically won and the adversary was close to
complete defeat: the separatists, according to this logic, had only used the
negotiations as a breathing-space to redeploy and rest their troops. This
approach was repeatedly articulated by Defence Minister Grachev, who
expressed doubts about the ongoing peace talks.?s It can also be assumed that
the Chechen field commanders were not unanimous about the termination of
military activities; moreover, according to Russian estimates, only 30 per cent
of the irregulars were effectively controlled by Dudayev’s command and the
remainder might not abide by the agreement.2

There were numerous allegations of hidden resistance to the peace settle-
ment, both at the stage of negotiations and in the process of implementation of
the provisions agreed. The main Russian negotiator, Vyacheslav Mikhailov,

22 Significantly, at earlier stages the Russian authorities, even when speculating on possibilities of a
peace settiement, had repeatedly rejected the option of direct negotiations with Dudayev, who was
officially considered a criminal and ordered to be arrested.

23 Segodnya, 1 Aug. 1995, p. 1.

24 Petr Shirshov, the Chairman of the Committee on Defence of the Council of Federation, declared
that ‘peace negotiations in Grozny humiliate the armed forces and the people as a whole’. Segodnya,
27 July 1995, p. 2.

25 Fuller, L., OMRI Daily Digest, no. 205, part I (19 Oct. 1995).

2 Krasnaya Zvezda, 5 Aug. 1995, p. 1.
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when answering a direct question about the forces in Moscow interested in the
continuation of the war, stated bluntly: ‘If there were no external factors, we
could have agreed long ago’.?” The agreement was increasingly eroded from
September onwards. Incidents continued throughout Chechnya, some days as
many as 50 or 60,28 involving shooting, attacks on the adversary’s positions,
artillery shelling and numerous casualties daily on both sides. The culmination
of this was that the disarmament of the Chechen militants and the withdrawal
of Russian troops were suspended indefinitely on 9 October following the
attempted assassination of the commander of the Russian forces deployed in
Chechnya, Lieutenant-General Anatoliy Romanov, three days earlier.?? The
Russian side started seriously to discuss the possibility of declaring a state of
emergency; Dudayev’s side threatened to extend the fighting to Russian terri-
tory. By the end of 1995 the conflicting parties, without resuming large-scale
combat operations, found themselves in a situation of permanent low- and
medium-profile military confrontation, with the constant risk of hostilities
being significantly broadened.

Prospects for settlement

Paradoxically, the beginning of negotiations in some respects complicated the
situation in Chechnya. When accepting Dudayev’s side as a partner in
negotiations, Moscow in fact relegated to the sidelines its own political allies
and clients in the breakaway republic. They felt either betrayed or abandoned,
and this immediately resulted in the significant erosion of any support that the
efforts of the Russian authorities might have enjoyed in Chechnya. Signifi-
cantly, even leaders of the institutions which had been set up by Moscow with
a clear intention to legitimize the ‘restoration of Chechnya’ as a constituent
part of the Russian Federation started to drift towards a more independent
stance. Umar Avturkhanov and Salambek Khadzhiyev, heads of the Moscow-
backed Committee for National Accord and Government of National Revival,
respectively, which had been set up in 1994, began manoeuvring to be
involved in negotiations and at the same time distance themselves from
Russia’s patronage (presumably not even excluding the option of alliance with
Dudayev).3

After the beginning of negotiations, Russia tried severa] times to broaden
the political base of its Chechen interlocutors. President Yeltsin even went so
far as publicly to accept the possibility of involving the most prominent
politician of Chechen origin, Ruslan Khasbulatov, former Speaker of the
dissolved Supreme Soviet of the Russian Federation and Yeltsin’s main politi-
cal adversary in the 1993 confrontation in Moscow. However, all these
attempts were blocked by the reluctance of Dudayev to share the stakes in his
possession with his actual or potential political rivals in Chechnya.

27 Argumenty i Fakty, no. 31 (1995), p. 3.

28 Krasnaya Zvezda, 22 Nov. 1995, p. 1.

29 pyller, L., OMRI Daily Digest, no. 197, part I (10 Oct. 1995).
30 Segodnya, 12 Aug. 1995, p. 1.
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At the end of October, a ‘new start’ was initiated: Avturkhanov and
Khadzhiyev, both of them too closely associated with Russia’s intervention,
resigned and left the political stage open for Doku Zavgayev, who had been
the chairman of the Chechen-Ingush Parliament before Dudayev’s time, to
become head of government, incarnating a certain legitimacy of the past. It
was hoped that he would shift the negotiation process in Chechnya on to an
internal political track which would suggest that a political settlement should
emerge from talks between the different Chechen factions rather than from
negotiations between federal government officials and representatives of
Dudayev. Zavgayev manifested an unprecedented readiness to cooperate with
the latter, declaring that half of his government were sympathetic to the
separatists and expressing willingness to include more of Dudayev’s
supporters if doing so would promote political stability.3!

Such statements contradicted Zavgayev’s reluctance even to consider the
issue of Chechnya’s status, which he considered to be unambiguously defined
in the Russian Constitution.3? Moreover, Zavgayev, according to the separa-
tists, lacked the legal or political competence to conclude, on behalf of
Chechnya, the agreement on the basic principles of relations with the Russian
Federation, which was signed on 8 December.?* Even more seriously, the
prospect of reconciliation was put at risk by the decision to hold the elections
in December.

Although none of the parties involved in the conflict denied the need for
elections in principle, the key question was whether they could be organized
in the presence of the Russian armed forces. At earlier stages, even Russia’s
authorities and Moscow-backed Chechen politicians had expressed reserva-
tions in this respect, conscious that the legitimacy of the result would be
doubtful, especially if the elections were boycotted by a significant part of the
population of the republic. Thus, in late August 1995 the Russian President’s
representative in Chechnya, Oleg Lobov, stated that, with the prospects for
disarmament and military disengagement of the parties uncertain, it was
impossible to set a date for new elections.?* Even at the end of October, the
elections were not expected to be organized in less than six months.?

However, while the hopes for a rapprochement with Dudayev evaporated,
Zavgayev’s government, strongly supported by Moscow, opted to hold the
elections on 17 December, the day of the parliamentary elections for the
whole of the Russian Federation.

The decision to hold ‘quick’ elections provoked broad opposition.
Dudayev’s side appealed for a boycott on the grounds that they were designed
to legitimize the puppet government and threatened to make it impossible to
hold them by resuming large-scale combat operations.* In an attempt to wreck

31 parrish, S., OMRI Daily Digest, no. 218, part 1 (8 Nov. 1995).
32 Obshchaya Gazeta, 9-15 Nov. 1995, p. 8.

33 Krasnaya Zvezda, 9 Dec. 1995, p. 1.

34 parrish, S., OMRI Daily Digest, no. 170, part 1 (31 Aug. 1995).
35 Izvestia, 27 Oct. 1995, p. 5.

36 Segodnya, 29 Nov. 1995, p. 1.
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the elections, the Chechen combatants organized a number of battles, includ-
ing the most serious one of the whole six months of the cease-fire, whentthey
took the town of Gudermes and repulsed an attempt by Russian federal troops
to dislodge them.’” On 9 December Khasbulatov withdrew his candidacy for
the presidency, arguing that the vote would give rise to new bloodshed and
‘could split Chechnya in two’.3® A number of Moscow-based human rights
groups demanded that the elections be cancelled because they would not be
fair, would be held in a ‘virtual state of emergency’ and would not allow a
large proportion of the population, including thousands of refugees, to vote.?
Several massive protest rallies took place in Grozny.

The elections, held under the heavy protection of the occupation forces
providing for security and order (and participating in the vote), brought the
expected results. Doku Zavgayev was elected the new head of state, with
figures for the turnout varying between 47 and 60 per cent (not verifiable, as
no international observers were present: the OSCE mission had left Grozny
temporarily for security reasons). However, because the legitimacy of the new
leadership was doubtful, the prospects of political stabilization did not
improve.

By the end of 1995, events in Chechnya were increasingly developing along
the lines of the ‘Algerian scenario’ or that of Afghanistan at the time of the
Soviet intervention, with the government, backed by the Russian armed
forces, in control of a considerable part of the territory but unable to suppress
numerous groups of combatants operating over the whole of Chechnya.
According to Grachev, the Russian armed forces left the mountainous areas of
Chechnya and were installed in 17 basing regions over its territory.* Yeltsin’s
statement that ‘there are no military means to resolve the conflict in
Chechnya’ was contradicted by his appeals for ‘strikes on Dudayev’s strong-
holds’;# further significant clashes, such as that provoked in January 1996 by
the second hostage-taking by Dudayev’s fighters in Kizlyar, Dagestan, may
have consolidated the position of the proponents in Moscow of a ‘forceful’
solution to the Chechen issue and make guerrilla warfare more likely.

On 31 March 1996, after active offensive operations by the Russian troops
and in anticipation of the presidential elections, Yeltsin announced a new
‘peace plan’ for Chechnya envisaging, inter alia, the withdrawal of federal
armed forces from the territory of the breakaway republic and eventual nego-
tiations, via mediators, with Dudayev’s representatives. Offensive operations
by Russian troops continued none the less. On 21 April Dzhokhar Dudayev

37 Fuller, L., OMRI Daily Digest, no. 243, part 1 (15 Dec. 1995).

38 Ryller, L., OMRI Daily Digest, no. 239, part I (11 Dec. 1995).

39 Belin, L., OMRI Daily Digest, no. 240, part I (12 Dec. 1995). By mid-1995 the total number of
refugees from Chechnya, according to the UN High Commissioner for Refugees, was 152 000.
Segodnya, 20 July 1995, p. 2. Significantly, figures provided by the Russian Federal Migration Service
were much higher: it estimated that about 610 000 people had abandoned their homes in Chechnya,
487 000 of whom were officially registered with the service during 1995 (200 000 were said to have
returned to their homes). Morvant, P., OMRI Daily Digest, no. 39, part1 (23 Feb. 1996).

40 Krasnaya Zvezda, 17 Nov. 1995, p. 3.

41 Segodnya, 23 Nov. 1995, p. 1; International Herald Tribune, 19 Jan. 1996, p. 1; and Russian TV
news programme Vremya, 19 Jan. 1996.
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was reported killed in a rocket attack. Although his successor Zelimkhan
Yan@larbiyev is considered to be a firm supporter of independence, the
Russian and separatist leaderships met in Moscow on 27 May 1996 and
agreed on a complete cease-fire from midnight on 31 May and the release
within two weeks of all hostages and other persons forcibly detained. The
situation in fact returned to what it had been 10 months earlier, with the issue
of Chechnya’s future status vis-a-vis the Russian Federation still to be settled.

IT1. Other conflicts in the former Soviet Union
The Trans-Dniester region (Moldova)

The year 1995 started with some positive developments in the settlement of
the situation in the Trans-Dniester region.# The conflicting parties—Moldova,
defending the preservation of its territorial integrity, and the breakaway
‘Trans-Dniester Moldovan Republic’—addressed a number of practical issues
of mutual interest—finance, communications, the environment and so on. This
was stimulated, among other factors, by the economic cooperation agreement
between Russia and Moldova elaborated with the participation of represen-
tatives of Trans-Dniester.4* In February, the President of Moldova, Mircea
Snegur, and the president of the unrecognized Trans-Dniester Moldovan
Republic, Igor Smirnov, signed an agreement to begin restoring the bridges
that had been blown up in 1992 and on the gradual removal of customs check-
points all along the Dniester River.# In July the two sides signed three
agreements allowing, infer alia, limited circulation of the Moldovan currency
(the leu) in the Trans-Dniester region.

These achievements, however, were reduced to practically nothing by pol-
itical developments. In Trans-Dniester the radicals denounced the ‘capitula-
tion’ to Moldova and pushed the separatist leadership to return to the initial
demands for recognition of the breakaway region’s sovereignty and indepen-
dence as a precondition of any further negotiations.*

Smirnov, speaking before the Russian State Duma in September 1995,
appealed to it either to promote the statehood of the Trans-Dniester region or
to make it part of Russia. In response, the State Duma proclaimed the region a
part of Russia’s sphere of strategic interests and suggested to President Yeltsin
that he initiate a trilateral meeting of Russia, Moldova and representatives of
the Trans-Dniester region on the issue of recognizing its independence.4¢

42 The Trans-Dniester region saw serious clashes in 1992. The situation had been frozen since then,
with the 1994 agreement on the withdrawal of the Russian 14th Army being one of the key elements of
stabilization. Amer, R. ef al., ‘Major armed conflicts’, SIPRI Yearbook 1993: World Armaments and
Disarmament (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1993), pp. 101-103; Baranovsky, V., ‘Conflict devel-
opments on the territory of the former Soviet Union’, SIPRI Yearbook 1994 (Oxford University Press:
Oxford, 1994), pp. 188-90; and Baranovsky (note 3), pp. 248—49.

3 Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 27 Jan. 1995, p. 2.

44 Moscow News, no. 8 (24 Feb.-2 Mar. 1995), p. 5.

45 Jane’s Intelligence Review, vol. 7, no. 11 (Nov. 1995), p. 484.

46 Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 18 Nov. 1995, p. 2.
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Although the Russian Foreign Ministry denounced such steps as unfriendly
acts towards Moldova and as encouraging the intransigence of the separatists,
they certainly contributed to undermining the prospects for a political settle-
ment. The same can be said of the holding of a referendum in the region in
December 1995 on a new constitution and on its joining the Commonwealth
of Independent States (CIS).47

Another complicating factor was the issue of the deployment of Russian
troops in the Trans-Dniester region. Although an agreement on their with-
drawal had been signed in October 1994, the separatist leadership organized a
referendum on the future of the Russian 14th Army; a clear majority of voters
requested that it should stay.*® The separatist leadership also continued to
request that the 14th Army’s weapons and equipment should remain on its
territory,* whereas Moldova resolutely insisted on (and Russia had started to
prepare for) their withdrawal.?®

However, the ‘strategic arguments’ that ‘the Russian armed forces have
been on the banks of the Dniester region for 200 years and have become an
integral element of the military and political balance in this area’! seemed to
attract increasing sympathy in (if they were not actually initiated by) the
authorities in Moscow, who, while not questioning the agreement on with-
drawal, appeared to be looking for alternative ways of keeping up the Russian
military presence.5?

President Yeltsin indicated that the question of the time-frame for the
Russian units’ stay on the territory of Moldova ‘could be reconsidered at any
moment’.53 Defence Minister Grachev stated bluntly that he would like ‘to
keep several mobile units, in high combat readiness, with a total personnel of
3500 in order to preserve peace’.> Moldova’s acceptance of the establishment
of a Russian military base in the Trans-Dniester region following the Russian—
Georgian patterns may be a condition of a solution to the conflict.%

Abkhazia and South Ossetia (Georgia)

Conlflict settlement efforts with respect to Abkhazia and South Ossetia have
focused mainly on the issue of the status of these two breakaway regions of
Georgia. When addressing the question of the future constitutional order in

47 The new constitution adopted in Dec. 1995 proclaims the Trans-Dniester Moldovan Republic ‘a
sovereign and independent state’, thus rejecting the status of broad autonomy within Moldova. The idea
of joining the CIS was supported by 80% of voters in the referendum. Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 5 Nov.
1995, p. 3; and Izvestia, 26 Dec. 1995, p. 2.

48 [zvestia, 28 Mar. 1995, p. 2 reported a 60% majority in favour of the 14th Army remaining, and
Neue Ziircher Zeitung, 28 Mar. 1995, a majority of 90%.

4 Obshchaya Gazeta, 16-22 Feb. 1995, p. 1.

50 Segodnya, 6 July 1995, p. 2.

51 Quoted from an interview with Igor Smirnov, Segodnya, 9 Feb. 1995, p. 3.

52 At the time of writing the agreement on withdrawal had not yet been ratified by the Russian State
Duma. Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 20 Jan. 1996, p. 3.

53 Krasnaya Zvezda, 29 June 1995, p. 1.

54 Segodnya, 28 June 1995, p. 2.

53 Segodnya, 29 June 1995, p. 1.

56 Jane’s Intelligence Review, vol. 7, no. 11 (Nov. 1995), p. 484.
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Georgia, its President, Eduard Shevardnadze, has repeatedly insisted on the
territorial integrity of the country, at the same time expressing readiness to
provide its constituent parts with a considerable degree of autonomy. This
would allow Abkhazia to have its own constitution with Abkhaz as an official
language (alongside Georgian) and its own state symbols, legislature, execu-
tive and judicial systems; South Ossetia would have its own charter.5? It
should be noted, however, that the new constitution approved by the Georgian
Parliament on 24 August 1995 does not address the issue of relations with the
breakaway regions.s8

Abkhazia has run itself as a de facto independent state since September 1993
when separatist fighters routed Georgian Government soldiers who had been
sent in in 1992 after Abkhazia proclaimed separation from Georgia.® Aban-
doning its earlier demands for total formal independence, Abkhazia is now
insisting on a confederative agreement based on recognition of its sovereignty
and providing for a loose (in fact, no more than symbolic) union of the two
states as equal partners.s

Representatives of the Georgian Government and the rebel region held
negotiations under the auspices of Russia throughout 1995. The latter, accused
of supporting the separatists in the earlier stages of the conflict, had
considerably changed its position since establishing closer relations with
Shevardnadze, who opted to join the CIS and accepted the deployment of
Russian armed forces in Georgia. Georgia, however, required a quid pro quo:
it officially stated that it would not ratify the 1994 Treaty on Friendship,
Neighbourly Relations and Cooperation with Russia and the attached military-
related agreements until its jurisdiction was re-established over the whole of
the country.®! Shevardnadze made it clear that the future of the Russian mili-
tary bases in Georgia would be called into question unless Russia assisted in
restoring the country’s unity.62

Not surprisingly, Russia focused on developing relations with Georgia as if
no Abkhazian pretensions to sovereignty existed. The two sides agreed on
re-establishing rail traffic along the Black Sea—that is, through Abkhazia—
with Russia taking responsibility for its security, and on the right for Russia to
maintain a military base in the Abkhazian town of Gudauta.®* Strong protests
from Abkhazia that it had not been involved or consulted were disregarded.
Furthermore, Russian officials have spectacularly alienated themselves from
the Abkhazian leadership.®* The latter was vigorously blamed for intransi-

57 Bezanis, L., OMRI Daily Digest, no. 105, part I (31 May 1995).

58 Fuller, L., OMRI Daily Digest, no. 166, part I (25 Aug. 1995).

59 Baranovsky 1994 (note 42), pp. 193-95; and Baranovsky (note 3), pp. 251-53.

60 Coveas Bulletin, vol. 5, no. 21 (8 Nov. 1995).

61 Krasnaya Zvezda, 22 Sep. 1995, p. 3. The Georgian Parliament ratified the treaty with Russia on
17 Jan. 1996. Fuller, L., OMRI Daily Digest, no. 13, part I (18 Jan. 1996).

62 Bezanis, L., OMRI Daily Digest, no. 214, part I (2 Nov. 1995).

63 See section IV of this chapter.

64 Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 6 Oct. 1995, p. 3. See also Fuller, L., OMRI Daily Digest (note 1), no. 207,
part I (24 Oct. 1995); and OMRI Daily Digest, no. 65, part I (31 Mar. 1995).

65 In a public statement on 13 July, the Chairman of the Russian Federation Council, Vladimir
Shumeiko, accused the self-proclaimed President of Abkhazia, Vladislav Ardzinba, of genocide and
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gence in the negotiations and openly threatened that if they failed Russian
military assistance to Georgia would increase; President Yeltsin pledged to
take steps to restore Georgian territorial integrity.5

Political statements were accompanied by significant practical actions in
this direction. A de facto land blockade was established around Abkhazia,
from the south and the east by Georgia, and from the north by the Russian
Federation.5? The only remaining outlet to the outside world, the sea route
from the capital, Sukhumi, to Turkey used for vital food supplies, was sealed
off by Russian warships on 23 October.5® This blockade was lifted a week
later after the Abkhazian delegation refused to continue peace talks, blaming
Russia for ceasing to operate as mediator and openly siding with one of the
conflicting parties.® However, in another effort to tighten the blockade,
Russian border guards were instructed to stop allowing the holders of
Abkhazian passports to travel to Turkey, the only country that recognized
them.”

Russia also threatened to withdraw the 3000 peacekeeping troops sent to the
Abkhazian—-Georgian border in 1994 which were preventing the two sides
from resuming hostilities.”! This threat was echoed by repeated warnings by
Georgia that it would not allow an extension of the peacekeepers’ mandate’
and might resort to resolving the problem by military means.”

Abkhazia in turn blamed the Russian peacekeepers for employing personnel
of the Russian group of forces in the Transcaucasus, allegedly consisting
80 per cent of Georgian nationals; it claimed that agreement had been reached
on a Russian—Georgian military operation against Abkhazia’ and that an
invasion was about to start by the end of September.” Furthermore, according
to unconfirmed reports, Russia transferred to Georgia 12 combat helicopters
and spare parts for Su-27 fighters;? in January 1996 the security service of
Abkhazia released information that the Russian Defence Ministry had agreed
to provide Georgia with five large landing ships for carrying out an assault on
the Abkhazian part of the Black Sea coast.”

compared him to Chechen President Dzhokhar Dudayev. This assessment was endorsed by Russian
Foreign Minister Andrey Kozyrev. Fuller, L., OMR! Daily Digest, no. 138, part I (18 July 1995).

66 Parrish, S., OMRI Daily Digest, no. 228, part I (22 Nov. 1995); Segodnya, 29 Nov. 1995, p. 2; and
Rutland, P., OMRI Daily Digest, no. 176, part I (11 Sep. 1995).

§7 Covcas Bulletin, vol. 5, no. 20 (25 Oct. 1995).

68 Fuller, L., OMRI Daily Digest, no. 207, part I (24 Oct. 1995).

9 Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 5 Nov. 1995, p. 3; and Covcas Bulletin, vol. 5, no. 20 (25 Oct. 1995); and
vol. 5, no. 21 (8 Nov. 1995). According to later reports, from 30 Oct. 1995 the Abkhazian ships were not
allowed to leave from the port of Sukhumi; from 5 Jan. 1996, the port was closed for all foreign ships.
Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 11 Jan. 1996, p. 3.

70 Bezanis, L., OMRI Daily Digest, no. 222, part I (14 Nov. 1995).

7! Rrasnaya Zvezda, 22 June 1995, p. 3.

72 The Georgian side suspected the commander of the Russian peacekeepers, Gen. Yakushev, of
sympathizing with the Abkhazian separatists and supporting them. Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 23 May 1995,
p. 2. On 26 May the CIS summit meeting in Minsk extended the peacekeeping mandate in Abkhazia
until the end of 1995. Mihalka, M., OMRI Daily Digest, no. 103, part I (29 May 1995).

73 Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 23 May 1995, p. 2; and Covcas Bulletin, vol. 5, no. 20 (25 Oct. 1995).

74 Fuller, L., OMRI Daily Digest, no. 181, part 1 (18 Sep. 1995).

75 Interview with Vladislav Ardzinba in Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 5 Nov. 1995, p. 3.

76 Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 19 Jan. 1996, p. 3.

77 Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 12 Jan. 1996, p. 3.
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The pressure on Abkhazia seemed to have resulted by the end of the year in
the prospect of a political settlement. A confidential draft outline of a protocol
to end the conflict was made public in November, issuing from negotiations in
Moscow between the two parties under Russian mediation. The protocol pro-
vided for an Abkhaz Republic with its own constitution, legislature, govern-
ment, army and budget; a common Georgian—-Abkhaz government and legisla-
ture, with reserved Abkhaz seats and right of veto; a joint defence policy with
coordination of the two armies; and a common currency.” This document was
rejected by the more uncompromising among the Abkhazian legislators as
abandoning the strict confederative pattern.”

In Georgia there is also domestic opposition to compromise with
Abkhazia.’° Two questions are the most contentious. The first concerns the
Abkhaz army: it is not clear to what extent Georgia would be ready to accept
the existence of an autonomous military force with a significant potential for
supporting possible future claims for secession. The second is the issue of
refugees: Abkhazia refuses to allow the free repatriation of the more than
200 000 Georgians who fled following the fall of Sukhumi in 1993. The UN
High Commissioner for Refugees has been able to arrange the return of only
about 300 refugees despite two years of work and the expenditure of consid-
erable resources.8! The problem continues to be one of extreme sensitivity for
Georgia, with threats that repatriation could start spontaneously in the absence
of a formal agreement8? and increasing criticism of UN conflict management
efforts.83 Georgia believes that the peacekeeping mission should be broadened
and should consist not only in separating the parties but also in promoting the
return of the refugees to Abkhazia.8 At the same time, according to the
Abkhazian side, it cannot effectively control the Gala district, which had a
predominantly Georgian population before hostilities and where the refugees
are in fact returning in great numbers without any official settlement.3s

In January 1996, at the CIS summit meeting in Moscow, Georgia requested
strong collective sanctions, including a de facto economic blockade of
Abkhazia.t¢ Athough backed by Russia, this request was only partially
supported by the CIS heads of states. Five of them?#” were clearly reluctant to

78 Covcas Bulletin, vol. 5, no. 22 (30 Nov. 1995).

7 Segodnya, 29 Nov. 1995, p. 2.

80 Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 20 Jan. 1996, p. 3.

81 Coveas Bulletin, vol. 5, no. 20 (25 Oct. 1995).

82 pyller, L., OMRI Daily Digest, no. 138, part I (18 July 1995).

83 Krasnaya Zvezda, 22 Sep. 1995, p. 3. ‘Twelve UN resolutions on the Abkhaz question have
remained only on paper’, stated Georgian Prime Minister Otar Parsatsia. ‘The resolutions have
exhausted themselves and can no longer give us anything . . . The cup of patience has long since over-
flown and it is possible that events may take on an unpredictable direction.” Covcas Bulletin, vol. 5,
no. 20 (25 Oct. 1995). In Jan. 1996 the UN Security Council extended the mandate of its 136-man
observer mission in Abkhazia until July 1996 and in fact endorsed the approach of Georgia towards
conflict management. Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 18 Jan. 1996, p. 3.

84 Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 11 Jan. 1996, p. 3.

85 Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 30 Jan. 1996, p. 3.

86 Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 13 Jan. 1996, p. 1; and 19 Jan. 1996, p. 3.
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directly threatened by separatism.
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become excessively involved; the mandate of the peacekeepers was extended
till 19 April 1996 but not broadened to include police functions and refugee
return enforcement (which might bring about a military confrontation with
Abkhazian forces); and economic sanctions can hardly go beyond the existing
de facto blockade.® Whether increasing political pressure might promote the
settlement of this conflict remains to be seen.

In South Ossetia, developments during 1995 were much less spectacular,
although along similar lines. Moscow’s sensitivity about the principle of
territorial integrity (reinforced by Chechen separatism in the neighbouring
area), together with its strategic objective of consolidating an alliance relation-
ship with Georgia, has left South Ossetians little chance of being reunited with
their northern kinsmen living across the mountains in North Ossetia (part of
the Russian Federation). Meanwhile, Georgia has pursued a low-key policy,
allowing economic imperatives to work and expressing readiness to address in
a cooperative way issues such as the return of refugees, the disarmament of
illegal units and the resolution of economic problems.8®

There have been only sporadic violent incidents since 1992, when the
Georgian, Ossetian and Russian peacekeepers started to patrol the region.
Both Georgia and South Ossetia, pointing to the relative stabilization of the
situation, have suggested withdrawing their personnel from the peacekeeping
forces and keeping only Russian peacekeepers but in increased numbers.®

Negotiations have continued to resolve the status of South Ossetia. While
the separatist government publicly still pays lip-service to the objective of
independence or union with Russia, privately officials admit that it seems
inevitable that South Ossetia will remain part of Georgia, albeit with some
degree of sovereignty.?!

Nagorno-Karabakh (Azerbaijan)

The cease-fire in the area of the conflict has continued since May 1994.92 The
territory of Nagorno-Karabakh and six other administrative districts of Azer-
baijan (altogether 20 per cent of its territory) are under the effective control of
Karabakh troops.®? The Lachin land corridor links the breakaway republic and
Armenia. The latter denies the presence of its armed forces on the territory of
Azerbaijan.?* Although some sporadic clashes took place in 1995 along the
line of contact between Azerbaijani and Armenian troops,’ the overall
military situation can be described as basically frozen.

88 Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 24 Jan. 1996, p. 3.

8 Fuller, L., OMRI Daily Digest, no. 104, part 1 (30 May 1995).
9 Krasnaya Zvezda, 14 Sep. 1995, p. 1.

91 Coveas Bulletin, vol. 5, no. 20 (25 Oct. 1995).

92 Baranovsky (note 3), p. 254.

93 Krasnaya Zvezda, 25 May 1995, p. 4.

94 Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 5 Nov. 1995, p. 3.

95 Bezanis, L., OMRI Daily Digest, no. 50, part I (10 Mar. 1995).
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After the OSCE decision at its Budapest summit meeting (December 1994)
to endorse in principle a peacekeeping operation in Nagorno-Karabakh,% the
basic problem has been for the parties involved to reach a political decision on
the cessation of the conflict. Negotiations continued during 1995 under the
auspices of the OSCE Minsk Group,”” but the expected results were not
achieved.”® The conflicting parties remain far apart on many critical issues,
including the problem of refugees, the status of the territory, the return of
territories seized, the blockade of Armenia and Nagorno-Karabakh, and
security guarantees for the latter.”®

Nagorno-Karabakh, reluctant to renounce the stakes which effectively guar-
antee its security, insisted that the existing military and political realities
should be taken as the point of departure for a negotiated settlement and
would only agree to withdrawal of its troops from the occupied territory in
exchange for the definition of its status. The logic of ‘status in exchange for
territories’ was rejected by Azerbaijan.!% The latter, however, seemed to
become more flexible by the end of 1995, when President Geidar Aliev men-
tioned the possibility of upgrading the status of Karabakh, conditional on the
recognition of Azerbaijani sovereignty over the territory. The new constitution
of the country gives another former autonomy, Nakhichevan, the status of ‘a
state within Azerbaijan’ and a similar formula might be applied with respect
to Karabakh as well.!®!

The broader international context may also have affected developments
around the conflict area. The negotiations on the Caspian Sea shelf oil extrac-
tion contract and the new pipelines for transferring the oil from Kazakhstan
and Azerbaijan to Western Europe have been characterized by dramatic com-
petition between Russian, West European, US, Turkish and Iranian interests,
as well as those of the three Transcaucasian states.!02 The discussions on how
to ensure stability in Nagorno-Karabakh and who will be the guarantor of the
settlement thus touch upon the overall strategic balance in the Transcaucasus.

It should be noted that Azerbaijan, unlike Armenia and Georgia, is very
reluctant to provide Russia with military bases on its territory. Azerbaijan also
seemed to expect that allowing Russia to circumvent the flank limits
embodied in the 1990 Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE) Treaty

96 Baranovsky (note 3), p. 254.

97 Set up in Mar. 1992 to monitor the situation in Nagorno-Karabakh. The member countries are now
(Dec. 1995) Belarus, Finland, France, Germany, Hungary, Italy, Russia, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey
and the USA, plus Armenia and Azerbaijan.

98 Rutland, P., OMRI Daily Digest, no. 176, part I (11 Sep. 1995); Dave, B., OMRI Daily Digest,
no. 218, part I (8 Nov. 1995); and Bezanis, L., OMRI Daily Digest, no. 221, part I (13 Nov. 1995). See
also chapter 7, section V of this volume.

9 Segodnya, 20 Sep. 1995, p. 5.

00 Azerbaijan refused consistently to recognize the independence of Nagorno-Karabakh until the
territory which had been seized during earlier fighting was returned. Rutland, P., OMRI Daily Digest,
no. 172, part I (15 Sep. 1995).

101 Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 5 Dec. 1995, p. 3.

102 The meeting of US Vice-President Albert Gore and Russian Prime Minister Viktor Chernomyrdin
in early Oct. 1995 was reported to have resulted in an agreement on a double pipeline route from
Baku—via Armenia and Turkey and via the Russian northern Caucasus. Krasnaya Zvezda, 16 Sep.
1995, p. 3; and Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 30 Nov. 1995, p. 3; 5 Dec. 1995, p. 3; and 6 Dec. 1995, p. 3.
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through temporary force deployment in Armenia and Georgia should be com-
pensated for by the right for it to have more weapons on its own territory.!%

From this point of view, Russia’s sensitivity on the issue of the forthcoming
peacekeeping operation in Nagorno-Karabakh is not surprising. The continu-
ing lack of progress in the peace settlement, despite the commitment of the
OSCE, and the risk of hostilities resuming may make more convincing the
argument in favour of using Russian peacekeepers as the only element that
can provide some stability in the region.!®*

Tajikistan

In 1995, the hostilities between government forces and opposition fighters
were on a smaller scale than in the previous years.!% The government claimed
that the situation in the country was ‘under control and relatively stable’.106
The opposition Islamic Renaissance Movement of Tajikistan (IRMT) seemed
to become more interested in a peaceful settlement—both in the quest for a
more respectable international image and because of its failure to unleash
broader military action in Tajikistan.!?? The tactic of military pressure against
the government was not abandoned, although it mainly took the form of rela-
tively limited but regular clashes in the frontier areas.!® Within Tajikistan,
sporadic terrorist actions took place and a few groups of combatants were
reported to be operating. However, the possibility of a military victory for the
opposition appeared doubtful.

At the same time the government also faced problems in ensuring effective
contro] over the country. In many areas, especially in the high mountains of
Pamir (Gorno-Badakhshan), where the commanders of local self-defence
forces represent the only real power, the central government attempted to
involve them in the official or semi-official state infrastructure, hoping to
make them allies rather than opponents.'® However, a number of larger-scale
armed operations were carried out against the opposition combatants, the most
serious incident, involving air bombing, taking place in November in Gorno-
Badakhshan.110

103 Nezavisimaya Gazeta, S Dec. 1995, p. 3. Azerbaijan insisted on the military inspection being
carried out in Nagorno-Karabakh within the CFE framework.

104 Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 1 Dec. 1995, p. 3.

105 Baranovsky (note 3), pp. 255-56.

106 Krasnaya Zvezda, 20 July 1995, p. 2.

107 Krasnaya Zvezda, 2 Feb. 1995, p. 3.

108 The main bases of the Mujahideen are in neighbouring Afghanistan, and it is essential for their
activities against the Dushanbe government that they are able to cross the border. The total number of
active combatants operating against the border control troops from the territory of Afghanistan was
assessed by the Russian side at 1500-2000. Krasnaya Zvezda, 2 Feb. 1995, p. 3. During 1994-95, the
Russian border control troops registered 799 instances of violation of the Tajik—Afghan frontier,
prevented 582 attempts at armed breakthroughs, participated in 260 armed clashes and were under fire
¢. 700 times. Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 2 Dec. 1995, p. 3.

109 Krasnaya Zvezda, 8 Sep. 1995, p. 2.

10 Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 1 Dec. 1995, p. 3; and 2 Dec. 1995, p. 3. It should be noted that the
government does not have military aircraft. Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 23 Nov. 1995, p. 1.
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Hostilities hampered the political dialogue between the government and the
opposition, which had started in 1994 under strong external pressure. The
negotiations did not bring any spectacular results at all in 1995; however, the
parties agreed on the continuation of the cease-fire agreement of September
1994, the exchange of prisoners of war and the creation of conditions for the
return of refugees.!'! The meeting between the President of Tajikistan,
Imamali Rakhmonov, and the IRMT leader, Said Abdullo Nari, which took
place in May in Kabul, Afghanistan, may also be included in the positive
record of the dialogue.

The list of unfulfilled expectations is much longer—the adoption of a new
constitution, the drafting of the law on elections, the organization of free and
democratic elections, the involvement of the international institutions during a
transitional period and so on. The opposition suggested that 2000 UN peace-
keepers be invited, which would not only promote peace but also eliminate
suspicions about the imperialist inclinations of Russia.!2

The government rejected proposals to set up a State Council which would
include representatives of the existing authorities and the opposition (40 per
cent each) and of national minorities (20 per cent).!!? The idea of establishing
security zones which would facilitate the return of refugees was also
declined.!'4 The opposition, in its turn, considered an offer to accept some
ministerial posts, without changing the whole structure of power, as a pure
formality.!!s Meanwhile, most of the opposition were prevented from partici-
pating in the parliamentary elections held in February 1995, so that the elec-
tions failed to provide the regime with democratic credentials.!6

The Tajik regime remains heavily dependent on Russia. The latter provides
70 per cent of its state budget.!'” The Russian military presence is estimated at
25 000 troops!® and consists of two elements, border control troops!!® and the
201st Motor Rifle Division officially assigned to the CIS peacekeeping forces
which were agreed upon in 1993.120

The missions of the two elements from a formal point of view are different.
The Russian border control troops—the only effective force capable of
protecting the 2000-km long frontiers of Tajikistan, including 1400 km with

" Krasnaya Zvezda, 20 July 1995, p. 2.

2 Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 24 May 1995, p. 2.
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1

17 International Herald Tribune, 3 Jan. 1995, p. 4.
118 Lachowski, Z., ‘Conventional arms control and security dialogue in Europe’, SIPRI Yearbook
1995 (note 3), p. 781; and chapter 16 in this volume.

The numbers of Russian border control troops in Tajikistan were doubled during 1995, to reach a
total of 16 000. Segodnya, 28 Dec. 1995, p. 2.

120 Other elements of the CIS peacekeeping forces include a battalion from Uzbekistan and a
company from Kyrgyzstan. The participation of Kazakhstan was suspended by its parliament. Krasnaya
Zvezda, 23 Sep. 1995, p. 2; and Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 23 May 1995, p. 2. The total number of CIS
peacekeeping personnel was intended to be 16 000 at the minimum, but the actual number seemed to be
significantly below this level. Thus, the 201st Motor Rifle Division (MRD) had less than one-third of its
regular staff personnel. Krasnaya Zvezda, 23 Sep. 1995, p. 2.
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Afghanistan'?!—are to keep fighters, weapons and drugs from entering the
country from Afghanistan, thus supporting the Tajik Government. The status
of the CIS peacekeeping forces assumes their neutrality; the 1994 cease-fire
agreement envisages that ‘the CIS collective peacekeeping forces and Russian
troops in Tajikistan will fulfil their functions in accordance with the principle
of neutrality’.'22 This provision, however, remains a dead letter in the light of
their involvement in actions against anti-government combatants. Further-
more, the formal commander of the CIS forces, General Valeriy Patrikeyev,
was reported to have been removed because of his ‘indecisiveness’ in helping
the border control troops to defeat ‘provocations’ by opposition militants
along the Tajik—Afghan frontier.!2? Not surprisingly, many of the peace-
keeping personnel became victims of terrorist attacks: total casualties in 1995
amounted to several dozen.12

This (and other considerations) may be the reason for Russia’s increasing
pressure on the Tajik Government to be more cooperative in reaching a politi-
cal settlement with the opposition. This was clearly manifested at the CIS
summit meeting in January 1996.!% The opposition, on its part, increased
military pressure against the government and claimed, at the beginning of
1996, to be in control of 70 per cent of Tajik territory.126

IV. Developments in the CIS

After four years of existence, the CIS remains as controversial as it has been
from the very beginning when it was set up on the ruins of the dissolved
Soviet Union. However, in 1995 there have been some new developments
affecting the relations between and the policy of the CIS participants in the
security field.

Russia’s rationales

Russia has manifested a special interest in making the military aspects of rela-
tions with the other CIS countries more prominent. This may be attributed to a
number of reasons.

First, Russia is concerned with the conflict potential and the risk of armed
hostilities within the former USSR. Initiating and promoting security coop-
eration might be hoped to prevent the conflicts from emerging or to reduce
their scope. Second and more importantly, involving the CIS partners in such
cooperation would significantly enhance Russia’s role within the post-Soviet
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2 piplomaticheskiy Vesmik, no. 19-20 (Oct. 1994), p. 37.
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space, as it remains militarily by far the most powerful successor state of the
former USSR. This, in particular, seems to be considered as an efficient means
of preventing the reorientation of the new independent states and neutralizing
any tendency to ‘geopolitical pluralism’ within the post-Soviet space. Third,
one of the specific incentives for Russia to become more active in promoting
military cooperation and integration within the CIS has been the debates on
enlargement of NATO membership. While considering this prospect as a
serious challenge to its security, and having failed to convince the Western
countries to abandon plans for NATO enlargement eastwards, Russia
threatened to respond with a number of countermeasures, including the trans-
formation of the CIS into a military bloc.!?

The readiness of Russia to create a CIS-based structure similar to the
defunct Warsaw Pact was proclaimed by President Yeltsin on 9 September
1995. On 14 September, he signed a decree on ‘Russia’s strategic course with
respect to the CIS member states’, stipulating the need ‘to move towards
forming a collective security system, on the basis of the Tashkent Treaty on
Collective Security of 15 May 1992 and bilateral relations between the CIS
states, to promote the intention of the member states to unite in a defensive
union on the basis of community of interests and military and political goals’.
The decree calls for efforts to ‘make the CIS countries fulfil their commitment
to refrain from participating in alliances and blocs oriented against any other
CIS states’ and ‘gaining their understanding that this region is first of all a
zone of the Russian Federation’s interests’.!28

A number of publications authored by high-ranking officers outlined spe-
cific components of the proposed CIS military alliance-building.'? This would
include common or joint systems of strategic deployment, communications,
intelligence, early warning, air defence, infrastructure, planning, maintenance,
command structures and so on. The basic element of collective military
security should be provided by regular forces with the capacity for rapid and
massive action both in local conflicts and in large-scale warfare. Coalition
forces should be created under joint command, with a Joint Chief of Staff
under the chairmanship of the head of the General Staff of the Russian Armed
Forces. Coalition groups of forces could also be created on a regional basis
(the west, the Transcaucasus and Central Asia). Collective forces might be
used to prevent military conflicts within member states. The alliance also pre-
sumes cooperation in military production, joint measures aimed at conversion,
and common use of military research and development (R&D).

Such ambitious plans will undoubtedly face considerable obstacles in terms
of practical implementation. Nevertheless, some multilateral and bilateral
decisions adopted within the CIS in 1995 may be assessed as contributing to
developments along these lines.

127 Segodnya, 16 Nov. 1995, p. 2.

128 Seeodnya, 22 Sep. 1995, p. 9; and Parrish, S., OMRI Daily Digest, no. 181, part I (18 Sep. 1995).

2 Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 26 Feb. 1995, p. 3; Segodnya, 20 July 1995, p. 5; Segodnya, 30 Sep. 1995,
p. 6; and Krasnaya Zvezda, 7 Oct. 1995, p. 3.
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Promoting military cooperation

At the CIS summit meeting in Almaty, Kazakhstan, in February 1995, the par-
ticipants adopted a concept of collective security. This document, however, is
a non-binding memorandum stipulating the intention of the member states to
preserve ‘peace and stability’ within the CIS area.!%

Much more significant is the agreement, signed at the same summit session,
on creating a joint air defence system with the aim of restoring control over
the airspace of the former USSR.1?! It was also decided to ‘study’ the possi-
bility of the Baltic states’ accession to this agreement.?2 Its implementation
will require major efforts to re-create the air defence radar network and,
presumably, to preserve the land components of the anti-missile early-warning
system.!3* A coordination committee on air defence will be chaired by the
Commander-in-Chief of the Russian Air Defence Forces—which, however,
does not mean that Russia will be in command of the member states’ air
defence systems.

At the CIS summit meeting in Minsk, Belarus, in May 1995, the member
states signed a treaty on cooperation in protecting their external borders.'3*
Russia had long advocated this approach, being both reluctant to devote sig-
nificant resources to manning the intra-CIS frontiers which did not exist in the
times of the Soviet Union!*S and concerned by uncontrolled transfers of
people, drugs or arms from outside the CIS. At the same time a number of
other CIS members, lacking the financial and organizational capacity to
arrange efficient border control, are interested in involving Russia.!? How-
ever, since this affects sensitive issues of national sovereignty, it took con-
siderable time and effort to coordinate the approaches of member states.!3?
Significantly, the resulting text focuses mainly on ‘coordination’ of national
border control policies, rather than on ‘joint protection of the external

130 Baranovsky (note 3), pp. 258-59; and International Herald Tribune, 11-12 Feb. 1995, p. 1. For
the text, see Diplomaticheskiy Vestnik, no. 3 (Mar. 1995), pp. 32-37.

131 The disintegration of the USSR had dramatic consequences for the country’s air defence system,
which in fact disappeared after mid-1992. In today’s Russia, dense air defence zones are non-existent,
with protection provided only to main cities and major military and economic installations. The existing
radar location systems do not allow control over low-altitude movements in airspace in virtually any
direction; in a southerly direction even middle-altitude control is problematic. Nezavisimaya Gazeta,
21 Feb. 1995, p. 2; Krasnaya Zvezda, 28 Feb. 1995, p. 2; and [zvestia, 10 Mar. 1995, p. 2.

132 Diplomaticheskiy Vestnik, no. 3 (Mar. 1995), p. 31.

133 Reactivating the temporarily closed radar stations in Belarus and Ukraine will probably be an easy
task, whereas in Armenia and Georgia the radar equipment was pillaged and destroyed. [zvestia, 10 Mar.
1995, p. 2. The CIS participants agreed that the costs were to be borne by the states where the air
defence equipment is located; it is clear, however, that most of them are unable to afford this, and the
main costs will be taken over by Russia. In Nov., Russia announced an agreement on assisting Armenia,
Georgia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan to upgrade their air defence systems.
Parrish, S., OMRI Daily Digest, no. 215, part1 (3 Nov. 1995).

134 Eor the text, see Diplomaticheskiy Vestnik, no. 7 (July 1995), pp. 43-46.

135 The total length of the ‘new frontiers’ of Russia is about 14 000 km. Literaturnaya Gazeta, 2 Nov.
1994, p. 12.

136 For example, according to the assessment of the commander of the national border control troops,
Valeriy Chkheidze, Georgia will need 10-13 years to organize the protection of its 2000-km land fron-
tiers and 300-km sea frontiers with its own forces, and the costs of establishing one border control post
will amount to 1.2 billion roubles (over $250 million). Krasnaya Zvezda, 1 Nov. 1995, p. 1.

137 Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 11 Feb. 1995, p. 1.



272 SECURITY AND CONFLICTS, 1995

borders’13—although it also entitles the parties to ‘take measures for the pro-
tection of the frontiers with the help of the necessary contingents from other
CIS member states’.!%

Another dimension of security-related efforts in the CIS framework is
peacekeeping activities. The CIS decisions in this field only give Russia a
multilateral mandate, while the participation of the other member states in
peacekeeping efforts within the post-Soviet conflict areas has basically a
symbolic character. This pattern has continued through 1995; no significant
decisions have been taken apart from prolonging the CIS mandates previously
issued for peacekeeping in Abkhazia and Tajikistan. However, a draft concept
on prevention and settlement of conflicts on the territory of the CIS states was
submitted to the CIS summit meeting in Moscow in January 1996, envisaging,
among other steps, joint training of peacekeeping personnel.!4

Multilateral CIS agreements quite often have a rather general character:
their implementation requires concrete actions by the member states on a
bilateral basis.!*! Bilateralism has the important advantage that it does not
require a search for a multilateral consensus in a situation where all par-
ticipants have their own agenda and priorities. This fully applies to military
cooperation and/or integration: in this field, the most substantial actions are
taken bilaterally. Three major developments took place in 1995.

In January, Russia and Kazakhstan announced their intention to combine
armed forces to create a joint command for planning and training and another
joint command for border patrols.!4? This was presented as a dramatic break-
through in integrating the two states’ armed forces within the ‘common mili-
tary and strategic space’, a decisive step towards establishing a ‘Euro-Asian
Union’.!3 1995 was indicated as the year when practical implementation of
the concept of united armed forces would begin.

On 15 September, Russia and Georgia signed the treaty on deployment of
Russian military bases on Georgian territory as the follow-on to the bilateral
‘big’ treaty concluded in 1994. Four Russian military bases are entitled to
remain on the territory of Georgia for the next 25 years!#* (subject to prolonga-
tion for a further five years provided both parties agree). Additional con-
tingents could be deployed in some other areas of Georgia not yet defined.!4s
Earlier, Russia and Georgia had also been reported as having agreed on a

138 This could be compared to the 1993 memorandum signed by Russia and 5 Central Asian states,
stipulating that the protection of the frontiers should be assured by joint efforts. Izvestia, 13 Jan. 1994,
p. 5; and Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 15 Jan. 1994, p. 3.

139 Russian border patrols are deployed in Armenia, Georgia, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan and Turkmen-
istan. Belarus, Kazakhstan, Ukraine and Uzbekistan use their own border guards to protect their
frontiers. Izvestia, 13 Jan. 1994, p S.

140 Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 13 Jan, 1996, p. 2.

141 Thus, as part of the concept of collective CIS border protection, by the end of 1995 the
Kazakhstan Air Force received 8 MiG-29s from Russia; more exports of Su-25 close air support planes
and Su-27 fighters were expected. Clarke, D., OMRI Daily Digest, no. 247, part I (21 Dec. 1995).

142 §o00dnya, 21 Jan. 1995, p. 2; and The Guardian, 21 Jan. 1995, p. 4. See also chapter 8, section II1.

143 Krasnaya Zvezda, 24 Jan. 1995, p. 3.

144 During negotiations Georgian representatives had requested a 10-year period for maintaining these
bases.

145 Krasnaya Zvezda, 19 Sep. 1995, p. 3.
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redistribution of the CFE flank quotas, with the Russian side getting the right
to 115 tanks, 160 armoured vehicles and 170 artillery systems out of the
quotas due to Georgia.!4

On 9 December, Russia and Belarus signed 18 documents significantly
upgrading their military cooperation.!#” They focus on joint regional strategic
planning by the two ministries of defence, cooperation in military technology,
the training of military personnel, joint air patrolling of the borders, joint use
of regional groups of forces and the use of the military infrastructure in
Belarus by Russia. It was announced that a bilateral treaty on collective
security was under preparation, to be signed in the very near future.!48

Altogether Russia has signed over 200 military-related agreements with the
CIS countries; 36 were concluded in 1995.14°

CIS political patterns

New developments in the military field have in fact followed the emergence of
the political composition of the CIS as a framework for the interaction of the
successor states of the former USSR. Russia is undoubtedly its centre, econ-
omically, politically and militarily; none of the other CIS states can disregard
Russia’s interests or its ambitions with respect to the post-Soviet space, and all
of them seem to put relations with Moscow at the top of their priority lists.

However, the extent and depth of the ‘Russian connection’ are by no means
the same for all the CIS states.

Belarus, under President Alexander Lukashenko and with a predominantly
pro-Russian public mood,!s® has manifested its readiness for the closest
rapprochement with Moscow in all fields—which may eventually result in the
reintegration of the two states, with Belarus keeping a symbolic independence,
although de facto incorporated into Russia. Kazakhstan, on the other hand,
aims to consolidate its independence. President Nursultan Nazarbayev’s advo-
cacy of a Euro-Asian Union provides a strong incentive to upgrade relations
with Russia and at the same time minimize the explosiveness of what might in
the long run become the most serious problem for Kazakhstan’s statehood,
that of the Russian diaspora. Russia and these two countries are emerging as
the CIS core area. Significant political preconditions for integration are
already satisfied and some practical steps in this direction have already been
undertaken.!s!

146 Georgian Military Chronicle, Occasional Papers of the Caucasian Institute for Peace, Democracy
and Development, vol. 2, no. 1 (Apr. 1995). See also chapter 16, section II in this volume.

147 Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 14 Dec. 1995, p. 3.

148 Krasnaya Zvezda, 10 Dec. 1995, p. 1.

149 Krasnaya Zvezda, 17 Nov. 1995, p. 1.

150 On 14 May 1995, Belarus held a referendum in which more than 80% of the voters supported the
polic?' of greater integration with Russia. Orttung, R., OMRI Daily Digest, no. 193, part I (4 Oct. 1995).

15 Significantly, Belarus, Kazakhstan and Russia were the first countries to sign, in Jan. 1995, an
agreement on forming a customs union. /zvestia, 31 Jan. 1995, p. 3. Interestingly, it included a provision
that host countries would not make a charge for the stay of another country’s armed forces on their terri-
tory—which in fact applies only to Russia’s armed forces. Obshchaya Gazeta, 26 Jan.—1 Feb. 1995, p. 2.
On 29 Mar. 1996, Russia, Belarus, Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan signed a treaty on further integration
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Ukraine’s policy, from this perspective, represents an opposite trend. Its
lack of enthusiasm for the CIS reflects the character of its relations with
Russia.

The overall atmosphere in Russian—Ukrainian relations in 1995 has been
basically positive. It was significantly improved by Ukraine’s readiness to
remove ambiguities concerning its non-nuclear weapon status. On 9 June 1995
President Yeltsin and Ukrainian President Leonid Kuchma signed an agree-
ment on sharing the Black Sea Fleet—the controversial issue which had been
on the agenda since 1992.152 Both sides have been careful to prevent the politi-
cally sensitive problem of Crimea from affecting their relations.!s3

However, the long anticipated ‘big treaty’ between Russia and Ukraine was
not signed in 1994 or in 1995. President Kuchma has distanced himself from
his predecessor by resolutely abandoning the practice of creating enemy
images—but not the goal of consolidating the Ukrainian state and strengthen-
ing its position. His policy is far from one of becoming a de facto protectorate
of Russia and seems to have provoked bitter disappointment in Moscow. At
the same time Kuchma’s proclaimed adherence to developing cooperative
relations with Russia has made him less vulnerable to domestic criticism, thus
reinforcing Ukraine’s position in its interaction with Russia. Crises in Ukraine
are far from over, but there are significantly fewer of the over-dramatized
forecasts of previous years of the disintegration and economic collapse of
Ukraine. This could enlarge the field of manoeuvre for Ukraine with respect to
Russia.

It is significant that, notwithstanding the proclaimed intention to have a
more positive approach towards the CIS, Ukraine has continued its policy of
selective participation in the collective agreements elaborated within this
structure. It does not sign those documents which are viewed as undermining
the role of individual states or promoting supranationalism.!’¢ Even more
importantly, Ukraine’s reluctance seems first of all to proceed from the
assumption that the CIS is politically dominated by Russia and, for this reason
only, cannot be an attractive option. Ukraine refrains from endorsing Russian-
led peacekeeping missions in the area of the former Soviet Union.!ss Although

within the CIS; and on 2 Apr. Russia and Belarus signed a treaty on establishing a ‘commonwealth’,
broadly presented as a historic breakthrough in the rapprochement of the two Slav states.

152 According to the agreement, Russia gets 81.7% of the ships and Ukraine 18.3%. Segodnya,
10 June 1995, p. 1. There were concerns that implementation of the agreement would face serious diffi-
culties. Segodnya, 16 June 1995, p. 9. However, by the end of the year Russia had started to transfer the
bases and equipment of the Black Sea Fleet to Ukraine, to keep only Sevastopol as its main basing port
and 2 airfields, with personnel to be reduced from 65 000 in 1991 to ¢. 30 000 by the end of 1995 and to
19 000 by the year 2000. Segodnya, 2 Dec. 1995, p. 1. It should be noted that Georgia also pretended to
be a ‘legal heir of the Black Sea Fleet’ and requested its part. Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 18 Jan. 1996, p. 3.

153 In Mar. 1995, Ukraine abolished the presidency of Crimea and its constitution. Nezavisimaya
Gazeta, 21 Mar. 1995, p. 3. This did not provoke any official reaction from Russia because of its
engagement in Chechnya. Meanwhile, a new draft of the Ukrainian Constitution gave Crimea the status
of autonomous republic, whereas Sevastopol and Kiev received ‘special status’.

154 Thus, Ukraine does not intend to join the CIS customs and payment unions (Nezavisimaya Gazeta,
12 Jan. 1996, p. 3), although it seems to be seeking the dismantling of trade barriers.

155 The Ukrainian Parliament stipulated that Ukraine cannot participate in CIS peacekeeping missions
with troops. Vek, no. 43 (18-24 Nov. 1994), p. 4.
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there had been indications of some readiness to alter its approach,!s¢ no
changes have been registered in this respect in 1995. Meanwhile Ukraine’s
involvement would be the only way to make the CIS ‘collective peacekeeping
forces’ a genuine multilateral instrument and to relieve Russia of accusations
of only using them to interfere in the conflict zones in the former Soviet
Union; but, significantly, the possibility of Ukraine’s involvement does not
seem to excite excessive enthusiasm in Moscow and has been interpreted by
some analysts as ‘a desire not so much to participate in the preservation of
peace . . . as to oppose Russia’s expansion in the former Soviet Union’.15

Not surprisingly, the prospect of military integration is viewed as especially
threatening to Ukraine’s independence. President Kuchma has stated bluntly
that Ukraine would not enter a CIS military bloc.!5® Ukraine refused to sign
the May 1995 treaty on cooperation in protecting the CIS external borders.!>
Its participation in the joint air defence system, apart from being motivated by
technical requirements, seems also to proceed from the assumption that ulti-
mate control over the use of air defence means will be held by the member
states. By and large, Ukraine appears to have a pragmatic approach towards
military cooperation with Russia!®® at the same time as aiming to keep open
alternative options.16!

Exploiting such options seems to be a matter of practical policy in the case
of one of three Transcaucasian states—Azerbaijan, which has been particu-
larly successful in its policy of gradually reducing its unilateral orientation
towards Russia. Most strikingly, this has been achieved by the political
manoeuvres of President Aliev, who, when he came to power, was seriously
suspected of being strongly supported, if not controlled, by Moscow. How-
ever, in 1994-95 Azerbaijan managed to obtain significant guarantees of its
independence, first of all by effectively playing the card of the major project
for oil extraction from the Caspian Sea shelf. Some Moscow analysts des-
cribed this dramatically as the beginning of the withdrawal of Russia from the
Transcaucasus, calling into question the future of the region as a sphere of

156 The possibility of Ukraine’s participation in peacekeeping in Abkhazia was mentioned by Deputy
Defence Minister Ivan Bizhan at the session of the CIS Council of Defence Ministers on 1 Dec. 1994 in
Moscow. Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 2 Dec. 1994, p. 1. Ukraine’s Defence Ministry was reported to have
prepared all the documents for sending troops to Nagorno-Karabakh (although this could be arranged
within the framework of the OSCE, rather than that of CIS peacekeeping). Krasnaya Zvezda, 25 Nov.
1994, p. 11,

157 Krasnaya Zvezda, 25 Nov. 1994, p. 11.

158 Clarke, D., OMRI Daily Digest, no. 203, part I (18 Oct. 1995).

159 Ukraine refuses to make a distinction between ‘external’ and ‘internal’ CIS borders, insisting that
state frontiers as such are an essential attribute of independence. Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 18 Jan. 1996,

. 3.

160 The list of questions discussed and agreed upon at the meeting of Russian and Ukrainian defence
ministers in Nov. 1995 included: maintenance and financing of parts of the anti-missile early-warning
system located in Ukraine; arms purchases from Russia; military cooperation in outer space; transfer of
Tu-160 and Tu-95 strategic bombers to Russia; military transit from Russia to Moldova via the territory
of Ukraine; and other issues. Krasnaya Zvezda, 25 Nov. 1995, p. 1; and 28 Nov. 1995, p. 1.

161 They are well illustrated by the comments of a high-level Defence Ministry official who was
reported to have praised the military programmes of NATO and the USA as being more effective and
attractive to Ukraine than those of Russia and the CIS—which might eventually bring about an evolution
of the leadership’s position on non-affiliation to any bloc. Krasnaya Zvezda, 19 Oct. 1994, p. 3.
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Russian influence.!62 Russia’s decision to close the border with Azerbaijan
because of the war in Chechnya (it has been closed since 19 December 1994)
was an additional incentive for Baku to consider relations with Iran and
Turkey as more promising and stable than those with Russia.'é* Azerbaijan
insisted that the planned peacekeeping operation in Nagorno-Karabakh should
be multilateral, rather than conducted only by Russia; it also expresses dis-
satisfaction with the Tashkent Treaty on Collective Security as being only
oriented towards defence against external aggression, and demands that it be
altered, 164

It is indicative that Azerbaijan is the only Transcaucasian state which has
refused to accept the deployment of Russian armed forces on its territory.
Georgia was constrained to do so because alliance with Russia turned out to
be the only means to restore its viability. For Armenia it is of the utmost
importance because of the geopolitical position of the country and its involve-
ment in the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. A new political balance and new
dividing lines thus seem to be emerging in the Transcaucasus, with a variable
geometry pattern of relations between the three states, which are all members
of the CIS, and Russia.

Nor in the case of Moldova is participation in the CIS equivalent to an
alliance-type relationship with Russia. While rejecting any merger with
Romania (which was strongly advocated in the initial phase of independence)
and developing more balanced, businesslike and flexible relations with Russia,
Moldova also seems interested in formulating its own independent foreign
policy. It is indicative that, in the debates on how to resist the pressure of
Romania, the spectrum of options stretches from joining the CIS security
structures to joining NATO.165 As mentioned above, Moldova continues to
insist on the withdrawal of the remaining Russian military personnel from its
territory; Russia’s suggestion of agreement on establishing a Russian military
base was met with a distinct lack of enthusiasm.

The readiness of the Central Asian states (other than Kazakhstan) to pre-
serve loyal partnership with Russia does not compensate either for their terri-
torial remoteness or for the relatively limited input they could make in any
potential alliance. At the same time most of them may well have reasons not
to remain loyal partners of Russia only. In this respect, important efforts are
being made to strengthen the links between Central Asian states as distinct
from the broader Russia-led pattern and to allow them to operate jointly
within the CIS.!% Information about attempts at consolidation by the Turkic-
speaking countries in general in the area of the former Soviet Union and their

162 Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 12 Oct. 1994, p. 3.

163 According to Azerbaijani officials, restrictions imposed by Russia on the movement of people and
goods have resulted, in 1995, in the republic losing some $250 million in trade. Bezanis, L., OMRI Daily
Digest, no. 38, part I (22 Feb. 1996).

164 ee the interview with the ambassador of Azerbaijan to Russia, Ramiz Rizayev, Nezavisimaya
Gazeta, 19 Jan. 1996, p. 3.

165 Both options were mentioned by the Vice-Speaker of the Moldovan Parliament, Nikolae
Andronik. Segodnya, 1 Dec. 1994, p. 5.

166 Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 19 Jan. 1995, p. 1.
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search for independent links with the outside world may be another manifes-
tation of this trend.!¢?

By and large, the acceptance of Russia’s prominent role in the former Soviet
space is proceeding parallel to a cautious but persistent search for alternative
options by almost all the actors in the area. There is even less reason to con-
sider the ongoing processes in the post-Soviet space as the benevolent,
unqualified subordination of Russia’s CIS partners to Russian leadership.
Developments within the CIS in 1995 have certainly contributed to increase
the role of this post-Soviet institutional framework. It seems premature, how-
ever, to regard it as an emerging superstructure encompassing the member
states in a new entity which would resemble the dissolved USSR or even
re-establish it under the ‘USSR minus the Baltics’ formula.

Neither are there sufficient grounds to consider the CIS as a multilateral
military alliance in the making. The initial reaction of Russia’s CIS partners to
Moscow-initiated speculations on the subject was rather confused, but even
when they support the idea of a military union most of the CIS countries are
either unable or unwilling to contribute to it.!é¢ “The idea of close cooperation
of the CIS states in the military field seems to have no opponents’, writes a
Russian analyst, ‘but its practical implementation is proceeding with great
difficulty’.1¢

There is also uncertainty about Russia’s interests, goals and resources which
might be associated with such plans. For all these reasons, ‘the building up of
a comprehensive and workable system of CIS collective defence is practically
impossible in the foreseeable future. What is possible might be only a simula-
tion of such a building process’.!” However, in some cases bilateral patterns
of military-oriented relationships, if based on the specific pragmatic interests
of the parties involved, could indeed develop into fairly advanced forms.

V. Conclusions

In the initial period after the breakup of the USSR, Russia’s role in conflict
development and conflict management on the territory of the former Soviet
Union was often erratic, lacked coordination and produced controversial
results. By 1995, it has clearly become less ambivalent and more consolidated
and is based on some fundamental parameters of Russian post-Soviet thinking
and policy making.

The war in Chechnya reflected both the dramatic failure of Russia in con-
flict management on its own territory and Moscow’s resoluteness in using all

167 On 28 Aug. 1995 the heads of state of the Turkic-language countries of Central Asia and Azer-
baijan held their third summit meeting in Bishkek (Kyrgyzstan). International Observer, vol. 14, no. 305
(Nov. 1995), p. 423.

168 Thus, according to Gen. Boris Gromov, former Russian Deputy Defence Minister, Kyrgyzstan
would be ready to participate in joint armed forces with only 1 company and Kazakhstan with 2, while
Armenia could supply none. Izvestia, 10 Dec. 1995, p. 4.

169 Trenin, D., Segodnya, 2 Dec. 1995, p. 6. The article was based on a presentation at the Russian
office of the John M. Olin Institute for Strategic Studies.

170 Segodnya, 2 Dec. 1995 (note 169).
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means for preserving its perceived interests—a signal which seems to be
directed both inward and outward.

In contrast to the recent past, Russia has definitely opted for not under-
mining the territorial integrity of its CIS partners and has denied support to
separatist forces there, pressuring them to accept autonomous status within
arrangements of a federative type. The CIS countries are expected to repay
this through loyalty towards Russia—in some cases up to the point of accept-
ing its military presence on their territories.

While welcoming the symbolic involvement of the UN and the OSCE in
peace settlement efforts, Russia aims to consolidate its own role as the most
efficient external pacifier and the major actor in the conflict areas. Operating
from the assumption that the post-Soviet space is the area of its vital interests,
Russia has actually succeeded in achieving de facto recognition of this by the
international community.

In terms of international stability, Russia’s increasing role in the post-Soviet
space might be rationalized by the possibility that it will marginalize or
minimize the scope of conflicts on the territory of the former USSR. Indeed,
during 1995 most of them have developed in less dramatic forms than in the
recent past. However, according to some assessments, ‘it is hardly possible to
assume that the peak of armed conflict in the post-Soviet space is already
behind us. On the contrary, there are sufficient reasons to expect that develop-
ments in 1990-95 were only the prologue to a much higher degree of [aggre-
gate] conflict which could involve the whole post-Soviet space or a significant
part of it in the medium- and long-term perspective’.!”!

Against this background, reinforcing Russia’s positions in some strategic-
ally important areas of the ‘near abroad’ is considered to be of the highest
priority. Special emphasis is placed on consolidation within the CIS frame-
work, including both political and military components of this process,
although the prospects of establishing a CIS-based military alliance remain
bleak. It seems to be perceived as an important reserve position in strength-
ening opposition to NATO enlargement and in the reconsideration of Russia’s
former predominantly Western-oriented policy line—which would not
necessarily mean re-establishing a confrontational pattern but might allow
Russia to take a more independent stance in the international arena, with a
more diversified political agenda.

171 K osolapov, N., ‘Konflikty postsovetskogo prostranstva: politicheskie realii’ [Conflicts in the post-
Soviet space: political realities], Mirovaya Ekonomika i mezhdunarodniye otnosheniya, no. 11 (1995),
p- 39.



7. Europe: towards new security arrangements
ADAM DANIEL ROTFELD

I. Introduction

In 1995 the debate and decisions on a new security system in Europe focused
on five issues: (a) settlement of the conflict in Bosnia and Herzegovina;
(b) enlargement of NATO and the European Union (EU) to the east; (c) the
transatlantic partnership, including the US presence in Europe and the Euro-
pean pillar of the Atlantic Alliance; (d) the developments in Russia (the war in
Chechnya and the difficulties associated with the radical transformation and
the domestic reform policy); and (e) the discussion initiated by the Organiza-
tion for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE) on a model for Euro-
pean security for the 21st century. Positions taken on these matters by the
USA, individual European states and the EU as a whole revealed both simi-
larities and differences in approaches to and concepts of European security, as
well as the practical value of existing structures and the decisions taken within
them. While the debate on the future model for security and enlargement of
the Western security structures has often been conceptual, the decisions aimed
at ending the war in Bosnia and Herzegovina were in a sense a test case of the
effectiveness and efficiency of existing structures in the new politico-military
situation.! In this context, the main focus has been on the problems concerning
the changing standing and role of Russia and Germany, shaping new relations
between the USA and Europe, transforming the functioning of multilateral
security institutions and finding new approaches to the European security sys-
tem.

European security in the light of the experience in Bosnia and Herzegovina
is examined in section II of this chapter. The various standpoints on the east-
ward enlargement of NATO are presented in section III; and the continued
evolution of the EU and the Western European Union (WEU), and the activi-
ties of the OSCE in 1995, are assessed in sections IV and V, respectively.

II. European security and the experience of Bosnia

The armed conflict in the former Yugoslavia brought home to the international
community the respective strengths and weaknesses of the roles which the
main powers, especially the USA, Russia, France, the UK and Germany (the
‘Contact Group’), as well as the multilateral security organizations, the United
Nations, NATO, the EU, the WEU and the OSCE, can play in European

1 For developments in the former Yugoslavia in 1995 see chapter 5 in this volume.

SIPRI Yearbook 1996: Armaments, Disarmament and International Security
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security systems, now and in the future.2 At an early stage of the conflict, it
was thought that the essential role in its solution could be played by the OSCE
as the largest, most democratic and, in fact, universal regional security
arrangement of all European states and the USA, Canada and the new Central
Asian states.? The emergency situation mechanisms established by the Berlin
CSCE Council of Ministers (19-20 June 1991) were used immediately after
the war broke out, but they failed to contain it. As early as the summer of
1991, hopes were pinned mainly on the EU, whose institutions were expected
to bring about an end to the armed conflict through joint diplomatic efforts
and set in motion peace settlement procedures.4 All the European security
institutions failed, each in its own way, to meet the challenge. In the spring of
1992, after Bosnia and Herzegovina had become engulfed in hostilities as a
result of the weakness and inefficacy of the European security institutions, the
initiative to seek a settlement to the conflict was taken over by the UN. In
1995 the chief role in restoring peace in the former Yugoslavia was assumed
by the USA and NATO.5

Efforts to restore peace in 1995 were crowned by the General Framework
Agreement for Peace in Bosnia and Herzegovina, initialled in Dayton, Ohio
and signed on 14 December in Paris.¢ The Dayton Agreement specifies the
roles of NATO, the UN and the OSCE. While the different aspects of restor-
ing peace in Bosnia are clearly intertwined, for practical reasons a division of
labour is essential. Thus military matters belong to NATO; political, legal and
economic matters fall to the EU; the UN is responsible for the return of
refugees and police operations; and humanitarian issues, building democratic
institutions, confidence-building measures and regional arms control are
supervised by the OSCE. Cooperation among these multilateral security struc-
tures is not only desirable, it is also indispensable. Implementing the Agree-
ment will offer important experience in practical collaboration by the great
powers and other states within the framework of the existing European
regional security structures.

The division of Bosnia and the return of the refugees, as envisaged in the
Dayton Agreement, are somewhat contradictory. The re-establishment of a
multi-ethnic society and state may not prove compatible with free and demo-

2 Lessons of the Western Response to the Crisis in Former Yugoslavia (Center of International Policy
Studies: Rome, May 1995); and Jopp, M., The Implications of the Yugoslav Crisis for Western Europe’s
Foreign Relations, Chaillot Papers, no. 17 (WEU Institute for Security Studies: Paris, Oct. 1994).

3 As of 31 Dec. 1995 the OSCE (formerly the Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe,
CSCE) comprised 53 states, listed in the Glossary in this volume. Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro)
is suspended *20 Years of the Helsinki Final Act 1976-1995°, OSCE Handbook, Vienna, 1995, p. 7.

4 Jacques Delors, former President of the European Commission, while stressing that members of the
EC/EU have given 60% of the humanitarian aid and provided 80% of the peacekeeping force to the
former Yugoslavia, admitted that it was incapable of stopping the war and had ‘failed terribly’. ‘Bitter
lesson for Europeans’, International Herald Tribune, 5 Dec. 1995.

5 *In the former Yugoslavia, the West European nations have shown that for all their rhetorical com-
mitment to a European foreign policy, they lack the capacity to draft and execute such a policy. They
have, unfortunately, demonstrated that they are still satellites of the United States.” Pfaff, W., ‘Bosnia
pact has not resolved problems in Europe’, International Herald Tribune, 2 Nov. 1995. See also
Woehrel, S. J. and Kim, J., ‘Bosnia former Yugoslavia: ongoing conflict and U.S. policy’ (Congressional
Research Service (CRS), lerary of Congress: Washington, DC, 1 Dec. 1995).

6 See more on the Dayton Agreement in chapter § in this volume.
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cratic elections under international control. The formalistic treatment of the
implementation of the right to self-determination may mean that power is
gained by extremists whose activities will thwart the goals laid down in the
Agreement.” Another problem concerns arms control and disarmament in the
former Yugoslavia. In reality, all the parties to the conflict have started to
rearm; lifting the arms embargo on Bosnia will do anything but cut back mili-
tary arsenals.® There are many such contradictions. A serious challenge for the
international community is the bringing to justice before the International
Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia of people responsible for war
crimes and other violations of international humanitarian law,® many of whom
still exercise political and military control in various parts of the former
Yugoslavia.

Contact Group members have conflicting interests arising from their res-
pective historical, political, cultural and religious ties and affinities with the
various ethnic and religious groups of the former Yugoslavia and their desire
to neutralize domestic public opinion and reactions to the changing situation
in the region. For instance, in Russia the attitude towards the conflict was an
important determinant of the positions of the different political groups.
Andrey Kozyrev’s position on this matter was one of the reasons for sharp
criticism of his policy and, eventually, his stepping down as Foreign Minister
in January 1996. In turn, President Bill Clinton’s commitment to restoring
peace in the former Yugoslavia was an instrument for reaffirming US leader-
ship in Europe and the world.

The composition, mandate and work of the Contact Group provided impor-
tant new experience, for good and for ill, in the search for a body with the
character and functions of a kind of European security council. The fact that in
spite of, or maybe thanks to, the close historical ties between Russia and
Serbia it was possible for NATO and Russia to agree on a common position
can hardly be overestimated in contemplating a new system of security in
Europe. Despite the different national interests of Russia and its Western part-
ners, consensus and due consideration of the interests of all parties proved
possible even in such a delicate matter. It is also telling that Russia’s standing
has changed, as have the place and role of the Balkans in its policy. It would
be anachronistic for Russia to perceive the Balkans as one of its foreign policy
priorities. Russia is cautiously acquiring a new understanding of its own

7 This scenario is outlined by Romanenkov, S., ‘Ne tshchetny li usiliya mezhdunarodnogo
soobschestva?’ [Will international efforts not be in vain?], Segodnya, 29 Dec. 1995, p. 9.

8 A conference on disarmament under OSCE auspices began its work in the former Yugoslavia on
5 Jan. 1996, with the intention of achieving an outcome within 6 months.

9 On 28 Sep. 1992, rapporteurs were given a mandate under the CSCE Moscow Human Dimension
Mechanism to Bosnia-Herzegovina and Croatia: ‘to investigate reports of atrocities against unarmed
civilians in Croatia and Bosnia, and to make recommendations as to the feasibility of attributing respons-
ibility for such acts’. A Tribunal was established on the basis of the Proposal for an International War
Crimes Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia by the Rapporteurs (Corell-Tiirk-Thune) under the CSCE
Moscow Human Dimension Mechanism to Bosnia-Herzegovina and Croatia, 9 Feb. 1992,
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capacities appropriate to its real, rather than its historical or imaginary,
economic and military potential.!

Cooperation in solving the Balkan conflict may change the mutual percep-
tions of the states participating in the peace process. Russia’s consenting to
send troop units to act within the general command of NATO under a US
general testifies to changes in the policy and psychology of Russia and NATO
and may well prove to be an important step in overcoming the negative stereo-
types of the period of cold war and confrontation.

The main implication of the Implementation Force (IFOR) operation for
NATO is that, for the first time in its history, the Alliance is involved in a
military peace enforcement operation. Of wider importance for NATO is the
fact that the 16 Allied states were joined by forces from other European states,
including Nordic countries, such as Sweden and Finland; Central European
states, such as Poland, the Czech Republic and Hungary; and permanently
neutral states, Austria and Switzerland.!! This joint effort is a belated response
to one of the most difficult and complex challenges and threats of the post-
cold war period. Its successful outcome will be crucial for building a new
security structure for Europe.

ITI. NATO and European security

Since the end of the cold war three main views have been outlined on the
future of NATO. First, in various states on both sides of the old East-West
divide a belief is voiced that NATO, bomn of the period of cold war and con-
frontation, is naturally bound to wither away.!? The main factor impairing its
coherence in the new circumstances is the absence of a clearly defined
enemy.’? At the opposite pole are those who believe that NATO is the key
element of the new security structure, with a bright future.!# The third view is
that the future of the Alliance will be determined by how far NATO will
manage to acquire not only a declaratory but also a constitutive function in
securing peace in the transitional period. As Christoph Bertram observed: ‘In
times of certainty, institutions mirror the realities of power. In times of

10 Shmelov, B., ‘Chetyre uroka balkanskogo krizisa dlya Rosii’ [Four lessons of the Balkan crisis for
Russia], Segodnya, 29 Dec. 1995, p. 9. :

H For more on IFOR see chapter 2 in this volume.

This view is officially voiced by Russia and shared by various Western political-scientific circles,
and proposals for a new pan-European security structure have emerged. Die Europdische Sicherheits-
gemeinschaft: Das Sicherheitsmodell fiir das 21. Jahrhundert. Part II: Yom Recht des Stérkeren zur
Stiirke des Rechts: Plidoyer fiir eine Europdiische Sicherheitsgemeinschaft [The European security com-
munity: Security model for the 21st century. Part II: From the right of the stronger to the strength of law:
A plea for a European security community], (Institute for Peace Research and Security Policy, Hamburg
University: Hamburg, 1995), pp. 199-358.

13 As formulated by Carl Schmitt in Der Begriff des Politischen [The notion of politics] (Munich-~
Leipzig, 1932), the essence of politics boils down to the relationship between friend and foe
(Freund Feind Unterstellung).

14 This view, as advocated in official NATO documents, has more staunch adherents in Central
Europe than in some of the member states. ‘The Alliance remains the cornerstone of security and
stability in the Euro-Atlantic area’, NATO Ministerial Session Communiqué of 29 Nov. 1995, Press
Communiqué M-DPC/NPG-2(95)117.
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uncertainty, they can shape the realities of power.’! In other words, when the
rules of the cold war period and bipolar division no longer function, the
Alliance’s role is to ensure continuity and stability.!6

In this context, the enlargement and substantial transformation of NATO
have been put on the agenda.!” In 1994-95, NATO decided that it should
accept new members for three main reasons. First, collective defence remains
essential to European and transatlantic security and is central to US engage-
ment in Europe.!8 Second, the prospect of the new Central and East European
(CEE) democracies being admitted to the Alliance provides the nations of
Central Europe and the former Soviet republics with additional incentives to
strengthen their democratic and legal institutions, ensure civilian control of
their armed forces, liberalize their economies and respect human rights,
including those of national minorities. As Talbott briefly defined it, ‘nations
that are encouraged in their aspirations to join NATO are more likely to make
a successful transition from their communist past’.!? Third, the prospect of
membership can also foster a greater willingness among these nations to
resolve disputes peacefully and contribute to peacekeeping operations. ‘Thus
the process of expansion can help to promote regional stability and peace.’2

In line with decisions adopted at the NATO summit meeting (Brussels,
January 1994) and those made by the Allied foreign ministers (Brussels,
December 1994), the North Atlantic Council decided ‘to initiate the process of
examination inside the Alliance to determine how NATO will enlarge, the
principles to guide this process and the implications of membership’.2!

National approaches to this option vary widely: (a) for the USA and West-
ern Europe, the main question is how far it fits in with their broader political
agenda and, consequently, how and when to expand and how to deal with the
resultant implications;?2 (b) for Central Europe NATO enlargement is exist-
ential in character and seen as inevitable,? while the schedule, criteria, modal-
ities and the composition of the group of potential candidates are still open
questions; and (c) for Russia, the issue is connected with great-power

15 Bertram, C., Europe in the Balance: Securing the Peace Won in the Cold War (Carnegie Endow-
ment: Washington, DC, Dec. 1995), p. 14.

16 Compare Kelleher, C. McA., The Future of European Security: An Interim Assessment (Brookings
Institution: Washington, DC, Dec. 1995), pp. 22-27.

17 The question is analysed in detail in past SIPRI Yearbooks. Compare Rotfeld, A. D., ‘Europe:
towards a new regional security regime’, SIPRI Yearbook 1994 (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1994),
pp. 205-37; and ‘Europe: the multilateral security process’, SIPRI Yearbook 1995: Armaments, Dis-
armament and International Security (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1995), pp. 278-81.

18 Strobe Talbott stated: “With the cold war's end, NATO should be open to the new democracies that
have regained their independence, that share common values, and that can advance the military and
political goals of the Alliance’. Talbott, S., ‘Why NATO should grow?’, New York Review of Books,
10 Aug. 1995, p. 27.

19 Talbott (note 18), p. 27.

20 Talbott (note 18), p. 27.

21 NATO Final Communiqué, Ministerial Meeting of the North Atlantic Council, Brussels, 1 Dec.
1994, Press Communiqué M-NAC-2(94)116. For excerpts see SIPRI Yearbook 1995 (note 17), p. 306.

22 Morrison, J. S., NATO Expansion and Alternative Security Alignments, McNair Paper 40 (National
Defense University: Washington, DC, Apr. 1995), p. 28.

23 Compare Walesa, L., ‘Security Dilemmas of Central Europe’, Lecture at SIPRI, Stockholm,
30 Mar. 1995, p. 3. See also interview with Janusz Onyszkiewicz, Deputy to the Polish Sejm (Parlia-
ment) and former Defence Minister, in Rzeczpospolita, 22 June 1995, p. 24.
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status and prestige and is claimed to pose a potential threat to national
security; in effect, enlargement of NATO is seen as incompatible with the
Russian national raison d’étre.*

The Study on NATO Enlargement

The Study on NATO Enlargement,? released in September 1995, marked a
new stage in the ongoing public debate that has lasted for two years on the
desirability and possible consequences of NATO enlargement eastwards. The
study represents a political compromise within the Alliance. Its essence, in 82
paragraphs on the purposes and principles of enlargement, consists in the
proposition that security is a broad concept embracing political and economic
as well as defence components. Security in Europe must be built through a
gradual process of integration and cooperation by an interplay of existing
multilateral institutions, such as the EU, the WEU and the OSCE, each of
which ‘would have a role to play in accordance with its respective responsi-
bilities and purposes in implementing this broad security concept’.? NATO
will remain a purely defensive alliance. The study suggests ways to ensure
that enlargement contributes to the stability and security of the entire Euro-
Atlantic area without creating a new line of division in Europe; that the North
Atlantic Cooperation Council (NACC) and the Partnership for Peace (PFP)
contribute concretely to the enlargement process; and that the effectiveness of
the Alliance is strengthened through enlargement. It indicates the implications
of and necessary preparations for membership and ways in which the enlarge-
ment process should proceed. By streamlining NATO decision making it is
hoped that the Alliance can accommodate more members without loss of
effectiveness. NATO will keep the criteria relevant and avoid undue eastward
projection of the burdens of adjustment.
Six key conclusions are defined by the NATO Secretary General:

— NATO enlargement is not aimed against any country or any specific threat . . .

— New members will enjoy all the rights and assume all the obligations of member-
ship under the Washington Treaty-—and will need to accept and conform with the
principles, policies and procedures adopted by all members of the Alliance at the
time that they join;

— As enlargement evolves, the North Atlantic Cooperation Council (NACC) and
Partnership for Peace (PfP) will remain vital to building close security cooperation in
Europe for both prospective members and those who will not join early or at all;

— The addition of new members to the Alliance will be a parallel process with, and
complement, that of the European Union . . .

— Decisions on enlargement will be for NATO itself. Enlargement will be a grad-
ual, deliberate and transparent process, encompassing dialogue with all interested

24 Russia and NATO, Report of the Working Group of the Council on Foreign and Defence Policy of
the Russian Federation, coordinated by Sergey A. Karaganov, Moscow, published in Nezavisimaya
Gazeta, special edition, 22 June 1995.

25 NATO, Study on NATO Enlargement (NATO: Brussels, Sep. 1995).

26 NATO (note 25), para. 1.
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partners. There is no fixed or rigid list of criteria. Enlargement will be decided on a
case-by-case basis and some nations may attain membership before others. No coun-
try outside the Alliance should be given a veto or droit de regard over the process and
the eventual decisions taken;

— Allies believe that inviting new members into the Alliance will enhance security
for the whole of Europe, including Russia. Thus, they are striving to develop a strong
and constructive relationship with Russia, as one cornerstone of a new inclusive and
comprehensive security structure in Europe. They seek to develop their relationship
with Russia in rough parallel with NATO enlargement.?’

Western arguments for the enlargement of NATO

The 1995 Report of an Independent Task Force, sponsored by the US Council
on Foreign Relations and entitled Should NATO Expand?, adopted the follow-
ing assumption regarding NATO’s extension: ‘NATO’s deepening engage-
ment in the east provides reassurance against unforeseen threats, helps build
new militaries that are well integrated into democratic society and capable of
operating with NATO forces, and symbolizes the enlargement of the commu-
nity of established democracies’.2 The four principal arguments put forward
for near-term NATO extension are:

1. For historical, cultural and geopolitical reasons, Western and Central
Europe should belong to a security community distinct from that formed by
Russia and the other former Soviet republics. Expansion is a historic oppor-
tunity to assist the new democracies of Central Europe to consolidate reform
and democracy and to avoid the risk of losing the region to internal instability
or outside aggression. The ultimate goal should be a stable, cooperative
balance between a European and a Euro-Asian security community.

2. Expansion should not alienate Russia and lead to a ‘cold peace’. Extend-
ing NATO security guarantees to the Central European states would not
require forward deployment of troops or fortification of borders. The authors
rightly note that: ‘if Russian leaders take reform seriously, they will not
jeopardize the progress they have made because of NATO expansion’.?

3. If NATO does not expand eastwards, it will become irrelevant to
Europe’s emerging security challenges, lose the support of the citizens of its
member states and soon wither away. Expansion would revitalize the Alliance
and enhance its relevance to Europe’s new strategic landscape.3®

4. NATO expansion is important to ensure that Germany remains embedded
in a cohesive West, The eastward shift of Germany’s economic and political

21 Statement by Secretary General Willy Claes at a press conference at NATO Headquarters,
Brussels, 28 Sep. 1995. Reprinted in NATO Review, no. 6 (Nov. 1995), p. 10.

28 Should NATO Expand? Report of an Independent Task Force sponsored by the US Council on
Foreign Relations (Harold Brown, Chairman; Charles Kupchan, Project Director), (Council on Foreign
Relations: New York, 1995), p. 10.

2% Note 28, p. 11.

30 +Only through expansion can NATO complete its transformation from a Cold War military alliance
to more of a political forum and integrated military structure for crisis management and joint action in a
broader Europe.’ Note 28, p. 11.
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interests should be accompanied by the eastward expansion of Europe’s
institutions to ensure that Germany does not become unhinged from them.

The debate focuses on: (a) how to enlarge the Alliance without weakening
it; (b) how to respond positively to the justified expectations and hopes of the
new democracies in Central Europe without deepening the sense of threat and
isolation in Russia; (c) how to include new members without creating new
lines of division in Europe; and (d) how to involve Russia in the multilateral
security process and gain its respect for the standards and norms of democ-
racy, pluralism, political freedoms, human rights, market economy and civil-
ian control of the military.

At the same time proposals are being put forward that the Alliance should
protect ‘late accessions from vetoes that would make a mockery of NATO’s
assurances that the door is not closed to any OSCE country’.3! Last but not
least, links with Russia are to be properly taken into account. In a paper pub-
lished by the Committee on Eastern Europe and Russia in NATO, the neces-
sary transformation of the Alliance is seen to be more easily achieved through
a decision on enlargement than by mobilization of public support before such
a decision.?2 It suggests that the desired standards and acquiring membership
‘may proceed interactively rather than just consecutively’.®

It seems that the process of enlarging NATO will result from mutual and
two-way adaptation; Russia and other countries would be helped to meet stan-
dards, including stabilization of the new democracy, reorientation of the mili-
tary to a democratic identity and development of market confidence.

Western opponents argue that enlargement should be dependent on the
reaction of Russia, and they follow the main Russian reasoning against the
inclusion of the CEE states:

1. NATO’s eastward enlargement would divide and destabilize Europe.
Despite assurances by the Western powers and Central European states, this
continues to be Russia’s main objection.

2. The decision to enlarge NATO eastwards should be based on Russia’s
current behaviour, not on assumptions about its past.

3. NATO governments should not promise enlargement unless they are
certain of public support. The costs and responsibilities of extending defence
guarantees to Central Europe could make it difficult to convince electorates
and legislatures in the NATO countries to take an appropriate decision.

4. NATO’s formal enlargement in the near future would threaten the politi-
cal cohesion and military efficacy of the Alliance.3

31 Committee on Eastern Europe and Russia in NATO (CEERN), ‘Moving forward from NATO’s
“Study on NATO Enlargement™’, Washington, DC, 2 Nov. 1995.

32 ‘In the real world, it is extremely difficult to mobilize the internal political will within NATO to
make any major intemnal transformation of the Alliance.” Note 31, p. 15.

33 CEERN (note 31), p. 17.

34 “NATO requires a consensus to act, and new members with diverse national interests will compli-
cate the task of reaching consensus.” Note 28, p. 14.
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The Russian view on NATO enlargement

Russia’s negative stance on NATO enlargement has both psychological and
politico-military aspects. Psychologically, the majority of the Russian political
élite (both the president and the opposition) is not reconciled to the conse-
quences of the breakup of the USSR and the downfall of the totalitarian
regimes. There is much evidence that, after a brief period of cooperation with
the West, President Boris Yeltsin has increasingly resorted to a traditional
anti-Western rhetoric dictated by domestic considerations in which the ‘red—
brown’ opposition determines the agenda. As regards the politico-military
aspect, NATO enlargement would mean that Russia would be bordered by
Alliance members instead of poorly armed, isolated Central European states
susceptible to pressure.

Numerous statements, official documents and expert analyses emphasize
that basic Russian national security interests ‘call for maintaining friendly if
not allied relations’ with NATO and the leading Western states. The nearing
of NATO to Russia’s borders is seen as an attempt to isolate Russia or, worse,
as an emerging direct military threat. The issue has in large measure become
more part of a domestic game between rival power groups in Russia than an
element of a substantial political debate on Russia’s future role in the process
of shaping the system of international relations. In 1993 Yeltsin stated bluntly:
‘We do not see NATO as a bloc opposing us. But it is important to take into
account how our public opinion may react to such a step.’36

A similar analysis was presented in a study prepared by the Russian Institute
of World Economy and International Relations (IMEMO).?” The authors, like
many others, express concern about a reconstruction of the security system in
Europe which would lead to NATO’s enlargement and also harm the national
interests of Russia, but they reject primitive arguments about a threat to Russia
posed by ‘NATO aggressiveness’. Moreover, they consider the Alliance ‘the
main factor of stability on the continent’. Statements by Russian politicians,
however, were overshadowed by ‘countermeasures’ taken by Defence Minis-
ter Pavel Grachev and the new Foreign Minister, Yevgeniy Primakov.?® They
warned that, in response to NATQO expansion, Russia would create a new
military bloc, aim its medium-range nuclear missiles at Poland and the Czech

35 President Boris Yeltsin’s letter to US President Bill Clinton, 15 Sep, 1993, reprinted in SIPRI
Yearbook 1994 (note 17), pp. 249-50.

36 Note 35, p. 250.

37 \NATO will survive in the foreseeable future, all changes notwithstanding, through internal trans-
formation and adaptation to the changing circumstances. However, the very fact of retaining the immense
concentration of the bloc’s military potential will not pose a danger to Russia’s security, because its
main direction is [set] at maintaining stability in Europe and out of its area. Considering that even in the
period of confrontation NATO did not have an offensive potential at its disposal, it is all the more
characteristic for the present and future conditions.” Rossiya v sisteme mezhdunarodnikh otnoshenii
blizhayshego desatiletiya [Russia in the system of international relations in the coming decade]
(IMEMO: Moscow, 1995), pp. 40-41.

38 See Grachev’s statement of 4 Jan, 1996 in ‘Russia links Pact to NATO expansion’, International
Herald Tribune, 5 Jan. 1996, p. 5. In his first public statement as Russia’s new Foreign Minister on
12 Jan. 1996, Primakov made clear that he regarded the expansion of the Alliance to include CEE states
as a danger. International Herald Tribune, 13—14 Jan. 1996, p. 2.



EUROPE: NEW SECURITY ARRANGEMENTS 289

Republic, form a strategic alliance with Iran, and so on. ‘In effect, as one
expert comments, we are witnessing a clinical [phenomenon of] mass
paranoia. . . . Its chief reasons are a prolonged state of indeterminateness, the
lack of will in fulfilling promises, and, eventually, a fear and an inadequate
assessment of threat resulting in a not always adequate response.’3®

The debate on NATO enlargement illustrates the dilemma Russia faces:
whether to cooperate with the rest of Europe in different fields, including
security and arms control, or to return to confrontation and a policy of enmity
towards the West. However, Russia’s position, like those of the NATO and
Central European states, is neither static nor permanent. Views are evolving.
At the end of 1995, attention focused not specifically on the issue of enlarging
NATO, but on the search for ‘special relations’ between NATO and Russia.4
Growing awareness that Russia has no right of veto on enlargement*! has been
accompanied by the conviction that solutions should be sought which would
harmonize the security interests of all states concerned. This approach might
open prospects of elaborating cooperative instruments which would help
alleviate and remove Russia’s fears with regard to Alliance enlargement.

Central European arguments

In the period following World War II, the debate on Europe’s security focused
mainly, if not exclusively, on Western Europe; now, in the post-cold war
period, the debate on the future of Europe as a whole focuses on the security
of both Russia and Central Europe.

During the cold war, it was widely accepted that overcoming the division of
Europe would enable German unification. In fact, events took a different
course. Although German unification followed the fall of the Berlin Wall, the
division persists between an integrated and secure Europe in the West and a
less secure Central Europe still outside the political, economic and military
framework unifying Western, Southern and Northern Europe. The 1995
Poland-NATO report stated that an effective security system cannot be
achieved without the entry of Poland into the EU and NATO. ‘Failure in this
enterprise will mean the start of a new great European battle for influence in
Central Europe.’# Similar positions have been taken by Hungary and the

39 Kobrinskaya, 1., ‘Rasshireniye NATO: kriticheskaya faza vperedi’ [NATO enlargement: a critical
phase ahead], Segodnya, 10 Nov. 1995, p. 9.

From among various options for the settlement of relations between Russia and NATO (a non-
aggression pact, a mutual security treaty, agreements on collective security, collective defence or a
strategic partnership), some experts favour ‘special relations’, which would combine mutual security and
strategic partnership. Davydov, Y., ‘Prorubit li Rossiya okno v NATO?’ [Will Russia cut out a window
towards NATO?), Segodnya, 23 Feb. 1996, p. 7.

41 Foreign Minister Primakov, during his first visit to a former Eastern bloc country since taking
office, admitted in Bratislava, Slovakia, on 29 Feb. 1996 that Russia has ‘no veto right’ in the matter of
NATO expansion, but he stated that it ‘would put Russia into a worse geopolitical and military position,
not to mention the psychological aspects of the process’, OMRI Daily Digest, no. 44 (1 Mar. 1996), URL
<htt£):llwww.omri.chPub]ications/Digests/DigestIndex.htnﬂ>.

42 Report Poland-NATO, prepared by Poland’s 2 former foreign ministers, a former defence minister
and his deputy as well as 2 other high-ranking government officials: Andrzej Ananicz, Przemyslaw



290 SECURITY AND CONFLICTS, 1995

Czech Republic. As long as the CEE region is treated as a ‘grey zone’ or an
area of great-power rivalry, stability will not take root in Europe as a whole,
and the building of a new European security system will remain a matter of
intellectual speculation.

The Central European countries do not perceive a direct concrete threat—
there is no such threat from either Russia or other neighbours.* Their integra-
tion with NATO (and with the EU, the WEU and the Organisation for Econo-
mic Co-operation and Development, OECD) would not be seen as a response
to direct threats, but rather to the need to reaffirm their place in the cultural,
political, military and socio-economic community and civilization of Western
states, based on a common system of values. Joining the community is seen
not as a temporary, emergency action, but as a historical and strategic goal
which will crown the transformation process begun in 1989-90. The CEE
states are looking for a security formula to insure against ‘finding themselves
politically and militarily stranded in the event of a future crisis’.#> At the same
time, understandably, they do not wish to be treated as pawns in the political
game, whether as a zone of Russia’s actual or potential national security inter-
ests or as a function of the West’s policy towards Russia.46

Central Europe is still not clearly defined. From the historical viewpoint,
inclusion in this subregion of peoples and states west of the line that demarc-
ated Eastern from Western Christendom after the Great Schism of 1054 is for
the most part not questioned.#” From the political point of view, these are the
four members of the Visegrad Group (Poland, the Czech Republic, Hungary
and Slovakia), the three Baltic states (Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania) and
Slovenia. In other words, it is not only geography that serves to delimit sub-
regions; often, and perhaps primarily, political considerations are decisive.*
For this group of states, NATO and the political and military presence of the
USA in Europe are of basic importance in shaping a new European security
system. As far as the relationship between NATO and the EU is concerned,
EU membership would also mean meeting the criteria for admission to NATO

Grudzinski, Andrzej Olechowski, Janusz Onyszkiewicz, Krzysztof Skubiszewski and Henryk Szlajfer,
Warsaw, Sep. 1995, p. 33.

43 See also Towpik, A., ‘Nowe warunki bezpieczenstwa europejskiego. NATO z perspektywy Europy
Srodkowej’ [New premises of European security. NATO from the Central European vantage point],
Rzeczpospolita, 27 June 1995, p. 27.

44 Tt is stated in Report Poland~NATO (note 42) that ‘Poland is not today in danger.’

45 Note 42, p. 6.

46 In Jonathan Dean’s view, NATO enlargement would ‘frustrate the common Western aim of integ-
rating Russia . . . instead of complementing each other, these two efforts are clashing’. Dean, J. ‘Losing
Russia or keeping NATO: must we choose?’, Arms Control Today, vol. 25, no. 5 (June 1995), p. 4.

47 Mihalka, M., ‘Eastern and Central Europe’s great divide over membership in NATO’, Transition,
vol. 1, no. 14 (11 Aug. 1995), p. 48.

48 The example of Poland is very telling in this context: prior to World War II Poland was considered
part of Central Europe; after its considerable westward shift under the Potsdam Agreement, it was
ascribed to Eastern Europe since, like other Central European countries, it found itself in the Soviet
sphere of influence. In the wake of the collapse of the USSR and German unification, Poland’s geo-
political location has changed radically, although its borders are unchanged: instead of the 3 former
neighbours (the USSR, the GDR and Czechoslovakia) Poland now borders on 7 states: Russia (Kalinin-
grad area), Lithuania, Belarus, Ukraine, the Czech Republic, Slovakia and Germany. Once again, in
accordance with its geography, history and political setting, Poland is part of Central Europe.
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rather than vice versa. The main motivation for CEE membership in NATO is
to widen the area of stability and security to cover this subregion; Russian
opposition is seen by the CEE countries as an attempt to freeze the divisions
and petrify the zones of uncertainty and unequal security in Europe.

IV. The EU and the WEU: continued evolution
Enlargement of the European Union

Preparations for the 1996 Intergovernmental Conference (IGC, commonly
known as Maastricht II) to be held in Turin were made in 1995. One of the
tasks of the IGC is to evaluate the 1992 Maastricht Treaty provisions on a
Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP). President of the European
Commission Jacques Santer wrote in November 1995: ‘Today, the Union has
a duty to extend that security to the other countries of Eastern Europe. Their
integration will be the biggest issue of the next 10 or 20 years because the
prospect of a Union of 20 or 25 or even more states turns the entire political,
economic and institutional machinery on its head’.4

The Copenhagen European Council meeting (21-22 June 1993) defined the
criteria to be met by applicant states—stable democratic institutions, adher-
ence to the rule of law, respect for human rights and rights of national minori-
ties, and a sound market economy able to handle intra-Union competition,s0
There was no breakthrough decision on enlargement in 1995, but the ongoing
debate has made clear that such a big expansion requires that questions of
decision making and power sharing be considered. In short, without the pro-
found institutional changes to be addressed by the IGC in 1996, the Union will
be unable to admit new members. Many CEE applicants do not meet the
adopted criteria: they would need to adapt their economies and legislations to
EU requirements. Although the negotiations are to be conducted individually,
at least three categories of candidate state can already be distinguished.
According to the criterion of advancement these are: (@) Cyprus and Malta;
(b) three of the Visegrad states (the Czech Republic, Hungary and Polands!)
and Slovenia; and (c) the Baltic states (Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania),
Bulgaria, Romania and Slovakia. Unlike in the NATO case, admission will be
determined by economic considerations, particularly the costs connected with
subsidies or structural funds for the poorest agricultural regions.

49 Santer, J., “The European Union’s security and defence policy’, NATO Review, no. 6 (Nov. 1995),
p. 4. Such a decision would be a 5th successive stage in enlarging the founding group of 6 states by new
members: Denmark, Ireland and the UK (1973), Greece (1981), Spain and Portugal (1986), Austria, Fin-
land and Sweden (1995). The next candidates are Cyprus and Malta; the EU announced that negotiations
will begin 6 months after the end of the IGC (probably at the turn of the year 1997/98). Official applica-
tions have also been made by Hungary and Poland (1994) and Romania, Slovakia, Latvia and Estonia
(1995). At the end of 1995 Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Lithuania and Slovenia announced their
intention to apply for membership.

501n the EU enlargement process, the decisions adopted by the Essen Meeting of the European
Council, Essen, 9 and 10 Dec. 1994 and the White Book adopted by the European Union (Cannes, June
1995) will also be taken into account.

51 For many reasons Slovakia, although a member of the Visegrad Group, is increasingly excluded in
this context.
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The 1995 European Commission document on The Effects of Enlargements?
emphasizes the political implications of admitting new members to the Union.
It suggests that enlargement will give new impetus to the European economy
and help strengthen security and stability in Europe. The integration process
relies today on three pillars: (a) the economy; (b) foreign and security policy;
and (c) legal order, justice and internal affairs.

To understand the scale of problems connected with EU expansion east-
wards, the considerable gaps in per capita gross domestic product (GDP)
should be noted. While average national revenues in the Czech Republic,
Hungary, Poland and Slovakia account for one-third of the average for the
Union,? incomes in some regions of Central Europe are comparable with or
even higher than those of Greece and Portugal.

The establishment of the CFSP in the Maastricht Treaty was a genuine con-
ceptual breakthrough.> As Jacques Santer observed: ‘It committed the
WEU defined as the defence component of the European Union to a realign-
ment which will be made even more “complete” by the necessary opening-up
to our nearest neighbours’.5s Such were the assumptions; the relevant treaty
provisions remain on paper. In 1995, decisions were taken to review and re-
examine them.

The mechanisms for the CFSP decision-making process include the Euro-
pean Council (the heads of state and government), the Council of Foreign
Ministers, the European Commission and, in contractual external affairs, the
European Parliament.> This is a complex process and, more important, many
of the Maastricht Treaty contractual provisions ‘remain vague and open to
interpretation according to the different interests of member-countries’.s?

Security policies of the West European states are subject to coordination in
three frameworks: NATO, the EU and the WEU. This stems from the
Maastricht Treaty provisions.’® In effect, however, the common security of the
EU countries (with the exception of Ireland) has so far been based on NATO’s
potential. Because of the policy of neutrality of three new members in 1995
(Austria, Finland and Sweden), elaboration of a new security arrangement has
become a matter of urgency. In practice, this means a rethinking of the
mandate and the politico-military role of the WEU.

52 European Commission, Interim report from the Commission to the European Council on the effects
of the policies of the European Union of enlargement to the associated countries of central and eastern
Europe, CSE (95)605, Brussels, 6 Dec. 1995. This document was discussed in Madrid by the European
Commission in Dec. 1995.

53 In Romania and Bulgaria the per capita income is only one-fifth of the EU average. See the address
by Andrzej Towpik, Under-Secretary of State, Poland’s Foreign Ministry, delivered at the joint session
of the Foreign Affairs Commission and the Europe Agreement Commission of the Sejm (Parliament),
Warsaw, 28 Nov. 1995,

54 See more on this in Rotfeld in SIPRI Yearbook 1994 (note 17), pp. 205-37. For the text of Title V
of the Maastricht Treaty, the Provisions of a Common Foreign and Security Policy, see the same volume,
pp. 251-57.

55 Santer (note 49).

56 Jopp, M., The Strategic Implications of European Integration, PRIF Reports, no. 35 (Peace
Research Institute Frankfurt: Frankfurt, Oct. 1994), p. 11.

57 Note 56, p. 12.

58 ‘Whereas there is no doubt that WEU has a double function vis-a-vis the Union and NATO, the
direct relations between the Union and NATO remain largely undefined.’ Note 56, p. 13.
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A new common security concept for the WEU

On 14 November 1995 the WEU Council of Ministers adopted in Madrid a
document identifying the common interests of European countries, the risks
and potential threats, as well as ‘Europe’s new responsibilities in a strategic
environment in which Europe’s security is not confined to security in Europe
and in which Europe has acquired the capability to make its own contribution
to the building of a just and peaceful world order’.’® In May 1994 the WEU
Ministers had agreed the criteria for Associate Partnership and in November
1994 the Noordwijk Ministerial Meeting had endorsed conclusions on the
formulation of a Common European Defence Policy.® In practical terms, this
opened the door for participation by CEE states in WEU Council sessions and
working groups and also in WEU operations. This can be of practical value in
the context of the decisions adopted in Brussels (January 1994),5! where
NATO leaders concluded that the emergence of a European Security and
Defence Identity (ESDI) would strengthen the European pillar of the Alliance
while reinforcing the transatlantic link. Consequently they authorized the
development of ‘separable but not separate’ capabilities that could be used by
NATO or the WEU.

The most interesting part of the WEU document is the section on gaps and
deficiencies in European capabilities, identified as (a) crisis management
mechanisms, including procedures for force generation and assembly, and
command and control procedures; (b) reconnaissance and intelligence;
(c) strategic and in-theatre transport capabilities; (d) standardization and inter-
operability; and (e) the European defence industrial base. The greatest weak-
ness of the WEU is thus operational rather than conceptual. In defining its res-
ponses to the gaps and deficiencies the WEU must, in accordance with the
Council of Ministers’ recommendations, identify and implement policies and
new concrete organizational steps to strengthen its politico-military structures;
adapt national defence forces while maintaining their effectiveness; reinforce
European assets and capabilities; and enhance the European defence industrial
base.52 The document illustrates the wide discrepancy between declared goals
and general concepts, on the one hand, and practical operational arrangements,
on the other. It is doubtful whether, ‘even under the best of circumstances,
Europe will in the near future be able to overcome differing foreign policy
orientations and national sovereignty concerns to become an international
actor in its own right’.63

There are both political and economic reasons for this state of affairs.
Obviously, with the end of the cold war, the motivation for additional burden-

59 WEU Council of Ministers, European Security: A Common Concept of the 27 WEU Countries,
Madrid, 14 Nov. 1995, para. 4, p. 1. The document was adopted by all WEU members, associate mem-
bers, observers and associate partners. Extracts are reprinted in appendix 7A in this volume.

60 For more details see Rotfeld in SIPRI Yearbook 1995 (note 17), pp. 271-72.

61 See the text of the Declaration of the Heads of State and Government Participating in the Meeting
of the North Atlantic Council, 11 Jan. 1994, in SIPRI Yearbook 1994 (note 17), pp. 268-72.

62 WEU (note 59), paras 181-84,

63 Sloan, S. R., ‘NATO’s future: beyond collective defense’, CRS Report for Congress (Congressional
Research Service, Library of Congress: Washington, DC, 15 Sep. 1995), p. 21.
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sharing in the military realm is gone. Political changes are easier to make than
the financial commitments that the development of independent logistic,
intelligence and communications systems, as well as nuclear forces, would
necessitate.* The revival of the debate on a new role for the WEU in the pro-
cess of building European security is connected with the evolution of France’s
position. Its sustained reluctance to commit forces to NATO?’s integrated com-
mand structure notwithstanding, France has signalled some change in its
policy by reinvigorating WEU mechanisms in 1995.65

Changes in France’s position vis-a-vis NATO, initiated in 1994, culminated
in December 1995 when Foreign Minister Hervé de Charette declared that
henceforth France would participate in NATO’s military structures.’6 How-
ever, France’s position generally boils down to the belief that all important
decisions should be taken by the North Atlantic Council as authorized by the
1949 North Atlantic Treaty and not by the military structures and mechanisms
built up later. An interim attempt at common sense is being made through the
Combined Joint Task Forces (CJTF),5? within which NATO resources and
assets can be made available for missions other than collective defence under
Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty, whether performed under NATO, WEU
or other commands.

In the framework of preparations for the 1996 revision of the Maastricht
Treaty (at the IGC), on 30 January 1995 the Portuguese President of the WEU
Council identified two major issues: ‘the common evaluation of European
security, including the French proposal for a white paper, and the institutional
implications for WEU for a European security and defence identity’.¢8 It is not
by chance that the EU governments have decided to hold a conference in 1996
to review and revise the treaty provisions on the CFSP. Under Atrticle X of the
1948 Brussels Treaty, member states are entitled to notify the Belgian
Government (the depository of the treaty) one year before the expiry of 50
years after signature of their intention to withdraw from the treaty.® It would

64 According to the Royal United Services Institute in London it would require an increase in defence
spending from the current European average of 2.5% of GDP by 1.5% (some $107 billion per year into
the next century). ‘“The defence of Europe: it can’t be done alone’, The Economist, 25 Feb. 1995, p. 29.

65 See Sloan (note 63), Pp- 22-24; and Chilton, P., ‘Common, collective or combined? Theories of
defence integration in the European Union’, ed. C. Rhodes and S. Marey, The State of the European
Union (vol. 3): Building a European Polity? (Lynn Rienner: Boulder, Colo., 1995), pp. 81-109.

66 Hervé de Charette’s speech to the North Atlantic Council, 5 Dec. 1995. He stated that from that
time on the French Defence Minister would also ‘be able to regularly take part in the work of the
Alliance, alongside his colleagues’. See also Grant, R. P., ‘France’s new relationship with NATO’,
Survival, vol. 38, no. 1 (spring 1996), pp. 58-80.

67 Report presented to the Political Committee of the North Atlantic Assembly by Jan Petersen
(Norway): Towards a Security Strategy for Europe and NATO, NAA Political Committee 1995 Reports,
Oct. 1995, p. 7.

68 WEU, The Future of European Security and the Preparation of Maastricht II—Reply to the Fortieth
Annual Report of the Council, Report submitted on behalf of the Political Committee by Mrs Aguiar,
WEU document 1458, 16 May 1995, p. 6.

69 The 1948 Brussels Treaty of Collaboration and Collective Self-Defence among Western European
States was signed 17 Mar. 1948 and entered into force on 25 Aug. 1948, It was to remain in force for 50
years. In accordance with Art. 10, ‘After the expiry of the period of fifty years, each of the High
Contracting Parties shall have the right to cease to be a party thereto provided that he shall have
previously given one year’s notice of denunciation to the Belgian Government’. It should be noted,
however, that the WEU was not created by the 1948 Brussels Treaty, but by the Protocols to this Treaty,
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be mistaken to consider 1998 a ‘deadline’, because the 1948 Brussels Treaty
(as modified in 1954) would not be terminated automatically after expiry of
the 50-year period. A study prepared by the European Strategy Group and the
WEU Institute for Security Studies envisages the possible intermeshing of the
WEU in the EU by 2005,7 by which time there might be agreement on the
political objectives of building Europe and a solution to the related institu-
tional problems.”! Institutional links are of special importance in this regard
since, in the view of numerous politicians and experts, ‘WEU is . . . the only
European institution with a contractual link with the Atlantic Alliance from
which the whole of the European Union might benefit, the more so, the closer
WEU draws to that organization at institutional level’.” The crux of the matter
is that in the present situation NATO’s military structures, in which US forces
play the key role, are the only guarantors of European security. US military
withdrawal from Europe would make these structures worthless. Thus the
political debate in Europe in 1995 centred on whether the IGC will make
decisions leading to the WEU becoming the defence pillar of the EU .

The Lisbon Declaration of Ministers of Foreign Affairs and Defence of the
WEU confirmed that ‘the construction of an integral Europe will remain
incomplete as long as it does not include security and defence’.” It noted the
decision by France, Italy and Spain to organize a land force (EUROFOR) and
a maritime force (EUROMARFOR), to be open to other WEU member states.
As a follow-up to the decision taken at their previous meeting in Noordwijk,™
the ministers endorsed a document on a WEU Humanitarian Task Force and
tasked the Permanent Council to complete the work on this subject as a matter
of priority.” The Lisbon meeting defined, for the first time, the common
security interests of 27 countries of the European continent.”

In sum, meeting the goals and tasks identified in 1995 will be dependent on
decisions made by the IGC. They cover essentially two areas: (a) adaptation
by the transatlantic NATO partners to the European identity emerging under

signed in Paris on 23 Oct. 1954, which came into force on 6 May 1955. The Protocols, negotiated and
signed some years before the 1957 Treaty of Rome, were aimed at creating a defensive European
alliance including the Federal Republic of Germany.

70 Stainier, L., ‘Common interests, values and criteria for action’, ed. L. Martin and J. Roper, Towards
a Common Defence Policy, Study by the European Strategy Group and the WEU Institute for Security
Studies (WEU: Paris, 1995), p. 14.

71 WEU (note 68), p. 7.

72 WEU (note 68), p. 15.

73 Lisbon Declaration of 15 May 1995, reprinted in Europe/Documents no. 1933, Atlantic Document,
no. 91, 17 May 1995.

74 WEU Council of Ministers, Noordwijk Declaration, Noordwijk, 14 Nov. 1994. Excerpts of the text
are reproduced in SIPRI Yearbook 1995 (note 17), pp. 302-305

75 This document, based on the Italian—British proposal on the principles and modalities for estab-
lishing a WEU Humanitarian Task Force and on the use of military assets in humanitarian crises, is con-
sistent with para. 3 of the Noordwijk decision. Many other operational aspects were identified in
different documents presented to the ministers: WEU’s role in evacuation operations, generic planning,
intelligence support to the Planning Cell, short-term measures, preliminary conclusions on the formula-
tion of a common European defence policy (approved in the Noordwijk Declaration) (note 74).

76 10 WEU members, 3 associate members (NATO states—Iceland, Norway and Turkey), 5 observers
(EU states—Austria, Denmark, Finland, Ireland and Sweden), and 9 associate partners (CEE states
which have concluded European Agreements with the EU, including the Baltic states).
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the security and defence policy within the framework of the WEU;?” and
(b) inclusion of CEE associate partners in the common, comprehensive and
cooperative security concept for Europe. For the security of Europe the crucial
question is not exactly that of institutional changes within the framework of
the security community (NATO, EU/WEU), but one of continued US commit-
ment to the Alliance. Europeans should be prepared for US involvement being
weaker than they expect.” In other words, three processes will be of signifi-
cance to European security: (a) enlarging the Alliance to the east; (b) forging a
new type of relations between Russia and NATO; and (c) establishing trans-
atlantic cooperation based on shared US-European security interests.

V. The OSCE in 1995: activities and assessment

The first year of the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe
was 1995. The 1994 decision to make the CSCE a permanent organization”
was reviewed at the OSCE Ministerial Council Meeting of the foreign minis-
ters in Budapest (7-8 December 1995). In his 1995 Annual Report the OSCE
Secretary General stated that the OSCE had strengthened its structures and
considerably increased its potential for political consultation and operational
conflict management.8® Among new developments the following were high-
lighted by the Hungarian Chairman-in-Office (CIO) as being of particular
importance: the establishment of a long-term mission in Chechnya and, as part
of the OSCE activities in Bosnia and Herzegovina, the appointment of the
Ombudsman of the Federation.’! While neither accomplishment substantially
affected the developments in Bosnia or Chechnya, their significance lies in the
agreement on a mediation role for the OSCE, especially that by Russia regard-
ing a conflict which was, and still is, considered a domestic matter.82 The 1994
Budapest Summit Meeting decisions underlined the Organization’s role as the
primary instrument for early warning, conflict prevention and crisis manage-
ment.8 OSCE actions in Chechnya and Bosnia were not only a test of its
effectiveness, but also ‘broke new ground’® for the Organization’s activity
and brought new experience of consolidated organizational structures.

77 Klaus Kinkel, Minister for Foreign Affairs of Germany, defined this in the following way: ‘A key
issue on the transatlantic agenda will be the future merging of NATO security and defence structures
with those of European integration. NATO must not be weakened, yet Europe must be given a wider
sco_Pe for action on security matters’. International Herald Tribune, 30 Mar. 1995.

8 Gordon, P. H., ‘Recasting the Atlantic Alliance’, Survival, vol. 38, no. 1 (spring 1996), p. 51.

79 CSCE, Budapest Document 1994, Budapest Summit Declaration: Towards a Genuine Partnership
in a New Era, 6 Dec. 1994, para. 3. The text is reproduced in SIPRI Yearbook 1995 (note 17),
pp. 309-11. For more details see Rotfeld in the same volume, pp. 286-301.

80 OSCE, Annual Report 1995 on OSCE Activities submitted by the OSCE Secretary General, Ref.
MC/11/95, Vienna, 30 Nov. 1995.

81 OSCE, Statement by Hungarian Foreign Minister Laszlo Kovacs, Ref. MC/26/95, Budapest, 7 Dec.
1995.

82 Russia traditionally interpreted Principle VI of the Helsinki Final Act and Article 2, para. 7, of the
UN Charter in a very restrictive way: ‘Nothing contained in the present Charter shall authorize the
United Nations to intervene in matters which are essentially within the domestic jurisdiction of any state
or shall require the Member to submit such matters to settlement under the present Charter’.

83 Excerpts from the Budapest Decisions can be found in SIPRI Yearbook 1995 (note 17), p. 310.

84 OSCE (note 81).
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One of the strengthening measures adopted at the Budapest Summit Meet-
ing was the replacement of various OSCE Committees with high-ranking
Councils, thereby encouraging states to be represented at a higher political
level at OSCE meetings. The first Senior Council Meeting (held in Prague,
30-31 March 1995) reviewed the OSCE role in managing the crisis in
Chechnya, preparations for an OSCE multinational peacekeeping force in
Nagorno-Karabakh and its role in the former Yugoslavia in support of peace
efforts and in preparation for a post-conflict role. OSCE activity and assist-
ance in settling conflicts, reducing tensions in Moldova, Ukraine and Georgia
as well as the role played in solving bilateral problems were also reviewed.
The OSCE also facilitated the implementation of bilateral agreements such as
those between Russia and Latvia on the Skrunda radar station and the Russian
military pensioners in Latvia. The Permanent Council in Vienna provided the
OSCE with a permanently available political body which strengthened both its
consultative and operational functions.

The 20th anniversary of the signing of the 1975 Helsinki Final Act provided
a starting-point for a thorough exchange of views, largely future-oriented, on
the new role and tasks of the OSCE.%

OSCE missions

The first year of the new strengthened OSCE framework saw consultations
and negotiations on and the operation of 10 missions® and activities of three
OSCE representatives: to the Russian—Latvian Joint Commission on Military
Pensioners, to the Joint Committee on the Skrunda Radar Station and to the
Estonian Government Commission on Military Pensioners.

Preventive diplomacy, conflict prevention and management are seen as the
key areas of OSCE activity. New expectations of the OSCE are reflected in
the broadened and adjusted mandates of some missions to meet political, mili-
tary and humanitarian requirements in the field. That all the field missions of
the OSCE have involved only 76 authorized seconded personnel®’ shows how
much can be achieved with limited human and financial resources. The
achievements of some of the missions, particularly those in Estonia, Latvia
and Moldova, are beyond question. In other countries, such as Tajikistan and
Ukraine, the OSCE presence was but a token of the will to seek peaceful solu-
tions; its task in Bosnia and Herzegovina (Sarajevo) was to support the
activity of the ombudsman. Regrettably, the parties engaged in the conflict
were not interested in using the potential good offices of the missions.

85 The anniversary was marked on 1 Aug. 1995 in Helsinki at a symposium hosted by the Finnish
Government. OSCE Newsletter (special issue), vol. 2, no. 8 (Aug. 1995). The Government of the
Russian Federation hosted a seminar on a new model of European security (Moscow, 17-18 July 1995).
The Swiss Government invited the participants at the original CSCE negotiations to discuss the achieve-
ments and perspectives of the OSCE (Geneva, 20 Oct. 1995). Similar seminars and discussions were
held in Vienna (June), Hamburg (Sep.), Prague (Oct.) and many other places in Europe.

86 These 10 missions were in (1) Kosovo, Sandjak and Vojvodina; (2) Skopje; (3) Georgia;
(4) Moldova; (5) Tajikistan; (6) Ukraine; (7) Sarajevo; (8) Latvia; (9) Estonia; and (10) Chechnya.

87 OSCE (note 80), p. 7.
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The Budapest Summit Meeting decided to deploy a multinational OSCE
peacekeeping mission to Nagorno-Karabakh if the parties to the conflict
agreed.® In July 1995 a High-Level Planning Group (HLPG) for the operation
was set up in Vienna (replacing the Initial Operations Planning Group). The
HLPG submitted its concept for multinational forces in Nagorno-Karabakh to
the Chairman-in-Office. A coordinated effort by the OSCE and the Russian
Federation was supplemented by the presence in the area of the personal
representative of the CIO with the aim of facilitating a political settlement.®

Less known but important examples of the working cooperation between the
OSCE and the EU and the WEU in 1995, with UN involvement, were the
activities of the Sanctions Coordinator and the Sanctions Assistance Missions
‘(SAMs). More than 200 customs officers and other experts continued their
work in seven SAMs located in Albania, Bulgaria, Croatia, Hungary, the for-
mer Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Romania and Ukraine. Their mandate
was to assist and advise the host countries in their implementation of sanctions
against the former Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro) in accordance with
the relevant UN Security Council solutions.®

The High Commissioner on National Minorities

The role of the High Commissioner on National Minorities (HCNM) in OSCE
conflict prevention is seldom publicized.”! In 1995 the HCNM was directly
involved in the following countries: Albania—regarding the Greeks in south-
ern Albania; Estonia—primarily regarding the Russian residents; the Former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (FYROM)—the Albanian minority;
Hungary—the Slovak minority; Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan—inter-ethnic
relations; Latvia—the Russian population; Moldova—various minority issues;
and Ukraine—regarding Crimea.> Max van der Stoel assessed his activities in
the capacity of High Commissioner as follows: ‘The very first lesson I have
learned is that it is necessary for the international community to get involved
at an early stage, before an emerging conflict has reached dramatic propor-
tions. . .. The second . . .is ... whether we ought not to pay more attention

88 OSCE (note 80), p. 14.

8 On 6 Jan. 1995 the CIO named Jan Eliasson of Sweden and Valentin Lozinsky of Russia as
co-chairmen of the Minsk Group (on 21 Apr. 1995 Finland took over the co-chairmanship from Sweden,
with Heikki Talvite of Finland as new co-chairman). The personal representative of the CIO on the
Nagomo-Karabakh conflict dealt with by the Minsk Conference is Ambassador Stanislaw Przygodzki of
Poland (appointed Aug. 1995).

90 SAM operations were financed by the OSCE, and their Brussels headquarters was financed by the
EU. The Sanctions Coordinator’s staff undertook in 1995 a series of sanctions-related missions to the
Balkan countries and other OSCE states in implementing his mandate to oversee the entire operation and
provide basic coordination between all levels and participants in sanctions enforcement. The mandate for
SAMS, extended until 30 Dec. 1995, expired because of decisions taken under the Dayton Agreement.

91 Report prepared by the Office of the OSCE High Commissioner on National Minorities, The Role
of the High Commissioner on National Minorities in OSCE Conflict Prevention (compiled and edited by
Rob Zagman), The Hague, 30 June 1995.

92 The HCNM has terminated his involvement in Lithuania.
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.. . to the factors that can lead to a conflict’.% In this context, he indicated the
extremely difficult economic situation of some minorities, which generates the
dangers of radicalization and growing extremism. Among factors behind the
conflict situations, he also mentioned the lack of government resources to
satisfy the cultural and educational needs of minorities.

One example of a conflict-generating situation is the frequent absence of
adequate language training facilities.® While such issues might appear minor
and insignificant, the tensions to which they give rise could be avoided if even
very modest means were earmarked for them.% The Swedish Government
contributed some 5.3 million Swedish crowns for language tuition for the
Russian-speaking minority in Latvia in a programme drawn up by the United
Nations Development Programme. Finland, Norway and the Netherlands have
also promised to contribute to its financing, and discussions are in progress
with several other countries for additional support.%

The Pact on Stability in Europe

The activity of the HCNM is to some extent still connected with the Pact on
Stability in Europe, as adopted in Paris (20 March 1995). In accordance with
the Budapest Summit Declaration, the OSCE is the repository of the Pact and
is entrusted with monitoring its implementation.9” The 31st Meeting of the
OSCE Permanent Council (March 1995) specified concrete steps with which
the Pact should be followed up. The European Union considers the OSCE ‘the
guardian’ of the Pact. The HCNM has been invited to participate in the Cen-
tral European and Baltic regional round tables.® The EU remains financially
involved in the follow-up: the PHARE Democracy Programme (initiated as
Pologne-Hongrie: action pour la reconversion économique, or Assistance for
economic restructuring in the countries of Central and Eastern Europe) as one
of the assistance programmes for CEE countries, has been reallocated so as to
support implementation of the Pact.

93 M. van der Stoel,, ‘Perspectives of the OSCE in tomorrow’s Europe’, in From 1975 to 1995 and
Beyond: The Achievements of the CSCE—The Perspectives of the OSCE, Statements of the panellists at
the Geneva Seminar on the occasion of the Twentieth Anniversary of the Helsinki Final Act, Geneva,
Oct. 1995, pp. 53-54.

94 Ethnic Russians in the Baltic states, for example, who must pass language tests to become Estonian
or Latvian citizens, fail to meet the requirements laid down by the national authorities.

95 In van der Stoel’s view, ‘[t]he capital needed for conflict prevention would be rather negligible
compared with the billions spent for security purposes ... If we would use just 0.01% of the collective
defence budgets of all the OSCE states we would already have more than enough to have a very impres-
sive program of conflict prevention’. Note 93, p. 54.

96 The Russian-speaking minority in Latvia comprises 34% of the population. The aim of the pro-
gramme is to facilitate the naturalization of this minority in Latvia. Press Release of the Swedish
Ministry for Foreign Affairs, 15 Feb. 1996.

97 Budapest Summit Declaration (note 79). On the origin and analysis of the Pact see Rotfeld in SIPR/
Yearbook 1994 (note 17), pp. 220-22; the text of the French proposal for a Pact on Stability, submitted
to the Summit Meeting of the European Council in Copenhagen on 22 June 1993, reprinted in the same
volume, pp. 247-49; and Rotfeld in SIPR!I Yearbook 1995 (note 17), pp. 283-85.

98 See more on this in SIPRI Yearbook 1995 (note 17), p. 285.
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Building democratic institutions

In the search for conflict prevention in Europe minorities and border issues are
high on the agenda, however, in the broader sense, long-term security-building
on the continent requires the shaping of democratic institutions. The OSCE
has been particularly active in this unspectacular and little noticed area.? One
of the tasks defined by the Budapest Summit Meeting for the Office for
Democratic Institutions and Human Rights (ODIHR) was the preparation of a
framework for the coordination of election monitoring. After consultations
with the Council of Europe, the UN and other relevant international organiza-
tions, a framework was presented to the OSCE Permanent Council in May
1995. Its implementation was successfully tested in different parliamentary
elections,!®

Within the OSCE framework a series of international seminars and sym-
posia were held on the rule of law and democratic institutions,'®! on media
management,'®2 on human dimension implementation!®> an