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Since 1989, nation-building has become a growth industry. In two prior volumes, RAND has analyzed the United States’ and United Nations’ (UN’s) performance in this sphere, examining instances in which one or the other led such operations. In this monograph, we look at Europe’s performance, taking six instances in which European institutions or national governments have exercised comparable leadership. To complete our survey of modern nation-building, we have also included a chapter describing Australia’s operation in the Solomon Islands.

In previous volumes, we defined nation-building as the use of armed force in the aftermath of a conflict to promote a durable peace and representative government. By specifying the use of armed force, we are not suggesting that compulsion is always necessary or even desirable, nor do we mean to imply that only armed force is used in such missions. The European Union has, indeed, become quite adept at mounting nonmilitary interventions in support of conflict resolution. We do believe that peace operations that include a military component can be usefully grouped together for analytical purposes, however, since the employment of force and the integration of military and civil instruments impose particular demands.

Neither, in employing the term nation-building to describe this activity, are we seeking to distinguish it from what the United Nations calls peace-building, what the U.S. government calls stabilization and reconstruction, and what many European governments prefer to call state-building. Nation-building is the term most commonly used in American parlance, but any of these other phrases may serve equally well; those who prefer can substitute one or the other without injury to our argument.

This is not a comprehensive study of all nation-building operations that have involved European countries. European troops, police, civilian advisers, and money have supported nearly every such operation over the past 60 years. Rather, it is a study of the European role in six cases in which the European Union or a European government led all or a key part of such an operation: Albania, Sierra Leone, Macedonia, Côte d’Ivoire, the Democratic Republic of the Congo, and Bosnia.

There are obvious difficulties in distinguishing among U.S.-, UN-, and European-led nation-building, since many international peace operations involve the participation of all three. Nevertheless, it should make a difference whether military command is being exercised from Washington, New York, Brussels, Paris, or London. This study was intended to explore those differences. Previous volumes looked at the distinctive U.S. and UN approaches to these sorts of missions. This one seeks to determine whether there is an identifiable European way of nation-building, and if so, what we can learn from it.

All eight of the U.S.-led operations studied in the first volume were “green-helmeted”: They were commanded by the U.S. military or the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), at least at some point in their evolution.1 All nine of the UN-led cases in the second volume were “blue-helmeted”: They were directed by the UN secretary-general and local UN representatives.2 In principle, there is a clear distinction between the two types of command, even if several of the operations did move from one category to the other over the course of their conduct. Somalia, for example, started as a UN-led mission, transitioned to U.S. command, and then became a hybrid mission, with troops under UN and U.S. command operating side by side.

All of the operations in this volume were green-helmeted, in whole or in part. Albania was a nationally (Italian) commanded operation. Macedonia began as a NATO operation and was taken over by the European Union. Bosnia followed a similar path, beginning as a UN-led mission, transitioning to NATO command and, later, to EU command. The Democratic Republic of the Congo, a UN-led operation, experienced two insertions of independently commanded EU forces. Sierra Leone and Côte d’Ivoire were also UN-led missions, alongside which nationally commanded British and French troops conducted independent operations. In previous volumes, we looked at the Bosnia and Sierra Leone cases from the NATO and UN perspectives. Here, we examine more closely the roles of Britain and France in those same operations.

All these European cases had UN Security Council (UNSC) mandates at some stage in their evolution. By contrast, the Australian-led multinational intervention in the Solomon Islands, also included in this volume, functioned without major UN, European, or U.S. involvement.

Colonialism, Postcolonialism, and Nation-Building

Given Europe’s long history of imperial expansion and contraction, it is useful to distinguish nation-building from colonialism and what during the Cold War came to be labeled postcolonialism, or, more pejoratively, neocolonialism. One important distinction is intended duration. Imperial powers may or may not have been sincere in their paternal intentions. But even when they were, the move toward sovereignty and independence for their colonial charges was envisaged in generational terms. Similarly, the French role in providing military support to its former African colonies has not been of fixed or severely limited duration.

If pre–World War II colonialism was unbounded in time, and Cold War neocolonialism nearly so, post–Cold War nation-building is dominated by the desire for exit strategies and departure deadlines. Governments that engage in this activity genuinely do not want to stay any longer than they have to, and sometimes they leave before they should. Modern nation-building operations may seem interminable, but most have been terminated in a few years, and very few have lasted longer than a decade. Today’s nation-builders are more often criticized for leaving too early than for staying too long, Somalia in the early 1990s, Haiti in the mid-1990s, and East Timor in this decade being examples of prematurely terminated operations.

Neither is modern nation-building usually accompanied by plausible charges of economic exploitation or the quest for geopolitical advantage.3 The societies receiving such assistance are generally among the poorest on earth. Nation-builders are seldom seen to be profiting from their reconstruction activities. Since 1989, nearly all such missions were mandated by the UNSC and thus enjoyed near-universal approbation. Geopolitics still plays a role in the conduct of such missions, but not normally with the intent to provide an advantage for one external competitor over another.

If nation-building and colonialism are quite distinct, Europe’s choice of terrain for such operations is often linked to its imperial past. Among the six cases studied here, all the countries were at one time European dependencies. In three of these six cases, command was assumed by the former colonial power. Nevertheless, the legal bases for the interventions, the objectives set, and the techniques employed owed more to patterns set in the early 1990s by the UN, the United States, and NATO than to earlier colonial practices. French-led operations in Côte d’Ivoire may stand as a partial exception, growing as they did out of France’s long-term military presence in West Africa. That case thus offers an interesting study of how two paradigms for intervention—postcolonial paternalism and post–Cold War nation-building—may combine, clash, and evolve.

The Roots of European Security and Defense Cooperation

European attitudes toward nation-building have been heavily influenced by the UN’s failure in the first half of the 1990s to halt the civil war in Bosnia and protect that country’s civilian population. European governments invested heavily in the mission, and European militaries provided most of the personnel. Setbacks in Bosnia were accompanied by the UN’s retreat from Somalia and its failure to halt genocide in Rwanda. These reverses greatly overshadowed, in public estimation, the successes the UN had enjoyed during this same time frame, such as ending civil wars in Namibia, Cambodia, El Salvador, and Mozambique.

As a result, European governments withdrew almost entirely from UN peacekeeping operations throughout the rest of the decade, instead lending their weight to U.S.-led operations under NATO command. NATO possessed several advantages over the UN from a European standpoint, the most important of which was the guarantee of heavy U.S. participation. Yet this dependence on the United States was also, from a European standpoint, NATO’s principal drawback. NATO offered a potential instrument for postconflict stabilization and reconstruction only if and when the United States was willing to participate and was given the lead.

Europe’s failure to stabilize the Balkans using the UN as its military instrument led to two parallel lines of action. One was the use of NATO to achieve the same purpose, first in Bosnia and, four years later, in Kosovo. The other was the development of a purely European capacity for intervention via the European Union, which would provide Europe an alternative to both NATO and the UN. Drawing heavily on NATO as a model, institutional arrangements that would allow the EU to include military force among its instruments for external influence were gradually developed over the succeeding decade. These arrangements were labeled, somewhat misleadingly, the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP), which refers not just to a common policy, but also to the collective means of giving effect to such policies.

Albania

Little had been accomplished by 1997, when Albania collapsed into disorder. The United States and NATO, heavily engaged in Bosnia, had no interest in taking on a new mission, while Europe had no confidence in the United Nations. After some time spent casting about for other institutional solutions—including possible use of the then nearly defunct Western European Union—Italy, as the major regional power most closely affected by Albania’s disintegration, agreed to lead a UN-mandated, nationally commanded operation to restore order there.

Albania’s troubles derived from an incompetent and corrupt government, rather than long-standing tribal, ethnic, religious, or linguistic conflicts. Restoring some semblance of order thus proved comparatively easy. Italy provided the core of a multinational effort, Operation Alba, which included a substantial police element. Italy also put together a mechanism for political consultation among the participating governments. This gave other troop contributors a good deal more input in decisionmaking than the United States was accustomed to providing other members of ad hoc coalitions under its command.

The Albanian crisis also confirmed the reluctance of the United States to become involved in low-intensity conflicts in the Balkans unless important U.S. interests were at stake. Thus, the experience contributed to a stronger recognition on the part of the European governments that they needed to develop a greater capacity—and will—to manage at least low-level crises on their own.

Sierra Leone

Two years later, the UN was again seen to be failing—in this case, to halt civil conflict in Sierra Leone. Cease-fires were continually violated, and lightly equipped UN troops were being killed or taken hostage in large numbers. The United Kingdom, as the former colonial power, decided to intervene. Rather than commit British units as part of the UN force, London chose to mount a parallel operation. Well-trained, heavily equipped, highly mobile British troops staged a series of short, sharp offensives while other British soldiers trained and advised local government forces.

Sierra Leone marked an important turning point in UN post–Cold War nation-building. After a strong start in the early 1990s in Namibia, Mozambique, Cambodia, and El Salvador, the UN began to take on more daunting missions with less satisfactory results. First in Somalia, then in Rwanda, it failed completely. The UN mission in Bosnia was also widely regarded as a failure, though it did ultimately lead to the Dayton peace settlement. By the late 1990s, the credibility of armed UN-led interventions was very low. Early in its course, the operation in Sierra Leone seemed destined to cement that reputation. The turnaround of that operation, which the United Kingdom helped effect, carried over into subsequent UN missions, which tended to have more robust mandates and force structures and higher levels of success.

While the United Kingdom should be credited with helping to turn around the UN mission in Sierra Leone, the British government must also share responsibility for that country’s initial near collapse. As the permanent member of the UNSC most concerned with Sierra Leone by reason of its colonial heritage, the United Kingdom voted to deploy UN peacekeepers into a chaotic and potentially violent situation and then failed to ensure that the resultant force included at its core well-trained, mobile, heavily equipped troops. The decision to deploy a UN force to Sierra Leone was made just as the Kosovo peacekeeping operation was gearing up. The UK and most other Western militaries were making large troop commitments there, as they had in Bosnia. This explains, though it cannot entirely excuse, the unwillingness of these governments to contribute to a difficult and dangerous mission in Sierra Leone that several of them had voted to launch.

Macedonia

When ethnic tension bubbled over into outright fighting in Macedonia in early 2001, European crisis-management institutions were available and, perhaps, ready to take on their first real crisis. NATO was heavily engaged across the border in Kosovo, as well as in Bosnia, and the new administration in Washington wanted to reduce U.S. involvement in the Balkans. The European Union therefore assumed the lead, first for peacemaking and eventually for peacekeeping as well. The military component of this operation was small. The most important aspects of the European intervention were political and economic. Nevertheless, for the first time, a European Union force under a European Union flag had been dispatched abroad. The EU had become expeditionary.

The EU scored more than just a passing grade in the first test of its common foreign and security policy. The test was comparatively easy, however, and the EU received a lot of help. Future exams were likely to be tougher. Next time, NATO might not be just across the border, ready to come to the rescue if needed. The United States might be less engaged or less helpful. Promises of eventual membership in the EU or NATO might not be available as incentives for good behavior.

Côte d’Ivoire

By the time civil war broke out in Côte d’Ivoire in 2002, EU mechanisms for managing military interventions had continued to mature. France nevertheless chose to intervene on a purely national basis, much as the United Kingdom had in Sierra Leone three years earlier. The UK’s operation had been in direct support of a UN peacekeeping mission. France’s operation was somewhat more national in character; other international forces intervened only in the later years. In January 2003, a West African peacekeeping force was introduced and led by the Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS). In April 2004, this force was subsumed into a UN-led operation, but the French mission remained separate, initially focusing on the protection and evacuation of French and other foreign nationals. French, ECOWAS, and UN troops collaborated, but France continued to pursue an independent policy that sometimes worked at cross-purposes with the objectives of the international peacekeepers.

The UK’s intervention in Sierra Leone, like the two EU expeditions in the Congo, had fallen pretty clearly into the post–Cold War nation-building paradigm, being both temporary and altruistic in nature. The fact that French forces were deployed year after year, in significant numbers, under national command, and in pursuit of French national interests made their presence more controversial. The UK had not maintained a military presence in Sierra Leone after independence; France had in Côte d’Ivoire and in other of its former Central and West African colonies. France was frequently accused of partiality by both sides. These accusations hindered the success of the operation and resulted in targeted attacks on its forces and French citizens.

Peace operations in Côte d’Ivoire thus represent a post-1989 nation-building operation superimposed on an older, postcolonial presence. The fact that neither the UN nor French mission was adequately resourced was likely the main reason for the relatively poor results. The controversial nature of the French military presence among the local population and the occasional friction between the two international forces also contributed to the difficulties encountered, suggesting that this marriage of UN-led nation-building and French-led postcolonialism was not a happy one.

Democratic Republic of the Congo

In the late 1990s, the Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC) was in an anarchic, Hobbesian state of war. By 2006, the DRC had held democratic elections and appeared, albeit tentatively, on course for long-term stability. The country has been a major focus for Europe and a proving ground for an evolving European policy. The EU has conducted two military missions in the DRC and has spent more money on state-building in the DRC than anywhere else outside Europe.4 Europe’s experience in the DRC has, in turn, had a major influence on the evolution of the ESDP, encouraging the development of EU battle groups and the introduction of new mechanisms for common funding of joint operations while highlighting some of the problems inherent in coordinating nation-building within the EU itself.

Nation-building in the DRC has been moderately successful at a very low per capita cost in terms of military personnel allocation and economic assistance. The UN and EU worked together and with other major actors to restore order and establish a functioning state. The two EU-led military operations were both of brief duration, however. The first, which stabilized a particularly violent region of the country, began in June 2003 and lasted only three months. The second, which helped provide security during the 2006 elections, began in July and concluded by the end of that year.

Both these missions offered a far greater military challenge for the EU than did the Macedonian operation that had preceded them, despite their much shorter duration. The Congo was far from Europe. There were no nearby NATO or U.S. forces available to render assistance in extremis, and NATO was not asked to assist in planning the operation. The situation was much more chaotic, the possibility that deadly force would be needed commensurately higher. The ratio of international troops and economic assistance to population was lower. Conducting its first successful military operation of any size (the EU military force in Macedonia had numbered only 300) in such a demanding environment thus represented a definite advance in the EU’s institutional development. While the UN deserved most of the credit for what was accomplished in the Congo, the two EU interventions gave that mission an important boost while demonstrating, for the first time, a common European capability to project military force over great distance.

Bosnia

Bosnia represents the largest EU-led nation-building operation to date. The transfer from NATO to EU command took place at the end of 2004. But the transition from U.S. to EU leadership began at least two years earlier, when the EU High Representative (HR) was designated as the EU Special Representative (EUSR) as well. In 2003, the EU took over management of the international police mission from the United Nations. Thus, when the EU took over the military command from NATO, most of the other components of the nation-building mission were already in its hands.

Bosnia remains peaceful and relatively prosperous under EU oversight. The EU’s performance in Bosnia since 2002, when the HR and EUSR positions were merged, has been a bit erratic, however. Paddy Ashdown proved to be the most active and exigent of HRs; his successor, Christian Schwarz-Schilling, the least. With Schwarz-Schilling’s departure, the EU seems to have veered back to a more assertive approach, raising the level of tension in Bosnia just as it faces its greatest test to date in Kosovo, suggesting the difficulty that the EU encounters in trying to integrate and modulate its policies across a range of interrelated issues and areas.

The EU and Its Competitors

Many international institutions have the capacity to contribute to nation-building operations, but only a few are able to deploy military forces. These include the United Nations, NATO, and, since 2003, the European Union. To understand what the EU has to offer in this field, we draw on our previous two studies of U.S.- and UN-led operations to examine the main alternatives.5

Among these institutions, the UN has the widest experience, NATO has the most powerful forces, and the EU has the most developed array of civil competencies. The UN has the most widely accepted legitimacy and the greatest formal authority. Its actions, by definition, enjoy international sanction. Alone among organizations, it can require financial contributions from those opposed to the intervention in question. The UN has the most straightforward decisionmaking apparatus and the most unified command-and-control arrangements. The UNSC is smaller than its NATO or EU equivalents, and it makes all its decisions by qualified majority, only five of its members having the capacity to block decisions unilaterally.

Once the UNSC determines the purpose of a mission and decides to launch it, further operational decisions are left largely to the secretary-general and his staff, at least until the next UNSC review, generally six months hence. In UN operations, the civilian and military chains of command are unified and integrated, with unequivocal civilian primacy and a clear line of authority from the secretary-general to the local civilian representative to the local force commander.

The UN is also a comparatively efficient force provider. In its specialized agencies, it possesses a broad panoply of civil and military capabilities needed for nation-building. All UN-led operations are planned, controlled, and sustained by a few hundred military and civilian staffers at UN headquarters in New York. Most UN troops come from developing countries whose costs per deployed soldier are a small fraction of those of any Western army. In 2007, the UN deployed more than 80,000 soldiers and police officers in some 20 countries, considerably more than did NATO and the EU combined.

NATO, by contrast, is capable of deploying powerful forces in large numbers and using them to force entry where necessary. But NATO has no capacity to implement civilian operations; it depends on the United Nations, the European Union, and other institutions and nations to perform all the nonmilitary functions essential to the success of any nation-building operation. NATO decisions are by consensus; consequently, all members have a veto. Whereas the UNSC normally makes one decision with respect to any particular operation every six months and leaves the secretary-general relatively unconstrained to carry out that mandate during the intervals, the NATO Council’s oversight is more continuous, its decisionmaking more incremental. Member governments consequently have a greater voice in operational matters, and the NATO civilian and military staffs have correspondingly less.

The European Way of Nation-Building

European institutions for foreign, security, and defense policy have evolved significantly over the 10 years covered by the six cases examined here. Throughout the 1990s, Europeans could choose only among the UN-, NATO-, or nationally led coalitions for the management of expeditionary forces. In the current decade, another alternative emerged: EU-led missions. Initially, these were little more than nationally led interventions with an EU flag. This too has changed, however, with the second Congo operation and the Bosnian missions both being truly multinational in management.

Like NATO, and unlike the UN, EU decisionmaking in the security and defense sectors is by consensus. The European Union has a much leaner military and political staff than does NATO, in part because it can call on NATO, if it chooses, for planning and other staff functions. The EU, like the UN but unlike NATO, can draw on a wide array of civilian assets essential to any nation-building operation. Like NATO soldiers, EU soldiers are much more expensive than their UN counterparts. EU decisionmaking mechanisms, like those of NATO, offer troop-contributing governments greater scope for micromanaging military operations on a day-to-day basis than do the UN’s.

Operating on its own periphery within societies that regard themselves as European and aspire to membership in the union, the EU clearly has advantages that alternative institutional frameworks for nation-building cannot entirely match. On the other hand, so far, the EU has assumed lead responsibility only in operations in areas already largely pacified by other organizations.

Clearly, the introduction of European troops into the Congo in 2003 and 2006 was helpful, and the EU’s handling of those forces was competent. Whether the use of the EU for this purpose was the most effective way to bolster the UN effort is less clear. The success of these two efforts to buttress UN forces in the Congo needs to be contrasted with the experience in Liberia, where Sweden and Ireland have provided comparably well-equipped, highly mobile troops to the UN peacekeeping force without insisting on separate national or EU command arrangements. The UN-commanded force in Lebanon was also heavily European in composition, without the requirement for an overlay of EU command and control.

Yet to argue that EU management of these interventions may not have been necessary is to miss the point. EU defense collaboration has not been pursued to facilitate European contributions to larger multilateral military operations, but to provide a vehicle for European leadership of such activities. NATO may provide the preferred vehicle for European defense and the UN for nation-building in the developing world, but one can imagine circumstances in which one or both of these institutions might not be available. European governments want the option of acting independently and collectively in such circumstances. The EU defense and security machinery is designed to provide its members with such an alternative.

Seen from this perspective, the two European expeditions in the Congo can be viewed principally as test runs for the ESDP, rather than the most efficient means of deploying and employing European forces in support of a UN operation. On these terms, the Congo operations must be adjudged a success, as should the EU-led missions in Macedonia and Bosnia.

That said, these missions have displayed weaknesses that could limit the EU’s capacity to operate military forces in more demanding environments. To date, EU-led operations have been rather tentative, and most European governments have proved highly risk averse, a criticism that was often leveled, with some justice, at the United States in the 1990s. The nature of EU decisionmaking is likely to sustain this risk-averse behavior. NATO military commitments are driven by its dominant member, the United States. In the UN, such decisions are made by governments that, for the most part, do not intend to hazard their own soldiers in the resultant operations. As a result, NATO is prepared to accept risks at which the EU would balk, while the UN regularly takes chances that neither the EU nor NATO would countenance. As of this writing, for example, the United Nations is seeking to organize a force to pacify war-torn Darfur while heavily armed, highly mobile European battalions are preparing to patrol refugee camps in neighboring Chad. Certainly, both jobs need to be done, but some reversal of roles would probably yield better results.

In addition to being risk averse, most European nations have extreme difficulty deploying more than a tiny fraction of their military personnel to operational missions abroad. In some cases, this reflects domestic resistance to the use of armed force for anything other than self-defense. More generally, it results from the need to fund operations from fixed defense budgets, meaning that the active employment of the armed forces cuts funding for their maintenance and modernization, a dilemma that the United States circumvents by securing supplemental funding for major, unforeseen contingencies.

Another EU weakness, oddly enough, is in the integration of the military and civil components of nation-building. In theory, the EU should be uniquely equipped to mobilize the full panoply of civil-military assets needed for successful postconflict reconstruction. NATO has no civil assets, and the UN’s economic resources are much more limited than the EU’s. Yet so far, the EU has been only moderately successful outside Europe in mobilizing its civilian capacity in support of its military commitments. U.S.-led nation-building missions are almost always more generously resourced than are those directed by the UN, because the United States tends to back any troop commitment with substantial economic assistance. By contrast, European-led missions appear to fare on par with UN-led operations in this regard.

There are several factors that explain this weakness, all of which may be transitory. Nationally led operations, such as the United Kingdom’s in Sierra Leone and France’s in Côte d’Ivoire, seem not to have inspired other European governments or institutions to greatly raise the profile of those nations in their own development-assistance priorities. This may change as future operations take place under an EU flag. The division between the Council of the European Union, which decides on defense and security matters, and the European Commission, which sets and implements development policy, often leads to a disjointed EU response to the call of nation-building. Reforms currently in the process of ratification should improve EU performance in this regard. Finally, European governments and institutions tend to draw a sharper line between development and security assistance than does the United States or the UN, creating barriers to the use of European development funds to pay for such activities as police training or militia demobilization. Greater European involvement in the management of nation-building operations may erode these barriers.

Despite these continuing difficulties, European institutions involved in the management of civil-military operations have developed to the stage at which more than brief, tentative experiments can be embarked on with some confidence. The greatest challenges faced by the EU are not in the efficacious employment of armed force, but rather in the formulating and applying the broader political-military strategy that must underlie it. Like NATO, the EU’s decisionmaking processes require consensus among all 25 of its member governments. Unlike NATO, there is no single, dominant member whose views tend to drive this process. The EU can consequently be slow to respond to new developments and changed circumstances. The difficulty of reaching a common EU view on the final status of Kosovo is one such example.

Outside Europe, the most efficient way for European governments to contribute to most international peace operations will be to assign national contingents directly to UN peacekeeping missions. Prior to the mid-1990s, European militaries were a mainstay of UN peacekeeping. Today, the UN deploys more troops in active operations abroad than do the EU, NATO, and every European government combined. Almost none of these soldiers are American, and very few are European. Yet the UN’s success rate, as measured in enhanced security, economic growth, return of refugees, and installation of representative governments meets or exceeds that of U.S.- and European-led missions in almost every category. Thus, it is time for European governments, militaries, and populations get over the trauma of the UN Protection Force (UNPROFOR) experience in the former Yugoslavia, take on board the subsequent improvement in the UN’s performance, and begin once again to do their share in staffing these efforts, as they are already doing in paying for them.6

The Australian Example

The Australian-led mission in the Solomon Islands represents a rather unique example of a multinational nation-building operation in which there was no U.S., European, or United Nations involvement. The Australian government had, however, clearly collected and integrated many of the best practices developed by the international community over the previous decade in designing this intervention. These best practices included putting security first, establishing local and international legitimacy, maintaining unity of command, employing large numbers of international police, super-sizing the initial military contingent, deploying a full range of civil capabilities, and planning for an extended engagement.

Australia also introduced three innovations that might have future application elsewhere:


	planning and budgeting for a 10-year operation


	swearing international police into the local police force and putting international officials directly into the local bureaucracy


	basing its presence exclusively on a local invitation.




Australia made a long-term commitment to the Solomon Islands from the outset of the mission, including substantial financial and human resources over a 10-year time frame. When the mission began in 2003, the Australian government earmarked almost US $455 million for the process of rebuilding the Solomon Islands over 10 years.7 This was an extraordinary up-front commitment, particularly by a country with a population of only 20 million people.

The most controversial aspect of the Solomon Islands mission has been its policy of putting personnel directly into government positions, particularly very senior positions, such as the police commissioner and the accountant general. Australian officials and some Solomon Islanders argue that this arrangement is essential for the country’s government to function at all, but the presence of Australian and other foreign officials in government positions may breed dependence and limit the professional development of public-service personnel. It also increases resentment among Solomon Islanders—and particularly among the unemployed—who believe that locals should fill those jobs instead of outsiders.8

Australia based its intervention on an invitation from the Solomon Islands’ government and balanced its lead-nation role with effective multinational representation, securing the endorsement of the Pacific Islands Forum even though that organization has no legal mandate to authorize such missions. Nevertheless, the failure to seek a UN mandate for the operation does make its continuation entirely dependent on the vagaries of local politics. It also puts the burden of sustaining that mandate entirely on local Solomon Islands politicians, who cannot point to a UNSC resolution to excuse to their voters their obvious cessation of sovereign powers.

The Australian government claimed that it forwent a UNSC endorsement for its intervention in the interest of time, but a more likely explanation is pique over the failure of the UNSC to authorize the invasion of Iraq, in which Australian forces had participated only a few weeks before the launch of the Solomon Islands operation. It is unlikely that future intervening authorities will choose to forgo a UN mandate when one is available, but the Australian example does make clear that there is an acceptable alternative in cases in which the UNSC may be deadlocked and the host government is ready to issue the necessary invitation.

Finally, the Solomon Islands operation, so well planned, abundantly resourced, and skillfully executed, is a reminder of how daunting the prospect of nation-building can be, even in the smallest of societies and in the most favorable of circumstances. It is too soon to judge the success in the mission, since it is not even at the halfway point of its expected lifespan, but the progress that has been made in reestablishing security is counterbalanced with continuing challenges and questions about what the mission will be able to achieve in terms of economic and political reform. The case of the Solomon Islands shows that nation-building is an enormously challenging enterprise even under the seemingly best of circumstances.

Comparative Analysis

In Chapter Nine, we compare the six European- and one Australian-led interventions covered in this volume with the 15 other U.S.- or UN-led operations described in our previous volumes. We employ both quantitative and qualitative measures to compare our inputs, including military personnel levels, economic assistance and duration, and such outcomes as levels of security, economic growth, refugee return, and political reform achieved. Figure S.1 compares input levels for all 22 of these operations, one axis measuring the size of the international military presence as a proportion of the indigenous population, the other the annual amount of external assistance, again on a per capita basis, over the first couple of years of reconstruction. As the figure illustrates, the missions headed by Europe (and the UN) have generally been less heavily staffed and funded than those led by the United States.

Tables S.1 and S.2 illustrate measures of success. The first looks at the level of security achieved, the criterion being whether the society in question has remained at peace through the present. The score for European-led efforts is a respectable four out of six.

Figure S.1
Military Presence and Financial Assistance
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Table S.2 shows levels of freedom in all 22 of the countries studied, as measured on a one (high) to seven (low) scale by Freedom House. Here, the European score is five free or partly free out of six.

It is, of course, not entirely fair to compare U.S., UN, and European success rates. U.S.-led missions have tended to be the most demanding, often involving peace enforcement rather than peacekeeping. There have been notable successes, including those in Germany, Japan, Bosnia, and Kosovo, and complete failures, such as those in Somalia and Haiti in the early and mid-1990s. EU and UN accomplishments are heavily intertwined, with shared credit for comparative success in Sierra Leone and failure in Côte D’Ivoire. What does emerge from these assessments and others in Chapter Nine is that the overall success rate of nation-building is high enough to justify continued investment in these capabilities and that Europe has established a short but respectably positive record in the field.

Table S.1
Sustained Peace



	Operation Type
	Country
	Sustained Peace Through 2007



	U.S.-led
	Germany
	Yes



	
	Japan
	Yes



	
	Somalia
	No



	
	Haiti
	Yes



	
	Bosnia (I)
	Yes



	
	Kosovo
	Yes



	
	Afghanistan
	No



	
	Iraq
	No



	UN-led
	Belgian Congo
	No



	
	Namibia
	Yes



	
	El Salvador
	Yes



	
	Cambodia
	Yes



	
	Mozambique
	Yes



	
	Eastern Slavonia
	Yes



	
	East Timor
	Yes



	European-led
	Albania
	Yes



	
	Sierra Leone
	Yes



	
	Macedonia
	Yes



	
	Côte d’Ivoire
	No



	
	Democratic Republic of the Congo          
	No



	
	Bosnia (II)
	Yes



	Australian-led
	Solomon Islands
	Yes




Table S.2
Level of Freedom
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1 See James Dobbins, John G. McGinn, Keith Crane, Seth G. Jones, Rollie Lal, Andrew Rathmell, Rachel M. Swanger, and Anga Timilsina, America’s Role in Nation-Building: From Germany to Iraq, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, MR-1753-RC, 2003.

2 See James Dobbins, Seth G. Jones, Keith Crane, Andrew Rathmell, Brett Steele, Richard Teltschik, and Anga Timilsina, The UN’s Role in Nation-Building: From the Congo to Iraq, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, MG-304-RC, 2005.

3 The U.S.-led intervention in Iraq, which did not gain UNSC endorsement and was conducted in an oil-rich country, might be viewed as an exception to this rule. Nevertheless, while many governments regretted U.S. entry into Iraq, few wanted it to leave prematurely, and most supported the UNSC mandate that eventually followed. Further, whatever role Iraq’s oil wealth may have played in the U.S. decision to invade, it is never likely to repay or even defray the cost of the intervention.

4 As a portion of EU military spending under ESDP, not as a measure of bilateral spending.

5 See Dobbins, McGinn, et al. (2003) and Dobbins, Jones, et al. (2005).

6 This advice is, of course, equally valid for the United States, at least once the level of its troop commitment in Iraq is substantially reduced.

7 Gordon Peake and Kaysie Studdard Brown, “Policebuilding: The International Deployment Group in the Solomon Islands,” International Peacekeeping, Vol. 12, No. 4, Winter 2005, p. 524. Some of these funds may have been allocated to bilateral assistance programs rather than directly to the Regional Assistance Mission to Solomon Islands (RAMSI), which may explain why the figure is substantially higher than the one contained in the Australian Strategic Policy Institute (ASPI) report.

8 “Security and Foreign Forces, Solomon Islands,” Jane’s Sentinel Security Assessment, June 5, 2007.
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CHAPTER ONE
Introduction
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In two prior volumes, RAND analyzed U.S. and United Nations (UN) performance in the field of nation-building, examining instances in which one or the other led such operations.1 In this study, we looked at European performance, taking six instances in which European institutions or national governments have exercised such leadership. We have also included a chapter describing Australia’s nation-building operation in the Solomon Islands. This operation did not fit into either of our previous volumes, nor is it directly relevant to the main theme of this one, but the Australian example does contain valuable lessons from which the United States, Europe, and the UN can learn, and so it is included here for purposes of contrast and completeness.

This is not a comprehensive study of all nation-building operations that have involved European countries. European troops, police, civilian advisers, and money have supported nearly every nation-building operation in the past 60 years. Rather, it is a study of the European role in six cases in which either the EU or a European government exercised military command: Albania, Sierra Leone, Macedonia, Côte d’Ivoire, the Democratic Republic of the Congo, and Bosnia.

There are obvious difficulties in distinguishing among U.S.-, UN-, and European-led nation-building, since most international peace operations involve participation from all three. Nevertheless, it should make a difference whether military command is being exercised from Washington, New York, Brussels, Paris, or London. This study was intended to explore those differences.

All eight of the U.S.-led operations studied in the first volume were green-helmeted; that is, they were commanded by the United States or the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), at least at some point in their evolution.2 All eight of the UN-led operations in the second volume were blue-helmeted peacekeeping operations directed by the UN secretary-general and local representatives.3 In principle, there is a clear distinction between the two sorts of leadership, though several of the operations did move from one category to the other over the course of their conduct. Somalia, for example, started as a UN-led mission, transitioned to U.S. command, and then became a hybrid mission, with troops under UN and U.S. command operating from the same bases in the same zones of operations.

This volume contains examples of several such hybrid missions. Albania was a nationally (Italian) commanded multinational operation. Macedonia began as a NATO operation and was taken over by the European Union. Bosnia followed a similar path, beginning as a UN-led mission, transitioning to NATO command and, later, to EU command. The Congo intervention, a UN-led operation, experienced two insertions of independently commanded EU forces. Sierra Leone and Côte d’Ivoire were also UN-led missions, alongside which independently commanded British and French troops conducted independent operations.

Two of the cases included in this monograph were treated in previous volumes: Bosnia in the study of U.S.-led operations and Sierra Leone in the study of UN-led operations. Here, we examine the role of the European command that succeeded NATO in Bosnia and was exercised alongside the UN’s command in Sierra Leone.

All the European missions described here had UN Security Council (UNSC) mandates, irrespective of where command may have rested, as did most covered in the prior two volumes. By contrast, there has been no UN, U.S., or European involvement in the Australian-led multinational intervention in the Solomon Islands.

In previous volumes, we defined nation-building as the use of armed force in the aftermath of a conflict to promote a durable peace and representative government. By including the use of armed force in our definition, we are not expressing a view that compulsion is always necessary or even desirable, but simply identifying the class of activity that we have chosen to study. Nor do we mean to suggest that only armed force is used, simply that it is one of the instruments employed in all the cases covered.

Neither, in employing the term nation-building to describe this activity, are we seeking to distinguish it from what the United Nations calls peace-building, the U.S. government calls stability operations or stabilization and reconstruction, and what many European governments prefer to call state-building. We employ the term nation-building because it is the term most commonly used in American parlance. Any of these other phrases may serve equally well; those who prefer can substitute one or the other without injury to our argument.

Given Europe’s long imperial history, it is useful to distinguish nation-building from both colonialism and what during the Cold War came to be labeled neocolonialism. One obvious distinction is that, in many cases, imperial powers considered their colonies to be part of the national territory, not separate states. Another key distinction is that imperial powers tended to think in generational terms. Indeed, even when the imperial power was sincere in its paternal intentions, independence was rarely considered likely or desirable except in the most distant future.

By contrast, if pre–World War II colonialism was unbounded in time and Cold War neocolonialism nearly so, post–Cold War nation-building is dominated by the desire for exit strategies and departure deadlines. Governments that engage in this activity genuinely do not want to stay any longer than they have to, and they sometimes leave before they should. Modern nation-building operations may seem interminable, but most have ended in a few years and very few have lasted longer than a decade. Today’s nation-builders are more often criticized for leaving too early than for staying too long.

Neither is modern nation-building usually accompanied by charges of economic exploitation or geopolitical competition. The societies receiving such assistance are generally among the poorest on earth. Nation-builders are seldom accused of profiting from their reconstruction. Since 1989, nearly all such missions were mandated by the UNSC and thus enjoyed near-universal approbation. Geopolitics still plays a role in the design of such missions but not normally with the intent to advantage one competitor over another.

The U.S.-led intervention in Iraq, which did not gain UNSC endorsement and was conducted in an oil-rich country, might be viewed as an exception to this rule. Nevertheless, while many governments regretted the United States’ entry into Iraq, few want it to leave prematurely, and most support the UNSC mandate that eventually came. Further, whatever role Iraq’s oil wealth may have played in the U.S. decision to intervene, it can never repay or even defray the cost of this expedition.

Europe’s growing assumption of responsibility for nation-building operations certainly has roots in its earlier engagement in these regions. Among the six cases discussed here, all the countries were at one time European dependencies. In three of these cases, command was assumed by the former colonial power. Nevertheless, the legal bases for the interventions, the objectives set, and the techniques employed owed more to patterns set by the UN, the United States, and NATO than to Europe’s earlier colonial and postcolonial experiences. French-led operations in Côte d’Ivoire may stand as a partial exception, growing as they have did out of France’s long-term presence there. That case thus offers a particularly interesting study of how two paradigms for intervention, post–Cold War nation-building and postcolonial paternalism, may combine, clash, and evolve.

In the conclusion of this monograph, we tabulate, contrast, and compare data from all 22 of the cases studied in this and previous volumes. This allows us to put into perspective the European experience in terms of effort expended, as measured in personnel, money, and time, and results effected, in terms of security, economic growth, and political development.


1 See Dobbins, McGinn, et al. (2003) and Dobbins, Jones, et al. (2005).

2 See Dobbins, McGinn, et al. (2003). The eight cases were Germany, Japan, Somalia, Haiti, Bosnia, Kosovo, Afghanistan, and Iraq.

3 See Dobbins, Jones, et al. (2005). The eight cases were Congo, Namibia, El Salvador, Cambodia, Mozambique, Eastern Slavonia, Sierra Leone, and East Timor.




CHAPTER TWO
Albania
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In early 1997, economic and social conditions in Albania rapidly deteriorated, plunging the country into chaos. The immediate catalyst was the collapse of a series of pyramid schemes.1 Numerous Albanians, lured by promises of high returns on their money, invested their life savings in these ventures. Despite warnings by the Bank of Albania (the country’s central bank) and the International Monetary Fund (IMF) regarding the dangers posed by the pyramid schemes, Sali Berisha’s government—whose power base was in the north—did little to curb the ventures and was suspected of profiting from them. When the pyramid schemes collapsed in January 1997, hundreds of thousands of Albanians lost their lives’ savings overnight.

The social and economic crisis had been gathering momentum for some time when the pyramid schemes collapsed, provoking widespread protests that turned increasingly violent. The unrest was particularly strong in the south, which was the stronghold of the opposition Socialist Party. As the looting and rioting spread, the state virtually disintegrated. Thousand of Albanians fled, creating a major refugee problem, particularly in Italy, which was forced to declare a state of emergency. Moreover, the unrest threatened to spread to Kosovo and Macedonia, with their large Albanian communities, possibly igniting a broader Balkan conflict. On March 28, 1997, the UNSC, acting under Chapter VII of the UN Charter, passed a resolution authorizing the creation of a multinational protection force (MPF) under Italian command.2 The mission was tasked with restoring order and providing protection for the provision of humanitarian assistance. It was initially authorized for three months and was later extended for an additional month and a half (45 days).

Operation Alba3 (March–August 1997) was an early experiment in European nation-building. The operation was conducted under a UNSC resolution by a coalition of the willing headed by Italy. While the intervention helped to stabilize the political situation in Albania and paved the way for Albania’s gradual economic recovery and political consolidation, it highlighted a major deficiency in Europe’s ability to conduct peacekeeping and peace-enforcement operations. If Italy had not been willing to take the lead in organizing a coalition, the crisis might have spiraled out of control and probably would have spread to Kosovo and Macedonia. Figure 2.1 shows Albania and its immediate region.

Challenges

The Italian-led MPF, Operation Alba, faced several important challenges.

Security

The first and most critical challenge was to restore public order and ensure security. By the time the MPF was formed at the end of March 1997, the Albanian government had lost control over large parts of southern Albania, and the country was in a state of anarchy. Criminal gangs and insurgents were engaged in large-scale looting and had begun seizing weapons from army depots. Initially, it was difficult to determine whether the looters and insurgents were linked to political parties or acting independently. This presented an important challenge, because the troop contributors did not want to be seen as taking sides in an internal Albanian political conflict. Gradually, however, it became clear that the insurgents were united only in their hostility to the governing authorities.4

Figure 2.1
Map of Albania
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Humanitarian

The intervention force faced a major humanitarian challenge. The breakdown of political order made the delivery of humanitarian assistance nearly impossible. To get supplies and assistance to the Albanian population, public order had to be restored and convoys carrying assistance needed to be protected. However, the MPF’s mandate prohibited it from disarming the insurgents—a limitation that was severely criticized by many Albanians and outside observers.

Civil Administration

By early March, national and local authority had collapsed. The violent outbursts in many parts of the country, especially in the south, led to the establishment of revolutionary committees in local communities. Many criminal groups took advantage of the chaotic situation. However, the intervention force did not directly undertake tasks related to local administration. Its primary mission was to restore order and ensure the delivery of humanitarian assistance.

Democratization

Although Operation Alba’s main function was to restore public order and protect the delivery of humanitarian assistance, there was a close link between the intervention and the broader process of democratization in Albania. The elections in May 1996 that returned the Democratic Party to power had been marked by large-scale irregularities, including ballot-rigging, intimidation, and violence. As a result, Prime Minister Sali Berisha’s administration was viewed as illegitimate by many Albanians, especially by those in the south. The MPF thus needed not only to restore order but also to create conditions for holding new elections, which could foster a process of national reconciliation and consensus-building.

Economic Reconstruction

As a result of the collapse of the pyramid schemes and the Berisha government’s failure to address Albania’s growing economic problems, the Albanian economy was on the verge of collapse by February–March 1997. The most immediate challenge was to restore public order and ensure the delivery of economic and humanitarian assistance. This was intended to create conditions for holding national elections that could pave the way to stabilizing Albania politically and economically.

The European and International Roles

The choice of a coalition of the willing led by Italy emerged largely because the key security institutions in Europe—the Organization for Security and Co-Operation in Europe (OSCE), the European Union, and NATO—were unwilling to take responsibility for sending a peacekeeping mission, while Western governments had little confidence in the United Nations due to its disappointing performance in Bosnia in the early 1990s.5 The OSCE discussed the issue in February 1997, but the first concrete actions were not taken until March 5. OSCE chair Danish Foreign Minister Niels Helveg Petersen appointed former Austrian Chancellor Franz Vranitzky as his personal representative and sent him to Albania for consultations with all political forces and interested parties. During this period, Greece and Italy, the two countries most directly affected by the crisis, began informal and formal consultations. Both countries, together with France, sought to galvanize the EU to take military action to restore order, using the mechanism of the EU Common Foreign and Security Policy.6 Dutch Foreign Minister Hans van Mierlo (president of the European Council of Ministers) initiated intense diplomatic effort in support of Vranitzky.

However, the EU and the OSCE were hesitant to authorize any military intervention. The possibility of military intervention was discussed at a meeting of the Council of the Western European Union on March 14 and during an informal meeting of EU foreign ministers in Apeldoorn, the Netherlands, on March 15. But over the following week, support for a military intervention eroded. In the end, the EU decided to send only a fact-finding and technical-assistance mission and to support efforts of the OSCE and national parties. The EU was reluctant to take military action for several reasons.

First, the nature of the crisis was initially murky. It was difficult to tell whether the unrest was fomented primarily by the Socialist Party or represented a broader insurrection. It only gradually became clear that the rebel groups in southern Albania were operating independently and were not linked to political parties and that military action would not support one particular side.

Second, different European countries viewed the conflict—and the geopolitical stakes—quite differently. Greece and Italy, the countries most directly affected by the crisis, were concerned about the impact of a large influx of Albanian refugees on their own internal stability, as well as the spillover effect that the crisis might have on stability in the rest of the Balkans. Together with France, they pushed for an urgent and immediate response, including military intervention, to restore political order and stem the tide of refugees streaming toward their borders. However, many countries in northern and central Europe did not view the crisis with the same degree of urgency. They tended to see the crisis largely as an internal Albanian affair.

Third, there was no consensus on how best to foster the process of national reconciliation in Albania. The United States, Germany, and some other Western countries regarded Berisha’s resignation as essential for national reconciliation. Italy, on the other hand, favored a more gradual approach, fearing that Berisha’s resignation could antagonize the Democratic Party, whose support was essential for national reconciliation.7

Internal differences within the EU and the Western European Union (WEU) also inhibited the development of a timely, coherent European response. The idea of a WEU military intervention ran into strong opposition, especially from the UK and Germany. The UK feared that strengthening the WEU could undermine NATO and the transatlantic link. Germany’s opposition was motivated primarily by domestic considerations. The dispatch of German troops abroad was a sensitive domestic issue in Germany at the time. Having faced a tough internal battle to get support for sending German troops to Bosnia, the German government did not want to overload the circuits. Germany also feared that an intervention might strengthen the Berisha government and inhibit the process of national reconciliation. Some EU members were also haunted by memories of the difficult Western intervention in Somalia and feared a repetition of that experience. In addition, the intervention in Bosnia had left a sour taste in the mouths of some Europeans. Finally, some members suspected that Italy and Greece (particularly the latter) were trying to use a military intervention as a vehicle to stake out a sphere of influence in Albania.8

No other military option, other than a WEU-led operation, appears to have been seriously discussed.9 An OSCE-directed operation was excluded because the OSCE peacekeeping mandate, set out in the 1992 Helsinki II document, did not envisage intervention involving enforcement action nor the establishment of an ad hoc OSCE chain of command.

The possibility of a NATO-led operation was raised by Italy, but it found even less support than a WEU-led operation. Most NATO members regarded the crisis as an internal Albanian matter. Moreover, they were hesitant to get involved in a new peacekeeping effort while NATO was heavily engaged in Bosnia. This was particularly true of the United States. Washington, already heavily involved in Bosnia, was unwilling to send troops to Albania and encouraged the WEU to take responsibility for managing the crisis. And after the UN’s lackluster performance in Bosnia, there was little support for a UN-led military intervention. Thus an Italian-led coalition emerged as the preferred operation, largely by default.

Military and Police

The failure of the EU countries to agree on a WEU action left a coalition of the willing as the only viable option. Italy seized the initiative, requesting the creation of an MPF in a statement to the OSCE chair on March 26, 1997, and in a letter to the UNSC on March 27. The UN authorized the creation of an MPF commanded by Italy on March 28.10 To prevent a possible spillover of the crisis, the UN also approved postponing the withdrawal of part of the UN Preventative Deployment Force (UNPREDEP) from Macedonia.

Ten countries—Austria, Denmark, France, Greece, Italy, Portugal, Romania, Slovenia, Spain, and Turkey—provided troops to Operation Alba. The main contributions came from countries in the Mediterranean region: Italy, France, Spain, Greece, Romania, Slovenia, and Turkey. However, those contributions were quite modest.11 The chief of the Italian Defense Staff, Admiral Guido Venturoni, headed the mission. He operated from an Italian headquarters in Rome with liaison officials from other contributing countries. An Italian general commanded the force and was assisted by a multinational headquarters in Tirana, which also included Albanian military officials. The force had three vice-commanders—one from each of the other main contributing countries: France, Greece, and Turkey.

Greece played an important role in the initial stages of the crisis. Together with Italy, Greece pushed hard to use the mechanisms of the Common Foreign and Security Policy to develop an intervention force to restore order in Albania. Greece was also one of the largest troop contributors to Operation Alba. Greece feared the impact of a large influx of refugees on its own internal instability. It also was concerned about the fate of the Greek minority in southern Albania and the spillover effect that the unrest in Albania might have on the rest of the Balkans.12 France actively pushed for the EU to intervene through the WEU. It was the second-largest troop contributor to the MPF. France’s activism was in keeping with its tradition of attempting to strengthen the EU’s role in and capacity for crisis management. However, France was less active diplomatically than either Italy or Greece, in part because it was less directly threatened by instability in Albania than were those two countries.

As a nonmember of the EU, Turkey did not participate in the EU deliberations about Albania. However, Ankara had strong historical ties to Albania and took a keen interest in developments there. It was one of the main force providers to Operation Alba. Turkey’s military presence served as a counterbalance to that of Greece and Italy and may have helped to offset concerns that Italy and Greece (especially the latter) were intent on carving out spheres of influence in Albania. The decision by Romania and Slovenia to participate in Operation Alba was motivated, at least in part, by their desire to improve their chances for EU and NATO membership. Participation in Alba provided an opportunity for both countries to demonstrate that they were providers of security, not just consumers. This was particularly important for Romania, whose political and economic transition lagged behind that of Slovenia.

Civil and Economic

Political and strategic direction of the MPF, as well as the coordination of political-military initiatives, was provided by an ad hoc steering committee composed of high representatives of the ministries of foreign affairs and defense of the participating countries, the chief of the military mission, and representatives of the Albanian government and international organizations involved in the mission. The committee was chaired by the political director of the Italian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, assisted by a secretariat in Rome.13

The steering committee played a key role in the management of the intervention. In addition to directing the operation, it


	oversaw compliance and sent periodic reports to the UNSC


	provided a forum for interaction among representatives of the troop-contributing countries and organizations involved in providing humanitarian assistance


	provided a means of involving representatives of the Albanian government in all major decisions concerning the development of the mission.




The steering committee was established to ensure cohesion and solidarity among the contributing countries and to resolve outstanding internal disputes. These disputes had inhibited the development of a coherent strategy in the Somalia intervention (UN Operation in Somalia, UNOSOM), and the Italian government was keen to ensure that the mistakes in Somalia were not repeated in Albania. The committee also provided an important mechanism for involving representatives of the Albanian government in decisions. This was particularly important because one of the indirect, unstated objectives of the mission was to contribute to the formation of a new Albanian domestic consensus by encouraging a change in the political leadership. This could not be achieved without a clear understanding on the part of the participating states of the importance—and limits—of the strategy.14

What Happened

Security

The scope of Operation Alba’s mandate was limited compared to other international humanitarian interventions. The UNSC mandated the MPF to facilitate the safe and prompt delivery of humanitarian assistance and to help create a secure environment for the missions of international organizations in Albania, including those providing humanitarian assistance. This limited mandate excluded from the outset any effort by the coalition to disarm the criminal gangs and insurgent factions. The Albanian government requested that the MPF mandate be widened to include such tasks as surveillance of ammunition dumps and control of the country’s frontiers. However, the troop-contributing countries consistently rejected requests that the force’s mandate be widened.15 They decided that the repression of armed groups should be left to the government that would be formed after new elections were held in June.

While the MPF’s mandate was carefully restricted, the UNSC, acting under Chapter VII of the UN Charter, authorized the troop-contributing countries to carry out enforcement actions to ensure security and freedom of movement for the personnel of the forces.16 The MPF’s rules of engagement were based on those utilized for the implementation force (IFOR) and stabilization force (SFOR) in Bosnia. This provided a tight linkage between the mandate and the MPF’s capacity for action. The deployment of the MPF occurred fairly smoothly. In general, the Italian troops were greeted warmly by the population. This was due largely to the fact that the previous Italian intervention, Operation Pelican (September 1991–December 1993), had helped the country emerge from the crisis that ensued after the collapse of communism in Albania. This helped to establish an atmosphere of trust, which was there from the beginning. The lack of public hostility toward the interim forces was underscored by the fact that there were no major clashes between the MPF and armed Albanian groups.

During its stay in Albania, the MPF conducted patrols, escorted humanitarian convoys around the country, transported aid items, and provided security (as well as occasional medical assistance, transportation, and communication capabilities) to the OSCE personnel who came to observe the elections. In general, the MPF kept a low profile. It did not try to disarm the criminal gangs or engage in police work. The force sought to demonstrate a credible capacity for deterrence, but otherwise let things work themselves out, rather than trying to do too much through swift intervention.17 Nonetheless, its presence contributed to a gradual stabilization of the situation and restoration of order. After the elections on June 29 and July 6, the number of incidents decreased, and the new government, headed by Fatos Nano, was gradually able to reassert control over the country.

The mechanisms for civil-military coordination generally paralleled those for IFOR and SFOR in Bosnia. However, there were some innovative elements. The role of the steering committee was particularly important. The committee defined the procedures through which international and nongovernmental organizations involved in distributing assistance notified the relevant agencies of their presence and asked for protection from the MPF.18 Representatives of the various international organizations, such as the International Committee of the Red Cross, World Food Programme, EU, OSCE, UN, and others, participated as observers in meetings of the steering committee. To ensure civil-military coordination, a joint cell was established in Tirana.

The OSCE had overall responsibility for coordinating the activities of the nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) and governmental agencies involved in the nonmilitary aspects of the intervention. However, OSCE coordination was quite loose. In practice, much of the coordination work was done by the steering committee and other mechanisms set up at MPF local headquarters.19 Several other European and international organizations were also active during Operation Alba. The WEU provided assistance in the training, reorganization, and reinforcement of the Albanian police force—a task similar to the one that it had performed in Bosnia. NATO sent a mission to Albania to assess the prospects for restructuring the Albanian armed forces within the framework of its Partnership for Peace (PfP) program. This mission paved the way for an individual partnership program between NATO and Albania in September 1997. The EU provided assistance in dealing with various humanitarian, political, and economic problems.20

Humanitarian

The MPF was tasked with ensuring the safe delivery of international assistance and helping to provide a safe environment for the organizations providing this assistance. This task was accomplished relatively smoothly because the Albanian population and the various political factions welcomed international assistance and cooperated with the MPF, thus avoiding the types of problems that the IFOR and SFOR missions faced in Bosnia. The fact that the mandate was relatively limited was an important factor in facilitating Albanian cooperation. The coalition forces also provided medical assistance. Field hospitals were set up in Janina and Tirana (operated by Belgian and Slovenian medics) and treated many wounded and injured Albanian civilians.21 Wounded civilians were also evacuated to hospitals in Italy and Turkey.

Civil Administration

The MPF did not engage in civil administration. Its mission was to restore order, ensure the delivery of humanitarian assistance, and help create a safe environment for carrying out national elections, held on June 29 and July 6. Civil administration remained in the hands of the Albanian government and local Albanian authorities.

Democratization

While Operation Alba’s primary task was to restore public order, the intervention played an important role in the broader process of democratization in Albania. The MPF provided security for 238 observer teams of the OSCE, preventing possible interference with OSCE activities. It also intervened to halt instances of violence against Albanian citizens and candidates during the electoral campaign.22 However, the MPF’s main contribution was psychological. As one Albanian observer noted,


The main achievement of “Alba” was the creation of a favorable psychological climate for re-building the state in Albania and restoring order in different districts. The presence of multinational forces created confidence among Albanians not only in improved security, but also in a new start for building a normal life; it also strengthened the belief that Europe cared about Albania.23



The electoral campaign leading up to the parliamentary elections on June 29 was carried out in rather chaotic conditions and was characterized by considerable violence, including a failed assassination attempt against Berisha. The atmosphere was so tense that some officials argued that the elections should be postponed.24 However, most governments felt that postponing the elections would only exacerbate the already tense situation and make it even more difficult to stabilize the country.

The elections were organized by the Albanian authorities with the help of the OSCE’s ODIHR. A team of experts from the Council of Europe assisted the Albanian authorities in drafting a new electoral law and accompanying legislation concerning the media during the election campaign. Thanks in large part to the presence of the MPF, the voting took place without significant violence. While some irregularities did occur, the OSCE termed the elections “acceptable given the circumstances.”25 The Council of Europe’s verdict was similar.26 The elections set the stage for the gradual stabilization and democratization of the country. The socialists were victorious, capturing 79 out of 115 seats in parliament and 52.7 percent of the vote. In the aftermath of the elections, Berisha resigned, a new president was elected by parliament, and a new government was formed with Nano as the new prime minister. After the elections, the political situation gradually began to stabilize, and the coalition forces left by their mandated expiration date, August 12, 1997.27

In sum, the intervention had a limited but nonetheless positive impact on the democratization process in Albania. Over the past decade, the political situation has gradually improved. While this transition has been slow and marred by continued internal polarization, without the intervention, the country’s economic recovery and political stabilization would almost certainly have been slower than it has been.28

Economic Reconstruction

The MPF’s mandate was to help restore order and ensure the delivery of humanitarian assistance. It did not directly engage in economic reconstruction. However, its presence contributed to the gradual improvement of economic conditions. Following the June 1997 elections, the Nano government implemented a number of other policies that Nano had previously criticized, including the privatization of strategic sectors of the economy, such as oil, energy, mineral industries, water resources, and tourism.29 The new government adopted many of the promarket economic policies espoused by the Democratic Party, including the accelerated privatization of large- and medium-sized enterprises and permitting the establishment of private banks.

The elections paved the way for much-needed international financial assistance. In collaboration with the IMF and World Bank, the Nano government launched a short-term macroeconomic stabilization program. In the wake of the elections, the IMF announced a $12 million package of postconflict emergency assistance—a type of assistance previously provided to Bosnia and Rwanda.

An international donors conference was also held in Brussels in October 1997. The conference pledged $100 million to cover Albania’s balance-of-payments gap for the next six months (October 1997–March 1998). Another $500 million was pledged over the next three years for investments and technical assistance.30 These pledges gave the Nano government a much-needed boost and contributed to a gradual improvement in Albania’s economic prospects. While Albania still faces many economic problems—especially a significant differential between urban and rural standards of living—the economy has improved markedly since 1997. Inflation, which was more than 33 percent in 1997, has dropped to the low single digits, and gross domestic product (GDP), which fell 7 percent in 1997, has had an average growth of 5.9 percent since then. Per capita incomes have risen steadily.31

Lessons Learned

On the whole, Operation Alba was quite successful. The intervention reduced the level of violence and paved the way for the June elections and the economic and political stabilization of the country. Without the intervention, this process would have been slower and the conflict might have spread to Kosovo and Macedonia. The intervention highlighted several important lessons:


	Early action to address acute political, economic, and social problems can prevent crises from escalating.


	A well-defined and limited mandate can sometimes be sufficient to establish peace and ensure democratization.


	Institutional arrangements that allow other participating countries and organizations to share in decisionmaking and establish an effective partnership with other key international participants greatly contribute to effective coordination among coalition partners.




The Albanian crisis did not come out of the blue. It had been gathering momentum for some time before the pyramid schemes collapsed. Yet, with the exception of Italy and Greece, few European countries paid much attention to developments in Albania or were willing to take political action until Albania had plunged into anarchy. Stronger international pressure on the Albanian government early on to address some of its acute political and economic problems might have prevented the crisis from escalating and obviated the need for military intervention.

Operation Alba was successful in large part because its mandate was well defined and limited. The operation was confined to providing security and protecting the delivery of humanitarian assistance. It did not try to disarm the rebels. The mandate set a clear deadline for the end of the mission, which was met, thus avoiding the impression that the intervention force was intended to be an occupation force—a perception that could have seriously complicated the ability of the intervention force to carry out its mission. Alba also succeeded because the participating countries established a record of impartiality and did not try to take sides in internal Albanian political disputes. The force confined itself to restoring order and laying the groundwork for new elections, which would pave the way for a broader political reconciliation among the feuding Albanian political forces. This display of impartiality and even-handedness helped win the trust of the Albanian population and was, in part, responsible for the generally warm reception that the MPF received.

The steering committee provided an effective mechanism for involving all the stakeholders in key decisions related to the military operation and resolving political differences. The European Union would later adopt a similar device in establishing a committee of contributors to EU-run operations.

The participation of Albanian officials in this committee was particularly important and helped to overcome mistrust about the motivations and goals of the intervention. The operation succeeded because Italy was ready to take responsibility for the organization and command of the operation early on. Had it not been willing to do so, the operation might never have taken place, and the unrest might have spread to other areas of the Balkans. At the same time, the intervention highlighted the nonexistence of European crisis-management institutions and the consequent lack of unity within the EU on how to deal with unrest in the Balkans.

Perhaps because of its very rapid success and relatively limited participation, Operation Alba attracted little attention at the time. Like the Bosnian civil war in the early 1990s, the 1997 Albanian crisis did underscore both the reluctance of the United States to become involved in low-intensity conflicts in the Balkans unless vital U.S. interests were clearly at stake and the absence of European mechanisms to fill the gap when the United States opted out. Thus, the Italian-led operation contributed to a stronger recognition on the part of the EU that it needed to develop a greater capacity—and will—to manage low-level crises on its own.
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Kosov0, 2002-2003, November 2004, pp. 6-7; Rakia Moalla-Fetini, Helkki Hatanpas,
Shehadah Hussein, and Natalia Koliadina, Kosovo: Gearing Projects Toward Growth
and Development, Washington, D.C: International Monetary Fund, 2005, p. 60;
Statistical Office of Kosovo, Series 4: Population Staistics, Kosovo Vital Statstics

for 2005, May 2007, p. & 8. R. Mitchell, Internationa Historical Statistics: Europe
17501988, 31d ed., New York: Stockton Press, 1992, pp. 85-86; Arthur Banks, Cross-
National Time Seriés: 1815-1973, database, Inter-University Consortium for Political
and Social Research; Irene B. Taguber, “Postwar Emigration from Germany and Ital.”
Annas of the American Academy of Political and Social Sience, Vol. 262,

No. 1, March 1949, p. 84,
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NOTE: All the civilian police in Sierra Leone and Cote dIvoire were from the UN.
In the DRC, the EU deployed a small police contingent alongside the much larger
UNone.
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Changein  Refugees —_—

% Refugees RefugeesPer per000  Max.  Start
Case Returned  Capita Over Inhabitants ~ Refugees Date

Type  County  AfterSYrs  S¥rs  (wst2yrs) (fist2yrs) (¥r0) YO Ye1 Yr2 V3 vea vis
b Slerra Leone 856 979 ) 88869 1998 957 117 893 383 289 138
fr Macedonia 1000 %6 o 94012 2001 466 39 00 00 00 00
fur Cote divoire 28 05 2 36y 002 14 19 13 10 14 14
fr  DRCongo 28 6 8 461002 2003 84 83 75 68 68 68
fr Bosnia (0P B 85 59 21262 2004 592 281 506 506 506 506
Aus  Solomon slands 317 01 0 612003 01 01 01 01 01 01

NOTE: Germany and Japan are exluded because all refugees were stranded as a result of offensive operations by a state miliary or
deliberate government colonization, not civlians fleeing a conflct. Belgian Congo is excluded because there were insufficent data,
* For Eastern Slavonia, population data were not available for the Iast two years of the period. However, the number of refugees for
years 4 and 5 were 30935 and 22,687, respectively.

© Bosnia (I return rates are from the beginning of the EU mission.

SOURCES: UNHCR Statistical Online Population Database, data current as of June 8, 2007; UNHCR, State of the World's Refugees:
Fifty Years of Humanitarian Action, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000, p. 96; US. Committee for Refugees and Immigrants,
World Refugee Survey 1957, Washington, D.C., 1997, p. 177; U.. Committee for Refugees and Immigrants, World Refugee Survey
1999, Washington, D.C., 1999, p. 185; U.S. Committee for Refugees and Immigrants, World Refugee Survey 2000, Washington, D.C.,
2000, p. 227; Internal Displacement Monitoring Centre and Norwegian Refugee Coundil, Global IDP Database (*Profile of Internal
Displacement: Croatia,” May 27, 2004, p. 68).
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Operation 9 Fraedom House
Type Country Score (2007)
US-led Germany Free 1
Japan Free 1
Somalia Notfree 7
Haiti Partly free a
Bosnia () Partly free 3
Kosovo Notfree 5
Afghanistan Partly free 5
Iraq Notfree 5
UN-led Belgian Congo Partly free 5
Namibia Free 2
El Salvador Free 2
Cambodia Notfree 5
Mozambique Partly free 3
Eastern Slavonia® Free 2
East Timor Partly free 3
European-led Albania Partly free 3
Sierra Leone Partly free a
Macedonia Free 2
Cote diivoire Notfree 7
Democratic Republic of Partly free 5
the Congo
Bosnia (1) Partly free 3
Australian-led Solomon Islands Partly free 4

SOURCE: Data from Freedom House, Freedom in the World, New York, 2007.

3 Data were not available for Eastern Slavoni:

so Croatia was used as a Proxy.
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SOURCES: German Bundestag, *1949-89: German Bundestag,” Berlin, 2007; Ziemke (1975, p. 427); Brth of the Constitution of
Japan, *Chronological Table,” Tokyo: National Diet Library, 2004, pp. 3, 5; “Internal Affai: Democatic Republic of Congo,”
Jane's Sentinel Security Assessment, January 7, 2008; UN Department of Peacekeeping Operations (20010; Atlapedia, “Republic
of Namibia,” undated; Human Rights Watch, “€l Salvador: Darkening Horizons: Human Rights on the Eve o the March 1994
Elections," Human Rights WatchiAmericas, ol. 6, No. 4, March 1994, p. 1; Khatharya U, *Cambodia in 1993: Year Zero Plus One,
Asian Survey, Vol. 34, No. 1, January 1994, p. 7; Thomas Lum, Cambodia: Background and U.S. Relations, CRS Report for Congress,
RL32986, Washington, D.C.: Congressional Research Service, updated July 18, 2007, pp. 2-5; “Internal Affairs: Mozambique,” Jane’s
Sentinel Security Assessment, January 9, 2008; Thomas W. Lippman and Douglas Farah, “Election Offical in Hati Resigns Under
Pressure; Agency Chief Blamed for June Vote's Flaws,” Washington Post, July 28, 1995; Organization for Security and Co-Operation
in Europe, Office for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights, “Elections: Bosnia and Herzegovina,” Vienna, 2007b; Organization
for Security and Co-Operation in Europe, Office for Democratic Insitutions and Human Rights, “Elections: Croatia,” Vienna, 2007
Organization for Security and Co-Operation in Eurape, Office for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights, "Elections: Albania
Vienna, 2007a; US. Department of State, Country Report on Human Rights Practices, 2007, “Siera Leone"; U.5. Department of
State, “Background Note: TimorLeste,” updated March 2008; “Legislative Elections in Kosovo,” NATO Update, November 18, 2001;
"Muricipal Elections in Kosovo,” NATO Update, October 28, 2000; Organization for Security and Co-Operation in Europe, Office
for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights, "Elections: Former Yugoslay Republic of Macedonia,” Vienna, 2007; Join Electoral
Management Body, “Decision of the Joint Electoral Management Body,” Kabul, 2004; Independent Electoral Commission of Iraq,
homepage, updated February 27, 2006; Eoin Young, "DRC Governors and Vice Goverriors Elected for Nine Provinces.” UN Mission
in the Democratic Republic of Congo, January 30, 2007b; “Internal Affais: Solomon Islands* (2007); *Solomon lslands Provindial
Elections Held,” BBC Monitoring Asia Pacific, June 29, 2005.
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Sustained Peace Democracy Polity IV Freedom House

Country 200s) Qoo Qoos)  @00n)
Germany Yes Yes ) T
Japan ves Yes 0 '
Somalia No No - s
Haiti No No - s
Bosnia () Yes Yes 6 2
Kosovo ves Yes 5 4
US.  Afghanistan ves Yes 9 2
2 No No - 7
UN  Belgion Congo No No - 7
un Namibia Yes No 1 4
un e Salvador Yes Yes - 3
un Cambodia Yes Yes - 6
UN Mommbique No No - 6
UN  EasteSlavonia  Yes Yes 7 2
on East Timor Yes Yes 7 2
fur Abania Yes No 3 6
fur Sieraleone Yes Yes 6 5
fur Macedonia Yes Yes 6 3
fr Coedorre Yes Yes 7 3
fur DR Congo No No - s
fur Bosnia (1) Yes Yes - 5
Aus_ Solomonlsiands Yes Yes s 4

SOURCES: University of Maryland and George Mason University, State Failure:
Internal Wars and Failures of Governance database, 1955-2005 data set; Center for
international Development and Conflict Management, University of Maryland, Polity
IV Project: Political Regime Characteristics and Transitions, 1800-2004; Freadom
House (2007, “Table of Independent Countrles”); authors' assessment.
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SOURCES: UN Department of Peacekeeping Operations, atalites Statistics, data
current through July 5, 2007; “British Soldier Killed In Macedonia,” BBC News,
August 27, 2001; tat Major des Armées (2007); raq Coalition Casualty Count, data
current through July 27, 2007; “Internal Affais: Solomon Islands,” Jane’s Sentinel
Security Assessment, November 9, 2007b.
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Case

Combat Casualties Combat Casualties.

Type Country (Usad) (other) End Date
s, Germany o s-May-55
s, Japan o 28Apr52
us. Somalia @ 3-Mar9s
us. Haiti 4 30un96
us. Bosnia () o 2Dec0d
s, Kosowo " Ongoing
Us. Adghanistan® s Ongaing
us. rag 3218 Ongoing
N Belgian Congo 135 30un68
on Namibia 5 21-Mar90
N €1 Salvador o 30.Apr95
N Cambodia 5 250093
o Mozambique 1 9-Decod
N Eastern Slavonia 3 1540098
n ast Timor B Ongoing
fur Albania o 12-Aug 97
fur Sierra Leone 17w 100 31:0ec05
fur Macedonia ' 15.0ec05
fur Gote divaire " 108 Ongoing
fur DR Congo o 200 Ongoing
fur Bosnia (1) o Ongaing
Aus  Solomon Islands ' Ongoing

NOTE: Because we could find no information on hostll casualtes for UsS. forces

i Japan, the UsS. sector of Germany, U.

forces in Kosovo, Bosnia (both missions),

Albania, or the French deployment o the DRC, we assumed that there were no

casuaties

 Afghanistan and Iraq Include casualties from all coalition forces.
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SOURCES: United Nations, Yearbook of the United Nations 1964, New York, 1964, p. 105; Robert 8. Oakley, Michael J. Dziedzic,
and Elot M. Goldberg, eds., olicing the New World Disorder: Peace Operations and Public Security, Washington, D.C. National
Defense University Press, 1998; UN Department of Peacekeeping Operations (undated, 2001b, 2001c, 2003, 2003f, 2007); UNSC,
“Further Report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations Operation in Somalia Submitted n Pursuance of Paragraph 2 of UN
Security Council Resolution 923 (1994),” $/1994/839, July 18, 1994; International Insttute for Strategic Studies, The Mitary Balance
19951995, London: Oxford University Press, 1995; UN Department of Peacekeeping Operations, “United Nations Mission in Bosnia
and Herzegovina,” Web page, 2002a; talian Ministry of Defense (2005); United Nations Mission in ierra Leone (2005, 2006); United
Nations Integrated Mision in Timor-Leste, homepage, undated; UN Department of Peacekeeping Operations, "Monthly Summary
of Military and CIVPOL Personnel Deployad in Current United Nations Operations as of 28 Feb 2002." February 2002b; Organization
for Security and Co-Operation in Europe, “Mission Summary: Spillover Monitor Mission to Skopje,” Vienna, 2007; European Union
Police Mission Proxima, “European Union Police Mission Proxima,” factsheet, Skopje: European Union, 2003 UN Department of
Peacekeeping Operations, "UN Missions Summary of Miltary and Police,” New York, July 20063; Glenn (2007, p. 20); EU Miliary
Operation in Bosnia and Herzegovina (2007).
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SOURCES: Ear| F. Ziemke, The U.S. Army in the Occupation of Germany, 1944-1946, Washington, D.C.; Center of Military History,
1975, p. 320; U.S. Department of War, Office of the Adjutant General, Machine Records 8ranch, Strength of the Army, Washington,
D.C. December 1, 1945; UN Department of Peacekeeping Operations (undated, 20013, 2001b, 2001c, 20030, 2003¢, 20031); UN
Department of Peacekeeping Operations, “United Nations Operation in Somalia l: UNOSOM I, 2003¢; International Institute for
Strategic Studies, The Military Balance 1996-1997, London: Oxford University Press, 1996, p. 82: Marchio (2000, p. 3); ltalian Ministry
of Defense, "1997: La Missione Alba nel quadro della FMP" [*1997: The Operation Alba Under the Multinational Force*], Rome,
2005; UN Mission in Sierra Leone (2005); nternational Insttute for Strategic Studies, The Miltary Balance 2000-2001, London:
Oxford niversity Press, 2000, p. 199; Organization for Security and Co-Operation in Europe, Office for Democratic nstitutions

and Human Rights, Hurman RIghts in Kosovos: As Seen, As Told, ol. I, 14 June-31 October 1999, Prstina, Noverber 1999, p. xx;
September 4, 2001, NATO press briefing; United Nations Operation in Cote dflvolre* (2007, International Insttute for Strategic
Studies, The Miltary Balance 2006, London: Oxford University Press, 2006, pp. 228-229; Michael O'Hanlon and Jason Campbell, raq
Index, Washington D.C.: Brookings Institution, July 28, 2007; UN Department of Peacekeeping Operations, “UN Missions Summary
of Military and Police,” New York, August 2006b; Glen (2007, p. 20); EU Miliary Operation Bosnia and Herzegovina (2007);
Dorman (2006, p. 4).
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2 East Timor is considered to be a continuous mission, because the three-month gap between the end of UNMISET and the start of
UNMIT was considered so short as to be essentially the same mission.

b The UN mission began in July 1998, and the UK mission began in May 2000, The UN mission ended in December 2005, and UK
military operations concluded by the end of 2000.

€ The French mission began on September 22, 2002. The UN mission began on April 4, 2004, replacing the UN political mision,
which had been i place prior to that. Both missions are ongoing,

4 The UN mission began on November 30, 1999, and is ongoing. European troops were deployed o the country for two periods:
from June 10 September 7, 2003, and from July 30 to November 30, 2006.

SOURCES: “Protocol on the Termination of the Occupation Regime i the Federal Republic of Germany,* American Journal of
International Law, Vol. 4, No. 3, Supplement: Official Documents, July 1955; "Treaty of Peace with Japan,” United Nations Treaty Serie,
1952 (Reg. No. 1832), Vol. 136; UN Department of Peacekeeping Operations, “United Nations Operation inthe Congo: ONUC.* Web.
page, 2001a; UN Department of Peacekeeping Operations, "United Nations Transition Assistance Group: UNTAG,” Web page, 2001c; UN
Department of Peacekeeping Operations, “United Nations Observer Mission in € Saivador: ONUSAL,” Web page, 2003c; UN Department
of Peacekeeping Operations, “United Nations Advance Mission in Cambodia: UNAMIC," Web page, 20033; UN Department of
Peacekeeping Operations, “United Nations Transitional Authority in Cambodia: UNTAC,” Web page, 2003f; US. Army Center of Milltary
History, The United States Army in Somali: 1992-1994, No. 70-811, Washington, D.C., 2006, p. 25: UN Department of Peacekeeping
Operations, “United Nations Operation in Mozambique: ONUMOZ," Web page, 20015; UN Department of Peacekeeping Operations,
“United Nations Misson in Halti: UNMIH,” Web page, 2003b; EU Military Operation in Bosnia and Herzegovina (2007); UN Department
of Peacekeeping Operations, “United Nations Transitional Authority in Eastern Slavona, Baranja, and Western Sirmium: UNTAES,” Web
page, undated; Riccardo Marchio, "Operation Alba’ A European Approach to Peace Support Operations n the Balkans,” Carlisi, Pa.
US. Army War College, 2000, pp i, &; UN Department of Peacekeeping Operations, “United Nations Observer Mission in Serra Leone:
UNOMSIL,* Web page, 2000; United Nations Misson in Serra Leone, homepage, 2006; UN Department of Peacekeeping Operations,
“United Nations Transitional Administration in East Timor: UNTAET," Web page, 2003¢; United Nations Mission of Support in East Timor,
homepage, 2005; NATO, Kosovo Force, "Conflict Background,” Web page, last updated April 18, 2007; Coundil of the European Union,
“European Union Police Mision in the Former Yugosiav Republic of Macedonia (EUPOL Proximal,” Brussels, 2007; Etat Major des Armiées
(2007); UN Peacekeeping Best Practices Unit, Miltary Divsion, Operation Artemis: The Lessons of the Interim Emergency Multinational
Force, New York, October 2004; Regonal Assistance Mission to Solomon lslands, "What Is RAMS,” Honiara, Jul 18, 2006; United
Nations Operation in Cote d'voire, homepage, 2007; United Nations Mission in the Democatic Republic of the Congo, homepage, 2006;
European Union, "EUFOR RD Congo: The Mission,” Brussels, November 2007: Dorman (2006, . 5).
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SOURCE: UNHCR Statistical Online Population Database.
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