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Peacekeeping is a means by which international or 

regional organizations control conflict situations that are 

likely to endanger international peace and security. Most 

scholars have viewed the contributions of peacekeeping 

forces only in terms of failures, and they have not 

investigated fully the political-military circumstances" 

under which conflict control measures succeed. This 

dissertation is an attempt to bridge this gap and to show 

how the OAU compares with the UN in carrying out 

peacekeeping missions. 

The method of research was the case study method in 

which primary and secondary data was used to describe the 

situations in which six peacekeeping forces operated. The 

content of resolutions, official reports and secondary data 

were examined for non-trivial evidences of impediments to 

implementation 0"f mandates* 

Findings from the research indicate that peacekeeping 

missions not properly backed by political efforts at 

settlement of disputes, cooperation of the superpowers, 

and financial and logistic support were ineffective and 



usually unsuccessful. Lack o-f consensus and pursuit o-f 

national interests have resulted in ambiguous or unrealistic 

mandates and have reduced the effectiveness of peacekeeping 

operations. Moreover, parties to a conflict were interested 

only in solutions that favored their interests and were 

often skeptical about the role and credibility of 

peacekeeping forces. But the continued violations of cease-

fire agreements in defiance of the presence of peacekeeping 

forces were due partly to the force's inability to use force 

except in sel f-de-fense , 

Most of the forces operated under serious operational 

and logistical difficulties and they were inadequately 

funded. But none of the three factors has been responsible 

alone for the failure of peacekeeping missions. The 

coordination of UN operations has been better than that of 

the OAU. In civil war situations, national governments have 

requested peacekeeping forces because they could not, 

unaided, put down their opponents. The UN has deployed its 

forces only as a means of relaxing tensions while member-

states have pursued other interests. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

IntBrnation^ 1 rs 1 stions. as 3 d i s c i p 1 i n e has bB6n 

concerned primarily with the issues of war and internationa1 

conflict, foreign policy formulation, and political 

relations and activities across state boundaries. 

Consequently, international relations scholars perceive the 

problem of war how it can be prevented and how it can 

be controlled as central (Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff, 1981; 

The Secretary-General Reports on Plans for an Emergency 

Force, December, 1956). International organizations 1 ike 

the United Nations (UN) and the Organization of African 

Unity (OAU) provide structures and procedures for 

cooperation and conflict control by politico-military means 

(Hoffman, 1970; Young, 1966). 

The success of any internationa1 organization whose 

primary objective is the maintenance of peace and security 

can be judged by its ability to control or manage conflicts. 

It can do this by fulfilling one or more of four dimensions 

of success: (1) pacific settlement of disputes; (2) 

abatement of conflicts; (3) isolation of conflicts; and (4) 

stopping hostilities. A conflict is regarded as settled if 

the parties to the dispute drop their claims or resolve them 

partly as a result of organizationa1 intervention. A 



con-flict is abated if an organization is able to bring about 

a reduction o-f hostile propaganda, an end to military 

preparations for war and reestablishment of diplomatic 

relations. The isolation of conflict refers to 

organizational efforts to localize a conflict and thus 

prevent escalation and diplomatic or military interventions 

outside the framework of the international organization 

(Haas, Butterworth, and Nye, 1972), 

The generic concept conf1ict management is used 

interchangeably with the term conf1ict resolution or 

conflict control. Mitchell (1981) has defined conf1ict 

management as the whole range of techniques employed in any 

society to (1) prevent the development of conflict 

situations or, once these have developed, (2) to prevent 

their resulting in disruptive and widely destructive conflict 

behavior through some form of settlement agreement. 

International organizations or their agencies acting as 

third party intermediaries require some resources and 

capabilities if they are to manage conflicts successfully. 

These resources include; (1) subjective impartiality in the 

sense that the activities of a third party do not influence 

a crisis more in favor of one side than the other; (2) 

independence from influence of a political entity that has a 

stake in the outcome of the crisis; (3) prestige or repute 

in the eyes of the principals in a crisis; (4) knowledge of 

political issues in dispute; (5) diplomatic and bargaining 



skills, and professional expertise in politico-military 

affairs; (6) physical resources such as communication 

-facilities, equipment and technical military personnel 

relevant to the process of resolving conflict (Young, 1967; 

Mitchell, 1981; Haas, et al., 1972). But third party 

peacekeeping or peacemaking activities are bound to fail if 

the parties in a conflict are still determined to win the 

conflict by going through the motions of peacemaking 

"without any serious intent of accepting anything other than 

the surrender of an adversary" (Mitchell, 1981, pp. 286-

312). 

One mechanism employed by the UN and some regional 

organizations in containing or controlling conflict 

situations is a peacekeeping operation. The United Nations 

and some regional organizations have helped to stop 

hostilities between belligerent members by deploying troops 

to supervise truce arrangements or cease-fires, to observe 

and prevent clashes through the active separation of 

antagonists, and to confirm the withdrawal of foreign troops 

from the territory of a member-state (Haas,, et al., 1972; 

Young, 1967; Bowett, 1964). 

Young (1966, pp. 150-155)) advanced the proposition 

that under the collective security, or Charter System, the 

permanent members of the Security Council would provide the 

great bulk of resources needed for any United Nations 

actions. But, he says, there has been a shift to the 



peacekeeping, or "Hammarskjold framework," which has 

deemphasized the "direct and immediate use of high-level 

military force" to suppress aggression or enforce peace 

resolutions. This shift from coercive to noncoercive 

peacekeeping missions correlates with: (1) the failure of 

the great powers to conclude arrangements to enforce 

the peace as provided by Chapter VII of the Charter; (2) 

the decline in acceptance of the concept of Collective 

Security because of concern that it was being used as a 

cover for the pursuit of the policy interests of the great 

powers; (3) the rising influence and interests of smaller or 

middle powers; and (4) the increasing prospect of crises 

developing outside the Cold War areas. Young (1966) further 

states that this shift, "does not mean that coercive actions 

can never be employed under this theory; they have been 

employed in the past and may be employed to an equal or 

greater extent in the future" (p. 150). 

In a research report by Haas et al. (1972, pp. 38, 42) 

the following research questions were suggested for future 

studies: (1) What are the circumstances under which truce 

supervision and enforcement measures succeed? (2) What are 

the limiting conditions on the conduct of successful peace-

keeping operations? (3) How do regional organizations 

compare with the UN in terms of popularity of field 

operations (including the use of peacekeeping forces)? 

Although the authors assert that regionally specific 



questions must be raised about the effectiveness of regional 

organizations (OAU, the Arab League, and so on), they 

acknowledged that the first two questions remain to be 

answered for existing regional organizations. In this 

dissertation I explore answers to these related questions as 

they concern the UN and the OAU. 

As Comay (1983) rightly observes: 

Peacekeeping does not function in a vacuum . . . 

Peacekeeping and peacemaking are interdependent. 
Peacekeeping is not an end in itself, but a means to 
relax tension and provide a measure of stability while 

peace talks proceed (p. 114). 

A summary of possible propositions for research on 

peacekeeping is appended below: 

1. The success of an intermediary force will depend on 

the willingness of the adversaries to compromise (Mitchell, 

1981; Young, 1967). 

2. Enforcement of a peacekeeping mandate is more 

likely to be effective if it is in the interest of the 

larger member states to assume the necessary burdens in 

money, men, logistical support and diplomatic backing (Haas, 

et al., 1972; Young, 1966). 

3. Lack of clarity or ambiguity in wording of the 

mandate of peacekeeping forces has been a handicap to 

peacekeeping operations (Forsythe, 1969; Rosner, 1963; 

Lefever, 1967). 



4. Insufficient funding of peacekeeping missions has 

been a handicap to peacekeeping operations (Taylor, 1980; 

Young, 1966). 

The United Nations has dispatched several international 

peacekeeping forces to troubled spots to implement its peace 

resolutions. The five major UN multinational forces that 

have operated in various parts of the globe are (1) the 

United Nations Emergency Force (UNEF I —1957/67); (2) 

Operations Des Nations Unies Au Congo (ONUC—1961/64); (3) 

United Nations Force in Cyprus (UNFICYP—1964/present); (4) 

United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon (UNIFIL—1978/85); 

and (5) the United Nations Emergency Force (UNEF II — 

1973/79). The UNIFIL operation is still going on, while 

UNFICYP assumed a peace observer role after 1974 (the 

strength of the force was reduced to about 2,000 (Wiseman, 

1983). On its part, the OAU has been able to dispatch only 

the peacekeeping force in Chad (OAUF) in 1981/82. The 

United Nations Charter (Articles 51, 52, and 53) provides 

that regional organizations are competent to take measures 

through regional arrangements to achieve settlement of 

intraregiona1 disputes. In fact, Article 33 encourages the 

parties to a dispute to exhaust, regional possibilities 

before invoking UN measures. Article 33 (Yearbook of the 

United Nations, 1947-48, 1949) states 

1. The parties to any dispute, the continuance of 
which is likely to endanger the maintenance of 
international peace and security, shall, first of 
all, seek a solution by negotiation, inquiry, 
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mediation, conciliation, arbitration, judicial 
settlement, resort to regional agencies or 
arrangements, or other peaceful means of their own 
choice. 

The Security Council shall when it deems 
necessary, call upon the parties to settle their 
disputes by such means. (p. 990) 

As with most United Nations peacekeeping situations, 

the Chad crisis of 1979-82 confronted the QAU with the 

problem of assembling a politically acceptable force and 

deploying it as quickly as possible in the face of a rapidly 

deteriorating internal crisis. The agreement by the OAU to 

dispatch a multinational peacekeeping force to Chad fulfills 

of one of the roles which the organization's leaders had 

envisaged for it at its inception on May 25, 1963. But the 

nearly twenty-four years of OAU existence have witnessed 

several unsuccessful attempts at creating such a force. 

Prominent among the reasons are (1) the inability to con-

clude arrangements to finance the force; (2) the inability 

to agree on the specific tasks to be assigned to it, and <3) 

reluctance of African states to surrender a part of their 

sovereignty for a continental cause. 

There have been different views about whether the OAU 

peacekeeping venture in Chad was successful. The Chad 

operation was a difficult mission because of political 

cross-currents, based on cultural animosities and 

religious-communal antipathies of rival factions. The 

factional leaders had links to Libya and other contiguous 

states (Pelcovits, 1983, p. 76). Pelcovits (1983), 
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therefore, suggests that it is necessary to study the OAU 

institutional capacity to undertake peacekeeping operations 

and its political readiness for active regional involvement. 

I hope to determine by this research the OAU's institutiona1 

capacity by studying the Chad experience (the first and only 

OAU peacekeeping experience) along with UN experiences, 

Forsythe (1969) argues that the proposition that "lack 

of clarity in mandate of forces" has been a handicap to 

peacekeeping operations is inconclusive. He, therefore, 

asserts that "there is clearly a need for more research on 

this question" (p. 134). I will examine the above 

proposition through an analysis of six peacekeeping 

operations (UNEF I, ONUC, UNFICYP, UNIFIL, UNEF II, and the 

QAUF). This and related questions represent a gap in 

knowledge about international peacekeeping operations and 

conflict management at the UN and OAU regional levels. As 

Wiseman (1983) noted, it is now necessary for scholars, 

diplomats, and military analysts to study by imaginative 

considerations possible future applications of peacekeeping 

in order to help national policy makers and international 

organizations to have a clear grasp of what peacekeeping can 

or cannot do. The present work represents an effort in that 

direction. 

Research Questions 

This study will focus on the following research 

questions: 



1 . What was the relative degree of success of the five 

operations analyzed? 

2. Was there a correlation between the success of the 

operations and their level of funding? 

3. Was there a correlation between the more successful 

forces (or operations) and clearly stated missions or 

mandates? 

4. Was there a correlation between the success of the 

operations and the willingness of the contending parties to 

compromise? 

5. Is there an inherent contradiction between the 

stipulation that peacekeeping forces shall not use force 

except in self-defense and shall not intervene on either 

side of a civil war situation, and the mission of the force 

to interpose itself between the parties and play a 

peacekeeping role? 

6. Was there a tendency for the more successful 

operations (measured by provision of men, money, political 

backing and logistics support) to have the backing of larger 

members of the organization? 

7. Given that ONUC and OAUF were sent into situations 

of civil war still unresolved, is a peacekeeping force 

appropriate to such situations? 

8. How does the OAU compare with the UN in carrying 

out peacekeeping operations? Was the relative success of 
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the QAU a-ffected by differences between the United Nations 

and the Organization of African Unity? 

I hope to answer the above questions and determine whether 

some of the propositions apply in all five peacekeeping 

cases and to explore their implications for the practice of 

peacekeeping. 

Assumptions of the Study 

This research rests upon the following assumptions. 

First, conflict management and conflict resolution are the 

same phenomenon, regardless of time or system level. 

Second, the concept peacekeeping has the same meaning for 

everyone; the UN, the OAU, and scholars. The third is that 

the same principles govern the conduct of both regional and 

UN peacekeeping forces. The main principles are (1) the 

non-initiation of military force, except as authorized by 

the organization; (2) the maintenance of the host state's 

consent in the deployment and operation of forces; (3) the 

neutrality and impartiality of peacekeepers in dealing with 

antagonists and conflict situations; and (4) non-

interference in the domestic affairs of host states. These 

assumptions presume that one can compare peacekeeping by the 

UN and by the OAU (that they are comparable things). 

It is assumed, further, that the opinion of scholars, 

diplomats, force officers, and UN/OAU decision-making 

authorities represents the true conditions in which 
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peacekeeping operations have been conducted (Galtung, 1971; 

Wright, 1971; Rikhye, Harbottle, and Bjorn, 1974). Galtung 

(1971) asserts that the behavioral indicators for the 

conditions of aggression (conflict behavior) could be based 

on "elite polls, or on what the elite has expressed in 

articles and speeches" (p. 281). Finally, it is assumed 

that very little in terms of research findings is known 

about the UNIFIL experience, the OAU Force mission, and the 

lessons to be learned from them. 

Significance of the Study 

The answers to the questions raised above and 

systematic explanation of the causes of success or failure 

of peacekeeping missions will, hopefully, be a contribution 

to the understanding of peacekeeping as a conflict control 

mechanism. Although peacekeeping missions may be employed 

at the United Nations and at regional levels, existing 

literature is limited to the discussion and analysis of 

peacekeeping at the UN level . However, the? UN peacekeeping 

mission in Lebanon has received little attention. This 

study hopes to fill this gap in knowledge, and to explore 

some OAU region-specific questions that will help broaden 

the knowledge of conflict management at the? regional level. 

Recent developments indicate a growing preference for 

dealing with intraregional conflicts within the regional 

context. As noted above, under the UN Charter, regional 

organizations are competent to take measures to achieve 
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settlements of intraregiona 1 disputes if the Security Council 

is kept -Fully informed. Apart from showing how the Chad 

mission compares with UN peacekeeping experience, this study 

will 

1. Provide guidance -for planning future peacekeeping 

missions and the improvement of conflict management; 

2. Determine if the first OAU (Chad) mission was a 

success or failure; 

3. Add to the existing knowledge of peacekeeping as a 

mechanism for conflict management; 

4. Serve as a data source for further research in 

peacekeeping, 

Limitations and Scope of the Study 

The capacity to construct a theory of peacekeeping as a 

mechanism for conflict resolution (especially as it affects 

the OAU) is restricted by the small number of cases. There 

is only one example of a peacekeeping mission by the OAU, 

and five at the UN or global level. This study acknow 1 edges 

the fact that a good theoretical statement must be based on 

the criteria of generality^ causality, and parsimony, and 

should be based on phenomena observable across systems 

(Riggs, 1977). 

In spite of the above limitations, this study, 

hopefully, constitutes a basis for valid generalizations or 

the ground for questioning established generalizations, 

since it involves five cases instead of a single case study-
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Moreover, it examines the UN Lebanon and OAU Chad operations 

more intensively than in previous work. It is also a basic 

data-gathering exercise, thus contributing indirectly to 

theory-building (Lijphart, September 1971; Lapalombara, 

1974). As Lapalombara (1974) puts it, case studies provide 

the opportunity to 'locate concrete examples of hypothesized 

re 1 ationships," to "single out at least one case where the 

relationships exist," and they compel us to qualify the 

generalization when a case demonstrates that the 

relationship does not hold (p. 22). 

This study will not cover in detail the operations of 

UNEF II, which was established on October 25, 1973, at the 

end of the Israel-Egyptian war which broke out on October 6, 

1973. This force was assigned the task u f guaranteeing the 

observance of the cease-fire between Israel and Egypt as 

provided for by the UN Security Council resolutions 338 

(1973), 339 (1973), and 340 (1973). The role of UNEF II can 

best be described as that of a buffer or interposition 

force. The United Nations Truce Supervision Organization 

(UNTSO) initially provided UNEF II with headquarters staff 

and 112 observers. Most of the force's contingents were 

drawn from UNFICYP--Canada (693), Finland (557), Sweden 

(496), and Austria (398). The balance of the contingents 

came from Peru (404), Poland (324), Ireland (260), and some 

troops from Indonesia and Panama (Rikhye, 1974, pp. 315-

325). However, the activities of UNEF II, its financing 
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and mandate, will be considered in the overall evaluation of 

peacekeeping operations. 

Definition and Qperationa1ization of Concepts 

In this study, peacekeeping refers to such functions 

as (1) keeping combatants apart by interposing forces 

between them; (2) acting as a safeguard against possible 

breaches of cease-fire or truce agreements; (3) supervising 

the exchange of prisoners of war and withdrawal of foreign 

forces from the territories of independent nation-states; 

and (4) the protection of life and property. The above 

tasks would be carried out through the medium of peaceful 

third party in termediaries using multinational forces. A 

peacekeeping force must assume political neutrality and 

impartiality in a crisis or conflict situation if it is to 

persist as a functional mechanism of peace. It would use 

limited force only to defend itself or maintain its position 

and functions. Fact-finding commissions or observer 

missions are excluded from this definition. 

Peace enforcement or enforcement action is defined 

here as the use of military force deemed necessary in 

implementing the mandate of an international peacekeeping 

operation. In this context, the peacekeeping force 

commander in close liaison with authorized UN or regional 

organization officials would determine the amount of 

military force that is appropriate at any given time and 

circumstance. 
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Conf1ict is here defined as Quincy Wright (1971) used 

it; a particular relationship between states or rival 

factions within a state which implies subjective hostilities 

or tension manifested in subversive economic, or military 

hostilities (pp. 349-350). 

A t h i r d party is here defined as Oran Young (1967) 

defined it: "an actor that is not a direct party to the 

crisis or conflict, that is designed to reduce or remove one 

or more of the problems that are the causes of the conflict 

and therefore to facilitate the termination of the crisis 

itself" (p. 34). 

According to the Concise Oxford Dictionary (7th 

Edition), to intervene is to "come between so as to prevent 

or modify result etc." Intervention is defined here as 

Political and military actions embarked upon by an 

international organization (global or regional) whose motive 

is the maintenance of international peace and security and 

to assist in bringing about a lasting solution to an 

interstate or intrastate conflict. 

"Ambiguity in wording of mandate" occurs when the 

statements of the roles of forces are framed in such a way 

that they could be interpreted to mean different things by 

the parties to a conflict. Mandate here means UN or OAU 

resolutions or documents outlining the functions/tasks of 

peacekeeping forces. The determining factors of "ambiguity 

in wording of mandate" or "lack of clarity in mandate of a 
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-force" will be CI) wording of resolutions or an amplifying 

document (if any); (2) the interpretations of rivals in the 

conflict; (3) the opinion of scholars; (4); the opinion of 

force officers; and (5) statements made by UN or other 

.international organization officials to the effect that 

ambiguity in wording of the mandate was a handicap to the 

operation. 

Forsyther s (1969) suggestion for operationalization of 

"lack of clarity in mandate of a force" implies that the 

above factors may be assessed by the use of logical judgment 

or by coding documents, speeches, and opinions on a three-

point scale in terms of whether they are "favorable," 

"neutral/moderate," or "unfavorable" to the mission 

(p, 134). For the purpose of this study, the factors will 

be assessed by the use of logical judgment. The resolutions 

or amplifying documents which outline the tasks of 

peacekeeping forces will be examined for inconsistency or 

ambiguity, and instances of misinterpretations of mandates 

will be cited in support of any judgments made. 

The effects of the politico-operational problems on the 

performance of a peacekeeping force will be assessed against 

the following factors: (1) the maintenance of host state's 

consent and support to the operation; (2) prestige or repute 

in the eyes of rivals in the conflict, and their perception 

of the neutrality of the force; (3) hostile attacks on the 

personnel or locations of a peacekeeping force; (4) the 
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manifestation of third party negotiating arrangements, the 

planning, and state of preparedness of a force; and (5) 

political support to the operation by some major powers and 

troop contributing states. This study will explore each 

operation in order to determine which of the above 

indicators of po1itico-operationa1 problems are present. 

The terms success or fai1ure of a peacekeeping 

mission refer to the degrees of implementation or non-

implementation of the tasks in a force mandate or an 

amplifying document. The degrees of success or failure will 

be judged by the number of tasks actually implemented and 

the number not implemented by a peacekeeping force. This 

will be presented in the form of a linear scale graduated in 

percentages per number of tasks actually implemented. For 

example, the UN operations in Lebanon would be regarded as a 

complete or 100"/. success if it was found that UNIFIL did 

implement all the three tasks outlined in resolution 425 of 

March 1978. UNIFIL was mandated to confirm the withdrawal 

of the Israeli Defense Forces (IDF) from southern Lebanon, 

to restore peace and security, and to assist the government 

of Lebanon in ensuring the return of its effective authority 

in the area. 

Forsythe (1969) has suggested that the financing of 

peacekeeping operations can be analyzed in terms of the 

effect of any or all of the following factors: (1) the 

assessed contributions of states; (2) voluntary contributions 
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to augment the assessed contributions; (3) prompt 

availability of -Funds from regular budgets; and (4) the UN 

or OAU officially assessed amount needed for the mission as 

compared with the actual amount made available or spent in 

an operation (p. 134). Although each of the above factors 

is considered in this study," the determination of 

sufficiency or insufficiency of funds will be based on the 

comparison of the officially assessed costs of financing 

each mission and the funds actually made available or spent 

for the operation. 

Review of Related Literature 

Existing literature on international peacekeeping 

operations has been in the nature of case studies and has 

followed the same pattern generally. Scholars have 

underscored the many logistical and operational problems 

which UNEF I, QNUC, and UNFICYP had experienced. Some of 

the problems have been ascribed to the inadequate level of 

funding, inappropriate political arrangements and the 

emergency nature of peacekeeping missions. Some scholars 

have criticized peacekeeping operations, whether the 

enforced or peaceful type, on the grounds that they only 

preserve the status quo or merely prolong rather than 

resolve conflicts (Rikhye, et al., 1974, p. 16). Anthony 

Merrier in International Peacekeeping: United Nations 

Forces in a Troubled World (1981) also notes that only 

weaknesses and failures of peacekeeping forces are usually 
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described while the successes never make the headlines; the 

successes are mostly in situation reports or other 

unpublished documents. But Indar Jit Rikhye et al., in The 

Thin Blue Line (1974), contend that most critics view the 

contributions of peacekeeping -forces in terms of failure. 

They, on the contrary, assert that 

. . . If one makes a careful assessment of the 
contribution that this kind of peacekeeping has made to 
the maintenance of world peace over the last quarter 
century, it becomes clear that this contribution can be 
evaluated in degrees of success—not in terms of 
failure. (p 17) 

Rikhye et al . (1974, p. 18) further asserts that it will be 

more useful for researchers to explain all possible ways for 

making international peacekeeping more efficient and 

effective for conflict resolution. It is worth noting, as 

Haas et al. (1972, p, 36) pointed out, that the decision to 

carry out peacekeeping operations in the management of 

international conflicts is the acid test of an International 

Organization's (world or regional) concern for peace; it 

involves expenditure of money and willingness to accept 

considerable risks instead of the inherent desire of members 

to score propaganda points. 

One key factor which helps determine the level of 

success or failure of a peacekeeping operation is the 

influence of the super powers and larger members of the 

international organization concerned. Scholars and experts 

have argued that international peacekeeping operations 

designed to bring about a peaceful settlement of conflicts 
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where big power interests are involved is usually unviable 

because the danger of escalation is possible (Claude, 1971; 

Haas et al., 1972; Rikhye et al., 1974). Thus, Haas et al. 

(1972) assert that the localized disputes are easier for the 

UN or regional organizations to help manage or settle. This 

rests upon the assumption that "the weaker of the parties 

would not have had time to call on its allies to come to its 

aid" (p. 18). They also contend that, "Even in cases in 

which the super powers were not directly involved, it was 

their role in UN conflict management that produced a 

settlement or a stopping of hostilities" (Haas et al., 1972, 

p. 24). Inis Claude (1971, pp. 510-511) further cautions 

that peacekeeping operations cannot be undertaken in 

disputes and conflicts between the super powers since 

peacekeeping is actually designed to insulate conflicts 

against cold war competition—a sort of "preventive 

diplomacy." It is in this light that Rikhye et al. (1974) 

assert that the effective control and direction of 

peacekeeping operations will continue to depend upon 

agreements between the superpowers. The above assertion is 

held inconclusive until the same situation has been 

demonstrated in all or most peacekeeping missions. 

Bjorn Skogmo in UNIFIL: International Peacekeeping in 

Lebanon, 1978-1988 (1989) traced the difficulties in 

fulfilling the UNIFIL mandate to the influence of the 

superpowers on Security Council decisions. He noted that at 
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the time of the creation of UNIFIL, relations between the US 

and USSR were strained by the negotiations of the Egyptian-

Israeli peace treaty. Consequently, UNIFIL's mandate and 

its implementation were linked to Middle East regional 

issues; the dispute between Israel and the Arab countries, 

the Palestinian question, and the superpowers' interests 

(pp. 193-197). Skogmo (1989) also observed that the 

superpowers held differing views on the Palestinian issue 

and the role of the Palestinian Liberation Organization 

(PLO). While the Soviet Union protected the "interests of 

the Syrians and the PLO" in Lebanon, the USA defended 

^^rae1i interests (p. 193). Skogmo (1989) further argued 

that the superpowers made UNIFIL's task more difficult by 

delivering "to the conflict partners long-range weapons that 

could be fired over the positions of UNIFIL troops" (p. 

•£i49). Although Skogmo s (1989) work analyzes the role of 

the Security Council in the establishment of UNIFIL, 

including consultations and debates on the future of the 

force, it does not deal with the effect of the mandate and 

related policy (resolutions) on the peacekeeping operation. 

Many scholars argue that the success of any 

peacekeeping force hinges on three basic principles; 

neutrality or impartiality of an intervening force, the 

willingness of the parties to a conflict to compromise, and 

consensus within members of an internationa1 organization. 

Rikhye et al. (1974) assert that if these principles are 
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violated, the chances of a peacekeeping operation becoming 

successful are less likely- They note that if the principle 

of neutrality is violated the force will certainly lose its 

credibility. Pelcovits in Peacekeeping on Arab-Israe1i 

Fronts: Lessons from the Sinai and Lebanon <1984), asserts 

that political consensus which embraces all nations with 

important interests in the outcome of a conflict is 

essential for effective peacekeeping. Haas et al.'s (1972) 

study of conflict management is especially insightful with 

regard to the role of consensus as a determinant of success 

or failure in peacekeeping. They observe that "the more 

serious confrontations submitted to regional organizations 

tend to demand a very wide margin of members agreement for 

successful management1' (p. 33), Haas et al. (1972) further 

note that parties to a conflict tend to be suspicious of 

formal procedures and processes of conflict management where 

sovereignty is at stake. This study will seek to find out 

if there is a correlation between the success of 

peacekeeping operations (global or regional) and the issue 

of political compromise, neutrality of intervening forces, 

and consensus within an organization, 

Haas et al. (1972) argue that whereas regional 

organizations like the QAU do well in managing low-intensity 

conflicts that have not reached the point of military 

operations, truce supervision has become a well established 

UN pattern of peacekeeping operations. This assertion rests 
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upon the premise that the QAU has a "functional Lodif^ission of 

Mediation, Conciliation and Arbitration. Moreover, the QAU 

has often relied on the influence of its elder statesmen of 

high repute who serve on ad hoc mediation committees to 

settle disputes between states. Although they accept that 

the OAU handles civil wars better than the UN, Haas et al. 

(1972) claim that "the QAU's success with intense civil wars 

is far from impressive and will remain difficult for it to 

manage" (p. 21). They further argue that "truce supervision 

is not typically part of regional operations at all" (p. 42). 

But Pelcovits (1983, p. 92) observes that the OAU has nq 

political infrastructure comparable to the Security Council, 

nor an operational secretariat adequate to deal with 

peacekeeping operations. 

The work by Rikhye et al. is a case study of UNEF I, 

QNUC and UNFICVP. It deals with the political and military 

prerequisites of establishing peacekeeping forces, and their 

role in third party interventions of a peaceful nature. The 

authors found that lack of political support, financial 

problems and logistical problems represent three of the 

impediments to success of UN peacekeeping missions. They 

also found the Security Council resolutions which determine 

the tasks of peacekeeping forces were framed in ambiguous 

terms. Rikhye et al. (1974) noted that 

There is always the problem of how to interpret 
policy directives set out in Security Council 
resolutions. Resolutions are by design couched in 
ambiguous or at least vague terms and it is for the 
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commanders in the field—to decide upon their practical 
implementation, (pp. 171-174) 

Verrier (1981, p. 14) also notes that the UNEF I mandate 

contained in the November 3, 1956 resolution was never 

specific, even though it was clearly stated that the Force 

was "to secure and supervise." cease-fire in the affected 

areas. On ONUC operations, Verrier also argued that too 

many published accounts assume that the force "succeeded or 

failed to execute mandates because of a correct or faulty 

interpretation of them" (p. 41). Verrier further observes 

that UN officials and military officers took decisions and 

executed their tasks on the basis of their personal 

assessments of the prevailing situation (pp. 14-41). 

Another single case study found that financing was a 

problem in the Cyprus operation. Stegenga, having noted 

that the overwhelming percentage of UNFICYP's financing and 

logistic support was provided by NATO countries, affirmed 

that UNFICYP was not exempt from the financing difficulties 

experienced by UNEF I and ONUC. Stegenga (1968) concludes, 

"In the light of experience in Cyprus, the voluntary 

contributions method should not be considered as a feasible 

means of financing any future United Nations Peacekeeping 

Operation should one become necessary" (p. 172). Pelcovits 

(1983) states that the decision to terminate ONUC's 

operation in 1964 was due partly to financial problems. He 

also observes that the issue of funding a peacekeeping force 

can determine whether the operation is going to take place 
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or not. Pelcovits, therefore, concludes that peacekeeping 

by international organizations will not be constrained by 

budgetary considerations if troop contributing countries are 

assured of speedy reimbursement of costs incurred by them. 

Verrier (1981) also observes that financial problems have 

been given as excuse for the inadequate logistic support to 

peacekeeping forces. The US had to make up ONUC's budgetary 

deficiencies by settling about 427. of the financial costs. 

It is worth noting as Rikhye et al. (1974) point out, 

that enforcement action can prolong conflicts and 

stiffen the resistance of parties to a conflict instead of 

reducing them. Consequently, the UN has been reluctant to 

authorize the use of force other than in self-defense. 

Although enforcement action may make it possible for 

conflict to erupt at a later date if the structural causes 

and roots of the conflict have not been removed, it is 

desirable to give a peacekeeping force some authority to use 

force in its efforts to accomplish the tasks specified for 

it in the force mandate. The ONUC experience bears 

testimony to the assertion that enforcement action can be a 

necessary means of resolving some conflicts. As Young 

<1967) puts it, the use of force cannot be ruled out from 

peacekeeping missions because it has been employed in the 

past and could be employed in the future. 

A sample survey by Charles C. Moskos (1976) involving 

110 participants in the UNFICYP operations is illustrative 
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of the perception of some peacekeepers about the role of 

enforcement action in peacekeeping operation. The 

respondents were all interviewed in Cyprus and the findings 

formed the basis for Moskos' evaluation of the attitudes of 

the peacekeepers concerning the "constabulary model" of 

peacekeeping. The constabulary model focuses on the use of 

minimum force to achieve a settlement of the dispute. To 

determine the need for "enforcement action" in peacekeeping 

operations, respondents were asked, "Can a soldier be 

effective in the peacekeeping job if he cannot use force 

except in self-defense?" Fifty-one percent answered in the 

affirmative, while 497. felt there was need for the use of 

force if peacekeeping mandates are to be accomplished. The 

same proportion of officers felt that a peacekeeping officer 

needs additional skills for peacekeeping service, apart from 

the professional military training received in military 

schools and colleges (Moskos, 1976, p. 105). 

But the above finding can only be used as a basis for 

generalization on the need for enforcement measures if the 

same perception is found in most operations. Based on the 

Congo experience, Burns and Heathcote (1964) assert that 

difficulties of command and control and inadequate financing 

and logistics support were the most acute problems for 

United Nations forces that have a specific political aim. 

They therefore conclude that an internationa1 peacekeeping 

force is more likely to experience "confusions in the chain 
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of command" with disastrous consequences to the mandate of 

forces (Burns and Heathcote, 1964, pp. 182-186). But a 

national panel established by the United Nations Association 

of the United States of America (UNA-USA) expresses the hope 

that the US and USSR would show more interest in 

peacekeeping activities because the chances of small 

conflicts escalating into super power nuclear confrontations 

is now greater than before. The panel, therefore, 

recommended the following (The United Nations in the 1970s: 

A Strategy on a Unique Era in the Affairs of Nations, 1971). 

1. The direct participation of the major powers in UN 

peacekeeping operations in addition to providing financial 

and logistical support; 

2. Adequate arrangements be made between the Security 

Council and member-states of the UN for the provision o+ a 

standby force of 25,000 men and reserves for future 

peacekeeping missions; 

3. The establishment of a UN fact-finding system by 

the use of photographic and electronic devices designed to 

observe accurately truce and cease-fire violations. The 

fact-finding system is also expected to "analyze potential 

conflict situations," thus replacing the on-the-spot ground 

observers. 

But a mechanical system can only augment the useful 

on-the-spot negotiating role which the ground observers 
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perform. The fact-finding system cannot adequately replace 

the ground observers. 

This study will also include civil war situations 

because Haas et al. (1972, p, 36) assert that regional 

organizations, including the OAU, in the past have had over 

50"/. success rate in conf1ict"management which involved the 

supervision of cease-fire agreements and maintenance or 

restoration of law and order. It is therefore necessary to 

ascertain the authenticity of such claims, especially as it 

concerns OAU peacekeeping efforts. Moreover, Pelcovits 

(1983) observes that the OAU has no political infrastructure 

to deal with peacekeeping operations. The truth of this 

observation also needs to be verified. Although we cannot 

generalize about threats to the peace in the future that 

will have significant domestic characteristics, it is 

logical to assume that international organizations will 

again be faced with conflict situations displaying a large 

domestic civil war component. 

Data and Method of Investigation 

This study will utilize both primary and secondary 

data. In this context, the official publications and 

documents of the UN will be used. Reports, testimonies, 

memoirs, and books written by participants in peacekeeping 

operations will be consulted for first-hand information on 

the problems experienced by the five peacekeeping forces to 

be studied. For example, General Arthur Lee Burns, the 
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first Commander of UNEF I, is co-author of Peacekeeping by 

UN Forces: From Suez to the Congo (1963). General Rikhye, 

a force commander of UNEF I and Military Advisor to Ralph 

Bunche (UN representative in Congo), is co-author of The 

Thin Blue Line (1974), and General Carl von Horn, Commander 

of ONOC, is the author of Soldiering for Peace (1967). The 

author of this dissertation was the Deputy Commanding 

officer of the first Nigerian Battalion in UNIFIL (Lebanon). 

The United Nations Review , the U.N. Chronicle, and Uni ted 

Nations General Assembly Official Records, Security Council 

resolutions and reports of the officers-in-charge of the 

peacekeeping operations contain valuable information on 

peacekeeping operations and the problems associated with it. 

The Africa Research Bulletin, Africa Report, the 

Journal of the Pan African Peacekeeping Force—Peacescope, 

and Nest Africa magazine all contain documentations on the 

socio-po1itica1 developments which led to the dispatch of an 

OAU force in Chad and some of the problems experienced by 

the force. Some of the journals also report the proceedings 

and outcomes of OAU General Assembly Sessions and 

Ministerial Council meetings on a regular basis. The 

"Minutes of a Post Mortem conference on the Peacekeeping 

Operations in Chad" is another source of information on the 

Chad operations. This document contains extracts of the 

report of the OAU Force Commander, General Ejiga of Nigeria, 

and the representation of the Nigerian Unit Commanders on 
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the Chad operations. Peacescope contains articles written 

by officers from the Senegalese and Zairean contingents in 

the OAU Force. The task here is to sift enough evidence and 

separate editorial comment from the facts presented to 

determine the nature of peacekeeping operations and the 

problems which peacekeeping forces experience in the field. 

In United Nations experience, many day-to-day operational 

decisions concerning peacekeeping missions are made by the 

Secretary-Genera 1 in consultation with officials of troop-

contributing countries and host nations, and the various 

force commanders. Thus, the views expressed by them carry a 

lot of weight in determining the nature of peacekeeping 

missions and their problems. All the documents and books 

mentioned are available in the following sources: <1) the 

University of North Texas Library; (2) UN Headquarters in 

New York; and (3) The Ministry of Defence, Lagos, Nigeria. 

The method of research will be the case study method. 

Five peacekeeping cases will be studied and comparison made 

between the UN and OAU peacekeeping efforts. This will be a 

means of comparing the UN and OAU as institutions, one of 

whose major function is the maintenance of international/ 

regional peace and security. Logical deductions will be 

made as to the causes of success or failure of some 

peacekeeping missions. 

The success or failure of a peacekeeping mission will 

be judged by the degrees of the implementation or non-
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imp lemen ta ti on of the -force mandate or tasks- The number of 

tasks outlined in a resolution will be determined and 

evidences of the completion of a given task will be 

considered. The official report to the UN or OAK by the 

Secretary General? force commander or UN representative will 

be used as evidence for the implementation or non-

implementation of peacekeeping tasks. 

Degrees of = Number of tasks implemented 

Success/failure Number of tasks in mandate 

This process will be repeated for all five operations. In 

order to assess the trend of success versus failure of 

peacekeeping , the "percentage success" of all five 

operations will be presented in the form of a graph and 

in terpreted. 

In order to test the proposition that insufficient 

funding was a handicap to peacekeeping missions, the 

budgeted amount will be compared with the actual amount 

spent in an operation 

Amount made available/spent in operation 
Budgeted amount for the operation 

The following factors will also be considered: (1) whether 

member-states paid their assessed contributions to a special 

peacekeeping fund; (2) whether voluntary contributions were 

enough to augment assessed amounts for operations; (3) 

whether assessed payments due to troop contributing states 

were prompt and regular. If the amount actually spent in an 

operation was short of the budgeted amount, then such a 
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mission was insufficiently funded. The inability to make 

payments to troop contributing states, who also supplied the 

bulk of equipment and stores for the operation, will be an 

indication of insufficient funding. The opinion of force 

officers and scholars will be used to determine whether 

insufficient funding had a negative effect on the 

implementation of a particular operation. If it is found 

that four out of the five operations were insufficiently 

funded with a negative impact on the operation, then 

insufficient funding will be asserted to be a handicap to 

peacekeeping operations. It is presumed that the pay and 

allowances n-f personnel, estimated compensation, equipment 

and supplies needed, and other operating costs where 

considered by the UN and the OAU in assessing the financial 

requirements of an operation. 

The effects and consequences of "lack of clarity of 

mandates" will be determined by examining the content of the 

resolution or official documents which outline the functions 

of a force. The opinion of scholars and statements by force 

commanders to the effect that ambiguity in wording of 

mandate was a handicap to the operation will be indicative 

of the negative impact of "lack of clarity1' on forces' 

mandates. If the above condition is found to exist in four 

of the five cases, then lack of clarity in mandate will be 

asserted to be a handicap to peacekeeping operations. 
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In all issues involving impediments to success, 

evidence must be non-trivial in four of the five 

peacekeeping operations to permit any generalization. 

Evidence will be presented in tabular or graphical 

i1 lustrations for the purpose of analysis. 

Chapter I highlights the purpose, the problem, and 

significance of the study. This chapter has drawn 

sufficient information from the literature of peacekeeping, 

conflict management at the organizationa1 level, and 

relevant documents and publications concerning peacekeeping 

operations. It is the expectation that it will provide #the 

necessary link and theoretical guide for the dissertation. 

The next five chapters will consist of a chronological 

exploration of the mandates of peacekeeping forces, their 

experiences, and the military and political environments in 

which they operated. Three chapters will be devoted to four 

UN operations and the other two to the OAU Chad operation. 

The five chapters will be written with the research questions 

in mind and organized so as to provide support for any 

conclusions to be drawn in Chapter VII. 

Chapter II will be subdivided into two parts. The 

first part will examine UNEF I operations, financing and 

mandate. The second part will explore the tasks, operations, 

and financing of ONUC. This chapter will consist of a 

summary of the experience of UNEF I and ONUC, using pri-

marily UN documents and publications, and secondary sources. 



34 

Chapter III will explore the nature of mandates, 

operations, and the logistical and administrative support to 

UNFICYP, and summarize the experience of UNEF II using UN 

documents and secondary sources. Chapter IV will be a case 

study of UNIFIL. It will rely on primary sources, military 

reports, and personal experience. 

Chapter V will explore the nature of the Chadian 

conflict, the political negotiations leading to the 

establishment of an OAU Force (QAUF) in Chad, and the issues 

involved. Chapter VI will describe and analyze the tasks, 

operations, logistical and administrative support system, 

and funding of the OAU Force. This chapter will be 

organized in such a way that it will bring out the 

similarities and differences of the DAL) and UN operations. 

Some of the questions raised in the research questions will 

be answered in Chapter VI. 

Chapter VII will provide the integrative link and 

structure of the dissertation. The case studies will serve 

as the basis for comparisons of operations of the five 

peacekeeping missions. It will highlight the similarities of 

the five peacekeeping operations, the differences among the 

UN operations, and the unique aspect of the OAU operation. 

An evaluation of the available evidence on the hypothesized 

impediments to success of peacekeeping operations will be 

made to allow genera 1izations about peacekeeping operations. 
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It will also form the Summary and Conclusions of the 

dissertation. 

The recommendations -for the improvement of peacekeeping 

will be based on the lessons learned from the five 

operations and the ongoing efforts to implement the mandate 

of United Nations Transitional Assistance Group (UNTAG) as 

stipulated in UN Security Council Resolution 435 (1978) and 

reaffirmed by Resolution 601 (1987) and 632 (1989). UN 

Security Council Resolution 435 (1978) mandates the UNTAG 

to (1) monitor the phased withdrawal of South Africa's 

troops in Namibia and the disarming of South West Africa 

People's Organization (SWAPO) and (2) supervise "free and 

fair" elections (under UN supervision and control) to a 

national assembly in November 1989. Resolution 628 lends 

support to the tripartite and bilateral agreements between 

Cuba, Angola and South Africa (UN Document S/20346-A/43/989; 

UN Document S/20345 (1989)). The tripartite agreement 

specifies among other points (1) the implementation of UN 

plan for Namibian independence beginning April 1, 1989; (2) 

withdrawal of all South African forces from Namibia; (3) 

total withdrawal of 50,000.Cuban troops from Angola; (4) 

free and fair elections in Namibia (on the basis of "one-man 

one-vote"), and (5) the avoidance of the threat or use of 

force, acts of war, aggression or violence (UN Chronicle, 

March 1989, pp. 35-38). 



CHAPTER II 

UN PEACEKEEPING FORCES: UNEF AND ONUC 

This chapter is sub-divided into two parts with Part I 

dealing specifically with UNEF and Part II with ONUC. The 

•first purpose of the chapter is to explore the political 

events and negotiations leading to the formation of UNEF I 

and ONUC. The force was known as UNEF (1956-67). After the 

creation of a second force by the same name in 1974, the 

custom has been to refer to them as UNEF I and II (1973-79). 

The latter was terminated with the treaty of peace between 

Israel and Egypt. Second, the chapter will examine the 

mandate, operational and logistical conditions and problems 

with which the forces had to contend. Both UNEF I and ONUC 

were initiated and operated during the "assertive period" 

(1956-1967) of the developmental stages of peacekeeping. 

The formation of UNEF I was a major breakthrough on the part 

of the United Nations in its efforts to maintain inter— 

national peace and security. UNEF I was the first UN-level 

peacekeeping operation initiated by the General Assembly 

through the "Uniting for Peace Resolution." The ONUC 

operation is also unique in the sense that it arose out of a 

classical decolonization situation in Africa and operated 

within the scope of civil strife (Wiseman, 1983, p. 36). 

36 
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Part I: United Nations Emergency Force (UNEF I) 

Background to the Establishment of UNEF I 

Before the British mandate in Palestine was terminated 

on May 15, 1948, Israel proclaimed her independence. The 

proclamation of independence was greeted by Arab hostilities 

UN attempts to maintain peace in the area resulted in two 

truce agreements which broke down. But in 1949, the UN 

arranged four armistices that were accepted by both the 

Israelis and Arabs. The result was agreed-upon armistice 

lines as the frontiers of Israel. The first Armistice 

Agreement was signed between Egypt and Israel on February 

24, 1949, at Rhodes. Another General Armistice Agreement 

was signed between Lebanon and Israel on March 23, 1949, at 

Naqurah. A Third Armistice Agreement between Jordan and 

Israel was signed on July 20, 1949, at Mahanayim. The 

agreements delineate Armistice Demarcation Lines, beyond 

which nationals of the signatories shall not move. 

Consequently, the UN General Assembly, on December 8, 1949, 

established the United Nations Relief and Works Agency 

( UNRWA) to assist the local authorities in rehabilitating 

the Palestine refugees (United Nations Emergency Force, 

1962). 

But between 1955 and 1956, Arab commandos based in the 

Gaza Strip carried out raids into Israel and other 

violations of the Armistice lines. Israel naturally felt 
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more threatened when Jordan, Egypt, and Syria considered a 

military alliance among themselves (Rikhye, et al., 1974). 

The precarious situation was -further complicated by the 

nationalization of the Suez Canal (see map in Figure 1) by 

President Gamal Nasser of Egypt. The British quest to 

ensure retention of control over the Canal led to an 

agreement with Egypt. Britain agreed to withdraw its troops 

from the Canal in 1954 if Egypt would allow the storage 

depots and other facilities to remain available to the 

Western allies in case of an outbreak of hostilities 

(Rosner, 1963). The vacuum created by Britain in 1954 was 

filled by the US, which continued to give aid to Egypt. But 

Egypt felt alienated when the United States, Iran, and 

Turkey signed the "Bagdad Pact." Egypt was further driven 

to the Eastern bloc when Israel raided the Gaza Strip on 

February 28, 1955, to check the series of terrorist acts in 

the area. Because she felt threatened and alienated by the 

US, Egypt turned to Czechoslovakia (under Soviet influence) 

for arms. The US, therefore, canceled the loan it promised 

Egypt for the construction of the Aswan Dam (July, 1956) 

(Rikhye, et al., 1974; Rosner, 1963). 

Nasser, therefore, announced the nationalization of the 

Suez Canal so that he could use the proceeds paid by the 

users of the Canal to raise funds for the construction of 

the dam. Israel considered the closure of the Canal to its 

shipping as a threat to its sea route to the Gulf of Aqaba. 
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On October 29, 1956, Israel, with the co11aboration of 

Britain and France, invaded the Sinai and within four days 

it was within 15 miles of the Canal. Israel also occupied 

Sharm el Sheikh which gave it control of the Strait of Tiran 

(entrance to the Gulf of Aqaba and access to the Red Sea). 

Britain and France, the biggest canal users, viewed the 

nationalization as a direct threat to their trade links with 

the East. They issued an ultimatum to both Israel and Egypt 

to cease-fire and withdraw their forces 10 miles from either 

bank of the Suez. Ironically, Britain and France vetoed the 

UN Security Council's efforts to stop the hostilities in the 

Sinai (Rosner, 1963). The Soviet Union had proposed, in a 

draft resolution to the Security Council, that "enforcement 

actions" be taken under Article 42 of the UN Charter should 

Great Britain, France, and Israel refuse to comply with 

resolutions 994, 998, and 1000 of November 2, 1956 (The 

Secretary-General Report on Plans for an Emergency Force, 

1956, p. 37). The Soviet Union proposal would activate 

Article 42 of the Charter which provides that, "should the 

Council consider that measures not involving the use of 

armed force provided for in Article 41 had proved to be 

inadequate, the Council may resort to such actions by air, 

sea, or land forces as may be necessary to restore 

international peace and security" (Yearbook of the United 

Nations 1947-48, 1949, pp. 987-997). 
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The Soviet Union's Foreign Minister, Dmitri T. 

Shepilou, had declared his country's willingness to 

participate in defending the victims of aggression by the 

use of force, if necessary (The Middle East Crisis-V, 1956, 

p. 37). The approval of such a proposal would be tantamount 

to initiating another world war. Condemning the Soviet 

proposal, Ambassador Henry Cabot Lodge, Jr., of the United 

States declared, "The Soviet draft resolution embodies an 

unthinkable suggestion that Soviet military forces, together 

with those of the United States, should be sent to the 

fighting in Egypt unless that fighting stops within twelve 

hours. This would convert Egypt into a larger battlefield" 

(The Middle East Crisis~~V, 1956, p. 37). The Secretary-

General further affirmed that in implementing the General 

Assembly's decisions, his actions had been guided by the 

fact that the Assembly in requesting a cease-fire and 

withdrawal of foreign forces from Egypt had rejected the 

resort to enforcement action as a means of securing 

compliance with its decisions (Assembly's Further Action on 

the Middle East: United Nations Force Takes Up Position, 

1957). The risk of starting a dangerous internationa1 war 

makes it unlikely that the desired support could be found to 

give legitimacy to collective enforcement actions against a 

group of strong nations like Britain, France, and Israel as 

of 1956 or a strong nation (Haas, et al. 1972; Mitchell, 

1981). The effectiveness of an international force can be 
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Qtsrmined by the powsr relation that exists between the 

•force and any rsca lc i tr an t stats or group of statss that it 

is likely to engage (Bloom-field, 1964). 

Mandate and Operations of UNEF I 

Under its "Uniting for Peace Resolutions" of 1950, the 

UN General Assembly initiated and approved by a majority of 

57 to none (with 19 abstentions) resolutions 997, 998, 1000, 

and 1001 (ES-1) of November 1956 (Proposals and Decisions on 

the Middle East, 1956, p. 103),r The General Assembly noted 

that the Israeli Defense Forces (IDF) have violated the 

General Armistice agreement between Egypt and Israel, and 

that Great Britain and France were conducting illegal 

military operations against Egyptian territory. The 

Assembly therefore urged, . . as a matter of priority 

that all parties involved in hostilities in the area agree 

to an immediate cease-fire and, as part thereof, halt the 

movement of military forces and arms into the areas . 

to refrain from any acts which would delay or prevent 

the implementation of the present resolution . . . urges 

that . . . steps be taken to reopen the Suez Canal and 

restore secure freedom of navigation" (Proposals and 

Decisions on the Middle East, 1956, p. 103). Based on the 

above decisions, the UN Secretary-General was authorized to 

establish an emergency force to "secure and supervise the 

cessation of hostilities" in accordance with all the terms 

of the UN resolutions. UNEF I was also charged with the 
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responsibility of prevention of violations of territorial 

waters and air space in the area, and to ensure the 

restoration of peace from the Suez Canal to the 1949 

Armistice Demarcation Line (Proposals and Decisions on the 

Middle East, 1956, p. 104). 

Major-General E.L.M. Burns of Canada was appointed the 

Force Commander of UNEF I, and the headquarters of the Force 

was located in the town of Gaza. A headquarters staff 

comprising personnel, operations, and logistics sections 

were established within the headquarters complex. Some 

staff officers were also responsible for legal, provost, 

engineer, signals, airstaff, and medical matters. The Force 

consisted of ten contingents, including those from Finland 

(255), Sweden (349), Denmark (424), Norway (498), Columbia 

(522), Brazil (545), Indonesia (582), Yugoslavia (673), 

India (957), and Canada (1,172). The total force of almost 

6,000 was organized as eight battalions. Air support units 

for UNEF I consisted of two Royal Canadian Air Force 

flights. The 114 communication flight had four C-119 

aircrafts and was responsible for airlift of mail, priority 

cargo, and troops moving between Egypt and Italy. The 115 

unit had two DC-3 aircraft for reconnaissance, medical 

evacuation, and internal transport support in the area of 

operations (Hammarskjo1d, 1957). 

The UN General Assembly, in its resolutions 997 to 1001 

of November 2 to 5, 1956, assigned three tasks to UNEF I. 
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These were (1) to supervise the withdrawal of foreign 

forces behind the 1949 armistice lines; (2) "to secure and 

supervise the cessation of hostilities" by ensuring the 

restoration of peace from the Suez Canal to the 1949 

armistice lines between Egypt and Israel; and (3) to prevent 

the violations of territorial waters, land and air space in 

the area of operation (Proposals and Decisions on the 

Middle East, 1956, pp. 103-104). 

The UNEF I operations can be divided into three phases: 

1. Phases I and I I. These phases comprised the 

supervision of withdrawal of foreign troops from the Sue,z 

Canal Zone, The phases lasted from November 1956 to March 

1957, During this period, UNEF I troops were "interposed" 

between the Anglo-French and Egyptian forces through 

occupation of a buffer zone south of El Cap extending 

northwards to Port Said and Port Fuad. UNEF I units helped 

to maintain order and calm in the area, and provided guards 

to the power station in Port Fuad. The Force also 

maintained a safety cordon around areas in the two ports, 

and arranged and supervised the exchange of prisoners, 

detainees and internees between Egypt and the Anglo-French 

command. In Phase I I , UNEF supervised the withdrawal of 

Anglo-French and Israeli forces from the Sinai Peninsula. 

The Secretary-Genera 1 confirmed that the Force had 

accomplished the first task specified in its mandate 

(Hammarskjold, 1957, p. 22). 
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2. Phase III. In the third phase, which lasted ten 

years, the battalions established a number of observation 

posts between the -forces o-f Egypt and Israel east o-f the 

Suez Canal on the territory of Egypt. UNEF units assumed 

temporary control o-f the prisons, guarded key installations, 

manned the telephone switchboard o-f the town of Gaza, and 

arranged for loan of diesel oil from UNRWA supply to 

maintain essential electric services. In conjunction with 

the Gaza local police and administration, UNEF troops were 

able to help prevent infiltrations and crossings of the 

armistice demarcation line by unauthorized persons. The UN 

troops also cleared the mine fields left behind by Israeli 

forces (Hammarskj old, 1957). 

The Force experienced some communication problems and 

operational difficulties, which is to be expected since UNEF 

comprised national contingents with different standards of 

training and methods of operation, different languages, and 

different communication procedures. The difficulties of 

communication were reflected in the Secretary-General's 

report to the General Assembly contained in document A/6672 

of July 12, 1967. The relevant portion reads: "Despite the 

excellent morale of UNEF, difficulties of communication 

among personnel and contingents did give rise to some 

serious problems and misunderstandings, especially when 

senior military officers and staff could not communicate in 
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one or other of the United Nations' working languages" 

(Hammarskjold, 1957, pp. 21-22). The working languages 

included English and French. The emergency nature of UNEF I 

operations inevitably gave rise to all sorts of problems-

administrative and operational. All logistical arrangements 

were ad hoc in nature because the force had to be assembled 

and deployed without detailed planning or established 

standard operating procedure for an international 

peacekeeping force (Official Records of the General 

Assembly, Twenty-Second Sessions: Agenda Item 21, 1967; 

Young, 1967). 

The Force was, therefore, limited in its deployment and 

functional capacity to the extent that 

1. The Force's operation had to be with the consent of 

the parties concerned, since the UN could not station or 

operate a Force on the territory of a given country without 

the consent of the government of that country. Israel did 

not authorize a part of the force to be stationed in its 

territory; therefore, the Force was deployed on the Egyptian 

territory only, along two lines which together were 117 

miles long (Official Records of the General Assembly, 

Twenty-Second Sessions: Agenda Item 21, 1967; Young, 1967). 

2. No use of the Force under Chapter VII of the 

charter was envisaged. UNEF I was, therefore, accorded a 

paramilitary status. It could only fight in self defense. 

The above principles, or "Hammarskjold Doctrine," have 
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continued to apply to all peacekeeping -forces of a 

multinational character. The super powers have continued to 

support UN peacekeeping operations, but they have never 

agreed to "high-level coercion to -force the parties to 

accept UN intervention" (Young, 1987, p. 140). The status 

of the troops o-f UNEF varies- from one contingent to another. 

In some instances, they were professional soldiers drawn 

from the regular army. In other cases, they were volunteers 

or conscripts enrolled for specific terms of service 

(Hammarskjold, November 1757; Official Records of the 

General Assembly, Twenty-Second Session: Agenda Item 21, 

1967). 

In Phase III, UNEF I units were deployed along the 

armistice demarcation line (117 miles long), in the Gaza 

Strip, and in the Sinai Desert. The units in the Gaza Strip 

were deployed as follows: 

1. The Indian battalion holding a sector to a point 

east of Khan Yunis; 

2. The Danish-Norwegian battalion (known as DANOR 

battalion) was deployed from the Coast inland along the 

northeast sector of the line as far as a point east of the 

City of Gaza; 

3. The Brazilian battalion took over from that 

position to Wadi Ghazza; 
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4. The Columbian battalion and the Finnish company 

(less two platoons) manned positions along the southwestern 

part of the Gaza Strip, near Rafah; 

5. The Indonesian battalion was held in reserve 

because Indonesia had indicated the desire to withdraw its 

•forces after six months of service with UNEF I; and 

6. The Swedish battalion was responsible for the 

safety of UNEF I Headquarters and the town of Gaza including 

the armistice demarcation line (ADL) "beginning near the 

Old Gaza-Beersheba road and running for about 3 miles south-

west to the Indian Battalion." (Hammarskjold, 1957, p. 20; 

United Nations Emergency Force, 1762, p. 12). 

Any incidence of violations of the cease-fire or 

armistice agreement was investigated by UNEF Headquarters 

with the expert assistance of UN military observers in the 

area, and findings were referred to competent authorities in 

the UAR (United Arab Republic, or Egypt) or Israel for 

prompt action. The Force maintained liaison with both the 

Egyp tian and Israeli governments (United Nations Emergency 

1962). For the entire duration of its deployment in 

Egyptian territories, UNEF I suffered a total casualty of 89 

dead and many wounded. Many of the casualties were as a 

result of encounters with Israeli mines (United Nations 

Emergency Force, 1962). 
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UNEF I Administration and Logistical Situations 

Initially, the national contingents arrived in areas of 

operation with only a few jeeps as their transport and 

sur-face transport -For moving troops and supplies was 

inadequate in the first year of UNEF operations. Patrolling 

with jeeps proved to be easier than any form of patrol in 

the Sinai desert. The Royal Canadian Air Force (RCAF) 

provided the main logistic support to the Force. The 

Canadian air transport units carried out reconnaissance 

flights along the armistice zone and were responsible for 

the movement of troops, stores, supplies and rations to UNEF 

outposts in the Sinai and Gaza. It also carried out all 

welfare flights to and from Beirut (Official Records of the 

General Assembly, Twenty-Second Session: Agenda Item 21, 

1967). Three of the major supply problems were (1) 

acquiring food; (2) surface transport equipment and spares; 

and (3) medical supplies. The first six battalions on 

arrival in the operation area had only ten days' rations, 

were without transport and medical supplies, and had no 

staff support (Rikhye, et al., 1974; Rosner, 1963). 

By September 1957 about 1,100 vehicles and trailers of 

40 different types and makes were available for support to 

the Force. The maintenance of these vehicles presented some 

difficulties to the Force, as spares for M-151 jeeps and 

some other types of vehicles were difficult to procure. 

Similarly, gasoline, oil, and lubricants were in short 



50 

supply. As a result, the M-151 jeeps were replaced by 

comparatively cheaper and functionally adequate CJ-5 jeeps. 

The light-type 4-by-2 vehicles also replaced the more 

expensive 4-by-4 types and old vehicles which were 

uneconomical to maintain were disposed of. A system of 

contractual repairs was also" introduced , but UNEF Workshop 

continued to carry out field repair and assembly of parts. 

The English Lister generators in 10-, 15-, and 25-kilowatt 

capacities replaced the Thompson type which proved to be 

less economical and less suitable in desert weather 

conditions. With regards to communication, the initial 

problems had to do with the lack of standardization of radio 

sets and switchboards. But toward the end of UNEF 

operations, sufficient 45-50 MC Motorola radios for mobile 

radio nets were already in use (Official Records of. the 

General Assembly, Twenty-Second Session: Agenda I tern 21, 

1967). 

In view of the pioneering and emergency nature of UNEF 

operations, the administrative arrangements made by the 

Force headquarters staff was commendable. Some of the 

efforts directed towards maintaining high morale in the 

Force included (1) a leave policy; (2) an effective mail 

arrangement; (3) pay and allowance arrangements in the 

theater of operation; (4) recreational facilities; and (5) a 

rotation policy by contingents. In order to reduce tension 

and fatigue resulting from the strenuous nature of peace-
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keeping assignments, a leave policy and leave center -for 

members of UNEF were established. The leave granted was 

three days for each month of operations with UNEF. The 

leave policy also stipulated that at no time will the 

strength of a national contingent be reduced below 75 on 

account of leave. Members o-f the Force were also "entitled 

to mail, free of charge through use of a UNEF cancellation 

stamp, five air letters per week to their home countries" 

(Official Records of the General Assembly, Twenty-Second 

Session: Agenda Item 21, 1967, p. 7). 

In view of the difficult terrain and climate, and the 

monotony of the tasks which troops were called upon to 

perform, the practice of periodic rotation was established 

by national contingents, beginning in April 1957. In 

general, the contingents were rotated after a period of six 

months of service with UNEF, and the costs of rotations were 

met by the UN. It was the policy of the UN command that 

contingents are rotated "on a strength-for-strength basis," 

with the relieving units arriving as the veterans leave 

their duty posts (Hammarskjo1d, 1957, p. 20). The 

medical needs of members of the Force were a crucial problem 

at the initial phase of UNEF operations. National 

contingents had to rely on their own medical staff and 

medical inspection rooms. But during Phase III of the 

mission, two UNEF base hospitals were established—one at 
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Gaza and the other in the Rafah area, with sub-units 

attached to units. 

The beginning of the end of UNEF's operation in Egypt 

started with a series of accusations of bias towards Israel 

by one of the contingents in the Force. The Egyptian 

Foreign Minister, in a letter to the Secretary-Genera 1 of 

the United Nations, had complained about the Canadian 

government's bias towards Israel. The Foreign Minister, 

therefore, urged the Secretary-General to order the complete 

withdrawal and departure of the Canadian iorces which 

provided virtually all the logistical support to the Force. 

This order was to be implemented within 48 hours from the 

time of receipt of the cable. In a similar letter to the 

Force Commander of UNEF I, Major-Genera1 Rikhye, the 

Commander of the Egyptian Forces, requested the immediate 

withdrawal of the Canadian troops in the following terms: 

"Owing to the biased attitude of the Canadian government 

towards Israel, the general feeling among the people and 

the armed forces has become mobilized against Canadian 

policy . . . we demand the immediate withdrawal of the 

Canadian troops from the United Arab Republic territory 

within 48 hours" (Hammarskjold, 1957, p. 20). 

The Canadian contingent had just been airlifted out of 

Egyptian territory by May 30, 1967, when the Israeli Defense 

Forces invaded the Gaza and Sinai simultaneously on June 5, 

1967, and inflicted casualties upon UN units caught in the 
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-fighting. Before the Israeli attacks, the Egyptian 

government had withdrawn its consent and support to the 

continued operation of UNEF I in Egypt. Thus, the UN Force 

had no legal right to operate in the area (Official Records 

of the General Assembly, Twenty-Second Session: Agenda Item 

21, 1967; Bloomfield, 1964)." When the situation became 

dangerous for UNEF troops, the Force Commander requested the 

Secretary-General to authorize the immediate withdrawal of 

UNEF for safety reasons. Members of UNEF and other United 

Nations groups were completely evacuated from Gaza and Sinai 

on June 17, 1967 (Official Records of the General Assembly, 

Twenty-Second Session: Agenda Item 21, 1967). At the end 

of its operation, the number of fatalities sustained by UNEF 

I totaled some 90 dead. Out of this number, 64 were either 

killed in action or various accidents and 26 through other 

causes (Wiseman, 19S3). The UN Force had been commanded by 

six force commanders, beginning with General Burns (Canada) 

and ending with Major—General Indar Jit Rikhye (India), from 

January 1966 to June 1967. 

Financing UNEF I Operations 

The UNEF I operation was funded from a special account 

established by the UN General Assembly. The Administrative 

and Budgetary Committee of the UN was charged with the 

arrangements regarding the costs of maintaining the Force. 

The Assembly authorized the sum of $10 million as the 

initial capital for meeting the expenses of UNEF I operation 
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for the period September 1956 through December 1757 

(Assembly's Further Action on the Middle East: United 

Nations Force Takes Up Position, January 1957). All -funds 

received by the UN, outside the regular budget, for the 

purpose of meeting the expenses of the force was to be 

credited into the Special Account. Based on the UN 

Secretariat's assessments and the Administrative and 

Budgetary Committee's recommendations, the General Assembly 

made a number of authorizations for funding UNEF I 

operations (Assembly's Further Action on the Middle East: 

United Nations Force Takes Up Position, 1957; Official 

Records of the General Assembly, Twenty-Second Session: 

Agenda Item 21, 1967). The details of the assessed/budgeted 

amounts for meeting the expenses of the Force are presented 

as Table 1 of this dissertation. 

The total assessed costs of financing UNEF I operations 

for the ten years duration was $235.76 million. But the 

Secretary-General observed that the costs of deploying the 

Force were considerably reduced by the absorption by the 

member-states providing units of varying amounts of the 

expenses involved. This amount excludes the miscellaneous 

expenses absorbed by Canada, Italy, Switzerland, and the US 

in airlifting troops and supplies to the staging areas 

(Hammarskjold, 1957). Wiseman (1983) puts the estimated 

costs of maintaining UNEF at $220,124,012 for the period of 

ten years. But judging by the logistical establishments. 
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Serial 
No. Authorizations - Duration Covered 

Assessed Amount (in 
Hillion Dollars) 

1 a) General Assembly 
authorization 
(initial funding) 

a) September 1957 through 
December 1957 

10 million 

b) Cost of reimbursing 
special allowances 
to Force's personnel 

b) For the first six months 2 million 

c) General Assembly 
resolution i090(XI> 
(additional funds 
for UNEF 1) 

c) For the period ending 
December 1957 

24 million 

2 General Assembly 
resolution 1090(Xf) 

January to December 1958 
(12 months) 

20 million 

3 a) General Assembly 
authorized $1,625 
sillion per month 
for continuing cost 

a) January 1959 to December 
1966 (96 months) 

156 million 

b) Additional estimates 
for meeting 
contingencies 

b) January through June 1962 9,76 million 

4 General Assembly 
authorization 

January to December 1967 

Grand Total 

14 million 

$235.76 million 

/• - • wn i.uc iiiuuic Lflat.; uhiitfu c a n o n s rorce 
Takes up Positions. 1954, United Nations R e v i e w 3:28-32; UN Document A/6933, Revised Cost 
Estimates for 1967; (3) Official Records of the General Assembly, Twenty-Second Session: 
Agenda Item 21, United Nations Publications, 1967, 
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communication network, and supply depots which normally 

support national armies on -foreign missions, the estimated 

cost of UNEF I operations was inexpensive. The General 

Assembly had authorized the Secretary-General to incur 

operational and administrative expenses (personnel, 

equipment/stores, and incidental costs) up to the sum of $24 

million for 1957, and not more than $20 million for the year 

1958. The Assembly also authorized an assessed expenditure 

of the operation at a monthly rate of $1,625 million for the 

continuing cost of UNEF I maintenance (Official Records of 

the General Assembly, Twenty-Second Session; Agenda Item 

21, 1967). 

But the amount actually spent in maintaining UNEF I 

from 1957 to 1967 is only $150,130,875. The detailed 

breakdown of the annual expenditures of the Force by major 

categories is presented in Table 2. 

It is noted that the funding of UNEF I had not been 

without problems. The General Assembly was informed by the 

Secretary-General that the UN Forces had to operate under 

rigid budgetary limitations. The Secretary-General 

indicated that pledges in voluntary contributions by 

member-states were not promptly honored. The sum of $3.2 

million pledged by some members had not been honored by 

September 1957. Consequently, only $6.3 million for the 

first 14 months of UNEF's operation had been paid in cash 

into the Special Account (Hammarskjo1d, November 1957; 
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Tabic 2 

UffiF I Budgeted Expenditures 1757-19671 

Itees 8y Najor 
Categories 1957 195B 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 

Alloiiances, 3,851,601 4,032,2% 3,566,403 3,570,471 3,446, ICS 3,28B,669 3,194,094 3,002,621 2,796,229 2,225,741 2,207,420 
Rotation, 
Travel I 
Salaries of 
Military 
Perscroti 

Operational 12,736,561 4,796,265 3,917,412 3,879,787 3,417,757 4,139,054 2,992,335 2,819,833 2,665,303 2,495,867 1,681,056 
Expanses 
(airlift, 
equipment, 
repairs, 
supplies i 
services) 

totals t 736,235 335,73 lit,873 170,195 151,89! 132,3« 169,275 172,867 176,514 153,216 67,520 
Haint. of 
Pretises 

Rations 3,860,272 1,297,501 1,243,677 1,286,510 1,149,388 1,207,349 1,140,761 1,012,021 1,152,641 925,514 385,823 

Mfire 544,047 680,796 648,980 593,937 582,236 522,838 544,173 486,693 444,977 365,465 144,732 

tarifilitmr 2,093,562 1,940,879 1,950,386 1,894,235 1,901,218 1,924,408 1,985,789 1,969,367 2,089,521 1,970,207 1,910,566 

Salaries 6 
Other Expenses 

AHrtunmts 5,945,833 10,830,000 7,383,849 7,600,000 7,994,943 8,23B,200 8,925,000 8,285,000 9,584,300 7,811,075 5,023,000 
feliMtoPiy 
I Allowances, 
I Equipint 

Contingencies 231,839 71,910 100,000 198,905 
t« 

Grand Totals 30,000,000 23,913,662 18,949,492 19,095,945 18,646,545 19,490,863 18,951,427 17,748,402 18,909,517 16,145,984 11,395,107 

M7,315,000 
Srand Total far 10 years * $150,130,873 

Ŝources: ill Document A/6933-Revised cost estiiates lor 1967s Report of the Secretary-General, 1967. It specifies the anoint 
assessed for the year 1967. See also National Support of International Peacekeeping and Peace Observations Operations. Background papers 
prepared for the IS Ares Control and Oisanwent Agency, Voiune IV, Washington, The John Hopkins University, 1970, p. 161. 
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Official Records of the General Assembly, Twenty-Second 

Session: Agenda Item 21, 1967). The Military Command and 

Logistical Staff of UNEF I also perceived the stringent 

financial measures adopted by the civilian financial/-

administrative staff of the Force as "arbitrary and 

unjustified" (United Nations-Emergency Force, 1962). The UN 

Secretary-General affirmed: 

At the end of September, the shortfall in contributions 
received and assured as against estimated costs through 
December 31, 1957, is of the order of $12.8 million, 
without taking account of the estimated cost of 
reimbursing special allowances during the first six 
months ($2 million), or $4.5 million should the 
Assembly decide to pay all debts. (Official Records of 
the General Assembly, Twenty-Second Session: Agenda 
Item 21, 1967, p. 24) 

In order to determine whether UNEF I operation was 

insufficiently funded or not we need to compare the assessed 

amount with the actual expenses incurred by the Force for 

the period of ten years. 

Actual expenses incurred or 150.13 = .64 
Assessed amount 235.76 

The above calculations reveal that only about 647. of the 

assessed cost of maintaining UNEF I was actually spent by 

the force. The shortfall of 36"/. in the estimated costs of 

maintaining UNEF for almost ten years indicates that the 

operation was insufficiently funded, but with no serious 

operational consequences because the United States and other 

nations forfeited claims for services and equipment supplied 

in the operation. 
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Degrees of Success/Failure of UNEF I Mission 

The Force was assigned three tasks: (1) to supervise 

the withdrawal of foreign forces from the Egyptian 

territories; (2) to prevent violations of territorial waters 

and airspace in the areas of operation; and (3) to secure 

and supervise the cessation of hostilities from the Suez 

Canal area to the 1949 armistice line between Egypt and 

Israel. To implement the above tasks, UNEF I troops were 

interposed between the Anglo-French and Egyptian farces and 

between the Israeli and Egyptian forces- The UN force 

supervised the exchange of prisoners of war and detainees, 

and by March 1957 it had supervised the complete withdrawal 

of the Anglo-French and Israeli forces from the Suez Canal 

Zone and the Sinai Peninsula. This was confirmed by the UN 

Secretary-General in a report to the UN General Assembly. 

The report further stated that the freedom of navigation on 

the Suez. Canal had been restored and infiltrations or 

crossings of the armistice demarcation line had ceased 

(HammarskjoId, November 1957; Rikhye, et al., 1974). For 

all practical purposes, therefore, the first and second 

tasks of UNEF I were campleted--that is, 66.6X of the tasks 

had been implemented. 

The third and last task of UNEF I lasted about ten 

years. An evaluation of the Force's performance for the ten 

years of its operation in Egypt will indicate that it had 

restored peace and order in the Sinai Peninsula. The UN 



60 

Secretary-General and two Force commanders of UNEF I 

(Generals Gyani and Rikhye) confirmed that the UN Force had 

implemented all its assigned tasks before it was hastily 

ordered to withdraw under the threat of invasion in June, 

1967 (United Nations Emergency Force, 1962; Rikhye, et al., 

1974). As the UN Secretary-General noted: "With UNEF's 

deployment there, that line became and remained almost 

quiet. Infiltration across the line (the armistice 

agreement line) from either side was almost ended" (United 

Nations Emergency Force, 1962, p. 12). General Gyani 

believed that UNEF I had restored peace and stability in the 

area, but he also acknowledged that as of 1962 border 

incidents and violations of armistice agreements still 

occurred. General Gyani observed: 

There is no doubt that in the areas where we are 
operating, the force has been responsible in a very 
large measure for the atmosphere of peace and 
stability. The underlying problems, however, have not 
yet been resolved and consequently there is still the 
need to reduce border incidents and to prevent 
violations of armistice agreements. (United Nations 
Emergency Force, 1962, p. 28) 

Although some may argue that the outbreak of the 

Egyptian-Israeli war in June 1967, disrupted the peace and 

stability of the area, it must be recognized that before the 

outbreak of the Six Day War, the Anglo-French and Israeli 

forces had been withdrawn from Egypt ten years earlier 

(Lefever, 1967; Rikhye, et al . , 1974). The Suez Canal had 

been reopened, secure freedom of navigation restored, and 

peace and quiet had returned to the Sinai Peninsula for 
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almost ten years. Given the above situations, there-fore, it 

is logical to conclude that the UN force was able to 

implement the first two of its tasks completely, while the 

third and last task was partially implemented (allowing a 

-157. for reported and recorded incidences of violations). 

On a scale of 1007., therefore, the degrees of success of 

UNEF I mission is illustrated in Figure 2 below. 

Figure 2. Degrees of Success of UNEF I Mission 
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Where: 
Complete implementation of all three tasks = 1007. 

success; 
The distance between arrows = -157. allowance for 

incidences of violations; 
Therefore, the implementation of three tasks (-157. 

allowance) = 100 - 157. success or .85 success. 

Part I I : 0NUC 

Background to the Establishment of QNUC 

The Congo, which comprises many tribes speaking 

different dialects, was admitted into the United Nations on 

July 7* i960, after it had received its independence from 

Belgium on June 30. Long before it attained independence, 

the Congo had been plagued by intermittent tribal conflicts 

and famine which took a heavy toll on human lives and 

rendered many homeless. The tribal conflicts were further 

worsened by the fact that political parties had strong 
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tribal affiliations and provincial governments (Katanga, 

Kasai, Kivu and Soom) were dominated by particular tribal 

elements (see map in Figure 3). The tendency was for 

government officials to use their official posts to promote 

the domination of their tribes over others (Lee, 1965; Dayal, 

1960). An example of the sporadic tribal clashes in the 

Congo was the Baluba-Lalua conflicts in the Kasai Province 

which resulted in a mass exodus of the Baluba to their 

tribal region where a rebel government had been set up. 

The 28,000 strong Army Nationale Congolaise (ANC), with 

a majority of Belgian officers, combined the functions of a 

national army and constabu1ary. Immediately after the Congo 

attained its independence, the Congolese nationals in the 

army mutinied over pay and promotion demands. This mutiny 

led to the flying of Belgian reinforcements into the Congo. 

The Belgian authorities later denied that troops were sent 

to interfere in the internal affairs of that country. The 

Belgian government felt obliged to intervene solely "in 

order to save the lives of fellow countrymen who were in 

danger, lacking any of the protection which a state 

must afford to private individuals (Lee, 1965, pp. 119-121; 

Dayal, 1960, p. 19). The situation in the Congo worsened 

when the President of the Provincial Government of Katanga, 

Mr. Tshombe, declared the secession of Katanga Province from 

the rest of the Republic of Congo. The Prime Minister, Mr. 

Patrice Lumumba, appealed to the United Nations on July 12, 
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1960, for assistance in restoring law and order, to quell 

the Katanga rebellion, and to protect the Congo against 

Belgium's "external aggression" against the Republic of 

Congo (First Report by the Secretary-General on the 

Implementation o-f Security Council Resolution S/4387, 1960, 

p. 19). 

The United Nations accepted the Congo challenge on the 

legal grounds that it has responsibility to respond to the 

call -for assistance by member states. The breakdown of the 

instruments of government for the maintenance of law and 

order in the Congo had created a situation "which through 

its consequences represented a threat to peace and security 

justifying United Nations intervention" (First Report by the 

Secretary-General on the Implementation of Security Council 

Resolution S/4387, 1960, p. 19). Moreover, it was doing so 

in response to the explicit request of the Government of the 

Republic of the Congo. The Congo political crisis developed 

into a leadership struggle. President Kasavubu dismissed 

Lumumba as Prime Minister, but was himself dismissed by 

Lumumba. The situation was not clear as both men continued 

in office. Colonel Mobutu, the Army Chief, dissolved the 

National Assembly and instituted a College of Commissioners 

as the governing body which was not recognized by the United 

Nations (Wainhouse, 1960, p. 408). 

The Security Council, by its Resolution adopted at its 

873rd meeting on July 13-14, 1960, authorized the Secretary-
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General "to take the necessary steps, in consultation with 

the Government of the Republic of the Congo, to provide the 

government with such military assistance as may be necessary 

until . . . the national security forces may be able, in the 

opinion of the government, to meet fully their tasks" 

(Official Records of the Security Council, i960, p. 16). 

The Security Council also called upon Belgium to withdraw 

its troops from the Congo. The resolution was adopted by 

eight votes for, none against, and three abstentions. But 

Mr. Tshombe indicated a possible use of Belgian forces with 

Katangese to prevent the entry of UN Forces into Katanga 

terri tory. 

Several attempts by some United Nations members to get 

the organization to use military force to restore peace and 

order in the Congo failed to obtain the support needed to 

pass the required resolutions. A Soviet Union draft 

resolution which called upon the Security Council to take 

necessary steps to ensure the resumption of the activities 

of the lawful government and legislature of the Congo, "to 

disarm the terrorist bands of Mobutu," and to secure the 

withdrawal of Belgian troops in the Congo, failed to pass, 

with 2 votes in favor, 8 against and 1 abstention (Summary 

of the Main Resolutions Adopted, 1961; First Report by the 

Secretary-General on the Implementation of Security Council 

Resolution S/4387, 1960). An eight-power draft resolution 

(A/L 332/Rev.1) calling on the United Nations to implement 



65 

without delay, among other things, the neutralization of the 

Katangese -forces also -failed to meet the required two-thirds 

majority. It was defeated by 28 votes in -favor to 2 

against, with 27 abstentions. The above situation supports 

the theory that conflict situations in which an organization 

cannot reach "consensus in decisions for peace processes are 

not often successfully managed" in the desired manner (Haas, 

Butterworth, and Nye, 1972, p. 40; Mitchell, 1981; Young, 

1967). A similar two-power draft resolution (A/L 332) also 

fell short of the required two-thirds majority by just one 

vote (43 in favor, 22 against and 32 abstentions) (Summary 

of the Main Resolutions Adopted, 1961). 

A unique principle which guided the creation of ONUC 

was the determination to build ONUC around a hard core of 

military units from sister African nations, as an act of 

natural reliance on regional solidarity for the solution of 

an African problem. To give the Force a universal outlook, 

a smaller proportion of units from the other regions were 

requested to participate. Such assistance from outside 

Africa was regarded as assistance given in the spirit of the 

United Nations Charter to the African community of nations 

(First Report by the Secretary-Genera 1 on the Implementation 

of Security Council Resolution S/43S7, 1960). In creating 

the Congo Peacekeeping Force, the United Nations borrowed 

from the experience derived from the operation of UNEF. 

The following principles which applied to UNEF were declared 
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valid in respect of ONUC (First Report by the Secretary-

General on the Implementation of Security Council Resolution 

S/4387, 1960): 

1. The UN troops were under the sole command and 

control of the United Nations. 

2. The troops were not permitted to interfere in the 

internal affairs of the Republic of the Congo or to be 

ordered to impose any political solution of pending 

problems. 

3. ONUC troops were not to initiate the use of armed 

force* or to use it except in self-defense. 

4. The whole of Congo, including Katanga, was ONUC's 

area of operation. 

The above principles were reinforced in a message 

delivered on behalf of the United Nations by the first Force 

Commander of ONUC, Major-General Carl Von Horn (1967) of 

Sweden: 

Vou serve as members of an International Force. It is 
a peace force, not a fighting force. . . . Your task is 
to help in restoring order and calm in this country 
which has been so troubled recently. You are to be 
friendly to all the people of this country. . , . You 
carry arms, but they are to be used only in self-
defense. . . . Your conduct should always be such as to 
do credit to your country and to the United Nations , , 
. . Your order on this mission will come through your 
officers only from the United Nations. (p. 7) 
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Mandate and Operations of the ONUC 

In the -first phase of ONUC' s deployment in the Congo, 

the force was expected to perform the following tasks 

(Dayal, I960): 

1. To ensure the speedy withdrawal of the Belgian 

forces from the Congo. 

2. To help in the maintenance of law and order and the 

protection of life and property. 

3. To help maintain essential services and to 

encourage the resumption of normal activity. 

4. To assist the Congolese authorities to restore 

discipline in the Congolese National Army (ANC) and to 

reorganize the army in training camps. 

By the end of 1961 the Belgian troops had been completely 

withdrawn and the Congolese National Army had been 

reorganized in new units for training purposes. The second 

phase of the operations covered the following tasks: 

1. Prevention of tribal conflict and Civil War; 

2. The maintenance of territorial integrity of the 

Congo; 

3. Assistance to the central government in maintaining 

law and order and the restoration of essential services. 

At the end of August, 1960, ONUC Forces totaled about 

14,500 men, drawn from 10 countries. The countries and 

troop contributions are: Morocco <3,250), Ethiopia (2,547), 

Tumsxa (2,427), Ghana (2,389), Ireland (1,317), Guinea 
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(744), Sweden (628), Mali (574), Sudan (390), and Liberia 

(225) (Second Report by the Secretary-General on the 

Implementation of Security Council Resolution of July 14 and 

22, 1960 relating to the Congo, 1960). In March, 1963, the 

strength of the Force increased to nearly 20,000 when 

Nigeria, India, Ceylon, and Egypt dispatched their 

contingents to the Congo (Fabian, 1971, pp. 263-264; 

Lefever, 1965, p. 104). 

The Security Council in its resolutions adopted at its 

873rd meeting on July 13-14, 1960, and resolution 161 

(S/4741) of February 21, 1961, authorized the Secretary-

General to 

1. "take the necessary steps in consultation with the 

government of the Republic of Congo, to provide the 

government with such military assistance as may be able, in 

the opinion of the government to meet fully their tasks." 

(Official Records of the Security Council, 1960) 

2. "take immediately all appropriate measures to 

prevent the occurrence of civil war in the Congo including 

arrangements for cease-fires, the halting of all military 

operations, the prevention of clashes, and the use of force, 

if necessary, in the last resort" (UN Document S/4741, 

February 1961). 

The speed with which 0NUC troops were deployed in the 

Congo did not allow the UN command enough time to develop a 

practical concept of operation or time for adequate briefing 
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o-f the units. The local commanders had to rely a lot on 

their personal initiative and to improvise at all stages o-f 

the operation. The whole of the Congo was ONUC s 

operational area. Initially, the Tunisian contingent was 

deployed in Kasai province, the Moroccans in Equateur 

province, the Irish units in-Kivu province, the Swedish in 

Ndjilli and Ndolo airports, and the Ethiopian brigade in 

Stanleyville (Second Report by the Secretary-General on the 

Implementation of Security Council Resolution of July 14 and 

22, 1960 relating to the Congo, 1960; Dayal, 1960). The 

Force was handicapped by the lack of sufficient background 

information on the political situation in the Congo. The 

inexperience of most units in internal security drills also 

rendered ONUC units ineffective at the initial stages. The 

units experienced hardships because they arrived in the 

Congo with radio sets that were not designed to cover the 

distances over which they were deployed. It was generally 

difficult for members of the force to discover who really 

constituted the effective local authority in their areas of 

responsibility. ONUC operations were made difficult by the 

varying interpretations given to the mandate of the Force. 

The UN Force was further restrained by the demands of non-

intervention imposed by the July 1960 Security Council 

resolution even when the situation in the Congo called for 

military action to restore order and to quell the Katanga 

rebellion (Rikhye, et al., 1974; Lefever, 1967). 
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Figure 3 

Map of Zaire (former Congo) Showing Provinces and 
ONUC Areas of Operation 
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Kananga was -formerly known as Luluabourg. 
Lumumbashi was formerly known as Elisabethvi1le 
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The Congo Central Government perceived ONUC in a 

different way from the Force Command. The Congolese Prime 

Minister, Mr. Patrice Lumumba, called on the force to 

fulfill the following tasks in response to its mandate 

(Daya1, 1960; The United Nations and the Troubled Congo, 

1960): 

1. To entrust the task of guarding all the airfields 

of the Congo to the Congolese National Army and the police. 

2. To put ONUC aircraft at the disposal of his 

government for the transportation of government troops and 

personnel engaged in restoring order in Katanga. 

3. To use ONUC troops to seize all arms and ammunition 

supplied to the rebels in Katanga by Belgian troops. 

4. To withdraw the Swedish contingent deployed in 

Katanga and to replace it with African national contingents. 

Lumumba expressed the concern that Sweden had special tie 

with the Belgian royal family. 

Denying the above interpretation of ONUC mandate, the 

UN Secretary-General reaffirmed UN commitment to 

noninterference in the internal efforts for political 

solution to the problem in the Congo. He declared that UN 

forces and facilities could not be used to transport 

Congolese government representatives to Katanga against the 

wish of the Katanga leadership (The United Nations and the 

Troubled Congo, 1960; Second Report by the Secretary-General 

on the Implementation of Security Council Resolution of July 
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14 and 22, 1960 relating to the Congo, September 1960). The 

UN Secretary-Genera 1 also affirmed that the UN Forces could 

not be used on behalf of the Congolese central government to 

subdue or force the provincial government in Katanga to a 

specific line of action. But Rikhye and other ONUC officers 

found that the Security Council resolutions which 

streamlined ONUC's objectives were framed in ambiguous 

terms. Field Commanders were left with the task of 

deciphering the exact meaning of the wording of the tasks to 

be implemented. Rikhye and his associates (1974) argued 

that 

There is always the problem of how to interpret policy 
directive set out in Security Council resolutions . . . 
Resolutions are by design couched in ambiguous or at 
least vague terms, and it is for the commanders in the 
field . . . to decide upon their practical 
implementation. None of the directives of ONUC were 
particularly clear and those of February 21 and 
November 14, 1961, though authorizing the use of force 
in the last resort did not define what was implied by 
"last resort." <pp. 171-174). 

The above quotation supports the view that there are 

some difficulties of interpreting United Nations policy 

directives and applying the interpretations to field 

conditions. There were hostile attacks against UN soldiers 

due to the misunderstanding of the Force's role. When ONUC 

occupied the Leopoldville airport and radio station in 

September 1960 and denied Lumumba the use of the facilities 

thereof, the governments of Ghana, Egypt, and Guinea 

threatened to withdraw their contingents in protest over the 
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violation of the Congo's territorial integrity (Dayal, 

1960) . 

The -foregoing situations also contributed to the attack 

on ONUC positions by tribal factions engaged in inter—tribal 

wars in support of their leaders, and the Belgian soldiers 

and mercenaries continued to'operate in large numbers in 

support of the Katanga secessionist regime. It was in this 

climate of affairs that the Security Council on February 21, 

1961, approved a resolution (S/4741) at the 942nd meeting by 

nine votes to nothing against, to authorize the entry of 

ONUC into Katanga and to bring about the full implementation 

of United Nations resolutions. The United Nations 

resolution 161 circulated as document S/4741 urged that the 

UN take any action appropriate and "the use of force, if 

necessary in the last resort" to prevent the occurrence of 

Civil War in the Congo (Dayal, 1960; UN Document S/4741, 

1961). The resolution included the arrangements for cease-

fire. The above decision was satisfactory to the central 

government but displeasing to the Katanga leadership. The 

rival political leaders in the Congo each had the 

opportunity of accusing the United Nations Force of 

intervening in favor of a rival. Each action taken by UN 

troops in the exercise of its responsibility for maintaining 

peace and order became a bone of contention with one of the 

rival groups (Dayal, 1960). 
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Following the death of Patrice Lumumba and the meeting 

o-f the Congolese Parliament in July, 1961, a national union 

government headed by Mr. Cyrille Adoula as Prime Minister, 

to be assisted by two Vice-Prime Ministers, Mr. A. Gizenga 

and Mr. J. Sendwe was -formed. But Mr. Gizenga, a Lumumba 

loyalist, created a new political party (Parti Nationale 

Lumumbiste) with a stronghold in Stanleyville and Orientale 

Province, making another secessionist group (Dayal, 1960; 

Report of the Officer-in-Charge of the United Nations 

Operations in the Congo, 1962). 

On August 28, 1961, QNUC Forces were ordered to begin 

military action to deal finally with mercenaries and all 

foreign elements in the Katanga enclave. The attempt by UN 

troops to round up escaping mercenaries resulted in the 

hostilities of September 13, 1961, and December 23, 1961. 

Following this development, Mr. Tshombe agreed to send away 

the remaining mercenaries and Belgians in Katanga. But he 

remained evasive on this promise throughout the year 1962. 

The mercenaries were of French, Spanish and Belgian 

nationality, and they were recruited by Mr. Tshombe's 

Katanga government. By January, 1963, it was estimated that 

almost all the mercenaries had fled from Katanga via Angola 

and Rhodesia (Zimbabwe); thus it could be concluded that for 

all practical purposes, the ONUC mandate relating to 

mercenaries had been fulfilled (Report of the Qfficer-in-

Charge of the United Nations Operations in the Congo, 1962; 
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The Congo: An Account of United Nations Action and a Look 

Ahead, 1963). In spite o-f Tshombe's recalcitrance, the 

United Nations Command in Katanga continued to respond to 

his request for ONUC aircraft to assist in transporting 

Katanga deputies to earmarked meeting points. United 

Nations forces even established a joint patrol system with 

the Katangese police in order to maintain law and order 

(Report of the Officer-in-Charge of the United Nations 

Operations in the Congo, 1962; The Congo: An Account of 

United Nations Action and a Look Ahead, 1963). 

In January 1962, Mr. Gizenga ordered General Lundula of 

the Congolese Army to be arrested for his declared loyalty 

to Adoula's government. This situation led to fighting 

between ANC Forces under General Lundula and Katanga 

Gendarmerie loyal to Gizenga. On request from the Prime 

Minister of the Congo, the Ethiopian contingent in Katanga 

continued to assist the forces of General Lundula and to 

protect the prisoners and refugees as contained in ONUC's 

mandate. The relevant portion of the mandate directed ONUC 

Forces to assist the central government in the maintenance 

of law and order and in the prevention of civil war 

(Report of the Officer—in-Charge of the United Nations 

Operations in the Congo, 1962; The Congo: An Account of 

United Nations Action and a Look Ahead, 1963). The end to 

the rebellion in Katanga was reported by the Force Commander 

in the following words: "Radio Katanga, which was taken 
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under ONUC custody, on January 1, 1963, resumed broadcasting 

on January 7, 1963, with the announcement, 'This is the 

Congolese National Radio, Provincial Station o-f South 

Katanga,' followed by the Congolese National Anthem." 

(Report of the Officer-in-Charge of the United Nations 

Operations in the Congo, 1963, p. 73) 

As a result of varying interpretations of ONUC's mandate 

of July 1960 and the "enforcement action" resolution of 

February 1961, the United Kingdom, Tunisia, Greece, Congo 

(Brazzaville), and Belgium had expressed the feeling that 

the UN Secretary-General had overstepped his bounds by 

authorizing the bombing and attack on Katanga. The 

permanent representative of the United Kingdom did not feel 

that attacks by United Nations' aircraft "came within the 

definition given by the Acting Secretary-General of the 

defensive objectives of the United Nations in Katanga." 

Similarly, the President of Congo (Brazzavi11e) felt obliged 

to forbid aircraft engaged in transportation on behalf of 

ONUC to land in or fly over the territory of Congo 

(Brazzaville) (The Congo: An Account of United Nations 

Action and a Look Ahead, 1963; Report of the Officer-in 

Charge of the United Nations Operations in the Congo, 1963, 

pp. 39-45). But the UN General Assembly by 67 votes to none 

against, with 11 abstentions, supported ONUC actions in 

Katanga and declared that a cease-fire arrangement could be 

reached only if the central government headed by Adoula and 
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Mr. Tshombe agreed to a political solution of the Congolese 

problem. The above assumption had proved difficult to 

realize (The Congo: An Account of United Nations Action and 

a Look Ahead, 1963; Report of the Officer-in Charge of the 

United Nations Operations in the Congo, 1963). 

As a matter of fact, the Congolese gendarmeries 

cordoned off an Austrian UN military hospital and arrested a 

medical team suspected of being Belgian paratroopers at 

Bakaru on December 15 and 16, 1960. UN troops rescued the 

team after a six hour battle with the gendarmeries. Troops 

of the UN Force were ordered not to break into houses 

without sufficient reason, such as snipers firing at UN 

troops, or to "make indiscriminate arrests." Lieutenant 

General Sean Mac, Commander of the UN Forces in the Congo, 

reported on December 21, 1961, that his forces had secured 

"their immediate objectives and a hold-fire had been 

ordered" (Report of the Officer—in Charge of the United 

Nations Operations in the Congo, 1963, pp. 36—43). By the 

time the operation came to an end on June 30, 1964, the 

number of fatalities stood at 237. Out of this number, 195 

were killed in action or by accidents and 39 were from other 

causes (Wiseman, 1983; Withdrawal of ONUC: Secretary-

General's Report, 1964). Beginning February 1963 to 

June 1964, when the ONUC mandate was terminated, the UN 

Force was able to keep the elements of the Congolese 

National Army (ANC) in South Katanga under its operational 
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control--a remarkable achievement resulting -from enforcement 

actions which took effect from February 1961. The UN Force 

assisted the Congolese police and army in the maintenance of 

law and order. But up to the time of ONUC's withdrawal, the 

29,600-man strong Congolese Army (though integrated) "was 

still insufficiently trained and officered to cope with any 

major crisis." The main cause of the ineffectiveness was 

the lack of "adequate leadership, organization, and a sound 

staff work" (Withdrawal of ONUC: Secretary-General's 

Report, 1964, pp. 32-33). 

ONUC Administration and Logistical Situation 

Initially all supplies and equipment were delivered to 

the operation areas from outside the Congo through 

Leopoldville Airport. The greatest problem was how to 

distribute these materials and supplies to United Nations 

troops scattered all over the Congo given the lack of 

security in the surface transport system. Troop-carrying 

vehicles (TCV), reconnaissance aircrafts (DC-3 types), and 

helicopters were contributed by some member-countries for 

logistic support to ONUC. The United States and Great 

Britain voluntarily assisted with the airlifting of a part 

of some African national contingents and their equipment to 

the Congo. Seven countries provided the Force with about 60 

pilots to man whatever aircraft the United Nations command 

could lay its hands on: Argentina, Brazil, India, Norway, 

Sweden, Ethiopia, and Yugoslavia (Second Report by the 
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Secretary-General on the Implementation of Security Council 

Resolution of July 14 and 22, 1960 relating to the Congo, 

1960). The shipment o-f food supplies from ONUC Headquarters 

to points of demand was based partly on information received 

from Red Cross teams, provincial authorities, and UN 

observers who might be traveling within an area where food 

was scarce or in demand (Second Report by the Secretary-

General on the Implementation of Security Council Resolution 

of July 14 and 22, 1960 relating to the Congo, 1960). 

There were different kinds of vehicles in the area of 

operation, and resupply and maintenance was a crucial 

problem due to lack of standardization. Communication was 

made difficult because of lack of radio operators who could 

speak both English and French; and many were needed. The 

only communication equipment available by July 1960 

consisted of telephone from a hotel switchboard and a 

commercial telegraph system. The Canadian Signal Squadron 

provided the main communication to the Force, while 

additional communication was provided by the Indian and 

Irish Signal Units using BC 610 radio sets provided by ONUC 

in September 1960. Lack of standard radio operating 

procedures was also a problem (Rikhye, et al., 1974; 

Second Report by the Secretary-General on the Implementation 

of Security Council Resolution of July 14 and 22, 1960 

relating to the Congo, 1960; Von Horn, 1967). The United 

States standard procedure which was introduced in the Congo 
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operation was not properly applied. Because nothing could 

be transmitted in cipher, native languages were often used 

for security purposes—Arabic to Tunisians, Swedish to 

Swedes, an Amharic to Ethiopians. But when communication 

with ONUC headquarters at Leopoldville proved necessary, 

messages were sent by air. Major—General Carl Von Horn 

(1967) the force Commander revealed that the shortage of 

bilingual officers caused transmission of orders and 

instructions to be delayed for almost 48 hours on the 

average. 

Medical services to the Force was also inadequate at 

the initial stages, until Ghana managed to provide two 

medical units in Leopoldville. Inadequate attention was 

given to the welfare and morale of ONUC troops in the Congo. 

Despite the difficult conditions in which they had to 

operate (a state of permanent alertness), no recreational 

facilities such as canteen and leave centers were 

established in the areas of operation. Troops had to go 

without mail and had no newspapers. Security considerations 

may have prevented the UN command from providing the 

foregoing recreational facilities in view of the constant 

threats to the lives of UN troops in the Congo. With regard 

to feeding arrangements, it was difficult for ONUC 

headquarters to meet the demands of national contingents. 

For example, Pakistanis had to have their chickens killed 

according to Muslem rites; Arabs and other Muslems would not 



81 

eat pork, and so on. However, rations were -finally 

standardized to four diets (Von Horn, 1967; Bloom-Field, 

1964). 

ONUC Financing 

Perhaps the most important issue with regard to 

-financing ONUC was the legal effort to get the United 

Nations to approve the initial expenses of the Force as 

expenses of the organization. Some delegates in the Fifth 

Budgetary Committee on appropriations argued that expenses 

incurred in respect of ONUC were not within the meaning of 

Article 17, Section 2 of the UN Charter. Thus the decision 

to apportion the amount of $60 million, being the costs of 

ONUC's operation for 1960, among member—states was 

considered not binding on countries which had not approved 

of the Congo operations (the USSR, Belgium, South Africa, 

and the Arab states) (Assembly's Effort to Overcome Serious 

Financial Difficulties, 1962). Opponents claimed that 

Article 17(2) refers to the regular expenses of the United 

Nations only and that it was necessary to make special 

arrangements for financing the costs of peacekeeping 

missions. Some delegates even challenged the authority of 

the General Assembly to make appropriations for financing a 

peacekeeping force. They argued that such responsibility is 

the exclusive prerogative of the Security Council, which 

decides on the creation and operation of such a force 

(Assembly's Effort to Overcome Serious Financial 
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Difficulties, 1962). The above issue was settled by the 

advisory opinion of the International Court of Justice at 

the Hague which declared that financing peacekeeping 

operations was an obligation of all United Nations member— 

states. The breakdown of UN General Assembly authorization 

for funding ONUC operations is presented in Table 3. 

Another bone of contention was the proposal that would 

authorize the issue of bonds in the amount of $200 million, 

proceeds of which would be used to meet the unforeseen costs 

of peacekeeping activities. The principle of a bond issue 

was supported by the United States, Ethiopia, Ghana, the" 

Netherlands, Ireland, and Burma. Its chief opponents were 

the USSR, Hungary, Poland, Romania, Bulgaria and 

Czechoslovakia (Assembly Accepts Court's Opinion on 

Peacekeeping Expenses, 1963). The United States delegate 

observed that because many countries had failed to pay 

their assessment arrears and the organization had been 

unable to come up with $200 million, it had been difficult 

to maintain the Force in the Congo. The Force Commander's 

only observation in respect of financing of ONUC's operation 

was that his requests for the UN Headquarters to increase 

funds to the force, especially the daily special allowances 

paid to troops at the rate of $1.25 per soldier, received no 

support. The allowance was meant to supplement the poor 

diet of local produce. The Force Commander had to issue all 

contingents an "adequate supply of vitamin pills to make up 
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Serial 
No. Authorization Duration Covered 

General Assembly approved 
Secretary-General's 
estimates of $60 million 

Assembly amends Secretary-
General's cost estimate 
frost $135 million to 
$120 million 

July 14-December 1960 
(6 months) 

January-December 1961 

General Assembly approved November 1961-June 30, 
Fifth Committee's estimates 1962 (6 months) 

Assembly approved 
$10 million a month for 
continuing cost of ONUC 

Assembly approved 
$10 million a month for 
continuing cost 

General Assembly appropri-
ated an estimated cost 
for 6 months 

Assembly amended Secretary-
General's estimates of 
$19.2 million to $18.2 
million (based on a 
reduced strength of 
5,350 men) 

July-December 1962 
(6 months) 

January-June 30, 1963 
(6 months! 

July 31-December 1963 
(6 months) 

January-June 1964 
(6 months) 

Grand Total 

Assessed Costs (in 
Million Dollars! 

$ 48.5 million 

120.0 million 

80.0 million 

60.0 million 

60.0 million 

33.0 million 

18.2 million 

$419.7 million 

, S o u r c e 5 : U"ited Nations Review. January 12, 1961, p. 34; April,"1964, pp. 6-10; 
July 1964, pp. 30-34; July 1963, pp. 15-62; November 1963, pp. 37-40. Costs include 
estimates for Personnel allowances, purchases, renting of planes, and construction of 
buildings. 



84 

the deficiencies" in troops" diet. Moreover, the UN turned 

down the Force Commander's request for magazines and 

newspapers to be flown in from outside the Congo. Also, the 

request for an adequate supply of 16 mm movie projectors was 

turned down. ONUC troops became vulnerable to sickness, due 

to hard living conditions, lack of amenities, and a state of 

constant alertness (Von Horn, 1967, pp. 224-225). 

The total assessed costs of ONUC operation was $419.7 

million (see Table 3) while a study sponsored by the 

International Peace Academy had calculated the expenditure 

incurred for ONUC operations from 1960 to 1964 to be $400.13 

million (Wiseman, 1983). This amount was $33.9 million less 

than the estimated costs reported by the UN Secretary-

General (he reported $433.05 million). The extra $33.9 

million in the Secretary-General's costs may have resulted 

from the.added expenditure of civilian operations in the 

Congo (Withdrawal of ONUC: Secretary-General's Report, 

1964). Since it was not possible to obtain a breakdown 

of the expenditures incurred by ONUC by major categories, 

this dissertation relies on the figures presented by the 

Secretary-General, less deficiencies in pledges ($23.6 

million) and $82.1 million in unpaid UN assessments (see 

Table 4 and International Organization of Spring 1968, 

p• 600). 
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TABLE 4 

Voluntary Contributions to ONUC 
(1961-64) 

Special Account* 

Serial 
No. Coun try 

Amount in 
US Dollars 

1 USA 
2 UK 
3 Canada 
4 Austra1ia 
5 Japan 
6 Sweden 
7 Nether 1ands 
8 Denmark 
9 Norway 
10 Austria 
1 1 New Zealand 
12 Finland 
13 I re 1 and 
14#* Republic of Congo 

33,078,986 
585,000 
263,000 
125,500 
115,352 
112,500 
79,694 
50,286 
38,000 
34,100 
31,000 
26,879 
8,000 

3,20000 
< in 1 oca 1 
currency) 

Grand Total $37,753,015 
or 

$34,553,015 
< excluding 
local currency) 

•Source: National Support of International 
Peacekeeping and Peace Observation Operations" Background 
papers prepared for the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament, 

? W a s h i n 9 t o n > the Johns Hopkins University, February 

**Unpaid UN Assessment = $82,102,487 
Total cost of maintaining ONUC = $400.13 million 
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A comparison of the estimated costs of the operations 

from 1960 to 1964 with the total expenditure will yield a 

result ais shown below; 

Total expenditure - unpaid assessments - deficiency in p1edges 
Estimated/Budgeted Costs ~ ~ ~ ~ 

" or 

~ 433.05 - 82.1 - 23.6 in million 
419.7 do 11 ars 

= -779 or 78X sufficiency. 

The above results indicate a shortfall of 227. in the 

estimated costs of maintaining ONUC in the Congo for four 

years. This means that the operation was insufficiently 

funded, even though the shortfall did not affect the level 

of success of the mission. But General Carl Von Horn seemed 

to have suggested that insufficient funding of the operation 

had affected the success of ONUC. In a letter to the UN 

representative in the Congo (Vaughan), General Von Horn 

reports <1967): 

In view of the enormous task and complicated problems 
that we have to face and tackle here I feel I cannot 
conceal from you the fact that administrative 
contributions here in spite of all personal ambitions 
and efforts is not repeat not up to standard and 

erefore on the 29th.day of the operations 
jeopardizing its success. (pp. 196-197) 

But the cost of the Congo operation to the UN was 

drastically reduced by contributions in services, equipment, 

and aircrafts. The United States contributed aircraft, 

airlift of troops from Morocco, Ghana, Tunisia, Sweden, and 

Guinea, and sealift of Malayan troops. Canada, Switzerland, 
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the USSR, UK and the USA also assisted with the airlift of 

food and other supplies and equipment to the operational 

area (Wiseman, 1983). 

Degrees of Success/Failure of ONUC Operations 

The UN Security Counci1.mandated ONUC to fulfill five 

tasks in the Congo, namely (1) to ensure the speedy 

withdrawal of the Belgian forces in the Congo; (2) to assist 

the Congolese authorities to restore discipline in the ANC 

and to reorganize and train the army; (3) to help in the 

maintenance of law and order and prevent tribal conflicts; 

(4) to help restore and maintain the territorial integrity 

of the Congo; and (5) to help maintain essential services 

and to encourage the resumption of normal activities. By 

December, 1961, the Belgian troops had been completely 

withdrawn and the ANC was reorganized in new units for 

training purposes (Dayal, 1960; Second Report by the 

Secretary-General on the Implementation of Security Council 

Resolution of July 14 and 22, 1960 relating to the Congo, 

1960). But Secretary-General U. Thant reported to the 

Security Council that repeated efforts made to induce the 

government of the Congo to accept UN assistance in the 

training of the ANC did not meet the approval of General 

Mobutu (Annual Report of the Secretary-General, 1965). 

The maintenance of law and order and the restoration of 

the territorial integrity of the Congo was made difficult by 

the activities of the rebellious Katanga authorities and the 
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unprovoked attacks on ONUC positions and UN personnel. 

Given the turbulence in the Congo, the presence of 

undisciplined armed groups, and the incapacity of the 

central government or local authorities in Katanga, Kivu, 

Orientale, and Kasai provinces, "the portions of ONUC 

mandate authorizing it to restore law and order in the Congo 

without the right to initiate the use of force, was 

unrealistic" (Lefever, 1767, pp. 22-23). It was against 

this background that the UN Security Council authorized the 

UN Force to use force, if necessary, to restore peace and 

order in the Congo. By the end of 1962, ONUC successfully 

eliminated the mercenaries in the secessionist Katanga 

province and put an end to the rebellion. Thus ONUC was 

able to restore and maintain the territorial integrity of 

the Congo and to prevent the occurrence of civil war 

(Withdrawal of ONUC: Secretary-General's Report, July 1964; 

Report of the Officer-in-Charge of the United Nations 

Operations in the Congo, February 1963). 

For more than a year (February 1963 to June 1964) ONUC 

was able to maintain peace and order in the Congo and it 

also kept the elements of the ANC in South Katanga under its 

operational control, and helped in providing technical 

assistance to the Congolese authorities (Withdrawal of ONUC: 

Secretary-General's Report, 1964.) As the Secretary-

General, Mr. U. Thant, reported, 



89 

In its -four years in the congo, ONUC had reduced to a 
minimum the risk of East-West conflict in the area: 
helped to preserve the territorial integrity of the 
country; succeeded in restoring some semblance of law 
and order throughout the country; eliminated completely 
the mercenaries of Katanga; and provided . . . a great 
amount of technical assistance. (Annual Report of the 
Secretary-General, 1965, pp. 109-110) 

Mr. U. Thant acknowledged that up to the time of the 

withdrawal of ONUC from the Congo, the integrated ANC was 

insufficiently trained and officered to cope with any major 

crisis in the Congo (Withdrawal of ONUC: Secretary-

General's Report, 1964, p. 34). From all indication, 

therefore, only four of the mandated tasks of ONUC were 

fully implemented; the reorganization and training of the 

ANC was only half achieved. Thus ONUC may be said to have 

implemented four and a half out of the five tasks (907.) 

assigned to it. The degree of ONUC's success is indicated 

in Figure 4. 

Figure 4. Degrees of Success of ONUC 

Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4 Task 5 

< ^ 

Too 2 0 40 60 80 90 

Where: 
The distance between arrow points indicate 

percentage of uncompleted tasks. 
Complete implementation of all five ONUC 

tasks = 100'/. success 
Therefore, ONUC degrees of success = 100% — 10'/. 
Thus, ONUC operation may be described as 90% 

successful. 
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Lefever (1967) and others wrongly labeled the UN Congo 

mission a failure because "the Congo was rent by tribal 

conflict and rebellion" almost a year after the withdrawal 

of ONUC (p. 93). But the outbreak of renewed hostilities i 

Katanga, Kivu, and Orientale provinces after the termination 

of the UN mission was only an indication that the underlying 

political problems had not been solved by the parties 

concerned. The failure to resolve the political issues in 

the Congo cannot be blamed on the UN Force, whose 

responsibilities did not include finding a lasting solution 

to the political problems in that country. Mr. U. Thant 

rightly argued that the troubles in the Congo "reflect 

conflicts of an internal political nature with their main 

origins found in the absence of a genuine" de?sire for 

national reconci1iation of factional differences 

(Withdrawal of ONUC: Secretary-General's Report, 1964, p. 

32). In this kind of situation, there was little that the 

UN force can do, since the solution of the conflicts depend 

entirely on the willingness and readiness of the parties to 

reconcile their major differences (Withdrawal of ONUC: 

Secretary-General's Report, 1964; Mitchell, 1982; Young, 

1967). 



CHAPTER III 

UNITED NATIONS PEACEKEEPING FORCES: 

UNFICYP AND SUMMARY OF UNEF II 

Background to the Establishment of UNFICYP 

Be-fore the United Kingdom granted Cyprus its 

independence on August 16, 1960, two treaties had been 

concluded between the Republic of Cyprus, the United 

Kingdom, Greece, and Turkey. By Article I of the "Treaty of 

Guarantee," the Republic of Cyprus promised not to be a 

party to any political or economic union with any country or 

to undertake the partition of the island. Cyprus also 

guaranteed the maintenance of its independence and respect 

for its constitution. In the event of a breach of the 

provisions of the treaty, Greece, Turkey, and the United 

Kingdom (UK) each reserved the right under the treaty to 

take any measures aimed at restoring the status quo. The 

main aim of the treaty was to ensure that the constitutional 

rights and freedom of the two main communities (the Greek 

and Turkish Cypriots) were fully protected. It was 

envisaged that the two communities would learn to live 

together in harmony as people of one nation (UN Peacekeeping 

Force in Cyprus, 1964). Cyprus is an island inhabited by 

approximately 630,000 people. 

91 
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The constitution of Cyprus had granted to the Turkish 

Cypriots communal autonomy with veto power granted to the 

Turkish Vice-President in certain matters. It was the 

"Treaty of Guarantee" which engaged the four ethnic groups 

(Greeks, Turks, Armenians, and Maronites) in conflicting 

situations in Cyprus. The government in Turkey had 

expressed the determination to protect the interests of its 

Turkish kin. The Greeks felt the same in respect to their 

Greek compatriots. The people of Cyprus had lived together 

peacefu11y since 1571 without any form of open hostility. 

The Greek Cypriots farmed the ethnic majority (80'/. of the 

population) and therefore have been in control of the 

government ever since independence. (UN Peacekeeping Force 

in Cyprus, 1964). Tension between the Greeks and Turks (18/'. 

of the population) mounted steadily between August and 

December, 1963, resulting in serious intercommuna1 fighting. 

The Turkish community in Nicosia and Kyrenia (see map in 

Figure 5) were surrounded by Greek Cypriot terrorist bands, 

and in apparent collaboration with government (mainly Greek 

Cypriot) police forces, the terrorists perpetrated acts of 

manslaughter, arson, and looting in Turkish Cypriot areas. 

All communication facilities (telephones) in the Turkish 

sectors were severed (UN Peacekeeping Force in Cyprus, 

1964). At the London peace talks, the leaders of the two 

communities had shown no signs of reaching an agreement. A 

proposal which would lead to the establishment of a peace 
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force under the auspices of the United Kingdom, Greece, and 

Turkey was rejected by Archbishop Makarios, the Head of 

government in Cyprus. He was willing to accept a United 

Nations Force only (UN Peacekeeping Force in Cyprus, 1964). 

The Cyprus government lodged a complaint with the UN on 

December 26, 1963, in which it accused Turkey of an imminent 

threat of aggression and invasion of Cyprus. The charges 

against Turkey claimed that Turkish war ships and airplanes 

had violated the territorial waters and air space of Cyprus. 

It was further claimed that Turkey had stepped up its war 

preparations and concentration of troops on the coast facing 

Cyprus. The government of Turkey denied that its interest in 

Cyprus had stemmed from a desire for territorial 

aggrandizement. The Turkish government argued that its 

anxiety stemmed from concern for its Turkish compatriots, 

whose freedom and security had been threatened by the Greek 

Cypriots. The Greek government, on its own part, continued 

to favor any arrangements that would guarantee the 

independence and territorial integrity of Cyprus. It 

expressed support for a United Nations peacekeeping force (UN 

Peacekeeping Force in Cyprus, 1964). During a Security 

Council debate on the situation in Cyprus, all the speakers 

endorsed the Secretary-General's appeal for peaceful 

settlement of the issues and the need for a United Nations 

peacekeeping force. The Russian delegate expressed concern 

over the presence in Cyprus of military forces of three 
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members of the NATO block, as well as a British base (UN 

Peacekeeping Force in Cyprus, 1964). 

It was against this background that the United Nations 

Security Council unanimously adopted resolution S/5575 of 

March 4, 1964, which authorized the Secretary-Genera 1, in 

consultation with the government of Cyprus and nations 

providing the contingents, to deploy a UN Peacekeeping Force 

in the Island of Cyprus. General P. S. Gyani of India was 

appointed UNFICYP's first Force Commander. The UN 

Resolution S/5575 stated that, "the function of the force 

should be, in the interest of preserving peace and security, 

to use its best efforts to prevent a recurrence of fighting 

and, as necessary, to contribute to the maintenance and 

restoration of law and order and a return to normal 

condition" (UN Document S/5575, March 4, 1964). 

Mandate and Operations of UNFICYP 

The stated tasks of the Force were. 

1. To supervise cease-fire lines of the National Guard 

and of the Turkish Cypriot forces and to use its best 

efforts to prevent a recurrence of fighting; 

2. To help maintain and restore law and order; 

3. To contribute to a return to normal life. 

As of June 1964, UNFICYP troops comprised the following 

contingents: (1) United Kingdom (1,792), (2) Canada 

(1,722), (3) Finland (1,000), (4) Sweden (954), (5) Denmark 
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Figure 5 

Map of Cyprus Showing Towns and 
UNFICYP Areas of Operation 
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(676), Ireland (639), and Austria (55). There were 

another 173 police elements -from -five countries (UN 

Peacekeeping Force in Cyprus, 1964). UNFICYP troops were 

interposed between -fortifications o-f Turkish and Greek 

Cypriots. Apart from a few incidents, the warring 

communities were successfully contained by UN troops, which 

were deployed throughout the island. 

UNFICYP units were deployed in the following areas of 

responsibility (UN Peacekeeping Force in Cyprus, 1964): 

1. UNFICYP Headquarters (HQS) and staff, the United 

Kingdom contingent (less one battalion), the Canadian 

contingent, the Danish units, and Finnish contingent were 

all deployed in the Nicosia town zone. 

2. The Swedish contingent was deployed in the Paphos 

zone. 

3. Famagusta district was policed by the Irish 

contingent. 

4. One battalion and one armored car squadron of 

United Kingdom troops were deployed in Larnaca district. 

The 1967 estimate of Greek soldiers in Cyprus was put 

at between 8,000-12,000 and the regular Greek Cypriot police 

w a s 2,000 strong. The Turkish Cypriot soldiers numbered 

some 7,000. Virtually all the contingents in UNFICYP came 

from western countries, and three of the four largest 

contingents (Britain, Canada, and Denmark) were from NATO 

countries. For the first time, a UN Force did not include 
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any contingent from the Afro-Asian states or from the other 

Third World states. The British contingent, which totaled 

about 3,000 men, initially presented some problems to the 

Force. Concern was raised on the grounds that Britain was a 

leading member of NATO and a permanent member of the 

Security Council. It was feared that British participation 

would set a precedent for other big powers to participate 

directly in UN peacekeeping operations (Stegenga, 1968). 

Consequently, both the Turkish and Greek Cypriots variously 

accused the British troops of bias. The Turks accused the 

British of failing to prevent the 1963 plans of genocide, 

directed at them by the government of Archbishop Makarios. 

The Greek Cypriots preferred to treat the British 

contingents as British rather than as an integral part of 

UNFICYP. But it was Cyprus which had ruled out the 

participation of any Afro-Asian contingents in the Force 

(Stegenga, 1968). 

The Greek Cypriots and the government of Archbishop 

Makarios interpreted paragraph 2 of resolution S/5575 of 

March 4, 1964, to mean that UNFICYP should act "as an arm 

of the Cyprus government" in putting down the rebellious 

Turkish Cypriots, and Turkey interpreted it to mean that the 

Force was to restore the constitutional position which 

existed prior to the outbreak of hostilities in 1963 and 

1964. The Turks also felt that UNFICYP had the 

responsibility to bring about an end to the de facto 
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part i tion forced upon the Turkish Cypriots by the Cyprus 

government. The Turks were -forced from their homes into 

larger concentrations of Turkish Cypriot communities for 

ease of control and intimidation (Stegenga, 1968). The 

portions of the resolution that were in contention read in 

part: 

Having in mind the relevant provisions of the charter 
u+ the United Nations and its Article 2, Paragraph 
4 i » » 
2. Asks the Government of Cyprus, which has the 
responsibility for the maintenance and restoration of 
law and order, to take all additional measures 
necessary to stop violence and bloodshed in Cyprus; 
3. Calls upon the communities in Cyprus and their 
leaders to act with the utmost restrain; 
4. Recommends the creation, with the consent of 
Cyprus, of a United Nations Peacekeeping Force . . . 
5. Recommends that the function of the Force should 
be, in the interest of preserving international peace 
anc' security, "to use its best efforts to prevent a 
|'"ecurrence fighting and, as necessary, to 
contribute to the maintenance and restoration of law 
and order and a return to normal conditions" 

< UN Document S/5557, March 4, 1964. 

The underlined words were the bone of contention. But 

the Secretary-General insisted that the two interpretations 

were wrong. He reaffirmed that UNFICYP's task was to 

prevent the initiation of hostility by anyone on Cyprus for 

political reasons, to restore law and order, and to 

contribute to a return to normal conditions (Stegenga, 

1968). Accordingly, the UN Mediator set up by the 

resolution would deal with all political issues and 

constitutional matters in Cyprus. The UN Force was supposed 

to stay clear of such political matters. The Greek Cypriots 

believed UNFICYP s task included rendering assistance to 
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the government to remove all fortifications and armed posts 

throughout Cyprus and return to the government all equipment 

and stores seized by the Turks (Stegenga, 1968). But the 

words chosen by the Secretary-General to defend the UN stand 

over the misinterpretations of its resolution were not used 

in the actual resolution in question. The prevention of the 

initiation of hostilities by anyone on Cyprus and the use 

of reasonable amounts of force to restore peace and order 

would have been appropriate for the mandate of UNFICYP. Of 

course, there would be need to spell out how "reasonable 

amount of force" could be determined. Resolution S/5575 of 

March 4, 1964, was subjected to different interpretations: 

"Each side in the Cyprus dispute, selectively emphasizing 

those parts of the resolution which pleased it, interpreted 

it as a stimuli for pushing forward on the same track as 

before" (Stegenga, 1968, pp. 111-117). Violence on the 

island somewhat increased after the resolution, as each side 

sought more favorable positions before the expected peace 

force arrived (Wainhouse, 1973). 

Like the QNUC, UNFICYP could best be described as a 

barrier or buffer force as well as a law and order force, 

since its force could be seen everywhere trying to restore 

order and normalcy in Cyprus. The troops were engaged in 

many tasks which included: (1) patrolling the streets and 

countryside; (2) standing guard in hotel lobbies and big 

stores; and (3) carrying out border patrol with jeeps and 
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scout cars. The guards in hotels and stores were to prevent 

any looting of partially destroyed stores. The Force had 

been used to supervise cease-fire lines, and UNFICYP troops 

marked the cease-fire lines with white paint on the pavement 

and on immovable rocks for ease of reference (Stegenga, 

1968; Wainhouse, 1973). UNFICYP troops also forcefully 

removed illegal check points, road blocks, and 

fortifications established by any of the warring groups. 

The above functions were designed to promote the "de-

confrontation" attempt being pursued by the UN (Stegenga, 

1968, p. 127). In some areas the Force has been interposed 

between the Greeks and Turkish Cypriots who faced each 

other, often only yards apart, in sensitive areas normally 

regarded by all as no—man's land. 

Beyond the maintenance of law and order, the Force 

carried out some "normalization" tasks such as helping the 

local farmers in "sensitive areas" to solve water supply and 

irrigation problems, and by assisting Cypriots to get shops 

and markets functioning again. UNFICYP troops have 

protected and escorted farmers during plowing, cultivating, 

and harvesting seasons. Part of the "norma 1ization program" 

included conducting negotiations to reduce tensions and 

armed confrontations between the Turkish Cypriots and Greek 

Cypriots. Negotiations were carried out by a political 

liaison committee comprising the Force's Assistant Chief of 

Staff, and liaison officers representing the government and 
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the Turkish Cypriots (Stegenga, 1968; Rikhye, et al., 1974). 

The Committee met regularly to agree on specific measures 

designed to reduce tension and armed confrontations. At the 

higher level, the Force Commander and the Secretary-

General's permanent representative in Cyprus had ready 

access to President Makarios and Vice-President Kuchuk 

(Stegenga, 1968; Rikhye, et al., 1974). At the local level, 

the various contingent commanders met regularly with the 

district officers and Turkish Cypriot leaders in the areas 

to find solutions to existing operational problems. In this 

way, the Force was able to persuade the Cyprus government to 

control its troops, who had occasionally harassed Turkish 

Cypriots with unnecessary searches and seizures (Stegenga, 

1968). The UN Document S/6228 reports about 43 such 

meetings between the Liaison Committee and the government 

and Turkish Cypriot leadership between December 1964 and 

March 1965. The Force thus acted as the link and channel of 

communication between two hostile communities in Cyprus. 

When in July 1964, the Cyprus government imposed severe 

economic restrictions on the Turkish community by placing 

limits on what it could purchase and what relief supplies it 

could receive from the government in Turkey, UNFICYP was 

able to persuade the government to lift some of these 

restrictions on humanitarian grounds. The Force also 

supervised and escorted the movement of supplies into the 

Turkish Cypriot controlled areas to ensure that such 
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materials were not used for the construction of fortifica-

tions (UN Document S/8286, December 8, 1967). Thus the 

UN Force was able to diffuse tensions and abate conflict 

situations in Cyprus. At the request of the Turkish and 

Cyprus governments, UNFICYP provided armed escorts to the 

Turkish contingent stationed in Cyprus during the six-month 

troop rotation exercises. The Force supervised the Turkish 

exchange of troops by escorting the convoy of trucks to and 

from the dock. This task was reluctantly carried out by 

UNFICYP, because the UN would have preferred that both the 

Turkish and Greek contingents be returned to their 

respective countries or to remain in Cyprus under UNFICYP 

command <UN Document S/7350, June 10, 1966, Paragraph 180). 

UNFICYP operations in Cyprus can be conveniently 

divided into two distinct phases: Phase I lasted from 1964 

to 1968, when the focus was on control of tensions and 

violence, and Phase II lasted from mid—1968 onwards, when 

the emphasis was on political negotiation rather than 

military action. During the first phase, there were only 

two major encounters in which UNFICYP forces had to contain 

conflicting situations. These were the fighting at Kokkina 

in August 1964 and at Ayios Theodoros on November 15, 1967. 

In both instances, the Greek and Turkish Cypriots ignored 

UNFICYP's plea for restraint and a chance for peaceful 

settlement of the disputes. However, when fighting actually 

broke out, the Force was able to localize the conflict by 
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making sure it was restricted to the villages of Kokkina and 

Ayios Theodoros (Rikhye, et al . , 1974). This function 

satisfies one of the conditions necessary for success in 

conflict management by an internationa1 organization (Haas, 

Butterworth, and Nye, 1972). 

The Force did not influence the battle at Kokkina 

because it was ordered to withdraw from its defensive lines 

to a safer area. In the case of Ayios Theodoros, the Force 

stayed in position and helped to bring about a cease-fire 

after ten hours of fighting, which left about twenty Turkish 

Cypriots dead. The government forces used artillery, 

mortars, and heavy machine guns in both cases. As a result, 

Turkey threatened to invade Cyprus to secure the safety and 

^reedom of the Turkish Cypriots. Turkey was only dissuaded 

from carrying out its threat when the UN Force command 

caused the government in Cyprus to promise to withdraw all 

the Greek National Army units in Cyprus and to lift the 

blockade that kept the Turkish Cypriots confined to their 

sectors for many years (Rikhye, et al., 1974). On August 9, 

1964, the Security Council adopted a resolution calling for 

immediate cease-fire and ordering the Commander of UNFICYP 

to restore peace and security" in the areas of Kokkina and 

Ayios Theodoros. 

UNFICYP also helped to minimize the tactics of 

"hostage taking" as a way of intimidating the apposition and 

to gain concessions (Rikhye, et al., 1974; Stegenga, 1968). 
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In this context, the Force worked hard to discourage this 

activity and to secure the release of many hostages. By 

June 1965, UNFICYP helped to restore normal telephone and 

electric services and water supply to the Turkish Cypriot 

quarters. The Force also restored normal postal services 

throughout the country. Furthermore, UNFICYP vehicles were 

used to assist with the distribution of mail that had been 

piling up in the Greek Cypriot sectors (Stegenga, 1968). 

UNFICYP Administration and Logistical Situations 

The United Nations Command relied heavily on the 

British bases at Akrotin and Dhali for administrative and 

logistical support to UNFICYP. Unlike the experiences of 

UNEF and ONUC, UNFICYP contingents had no difficulty in 

airlifting their troops, equipment, and stores to the areas 

of operation. The British Royal Air Force (RAF) was able to 

airlift the British contingent to Cyprus and to carry out 
\ 

rotation operations at no cost to the United Nations. The 

Canadian contingent was flown into Cyprus in Royal Canadian 

Aii" Force (RCAF) transport planes throughout the duration of 

its operation in Cyprus. The Swedish, Finnish, Danish, and 

Irish contingents were airlifted into Cyprus by the United 

States Air Force (USAF). The whole exercise was estimated 

at about a million dollars in costs to the United State 

Government (National Support of International Peacekeeping 

and Peacekeeping and Peace Observation Operations, 1970; UN 
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Document S/8286, December 8, 1967; UN Document S/8679, May 

2, 1964; UN Document S/6102, December, 1964). 

The two British bases in Cyprus rendered tremendous-

assistance to the Force by way of transportation -facilities, 

-food supplies, accommodation stores, and medical and 

recreational facilities. The Chief Logistics Officer to 

UNFICYP, Lieutenant Colonel P. L. Martin, reported that the 

assistance rendered by the British base in Cyprus included 

the following (Stegenga, 1968): 

^• The provision of camps, cook houses, cooking 

stoves, field latrines, sauna baths, and refrigerators; 

2. The provision of general defense stores and 

ammunition of common usage; 

3. The provision of food, accommodation stores, and 

disinfectants; 

4. Arranging contracts for laundry and repairs, and 

5. The provision of site for UNFICYP Headquarters. 

The Royal Electrical and Mechanical Engineers (REME) carried 

out the repairs on vehicles and equipment belonging to 

UNFICYP contingents. The British Ordinance Depot (BOD) had 

also issued UNFICYP about 1,000 transport vehicles and 

nearly 400 tons of tentages, including 13,000 toilet rolls. 

However, UNFICYP had some logistical support problems. 

The two major logistical problems were provisioning problems 

and vehicle and maintenance problems. The uncertainty about 

whether the Force s mandate would be extended after every 
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three months made it difficult for the Force to make long-

term provisioning arrangements. For example, it took 

approximately -four months for the Force headquarters to 

demand and receive the special foodstuffs needed for the 

Scandinavian contingents. Secondly, inexperience by other 

contingents in the handling of British-type vehicles and 

equipment resulted in some maintenance problems <Stegenga, 

1968; UN Document S/7350, June 10, 1966, Paragraph 180; UN 

Documen^ S/8679, May 2, 1964). The above problems were 

considerably reduced by the efficient and speedy repairs of 

equipment and vehicles by the REME. Moreover, UNFICYP's 

centralized logistics system and standardized equipment and 

stores removed the problem which lack of standardization 

had created for UNEF and ONUC. Thus the British Logistics 

Unit was able to provide tailored rations to meet the many 

tastes of the Canadian, Finnish, Danish, and New Zealand 

troops. 

The Role of UNFICYP's Chief Administrative Officer 

(CAO) was different from that of UNEF and ONUC in that his 

role was limited to that of overseeing and certifying the 

accounts of the British Support System. The only exception 

had to do with securing land and buildings for accommodation 

and offices. These were obtained by the CAO direct from the 

government of Cyprus "under Article 19 of the agreement on 

status of the Force" <UN Document S/7350, June 10, 1966, 

Paragraph 180). The Cyprus government even renovated the 
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buildings and equipped some with essential furnishings—a 

type of local government support which no other UN Force had 

received, 

UNFICYP Financing 

As with UNEF and ONUC, the concept of voluntary 

financing of UNFICYP operations had not been altogether 

® u 1 • The above assertion is supported by Secretary-

General U. Thant's report contained in UN Document S/7350, 

dated June 10, 1966: ". . . in the light of the experience 

in Cyprus, the voluntary contributions method should not be 

considered as a feasible means of financing any future 

United Nations peacekeeping operation should one become 

necessary. . . . " (Paragraph 180). Like UNEF and ONUC, the 

Force experienced serious problems caused by arrears in 

payment of assessed shares of national quotas due to the 

UNFICYP Special Fund and defaults in payments by several 

nations. Despite the fact that subsequent extension of the 

Force s mandate were passed by unanimous resolutions, not 

one of the Communist bloc states contributed either troops 

or money to UNFICYP peacekeeping efforts (National Support 

of International Peacekeeping and Peacekeeping and Peace 

Observation Operations, 1970). Four years after UNFICYP 

began, the total deficit in financing the mission totaled 

about $6.2 million. The assessed costs of UNFICYP operation 

beginning March 1964 through December 1974 was $189.8 

million (see Table 5 for details). But only $145.4 million 
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Serial 
No. Estimated Costs 

Amount (in 
Duration Million US Dollars) 

(a) Pay and alloNances; 
reimbursements to governments 

(b) Movements and equipments 
(c! Operational, foodstuffs, 

civilian salaries, and travel 
id) Rental of premises; death and 

disabilities; and miscellaneous 

Same as Serial No 1 

March 1964 to 
December 1965 

Same as Serial No 1 

General Expenses 

Same as above 
(The Secretary-General reported 
a reduction in UNFICYP strength 
to 3,144 personnel.) 

Same as Serial No 4 

Same as above 
(At a reduced strength of 2,188 
in military personnel.) 

Same as above 

January 1966 to 
May 1967 

June-December 
1967 

January to 
December 1968 

January 1969 to 
December 1971 

January 1972 to 
May 1973 

June-December 
1973 

July 1973 to 
December 1974 

(a) 26,650,000 

(b) 6,380,000 

(c) 7,638,000 

(d) 832,000 

Total = 41,500,000 

10,800,000 

18,400,000 

36,300,000 

35,300,000 

25,000,000 

7,500,000 

15,000,000 
(Based on Wainhouse 
$5 million quarterly 
costs) 

Grand Total = 189.8 million 

ISources: (a) Annual Report of the Secretary-General, International Organization, 
1969, pp. 191-198; (b) UN Chronicle. July 1973; (c) UN Chronicle. June 1974, pp. 9-18; 
(d) UN Chronicle, January, 1975, pp. 5-26; (e) UN Chronicle. April, 1968, pp. 27-29; (e) 
David H . Wainhouse, International Peacekeeping at the Crossroads: National Suonort-
Expeience and Prospects. Baltimore 4 London: The John Hopkins University Press, 1973, 
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was received and used as expenses of the Force -for the same 

period, and $6.8 million (as pledges made by governments) 

was also anticipated (UN Document S/11294, May 22, 1974). 

The expenses o-f UNFICYP excludes the estimated $11 million 

accruing to Canada as cost o-f supporting its contingent in 

Cyprus, and $10 million spent by the British government to 

maintain its -forces in UNFICYP. The British government and 

Canada did not ask for reimbursements for such expenses. 

Also excluded from that amount was the expenses incurred by 

Ireland between April 1964 and June 1965 (UN Document 

S/8286, December 8, 1967; UN Document S/Res/186, March 4, 

1964; UN Document S/8342, January, 1968). With a 

contribution of $40 million by the US, $22.2 million by the 

UK, $6.85 million and $6.5 million by Greece and West 

Germany, respectively, the four NATO countries had accounted 

for 827. of the total pledges received for UNFICYP operations 

(Nationa1 Support of International Peacekeeping and 

Peacekeeping and Peace Observation Operations, 1970). 

The degree of sufficiency of funding the Cyprus 

operation can be illustrated: 

Expenses incurred/amount actually received 

Assessed/estimated costs 

or 

145,4 + 6.8 (million 
189,8 U.S. dollars) 

= 80% level of sufficiency 
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The 20"/. deficit in the level of financing of UNFICYP was 

offset by contributions made by Canada, Britain, Ireland, 

and USA (UN Document S/8286, December 8, 1967; UN Document 

S/Res/186, March 4, 1964; UN Document S/8342, January, 

1968). 

But in spite of continued extension of the mandates of 

UNFICYP (see Table 6 for a record of these mandates), 

Table 6 

Summary Record of UNFICYP Extension of Mandates (1964-1968) 

Serial 
No. 

Duration of 
Extension 

Number of 
Months 

1 March to June 1964 3 months 
2 June to September 1964 3 months 
3 September to December 1964 3 months 
4 December 1964 to March 1965 3 mon ths 
5 March 1965 to June 1965 3 months 
6* June 1965 to December 1965 6 months 
7 December 1965 to March 1966 3 months 
8 March 1966 to June 1966 3 mon ths 
9* June 1966 to December 1966 6 mon ths 
10 December 1966 to March 1967 3 months 
1 1 March 1967 to June 1967 3 months 
12* June 1967 to December 1967 6 months 
13 The Security Council reverted 3 mon ths 

to a three—month1y extension and so on . . . 

no effort was made to reimburse troop-contributing nations 

for the expenses they had incurred in maintaining their 

contingents. As a result, the Scandinavian countries 

threatened to withdraw their forces. The Irish government 

notified the Secretary-General on April 1, 1966, of its 

intention to withdraw its contingent from Cyprus if he 

could not assure them of reimbursements. The Irish 
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government voluntarily forfeited all expenses incurred in 

maintaining its contingent from April 1964 to June 1967 (UN 

Document S/6702, September 23, 1965, Paragraph 5). The 

Secretary-General reported to the Security Council that the 

ability to implement UNFICYP tasks was made difficult by 

insufficiency of voluntary contributions by membei—states 

<Situation in Cyprus: Security Council Extends Mandate of 

UNFICYP, 1975, pp. 3-26). As a matter of fact, the Security 

Council was given the hint that the operation would have to 

be terminated if the financial situation did not improve. 

Table 7 

Pay and Allowances by Contingents Per 
Man-Month (UNFICYP)* 

Serial National Wages Allowance Material Total 7~ 
Contingent Per Day Per Day Rate/Day Man Mo. 

1 Scandi- $13.06 $5.83 $1.45 $610.50 
navian Con-
tingents 
Average 

2 Finland 8.75 4.05 1.97 443.40 
3 Denmark 12.27 4.94 1.48 460*70 
4 Sweden 13.06 5.83 1.45 610."s0 

•Source: National Support of International 
Peacekeeping and Peace Observation Operation, Background 
papers prepared for the US Arms Control and Disarmament, 
February, 1970, pp. 425-435. 

The Degrees of Success of UNFICYP Operation 

The Security Council resolution circulated as S/5575 on 

March 4, 1964, mandated UNFICYP to (1) prevent a recurrence 

of fighting in Cyprus; (2) contribute to the maintenance and 

restoration of law and order; and (3) contribute to a return 
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to normal conditions. By June 1965, UNFICYP had helped to 

restore some semblance of normalcy in most parts of Cyprus. 

Normal telephone and electric services, water supply to all 

the Turkish Cypriot quarters, postal services, and 

agricultural activities had been fully restored (Stegenga, 

1968). Although it did not fully prevent local clashes 

between the Greek and Turkish Cypriots, UNFICYP has 

maintained an effective buffer between the two communities, 

and thus prevented the spread of hostilities to other areas 

outside their place of origin. The UN Force was successful 

in containing the conflicting situations in Cyprus (UN . 

Document S/7350, June 10, 1966, Paragraph 180). The almost 

peaceful atmosphere was disrupted by the Turkish invasion in 

1974. The UN command ordered its units to defend their 

positions and to restore normalcy in their areas of 

operation. The situation was eventually brought under 

control (Wiseman, 1983). 

Since no further threat to the peace was anticipated, 

the strength of the force was drastically reduced to about 

2,144 military personnel by August 1974 (Wiseman, 1983). 

The continued incidences of intercommunal conflicts and 

tension were due primarily tu lack of contact between the 

Greek and Turkish communities and their deep suspicion of 

each other. The situation had given rise to "political 

instability in Cyprus and the atmosphere of tension and 

recrimination which was extremely dangerous" (Cyprus: 
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Security Council Extends Stationing of UNFICYP, 1972, pp. 

3-9). The above conditions were largely the result of the 

lack of concurrent efforts at peacekeeping and peacemaking. 

In respect of peacekeeping, the UN operation was successful; 

but the peacemaking aspect of the operation (a task which 

was outside the realm of affairs of UNFICYP) was not 

successful (Cyprus: Security Council Extends Stationing of 

UNFICYP, 1972, pp. 3-9). For all practical purposes, 

therefore, the Cyprus mission was instrumental in containing 

the conflicts in Cyprus. The operation is here assessed as 

85"/. success and illustrated in Figure 6. 

Fig 6. Degrees of Success of UNFICYP Mission 

F S 

Task 1 Task 2 ^ Task 3 
"" 1 

0 3 0 60 85 100 

(Graduated in percentages per tasks implemented.) 

The areas between the arrows represent the estimated 
percentages of unimplemented tasks; the total 
percentage of success= 100-157. 

Summary of UNEF II Operation 

The October 1973 attack on Israel by Egypt and Syria was 

perceived by the internationa1 community as very dangerous 

to international peace and security, even more dangerous 

than earlier Middle East wars. As Wiseman observed, "this 

time there was the threat of direct Soviet intervention and 
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the critical United States response of a military alert" 

(Wiseman, 1983, p. 47; Mandate of Mid-East Peace-Keeping 

Force Extended Until July 1978, 1978, pp. 12-14). Although 

the Security Council debates concerning the dangerous 

situation in the Middle East was marked by anger and 

accusation, the Council was able to achieve consensus in 

approving resolutions 338 (1973), 339 (1973), 340 (1973) by 

a vote of 14 -for and none against—China abstained. The 

resolutions called for a cease—fire and established a UN 

Emergency Force to supervise the cease-fire and prevent a 

recurrence of fighting. The Force was to be interposed 

between the forces of Egypt and Israel to supervise a buffer 

zone created and controlled exclusively by the UN and to 

ensure the withdrawal of opposing forces to the position of 

October 22, 1973. The Security Council resolution 

1. "Calls upon all parties to the present fighting to 

cease all firing and terminate all military activity 

immediately, no later than 12 hours after the moment of the 

adoption of this decision, in the positions they now occupy" 

(Resolution 338, 1973). 

2. Urges that the forces of the two sides be returned 

to the positions they occupied at the moment the cease-fire 

became effective. . . . " (Resolution 339, 1973). 

3. Request the Secretary—Genera1 to take measures for 

immediate dispatch of United Nations Observers to supervise 
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the observance of the cease-fire between the forces of Israel 

and the Arab Republic of Egypt" (Resolution 339, 1973). 

4. "Noting with concern, from the Secretary-General's 

report, that the United Nations Military Observers have not 

yet been enabled to place themselves on both sides of the 

cease—fire lines, decides to set up under its authority a 

United Nations Emergency Force to be composed of personnel 

from member-states of the United Nations except the 

permanent members of the Security Council and requests the 

Secretary-General to report within 24 hours on the steps 

taken to this effect" (Resolution 340, 1973). 

In order to avoid confusion about the role of UNEF II 

and the Secretary-General's administrative role, U. Thant 

carefully delineated the functions of UNEF II and the 

relationship between the Secretary-Genera 1 and the Security 

Council. This effort was aimed at removing the traces of 

ambiguity in mandate of the Force (a lesson learned from 

past experiences). The approved guidelines for UNEF II were 

the following (Wiseman, 1983, p. 47): 

1. The Force will be under the command of the UN, 

vested in the Secretary-Genera 1 under the authority of the 

Security Council; 

2. The day-to-day field command of UNEF II will be 

exercised by a Force commander appointed by the Secretary-

General with the consent of the Security Council. The 

=ecretary-Genera1 shall keep the Security Council fully 
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in-formed of developments relating to the -functioning o-f the 

Force and the Council will decide on the nature and 

continued effective -functioning of the Force; 

3. The Force shall enjoy freedom o-f movement, it will 

be provided with weapons o-f a defensive character only, and 

it shall use force only in self-defense. In view of the 

experience of UNEF I, the Force will not be withdrawn 

without due consideration of the UN and consultation with 

the Security Council. The Security Council shall decide the 

question of termination of such a Force, 

4. The size of UNEF II shall be in the order of 7,000 

men and the cost estimate of maintaining the Force for the 

tirgt six months ($30 million) shall be considered as 

expenses of the UN. 

The UN Force played a productive role in the process of 

peacemaking by assisting in the negotiations at Kilometer 

101 for the supply and redeployment of the Egyptian Third 

Army encircled by Israeli Forces. It helped to negotiate 

the withdrawal of Israeli forces from the Sinai and provided 

effective early warning system and surveillance along the 

Mitla and Giddi passes (Wiseman, 1983; Rikhye, 1974). 

Although the draft agreement was the result of the US-USSR 

diplomatic efforts, the UN Force command actively 

participated in the peace talks which led to the signing of 

the instrument of disengagement on January IB, 1974. The 

Force Commander of UNEF II was the Chairman of the Geneva 
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Peace Conference concerning the conflicts in the Middle 

East. The agreement provides the following (R i khye, et a 1., 

1974; Sec re tary—Gener a 1 Progress Report, 1*7735 UN Security 

Council Document S/11091, November 9, 1973): 

1. Egypt and Israel will scrupulously observe the 

cease—fire on land, sea, and air; 

2. The military force of the two countries will be 

separated and the area between the Egyptian and Israeli lines 

(Mitla and Giddi passes) will be a zone of disengagement 

in which UNEF II will be stationed as a buffer force; 

3. Air force of the two sides will be permitted to-

operate up their respective lines without interference from 

the other side; 

4. The town of Suez will receive daily supplies of 

food and all wounded civilians will be evacuated from the 

town . 

The UNEF II experienced less operational and logistics 

difficulties than any other UN Force before it. The Force 

experienced initial shortages, in particular national dietary 

commodities and comforts such as beer and cigarettes. The 

efficient performance of the Polish engineer units was 

obstructed by Israel's refusal to allow any Polish soldiers 

into Israeli-con trolled areas in t he Sinai (Rikhye, et al., 

1974; Secretary-General Progress Report, 1973). The 

Israelis distrusted the Polish soldiers because they belong 

to the Eastern Bloc. Poland provided a maintenance unit, 
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including an engineer mine clearance unit and a 100-bed 

hospital. Canada provided the main logistics base, 

comprising a transport unit, a signal communication 

detachment, a supply company, an aviation unit and a postal 

detachment (Rikhye, et al . , .1974). The Force was able to 

provide the most efficient working logistics support ever 

for a peacekeeping operation of that magnitude (Rikhye, et 

al., 1974; Secretary-General Progress Report, 197o). But 

the involvement of the Force Commander of UNEF II in the 

peace talks and a series of political initiatives outside 

the realm of his command was quite contrary to expectation 

of a Force commander. This function has been reserved for 

an appointed UN special representative. However, this has 

not became a precedent. 

The UNEF II operation was significant in several 

respects: <1) it was the first time ever that the USSR and 

France agreed to pay a proportionate share of the costs of i 

UN Force; (2) the operation was the first in which a Warsaw 

Pact country (Poland) participated in a UN peacekeeping 

force; (3) it was also the first time that the USSR 

observers participated in a UN observer team; and (4) the 

operation was the first in which the two super powers 

combined to submit a resolution on the establishment and 

functioning of a peacekeeping force (Rikhye, et al., 1974, 

pp. 329-335). This is the reason why the UNEF II missi< 

turned out to be one of the most sophisticated and 

Lon 
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successful UN operations to the end of the 1970s (Wiseman, 

1983; Council Decides Not to Extend UNEF Mandate, 1979, p. 

24). The UN Force was able to implement -fully two of its 

assigned tasks, namely to ensure the withdrawal o-f the 

Israeli and Egyptian military farces to the positions of 

October 22, 1973, and to create and supervise a buffer zone 

between the Israeli and Egyptian lines and prevent a 

recurrence of fighting. The disengagement of the Israeli-

Egyptian forces was implemented on schedule, thus setting 

the stage for the second phase of UNEF II's role of 

maintaining a buffer zone between the parties in the 

conflict. The Secretary-Genera 1 reported that the situation 

in the areas has remained quiet and there were no incidents 

of a serious nature due to the effectiveness of the UN Force 

(Mandate of Mid-East Peace-Keeping Force Extended Until July 

1978, 1978; Rikhye, et al., 1974). 

Immediately after the termination of UNEF II mission, 

the Security Council was told that "in the nearly six years 

of its existence, UNEF had played a vital role, first of all 

in restoring peace in the area, and, later on, ensuring that 

peaceful conditions continued to develop" (Council Decides 

Not to Extend UNEF Mandate, 1979, p. 24). By the time the 

second Sinai operation was over, the UN Force "had fulfilled 

a buffer function between the Egyptian and Israeli forces 

and has provided the necessary contact" and link to the 

parties in dealing with a variety of problems on the ground 
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(Mandate of Mid-East Peace-Keeping Force Extended Until July 

1978, 1978, p. 12). The UNEF II has thus fulfilled both of 

its assigned tasks—a 1007. success. 

The financing of UNEF II has been very satisfactory. 

No deficit in contributions of payments of assessed amount 

due to the UN was reported. .The total assessed costs of 

maintaining UNEF II (see Table 8) for about six years was 

$448.64 million while the total expenses of the mission was 

$446.46 million (Wiseman, 1983, p. 446). 

Amount Used as Expenses or 446.48 

Assessed/Budgeted Costs 448.64 

.995 or 997. 

Thus, the financing of UNEF II may be regarded as 997. level of 

sufficiency. The operation was, therefore, sufficiently 

financed and the most successful mission ever. 



CHAPTER IV 

UNITED NATIONS FORCE IN LEBANON (UNIFIL) 

Background to the Establishment of UNIFIL 

Lebanon is a coastal Mediterranean country with a 

population of about 3 million people. It is bordered by 

Syria to the north and the east, Israel to the south, and 

the Mediterranean Sea to the west. The Mediterranean Coast 

and Beirut are generally humid in summer and cold in winter. 

Lebanon's population is made up of five major religious 

groups. On the Christian side are the Maronites, the Greek 

Orthodox, the Greek Catholics and other smaller groups. The 

Muslim side consists of the Sunnis, the Shiites, and an 

offshoot of Islam, the Druze. The 1932 census showed the 

Maronite Christians as the majority (307. of the population), 

while the Sunni Muslims were the second largest group (207.). 

The Shiites were third with 187. of the population (Deeb, 

1980). 

In a "National Pact" accepted by the various groups 

before the 1943 independence, it was agreed that the 

distribution of power was to be in accordance with the 

population ratio of each group. Accordingly, the Pact 

provides that the President should always be a Maronite, the 

Prime Minister a Sunni Muslim, and the Speaker of the 

Parliament a Shiite Muslim. Other parts of the government 

122 
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were similarly balanced. The Pact also stipulates that the 

Muslim sects would not try to align Lebanon to the rest of 

the Arab World, in line with the spirit of Arab Nationalism 

later led by Nasser. Similarly, the Christian elements were 

expected not to align the country to the Christian West, 

particularly to France (Deeb, 1980; Taylor, 1982). 

Politically, Lebanon had remained stable until President 

Chamoun began conducting a pro-western policy which his 

Moslem opponents felt was not in keeping with the 1943 pact. 

The balance of power in Lebanon was maintained from 

1943 to 1970 (although punctuated by the destablizing events 

of 1958) until the idea of Christian dominance "in the 

context of actual Muslim majority" rendered the system 

dysfunctional (Taylor, 1982, pp. 61-63). The sources of 

instability in Lebanon are: (1) the religious divisions; 

(2) class conflict between an affluent middle class and "a 

relatively impoverished populace," and (3) leadership 

struggles and the latent claims of the Palestinian 

Liberation Organization <PLO) to the various prerogatives 

and its coalition with the left-wing Arab nationalist Sunni 

middle class (Taylor, 1982, pp. 61-62). In the 1950s and 

'60s there was also the emotional appeal of Arab Nationalism 

led by Nasser of Egypt. The situation at the border of 

Israel and Lebanon had been quiet ever since the 1949 

Armistice Agreement was signed. The few Palestinian 

refugees in Lebanon had exercised restraint until after the 
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Six Day War of 1967 which resulted in Israel's occupation of 

the Sinai, Gaza, and the West bank of River Jordan. This 

situation led to a larger influx of Palestinian refugees 

into the southern part of Lebanon <Rikhye et al . , 1974). 

The FLO stepped up its guerrilla activities in Southern 

Lebanon. Because the Lebanese government was not in support 

of the activities of the PLO, the Lebanese army clashed with 

the PLO Army known as Palestinian Liberation Army (PLA) 

in 1969. The situation was brought under control after the 

Arab Cairo Agreement of November 3, 1969, between Lebanon 

and the PLO. The agreement, which was meant to regulate the 

activities of the PLO, indirectly gave the organization a 

free hand to pursue its anti-Israeli activities from the 

Southern part of the country. This situation was further 

worsened when in 1970 King Hussein of Jordan forcibly 

ejected the PLO guerrilla elements from Jordan. Most of the 

expelled activists, about 400,000 of them, moved into 

Southern Lebanon. With the support of the Sunni Muslims, 

the PLA increased its anti-Israeli activities, using 

Southern Lebanon as a base. The PLO, therefore, became a 

state within a state in Lebanon, thus tilting the political 

balance in that country. In 1975, a political incident 

sparked another civil war which resulted in the partial 

disbandment of the Christian-dominated Lebanese Army. The 

officers and men apparently took away with them their 

weapons and guns. In April 1976, the Lebanese government 
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made a -formal request to the Arab League for an Arab 

Deterrent Force, largely composed of Syrians. The above 

information was presented at the initial briefing of 

Nigerian officers before they were launched into operation. 

On March 11, 1978, some Palestinian guerrillas occupying 

bases in Southern Lebanon moved by sea into Northern Israel 

and hijacked a tourist bus in the town of Nahariya. In the 

ensuing events, 35 people were killed and many more wounded. 

In pursuit of its well-known policy of overwhelming 

retaliation against guerrilla activities and terrorism, the 

Israeli Defense Forces (IDF) advanced into Southern Lebanon 

between March 14-15, 1978, and within 24 hours it had 

occupied the whole area south of the Litani River. The 

policy of overwhelming retaliation was derived from the 

existing population gap between Israel and its Arab. 

neighbors (a ratio of 1 to 50). Mass retaliation has since 

become a method of deterrence (Aronson, 1975; Brecher, 

1972). 

UN IF IL was established by the UN Security Council 

resolution 425 and 426 of March 19, 1978. The resolution, 

adopted at the 2074th meeting by 12 votes to none with 2 

abstentions (USSR and Czechoslovakia), was arrived at 

through a series of emergency consultations in which UN 

Secretary-General Kurt Waldheim and President Elias Sarkis 

of Lebanon played a significant role (Resolutions and 
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Decisions of the Security Council, 1978). The Security 

Council resolutions 425 and 426 (1978) read, in part, 

1 . Having heard the statements of the Permanent 
Representative of Lebanon and Israel, . . .; 
gravely concerned at the deterioration of the 
situation in the Middle East and its consequences 
to the maintenance o-f international peace, 
Call upon Israel immediately to cease its military 
action against Lebanese territorial integrity and 
withdraw forthwith its forces from all Lebanese 
territory; Decides, in light of the request of the 
government of Lebanon, to establish immediately 
under its authority a United Nations Interim Force 
for Lebanon for the purpose of confirming the 
withdrawal of Israeli forces, restoring 
international peace and security and assisting the 
government of Lebanon in ensuring the return of 
its effective authority in the area. (Resolutions 
and Decisions of the Security Council, p. 5) 

2. Under its resolution 511 (1982), the Security 
Council authorized UNIFIL to carry out 
humanitarian and administrative tasks in its 
efforts to return the area back to normalcy. 
(Resolution 511, 1982) 

The Secretary-General, bearing in mind the principles 

of equitable geographical representation, immediately 

consulted national governments concerning the contribution 

of contingents to UNIFIL. Major—General Emmanuel Erskine of 

Ghana was appointed as the UNIFIL Force commander. Nine 

member states agreed to dispatch contingents to Lebanon, and 

by the end of May 1978, the Force comprised eight 

contingents. These include, French Battalion - 703, Ireland 

Battalion - 665, Norwegian Battalion - 723, Nepalese 

Battalion - 642, Nigerian Battalion - 668, Senegalese 

Battalion - 634, Fijan Battalion - 500, and Iranian 

Battalion - 714. The Force Headquarters was located at 
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Naqurah on the border of Israel and Lebanon (UN Document 

S/1260/ADD, June 1-5, 1978). The -following countries 

provided additional logistics support units: <1> Canada -

102 men (including 11 temporarily detached from UNEF II), 

(2) France - 541 men (Including an Engineer company), and 

(3) Norway - 207 men. The Force included 42 military 

observers of United Nations Truce Supervision Organization 

(UNTSO), assisting UNIFIL in the performance of its tasks. 

At least two UNTSO officers were attached to each infantry 

battalion for liaison and other operational matters (UN 

Document S/12620/ADD, June 1-5, 1978). 

UNIFIL Mandate and Operations 

UNIFIL's deployment covered an area south of the 

Litani River. (See map in Figure 7.) The width of the 

operational area varies from some 18 kilometers in the 

western and central sectors to some 2 to 8 kilometers in the 

eastern sector. The area is generally mountainous and 

rugged with many streams and valleys which restrict movement 

to tracks. UNIFIL operations can be divided into two phases. 

Phase I. Withdrawal of the IDF from Southern Lebanon 

This phase of Israeli withdrawal was carried out in 

four stages. The first three stages were completed in March 

1978, which brought the IDF into an area 10 kilometers north 

of the border with Lebanon. The "withdrawals were completed 

without incidents" and the Israeli positions were taken over 



Figure 7 

Map of Lebanon Showing UNIFIL Areas of Operation 
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by UN troops. At this point, the deployment of UNIFIL was 

as follows (UN Document S/12620/ADD, June 1-5, 1978, pp. 

3-5) : 

1. The French battalion in the vicinity of Tyre, 

manning seven check points (CPs) and patrolling the whole 

area; 

2. The Norwegian battalion was deployed in the eastern 

sector, with its base camp at Ebel es Sagi, manning seven 

observation posts (OPs) and the Khardalo Bridge; 

3. The advance party of the Iranian battalion (one 

company) was deployed in the central/western sector south of 

the Litani, with a base camp at Ghanduriyah, manning three 

observation posts and holding the Akiya Bridge. 

4. The Swedish company, temporarily detached from 

UNEF II, was deployed in the central western sector, south 

of the Litani with a base camp at Srifa, manning four 

observation posts until it was relieved by a Nigerian 

company in May 1978. 

The fourth and last phase of the Israeli withdrawal was 

completed on June 13, 1978. With the withdrawal from 

Lebanese territory completed, the first phase of UNIFIL's 

mandate and one task out of three was fulfilled. Throughout 

the IDF withdrawal, Lieutenant-General Ensio Siilvasnuo, the 

Chief Coordinator of the UN missions in the Middle-East, 

acted as the Liaison Officer with the parties to the 

conflict—Israel, Lebanon, and the PLO Command. UNIFIL's 
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Force commander, General Erskine, was also in constant 

contact with the parties concerning the implementation of 

the Force's mandate (UN Document S/12620/ADD, June 1-5, 

1978). At the local level, the battalion and company 

commanders met regularly with the Lebanese district heads 

and local PLA commanders to find solutions to operational 

problems in the areas. 

Phase II: The Supervision of Cessation of Hostilities, 
the Restoration of Lebanese Sovereignty, and the 

Implementation of Humanitarian Tasks 

Phase II turned out to be the difficult one and was 

never completed. The Israeli Defense Forces further 

complicated UNIFIL's tasks by handing over an area 10 square 

kilometers on the Lebanese border with Israel to the 

Lebanese Christian Militias led by Major Hadad before their 

withdrawal was completed. Israel's aim was to establish a 

buffer zone between the PLO and Israel because of the 

general feeling that the UN Force was ineffective in dealing 

with the elements of the PLA in Southern Lebanon (UN 

Document S/12620/ADD, June 1-5, 1978). This confirms that 

the U.N. Force in Lebanon lacked prestige or repute in the 

eyes of one of the principals in the conflict, thus the 

Force lacked one of the resources necessary for the 

successful management of conflicts (Young, 1967). When the 

Israeli Army invaded Lebanon in August 1982, overrunning the 

positions of the U.N. Force, the credibility both of the 

United Nations and of UNIFIL was severely shaken. Since the 
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responsible member—states were unable to bring influence to 

bear on Israel and the Security Council was unable to "act 

decisively to ensure respect for decisions" of the United 

Nations, there was little the U.N. Force could do to keep 

the peace (The Seige of Beirut, 1982, pp. 14-15). 

The IDF did not detect and destroy some of the PLA 

bases in Southern Lebanon before its withdrawal, and UNIFIL 

has had to contain the armed elements within the bases, 

since it was not authorized to use military force in 

evacuating the armed elements from their bases. As with 

other international peacekeeping farces, UNIFIL troops were 

only permitted to use military force in self-defense. 

During the Force Commander's briefing sessions at Naqurah, 

it was revealed that the PLA bases were located at Bafliya 

and Marakee (SENBATT operations area), Barish and Dayr 

Quanan (NIBATT area), Kaokaba (NEPBATT area), and the Tyre 

Pockets (FRENCHBATT area). The author of this dissertation 

was in attendance at most of these briefing sessions. 

Arrangements reached between the Lebanese government 

and Mr. Arafat (for the PLO) provided that UNIFIL allow, on 

humanitarian grounds and under the Force's supervision, the 

occasional delivery of essential non-military supplies such 

as food, water, and medicine to the PLA bases in the south 

(UN Document S/12620/ADD, June 1-5, 1978). The 

headquarters of the PLA in Southern Lebanon was in the 

city of Tyre. Apart from the task of containment of the PLA 
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elements and the Christian militias, UNIFIL contingents 

established and manned a number of observation posts and 

check points throughout the area of operation. The OPs and 

CPs were supplemented by regular day and night patrols by 

reconnaissance elements. Occasionally, troops o-f UNIFIL 

conducted search and seizure operations to apprehend armed 

elements in unauthorized hideouts and to capture arms and 

ammunition. Whenever unauthorized armed elements were 

discovered within the UNIFIL area o-f operations, efforts 

were made to keep them under surveillance and, through 

negotiations and persuasion, to get them out of the area. 

Even when.it became clear that the PLO armed elements and 

the militias were not responding to such appeals, UNIFIL 

troops were not authorized to use force to restore Lebanese 

sovereignty in Southern Lebanon. The foregoing information 

was shared by UNIFIL Senior Officers at the regular Naqurah 

briefings mentioned elsewhere in this chapter. 

The Lebanese government partly contributed to the 

problems created by the Christian militias under the command 

of Major Haddad. When the Israeli government announced its 

decision to withdraw the remaining IDF units from Southern 

Lebanon, UN representatives consulted with the Lebanese 

government regarding the status of the Christian Militia. 

The Lebanese government took the following position ((UN 

Document S/12620/ADD, June 1-5, 1970, p. 10)t 
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1. that Major Haddad is provisionally recognized by 
the Lebanese government as de facto Commander of the 
Lebanese forces in his present area for the purpose of 
facilitating UNIFIL's mission; 

2. that the Army Command will issue instructions to 
Major Haddad to facilitate UNIFIL's mission and 
deployment . . .; 

3. that the Lebanese government has decided to move 
Lebanese Army Units to the South as soon as possible. 

Elsewhere in this Chapter we noted that the Lebanese 

Army had disbanded, thus sub-paragraph (3) above was 

interpreted by UNIFIL contingents to mean that a new Army 

was about to be formed or members of the disbanded Army were 

to be recalled for service. Two attempts in 1978 to dispatch 

a Lebanese Composite Brigade Group to the south proved 

abortive. Each time the Lebanese Force advanced into the 

south, it came under the artillery and mortar fire of Major 

Haddad's forces, and was forced to withdraw. By August, 

1981, the strength of the Lebanese army in southern Lebanon 

totaled 1,350 (Mandate of UN Peace—Keeping Force in Lebanon 

Renewed Until 19 December, 1981). It was realized that 

UNIFIL could not help restore the full authority and 

sovereignty of the Lebanese government without the active 

presence of a Lebanese Army and police in the area. The 

militias continued to impose special restrictions on the 

freedom of movement of some national contingents of UNIFIL. 

This restriction "greatly hampered their operational 

capability and limited their ability to observe the situa-

tion in the border area" (Report of the Secretary-General on 
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the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon for the Period 

June 13-December 11, 1780, December 12, 1980, pp. 113-122). 

The PLA armed elements were associated with a variety of 

Palestinian -factions; hence it was impossible for UNIFIL to 

obtain reliable assurances for an end to the sporadic 

fighting in the area. It was even difficult for UNIFIL to 

identify the armed elements involved in any particular 

shooting incident because they usually claim membership in a 

faction whose leader was difficult to reach. 

There was considerable tension around the city of Tyre 

from 1978 through 1982, and repeated exchanges of fire 

involving Major Haddad's militia in the eastern sector of 

the border with Israel and the PLO armed elements north of 

the Litani River. Such exchanges of fire occasionally 

affected UNIFIL positions which were between the two sides. 

A summary of the major incidents during UNIFIL's mandate up 

to and including 1980 are catalogued below (Report of the 

Secretary-General on the United Nations Interim Force in 

Lebanon for the Period June 13-December 11, 1980, December 

12, 1980): 

1. In the month of March 1978, a total of six UNIFIL 

soldiers were killed by mines and grenade explosions; 

2. On April 1, 1978, at 1805 GMT French Battalion 

positions in the Tyre area received direct rocket-propel led 

grenade fire which impacted within 20 meters of a check 

point (approximate map reference—AMR 1708—2906). French 
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troops in that vicinity returned -fire with automatic 

weapons; 

3. On April 6-7, 1978, UNIFIL positions at Kaukaba 

received sporadic automatic weapons fire from PLO 

guerrillas, in addition to 26 mortar and 7 artillery rounds 

(one Norwegian soldier was wounded); 

4. On April 6, 1978, at 1430 GMT, a UNIFIL convoy was 

ambushed near AMR 2015-2955. But the convoy managed to 

extricate itself and returned to base-

On May 2, 1978, a UNIFIL supply truck was ambushed on 

the coastal road about three kilometers northeast of Tyre by 

PLO elements. In the ensuing exchange of fire which lasted 

about one and a half hours, three UNIFIL soldiers were 

killed and nine wounded. The exact figures of the PLO 

casualties was unknown. Another exchange of fire between 

UNIFIL troops and the PLO at Kayr Amiss on July 12, 1978, 

left five UNIFIL soldiers wounded and five dead on the PLO 

side. Other incidents include the following (Report of the 

Secretary-General on the United Nations Interim Force in 

Lebanon for the Period June 13-December 11, 1980, December 

12, 1980): 

1. On June 28, 1980, the Fijian battalion headquarters 

at Qana came under fire. The battalion returned fire and 

approximately 200 rounds were fired; 

2. On August 12, 1980, approximate1y 500 small arms 

and heavy machine gun (HMG) rounds were fired at a 
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Netherlands position near AS-Siddigin. Between July and 

November 1980, UNIFIL headquarters was -fired on four 

occasions; and 

3. The Christian Militia continued to harass UNIFIL 

personnel from October 1978 to November 1980. The heaviest 

exchange of fire between the PLQ and the Militia took place 

between August 18 and August 23, 1980. An estimated 2,760 

rounds of artillery, mortar, and tank fire were exchanged 

and some of these impacted in UNIFIL positions. 

In 1983, the IDF further complicated UNIFIL's tasks 

when it recruited soldiers from the local population to 

build up the so-called "South Lebanese Army" <SLA). UNIFIL 

had to contain the activities of these and other Lebanese 

irregulars, "armed and controlled by IDF" (Report of the 

Secretary-General on the United Nations Interim Force in 

Lebanon for the Period June 13-December 11, 1980, December 

12, 1980, p. 4). Between May and June 1984, the IDF, in 

battalion strength, conducted a series of searches and 

arrests as well as the firing of shots and demolishing 

houses in the south. The IDF carried out a demolition 

exercise and shooting in Marakee. UNIFIL commanders 

complained about such uncooperative activities by the 

Israelis. The French Engineer Company had to search for and 

dsfusfi unexploded Israeli bombs, shells, and mines. A total 

of about 1,000 shells and bombs and 2,600 mines of various 

types were defused in such mine detection exercises (Report 
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of the Secretary-General on the United Nations Interim Force 

in Lebanon for the Period June 13-December 11, 1980, 

December 12, 1980, pp. 2-4). 

It was impossible for UNIFIL to achieve the objectives 

of its mandate under such conditions. The main factors 

included the policy of the government of Israel and its 

continued support of the Christian Militias, the continued 

presence of the PLO armed elements in the area, and the lack 

of authority and capability of UNIFIL to enforce Security 

Council resolutions (Secretary-General Report, November 

1980, p. 60; Mandate of UN Peace-Keeping Force in Lebanon 

Renewed Until 19 December, August 1981; The Seige of 

Beirut, 1980). In February 1982, Lieutenant General William 

Callaghan of Ireland replaced Major-Genera1 Erskine of Ghana 

as Force Commander of UNIFIL. As of October 1984, the total 

UNIFIL casualties was 102 dead and 125 seriously wounded in 

armed clashes, shellings, and mine explosions. Of the 102 

dead, 41 were as a result of firing and mine explosions, 48 

from accidents and 13 from natural causes (Report of the 

Secretary-Genera1 on the United Nations Interim Force in 

Lebanon for the Period from April 10, 1984, to October 10, 

1984, October 9, 1984). 

As of December 1980, some of UNIFIL battalions had been 

redeployed as follows (Report of the Secretary-Genera 1 on 

the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon for the Period 

June 13-December 11, 1980, December 12, 1980): 
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1. The Nigerian battalion was deployed in the northern 

part of the central sector, with its headquarters at Tayr 

Zibna, 

2. The Fijian battalion was deployed in the southern 

part of the western sector, with its headquarters at Qana; 

3. The Netherlands battalion which had joined the 

Force was deployed in the northern part of the central 

sector, with its headquarters at Haris; 

4. The Norwegian battalion was deployed in the eastern 

sector, with its headquarters at Ebel es-Sagi; 

5. The Ghanaian battalion was deployed in the eastern 

part of the central sector, and the western part of the 

eastern sector with its headquarters at Kafr Dunin; and 

6. The Senegalese battalion was deployed in the 

northern part of the western sector, with its headquarters 

at Marakee. 

By November 1984, the government of Senegal had 

withdrawn the Senegalese contingent in UNIFIL, and a Finnish 

battalion had reported for deployment. Generally, the 

government of Lebanon felt that the presence of UNIFIL had 

been useful to the local population. The Prime Minister 

requested the UN to extend the mandate of the Force by 

another six months from April to October 1984. But the 

Secretary—General's report in December 1984 showed that the 

restoration of Lebanese sovereignty in the south had proved 

d i f f icu11: 
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During the reporting period, UNIFIL continued to 
experience difficulties in transporting goods from 
Beirut to its area of operations as a result of the 
closure of the coastal road from Beirut to Sidon. The 
Force continued to be denied access to Tyre and Sidon 
as well as to all areas adjacent to the coastal road by 
the Israeli Defense Forces <IDF) (Report of the 
Secretary-Genera 1 on the United Nations Interim Force 
in Lebanon for the Period from April 10, 1984 to 
October 10, 1984, October 9, 1984). 

Throughout the periods between March 1978 and December 

1984, the Force had to deal with attempts by armed elements 

to infiltrate personnel and arms into UNIFIL operational 

areas, Israel was still lending its support to the 

Christian militia in defiance of a UN appeal for cooperation 

in restoring Lebanese sovereignty in the area. Moreover, 

the internal instability in Lebanon also continued to 

dislocate plans for the Lebanese government to assert itself 

in Southern Lebanon (Report of the Secretary-General on the 

United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon for the Period June 

13-December 11, 1980, December 12, 1980). Even the UN 

Secretary-Genera 1 had no confidence in UNIFIL's mandate as 

it was framed. The above situation further illustrates the 

proposition that no matter how skillful and prestigious an 

intermediary force might be, its success in conflict 

management will depend, to a large extent, on the 

willingness of the parties in the conflict to succeed in the 

settlement of disputes by compromising (Young, 1967). In 

his 1984 report, the Secretary-Genera 1 wrote, 

As regard the future role of UNIFIL, it is not at 
present possible to make any detailed forecast of the 
actual task or methods of functioning of the Force in 
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an extended role nor to estimate accurately what 
increase in strength would toe necessary# • • • I 
believe that it will be particularly important at that 
time to provide UNIFIL with a mandate which it can 
successfully implement, which will command the 
necessary support and cooperation and which will 
provide the necessary reassurances to all o-f the 
parties concerned (Report of the Secretary-General on 
the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon for the 
Period from April 10, 1984, to October 10, 1984, 
October 9, 1984). 

In spite of the above observations, the Security Council 

continued to extend UNIFIL's mandate without reframing the 

Force's mandate in such a way that would permit easy 

implementation of tasks (see Table 9 for a record of UNIFIL 

extensions). 

The multinational character of the Force made 

communications between contingents difficult, as language 

was a barrier. Most of the French soldiers, the Senegalese, 

and the Iranians could not understand or speak English—they 

spoke only French, or Farsi in the case of the Iranians. 

The French, Senegalese, and the Iranians fared well in 

communicating with the Lebanese and PLO elements in the 

south because all of them could speak either French or Farsi 

(the common languages in the area of operation). The 

English speaking contingents had to use translators. The 

language problem occasionally resulted in misunderstanding 

between UN troops and the armed elements, because some unit 

translators often misinterpreted the messages each side 

transmitted. As a result, negotiations often broke down. 

Inter—unit communications was facilitated by the Canadian 
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Table 9 

UNIFIL Record of Mandate Extensions (1970-1983) 

Serial Security Council 
No, Resolutions Vote 

Resolution 434 (1978) Adopted by 12 votes in 
favor to none against with 
2 abstentions (USSR and 
Czechoslovakia) 

Resolution 444 (1978) Same as above 

Resolution 450 (1979) Sane as Serial No. 1 

Resolution 459 (1979) Same as above 

Resolution 474 (1980) 

Resolution 483 (1980) 

Resolution 488 (1981) 

Resolution 498 (1981) 

Resolution 523 (1982) 

Sane as Serial No. 1 

12 votes in favor and 
none against with 2 
abstentions IGOR and USSR) 

Sane as above 

13 votes in favor to 
none against mith 2 
abstentions (GDR and USSR) 

Same as above 

Sane as Serial No. 8 

Resolution 529 (1983) Sane as above 

Resolution 536 (1983) Sate as Serial No. 10 

Extension Dates 

September 1978-
January 1979 

January-June 1979 

June 20-December 1979 

December 1979-
June 19, 1980 

June 20-December 1980 

January-June 1981 

June 19-December 1981 

December 18, 1981 
June 18, 1982 

Duration 
in months 

4 months 

6 months 

6 months 

6 months 

6 months 

6 months 

6 months 

6 months 

June 19-0ctober 18, 1982 4 months 

October 19, 1982- 3 months 
January 19, 1983 

January 19-June 19, 1983 6 months 

July-December 1983 6 months 

Sources: UN Chronicle isues of 1978-1983. 
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dgtachments in battalion headquarters, but when these were 

withdrawn by Canada, the communication problem was 

pronounced. Radio operators on the 1istening"watch could 

hardly decipher some messages because some units transmitted 

coded messages in their national languages for security 

reasons. It has been observed that the PLO and Militias 

intercepted UNIFIL radio messages transmitted in English and 

knew UN Forces' movement plans. The above information is 

out of the personal experiences of this writer. 

UNIFIL Administration, Logistics, and 
Humanitarian Duties 

UNIFIL logistical support was provided by the French 

and Canadian logistics units. Canada provided a logistics 

unit which consisted of a movement control detachment and a 

signal detachment. The signal detachment was stationed in 

UNIFIL headquarters at Naqurah, and it established 

communication links with all the contingent or battalion 

headquarters. The Canadians manned the radio links with 

UNIFIL headquarters as well as the battalion net in order to 

achieve uniformity at the Force level in operating procedures 

(UN Document S/12620/ADD, June 1-5, 1978). But the Canadian 

detachment was withdrawn by the home government by October 

1978. The 500-men strong French logistics group with about 

200 transport vehicles assisted with the movement and 

reception of contingents at Beirut and Ben Gurion airports. 

The French logistics group also provided the engineering, 



143 

supply, and postal services to the Force. Engineer 

facilities were centralized and mine detectors of some units 

could not react to cluster and plastic mines le-ft behind by 

IDF. Only the French engineer company was properly equipped 

to deal with the mines. Norway provided an air detachment 

with helicopters for UNIFIL operations, as well as 

maintenance services and medical units at Naqurah (UN 

Document S/12620/ADD, June 1-5, 1978; Report of the 

Secretary-General on the United Nations Interim Force in 

Lebanon for the Period from April 10, 1984, to October 10, 

1984, October 9, 1984). 

The unstable character of Lebanon caused the UN Force 

to procure fresh food and rations from Israeli sources, and 

the non-availability of good drinking water in Southern 

Lebanon was a crucial problem in the first year of UNIFIL 

operations. Drinking water had to be fetched in tankers 

from Israel—a situation which aroused PLO suspicion that UN 

Forces were sympathetic to the Israeli cause. The above 

information was derived from UNIFIL intelligence briefings 

of October 1978. But by December 1980, fresh rations for 

all battalions were supplied from Lebanese sources and only 

Naqurah headquarters elements received their supply direct 

from Haifa in Israel. However, all containers with dry 

rations from Cyprus continued to pass through the Beirut 

harbor or Beirut airport (Report of the Secretary—General on 

the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon for the Period 
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June 13—December 11? 1980, December 12, 1980) p. 115). The 

lack of adequate preservation facilities for bulk food 

supplies in the first year of operations forced contingents 

to consume a week's ration before they went bad. This 

situation improved by December 1980, when more refrigerated 

trucks became available to battalions. Each contingent 

continued to order special national foodstuffs from their 

various countries. By October 1780, work had been completed 

on the construction of three warehouses and six "walk-in 

freezers," four for the French logistic battalion and two 

for the transport section (Report of the Secretary—General on 

the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon for the Period 

June 13-December 11, 1980, December 12, 1980). 

When the first mandate (Apri1-October 1978) was 

extended for another four months, until January 1979, it 

became necessary for units to make provision for warm 

clothing in preparation for winter. Battalions were also 

engaged in arrangements to reinforce existing bunkers and 

observation posts and check points to protect troops from 

the cold winter. There was a change in operational 

directives, as some observation posts and check points 

located in areas considered inaccessible in winter were 

evacuated and new ones established. The preoccupation of 

UNIFIL with winterization in 1978 gave the armed elements 

time to intensify their activities. The program to build 

prefabricated accommodation facilities as well as workshops 



145 

and warehouses in battalion areas were at a very advanced 

stage in 1980. The sewage system in Naqurah and an "all-

purpose" workshop with carpentry, painting, welding, and 

plumbing -facilities had been completed. (JNIFIL involved 

some Lebanese contractors in these projects. They were 

responsible -for the construc-tion of 47 pre-fabricated 

buildings and two workshops (Report o-f the Secretary-General 

on the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon -for the 

Period June 13-December 11, 1980, December 12, 1980). 

Arrangements with some Lebanese -firms were completed in 

1980 -for laundry and cleaning services. But it was 

observed that the unstable situation in Lebanon hindered 

progress in the contractual arrangements. Most o-f the time, 

the roads were closed to traffic and restrictions were 

imposed on the freedom of movement within (JNIFIL operations 

areas (Report of the Secretary-Genera 1 on the United Nations 

Interim Force in Lebanon for the Period from April 10, 1984, 

to October 10, 1984, October 9, 1984). The Naqurah UNIFIL 

Hospital manned by Norwegians and later the Swedish, 

provided medical services to both UN Forces in the area and 

Lebanese civilians. The hospital had laboratory and x-ray 

facilities. Also, battalion medical centers offered 

services both to troops and Lebanese civilians in their area 

of operations. By December 1980, it was estimated that the 

Naqurah hospital had treated some 1,800 Lebanese civilians as 

outpatients and 130 others as in-patients (Report of the 
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Secretary-General on the United Nations Interim Force in 

Lebanon for the Period June 13-December 11, 1980, December 

12, 1980). The medical assistance to civilian population 

caused unit medical supplies to be reduced drastically. 

Furthermore, the Israeli government permitted UNIFIL to 

evacuate all of its emergency cases that could not be 

handled at Naqurah to the Rambam Hospital at Haifa as well 

as the use of Haifa harbor for shipments of UN material 

(Report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations 

Interim Force in Lebanon for the Period June 13-December 11, 

1980, December 12, 1980). 

Immediately after the IDF withdrawal from Lebanon, 

traffic of returning refugees became heavy throughout the 

area of operation, particularly in the vicinity of the 

cities of Tyre and Sidon. UNIFIL units played a significant 

role in the rehabilitation of the refugees and in making the 

villages habitable. Through the joint efforts of the Force 

and the Lebanese authorities, electricity supply to some 

villages and Marjiyun was restored and with the assistance 

of UNICEF the water problem in Southern Lebanon was properly 

tackled. Drugs used in the treatment of UNIFIL and the 

civilian population were provided by the UNICEF (UN 

Children's Fund) (Report of the Secretary-General on the 

United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon for the Period June 

13-December 11, 1980, December 12, 1980). 
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UNIFIL Financing 

By its resolution S-8/2 of April 1978, the UN General 

Assembly voted $54 million -For UNIFIL operations -for the 

period March 19 to September 18, 1978. The Assembly also 

authorized the Secretary-General to make a -financial 

commitment not exceeding the sum of $6 million per month, 

should the Security Council decide to extend UNIFIL's 

mandate after the first six months of its operations. The 

resolution also provided that the costs of maintaining the 

Force would be considered as expenses of the United Nations 

to be borne by member—states in accordance with the 

provision of Article 17 (paragraph 2) of the UN Charter. 

The organization has learned from UNFICYP's operation that 

financing a peacekeeping mission through voluntary 

contributions and pledges was not a very reliable option, 

since most member—states did not make contributions 

voluntarily. United Nations resolution (S-8/2) took into 

consideration the economic situation of the states and the 

specific responsibilities of the permanent members of the 

Security Council concerning the maintenance of international 

peace and security (UN Chronicle, May, 1978). Consequently, 

the permanent members of the Security Council provided about 

607. of the assessed costs, the economically developed 

nations provided about 357. of the total costs, and the poor 

nations (37 of them, including Bangladesh, Somalia, Haiti, 
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Senegal, Tanzania, Butan, and Nepal) provided the balance 

(UN Chronicle, May, 1978). 

Table 10 shows the detail o-f authorized costs of 

UNIFIL operations -for the period March 1978 through April 

1985. The total amount estimated was $919.15 million. But 

only $717.2 million was received in payments to meet the 

costs of -financing the operation (United Nations Lebanon 

Force Extended to April 1984, December 1983). Thus the 

level o-f sufficiency of UNIFIL funding was 

Total Collected in Payments/Expenses 
Estimated Costs of UNIFIL Operation 

or 

717.2 (in million 
919.15 dollars) 

= .78 (787. sufficiency rate.) 

The total cost of maintaining UNIFIL from March 1978 to 

April 1985 excludes contributions made by member—states free 

of charge to the UN. Such contributions include (1) 

Australia's supply of arms and ammunition to the Fijian 

contingent in June 1978; (2) West Germany's airlift of 

Norwegian troops in March 1978 and provision of vehicle and 

equipment parts to the Nepalese contingent in April 1978; 

(3) United Kingdom's airlift of the Fijian contingent in 

June 1978, and (4) United States' airlift of the Norwegian, 

Nepalese, Senegalese, and Irish troops as well as equipment 

for the Fijian contingent between March and June 1978. 

Thus, if the above contributions are considered, UNIFIL 
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Serial General Assembly 
No. Authorization/Citation Duration 

General Assembly Aaount (in 
Vote Million Oollars) 

Resolution S/8/2 of 
April 1978 

Sate as above 

Resolution 33/14 of 
Noveaber 3, 1978 
(Appropriates <10,172,000 
per aontti) 

Saae as above 

March 19-April 21, 1978 

April 21-Septeaber 1978 
(5 months) 

November 1978 to 
January 18, 1979 
(2 1/2 Months) 

January 19-June IB, 1979 
(6 Months) 

Adopted by 
votes for and 
14 against 

September 20-0ctober 1978 Same as above 

93 votes for to 
14 against 

Saae as above 

9.7 Million 

54.0 Million 

6.0 Million 

25,430,000 

51,906,000 

Sa«e as Serial 4 above June 19-Qctober 31, 1979 
(6 Months) 

Saae as Serial 4 44,756,800 

Resolution 34/9B of 
Noveaber 1, 1979 (Appropri-
ates $10,767,166 per Month) 

Resolution 36/38A 

Resolution 36/38A 

10 Appropriates <13,316,666 
per aonth (12 Months) 

11 Resolution 37/127/A 
(Appropriates $15,229,666 
per aonth) 

12 General Assembly 
docuaent A/39/650 of 
Noveaber 1984 

DeceMber 19, 1979-
DeceMber 18, 1980 
(12 Months) 

DeceMber 1980-June 18, 
1981 (6 Months) 

June 19-DeceMber 1981 
(6 Months) 

DeceMber 19, 1981-
DeceMber 18, 1982 
(12 Months) 

January 19-0ctober 18, 
1983 (10 months) 

October 19, 1983-
October 18, 1984 
(12 Months) 

111 votes for and 129,205,992 
13 against 

98 votes for and 
16 against 

Saae as above 

73,083,000 

73,083,000 

159,799,992 

199 votes in favor 162,296,660 
to 14 against 

70,446,000 

13 Saae as above October 19, 1984 to 
April 1985 (6 Months) 

Grand Total 

70,446,000 

1919,153,664 
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-Financing would equal about 907, suf f ic iency level. 

Generally, no force officer has complained about the level 

of financing of UNIFIL operation, although it was observed 

that some contingents in the first mandate were not promptly 

paid the recommended $680 per man-month. This lowered the 

morale of such troops, but had no effect on the 

effectiveness level. The rate of reimbursement to troop-

contributing countries was increased from the level of $500 

per man-month to $680 for all ranks (UN Chronicle, January, 

1978). 

Out of the $201.95 million in deficit, a total of 

$179.4 million was apportioned among some member—states 

"which have stated that they do not intend to pay for 

UNIFIL" operation (UN General Assembly Document A/39/650, 

November 14, 1984, p. 1). The cost of maintaining UNIFIL 

from May 1985 through December 1985 at $11.7 million per 

month was estimated at $93.6 million (UN General Assembly 

A/39/650, November 14, 1984). The expenses of UNIFIL by 

major categories includes (1) salaries, allowances, travel 

and feeding at $13.89 million; (2) rental of aircrafts, 

maintenance and construction, communication at $2.90 

million; (3) purchase of transportation equipment, other 

equipment and general maintenance and supplies (including 

reimbursements for depreciation of contingent-owned 

equipment at $13.34 million; and (4) the rotation of 

contingents, death and disability awards, and welfare 
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payment at $3.97 million. Other expenses were payments for 

troops' pay, equipment usage, and personal clothing at 

$35.37 million. The total costs of staff salaries (UN Staff 

with the Force), travel, and related subsistence was $8.69 

million. The costs for adaptation of premises and supplies 

of water and electricity was approximately $1 million (UN 

General Assembly A/39/650, November 14, 1984). 

The Degrees of Success of UNIFIL Mission 

The UN Security Council resolutions 425 (1978) and 511 

(1982) outlined four tasks for UNIFIL: (1) to confirm the 

withdrawal of Israeli Defense Forces in Southern Lebanon; 

(2) to restore peace and security in the area; (3) to carry 

out humanitarian and administrative tasks; and (4) to ensure 

the return of Lebanese government authority in Southern 

Lebanon. To accomplish these tasks, UNIFIL operated in 

phases. Phase I was the confirmation of the withdrawal of 

the IDF, and this was completed on June 13, 1978. The first 

phase was completed without incidents, and the IDF positions 

were taken over by UN Troops. This was with the exception 

that the Israeli Defense Forces handed over an area of 10 

square kilometers to Major Haddad's militia. Other factors 

which worked against UNIFIL's ability to implement two of 

its tasks—to maintain peace and security and to restore the 

authority of the Lebanese government in Southern Lebanon— 

included the following: (1) the armed presence and 

activities of the Palestinian guerrillas; (2) the repeated 
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invasion of Southern Lebanon by the IDF; (3) the imposition 

of special restrictions on the freedom of movement of UN 

troops; (4) the failure of the parties in the conflict to 

cooperate with the UN Force in its efforts to assist the 

Lebanese government to assert its authority, and (5) the 

ineffectiveness of the Lebanese government in the 

administration of the country (the presence and authority of 

the government was not felt in the south). 

Peacekeeping operations can succeed and function 

properly only with the cooperation of the parties in the 

conflict and on a clearly defined mandate from the organs 

responsible (The Seige of Beirut, 1982; Wiseman, 1983). In 

the case of Lebanon, the mandate of the UN Force was very 

clearly stated. The problem with the mandate was that it 

was not realistically stated, from a political viewpoint. 

Given the type of opposition which the Force encountered in 

Southern Lebanon, no actions short of enforcement measures 

or guaranteed support by Israel and the PLO could have 

brought an end to the hostilities in the area. UNIFIL's 

mandate did not take into account that "peacekeeping 

operations are the visible part of a complex framework of 

political and diplomatic efforts and of countervailing 

pressures" (The Seige of Beirut, 1982, p. 14). The main 

strength of peacekeeping operations has been the will of the 

international community which they symbolise, and their 

weakness comes to light when their political base is ignored 
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or overridden, as happened with UNIFIL (The Seige of Beirut, 

1982). The IDF invaded Lebanon again in 1982, forcing its 

way through UNIFIL installations and destroying UN check 

points. The Israeli forces fired close to UNIFIL positions 

and installed road blocks in. the area (The Seige of Beirut, 

1982). 

The above situations and other illegal activities of 

armed irregulars were formidable impediments to UNIFIL's 

capacity to implement two of the four assigned tasks. The 

UN Force was successful in implementing the humanitarian 

duties assigned to it (The Seige of Beirut, 1980). This 

included assisting the civilian population through the 

distribution of food and water, dispensing of medical aid, 

and restoring electricity to some towns. The part of UNIFIL 

mandate which authorized the Force to confirm the withdrawal 

of the IDF was stated in clear and simple words and the PLO 

had no legal claim to any part of Southern Lebanon. The 

Lebanese Christian Militia challenged the moves to deploy a 

Lebanese government Brigade Group in Southern Lebanon. The 

Militia perceived themselves as the legitimate Lebanese army 

in the area and took action to frustrate arrangements to set 

up a government force (Report of the Secretary-Genera 1 on 

the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon for the Period 

from April 10, 1984, to October 10, 19B4, October 9, 1984). 

The Secretary-General acknowledged that UNIFIL's mandate, 

although unambiguously stated, was unrealistic because the 
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UN Force was not authorized to use -force against the armed 

elements in the area. The testimony o-f the Secretary-

General is illustrative o-f the unrealistic nature o-f 

UNIFIL's mandate: 

I believe that it will be particularly important at 
that time to provide UNIFIL with a mandate which it can 
successfully implement, which will command the 
necessary support and cooperation and which will 
provide the necessary reassurance to all of the parties 
concerned. (Report of the Secretary-Genera 1 on the 
United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon for the Period 
from April 10, 19B4, to October 10, 1984, October 9, 
1984, p• 6) 

The permanent representative of Lebanon in the UN, in a 

letter of January 13, 1983, annexed to the Secretary-

General's report, affirmed that the Lebanese government did 

not expect the UN Force to rid the southern part of the 

country of the armed elements: 

The Lebanese government does not wish, neither does it 
envisage, any involvement by UNIFIL in any clash or 
conflict between Lebanese factions or groups. . . . 
Dealing with such incidents was the sole responsibility 
of Lebanese Security Forces" (UN Chronicle, 1983, p. 4). 

Moreover, any attempt to authorize enforcement measures 

against the militias or Israel would be vetoed by the US in 

the Security Council. The US, in fact, vetoed a resolution 

sponsored by the USSR calling on the Security Council to 

adopt stricter measures against Israel after the latter 

invaded Lebanon in 1982 (The Seige of Beirut, 1980). 

Moreover, a May 1983 bilateral agreement between Israel and 

Lebanon was signed without consulting the Soviet Union and 

Syria. Israel has maintained that the task of restoration 
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of "an effective Lebanese authority in Southern Lebanon" can 

only be fully implemented when Syrian troops are withdrawn 

from Lebanon (Skogmo, 1989, p. 246). The inability of the 

Lebanese government to establish its authority in Southern 

Lebanon is a reason for the continued renewal of UNIFIL's 

mandate and delay in the handover of Southern Lebanon to the 

Lebanese authorities. Although the USSR acquiesed to the 

establishment of UNIFIL, it was not favorably disposed to 

the continued renewal of the force's mandate and its task of 

reestablishment of the authority of the Lebanese government 

(Skogmo, 1989, p. 194). Thus, UNIFIL's mandate has not 

enjoyed the full political backing of the USSR. 

For all practical purposes, therefore, UNIFIL has only 

implemented two out of four tasks. It supervised the 

withdrawal of Israeli forces from Southern Lebanon and 

carried out humanitarian duties. It was unable to maintain 

peace and security and to restore the authority of the 

Lebanese government in Southern Lebanon. The degrees of 

success of UNIFIL operation is illustrated in Figure 8. 

Figure 8. Degree of Success of UNIFIL Operation 

F S 

Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4 
<*T **>» 

O 25 50 75 100 

Where: The implementation of one task = 25 percent. 
Therefore, the implementation of two tasks = 
100 - 50 = 50"/. success. (Uncompleted tasks 
in arrow.) 



CHAPTER V 

CHAD AND OAU PEACEKEEPING 

This chapter is the first of two chapters which deal 

with the developments leading to the deployment and 

operations of an OAU Peacekeeping force in Chad. This 

chapter explores the socio-political nature of the crisis in 

Chad, the efforts at negotiated settlement of the problems, 

and the situation which led to the dispatch of an OAU 

Peacekeeping force in Chad (1981-82). It highlights the 

ethnic-regional conflicts and factional politics that have 

accompanied the fratricidal war of attrition between the 

leaders of Chad. It provides background to the crisis, and 

explains how it became necessary to deploy a Pan-African 

force in that country. The nearly twenty-four years of OAU 

existence has witnessed several unsuccessful attempts at 

creating a force that would help suppress intra-African 

wars, to force rival national factions to the negotiation 

table, or to help repel invasions of any of its member-

states. Mr. Peter Onu, the Assistant Administrative 

Secretary of the OAU, declared ". . . if endorsed by the 

Assembly of OAU Heads of State . . . the proposed OAU 

defense force will have the role of supporting member—states 

in the event of aggression from outside the continent or 

from minority regimes in Southern Africa. It will 
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separate combatants until a peaceful solution is found, thus 

avoiding intervention in African affairs by foreign powers" 

(African Unity and Political Alignment, April 1979, p. 5216). 

Chad is a former French Colony which became independent 

on August 11,1960. It is a landlocked country with an area 

of 1,284,000 sq. kms., a population of 4,528,000 and a GNP 

of 5558 million in U.S. dollars (all 1979 figures) (Sivard, 

1983). Chad shares common borders with Libya to the North, 

Niger and Nigeria in the West, Sudan in the East, and 

Cameroon and Central African Republic in the South. 

Although Chad is the fifth largest political entity in 

Africa, it has been classified by the United Nations 

Organization (UN) as one of the world's 25 least developed 

countries. Chad also suffers from annual Sahelian drought. 

The country is essentially an agrarian and "uni-crop" 

economy, with cotton accounting for about 80"/. of its foreign 

earnings. Livestock farming and cattle rearing is the 

country's second most important source of export earnings 

(Decalo, 1977). Rice and wheat are harvested in the fertile 

alluvial soil polders of Lake Chad, while fishing takes 

place in Chad's major rivers—the Chari, Lagone and their 

tributaries (they flow from the Southeast, join at Ndjamena 

and empty at Lake Chad). Some evidence of the presence of 

minerals such as uranium, gold, and bauxite have been found, 

but no substantial efforts have been made to exploit the 

situation (Decalo, 1977). 
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Soc io-Pol i tical Nature of the Problem in Chad 

The roots of civil strife and factional politics are 

traceable to the North-South dichotomy, and reinforced by 

the Christian-Muslim division of the Chadian community. The 

arid and desert North, which is four-fifths of Chad's area, 

is inhabited by Islamic ethnic groups. In the extreme north 

are the nomadic Toubon who occupy the land area covering 

Tibesti-Borkou-Ennedi (BET). (See map in Figure 9, p. 192.) 

The Toubon have been the backbone of rebellion against the 

Sara-dominated civil government of the 60s. In the North 

and far east of the country reside the nomadic Arabs, and 

the Sahelian Sultanates of Bagurmi, Kanuri, Barma, Kanembu, 

and Waddai. The Kanuri have kinsmen in Bornu (Northeastern 

Nigeria) (Decalo, 1980). The South, otherwise referred to 

as "Le Tchad Utile," or "useful Chad," is inhabited by the 

black Christian Bantu tribes, with Sara as the numerically 

dominant group (over 1 million or 1/4 of Chad's population) 

(Lemarchand, 1981). The Sara were the only group to embrace 

Christianity and to seize the meager opportunities offered 

them for upward mobility by the French Colonial rulers. The 

Northern tribes passively resisted anything "Western," thus 

allowing the Sara to dominate the post-Colonial economy and 

politics (Decalo, 1977). 

Inter-ethnic and intra-group clashes such as the one 

between the Missiryes and Rattatinine (Arab factions) in 

1947 and the sporadic Hissene Habre and Goukouni Weddeye 
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(son of a Muslim religious leader) factional struggles 

within the Toubon tribe are examples of the complexity of 

the ethnic group-related violence in Chad. In the fall of 

1946 and in 1947 riots in the capital, Ndjamena (then known 

as Fort Lamy) sowed the seed of discord and set the stage 

for the violence that was to erupt in October 1965, between 

Sara and non-Sara linguistic groups. Samuel Decalo, in 

Historical Dictionary of Chad (1977), partly explained the 

situation: 

The rioting in Malgalme (500 ktns. east of Ndjamena) 
were due to . . . frustrations with the administrative 
abuses of power of the Civil Service in the area, the 
brutal collection of taxes up to three times the 
decreed rate by corrupt officials and the haughty 
attitudes of petty functionaries posted to the "savage 
east" (p. 187). 

Politics in post-Colonial Chad was also ethnically based. 

The victorious Parti Progressiste Tchadian (PPT) under whose 

ticket Tombalbaye won the post-independent election, derived 

its main support from the South (particularly from Sara 

tribes). Attempts by Muslim-Arab leaders to form a strong 

opposition party proved abortive due to internal cleavage 

among the Muslims (Decalo, 1980). 

Anti-Sara ferment and massive riots characterized 

Chadian politics in the 1960s, because the post-Colonial 

civilian regime of President Tombalbaye (a Sara) was 

predominantly Sara in composition. Moreover, Tombalbaye's 

government was plagued by ineptitude, centralization of 

authority in Tombalbaye's hands, constitutional and 
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electoral manipulations, widespread corruption, insensitive 

mismanagement, and systematic repression of Muslim groups 

(Lemarchand, 1981). The major ethnic and regional 

cleavages, coupled with Tombalbaye's sectionalism and the 

exclusion from political participation of Northern tribes, 

all constituted major impediments to national unity, 

hastened institutional decay, and worked in favor of 

disintegrative forces. Samuel Decalo (1977) summed up the 

situation when he explained, "Tombalbaye's consolidation of 

power in Chad resulted in several waves of massive purges, 

arrests and expulsions from the Country of a large array of 

indigenous politicians such as Lissette, Ahmed Kotoko, Toura 

Gaba, Jean Baptiste, Silas Selinger or Marcel Lallai, who 

mysteriously died while under detention" <p. 16). 

Opposition groups (those opposing the continued Sara 

domination) coalesced under the leadership of Ibrahim 

Abatcha and formed a liberation movement known as Front de 

Liberation Nationale (FROLINAT) on June 22, 1966. But the 

death of Ibrahim Abatcha in Abeche operations in 1968 

triggered a bitter leadership struggle among sectional war 

lords within the Frolinat, and further exacerbated existing 

factional strife in Chad. Some Frolinat leaders were based 

in foreign countries— Abba Saddick in Libya and Mohammed 

Baghalami in Sudan (Decalo, 1977). By 1975 Frolinat was 

split into several rebel armies, each claiming de facto 

legitimacy over the territories it controlled. 
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Hissene Habre's Forces Armees du Nord (Armed Forces of 

the North) controlled the Borkou-Ennedi-Tibesti (BET) area. 

The Waddai region was controlled by Mohammed Baghalami's 

"Eastern Army," while in the extreme Northeast (along the 

Sudan border) Abba Saddick's Forces Populaires de Liberation 

(FPL) was in control. Goukouni Weddeye later asserted 

himself as the leader of a splinter faction of Forces of the 

North (FAN) known as Forces Armees Populaires (FAP). For 

the first ten years after independence, the French support 

of Tombalbaye was restricted to counter—insurgency 

operations which were carried out through the combined 

efforts of French administrative and technical assistant 

groups. These assistants include the Mission de Reforme 

Administrative (MRA), a French Foreign Legion Unit of about 

3,000 troops designated as the Delegation Militaire (DG), 

and an intelligence network of the Service de Documentation 

et de Centre-Espionage (SDECE). It was observed that the 

sporadic "search and destroy missions" carried out by the 

joint French and Chadian forces inflicted more hardships on 

innocent civilians than on guerrillas or insurgents 

(Lemarchand, 1981). 

The internal crisis began to assume an international 

dimension when in 1973 Goukouni Weddeye unilaterally 

surrendered the whole of Aouzou Strip, some 27,000 square 

miles of territory along the Chadian side of the Libya-Chad 

border (an area said to contain deposits of uranium), to the 
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Libyan government in return -for military and political 

support -for FAP (Chad: Rival Factions Clash, April 15, 

1977). Colonel Gaddaffi as early as September 1971 had 

recognized Frolinat as the sole representative of the 

Chadian people, but he continued to give economic and 

military support to any faction willing to accept Libya's 

tutelage (Decalo, 1977). It was to offset Libya's support 

to Goukouni's forces that Hissene Habre took as hostage 

Francoise Claustre, wife of the head of the French 

administration mission in Chad (MRA), along with a prominent 

German national. As a result, Habre was able to extract a -

substantial ransom in cash, armament and medical supplies 

from the French and German governments (Lemarchand, 1981). 

One of the resented "Chadization" policies or "Cultural 

revolution" of Tombalbaye was the requirement that all civil 

servants, regardless of religious belief, ethnicity, rank or 

age, had to perform the traditional Sara initiation ceremony 

known as "Yondo." Many Chadian Christians who refused to 

take part in animist rites were brutally tortured and even 

murdered (Decalo, 1977, p. 18). But the collapse of the 

civil regime in Ndjamena was the result of military 

corporate interests. 

The arbitrary arrest by Tombalbaye of the Chief of Army 

Staff, General Felix Malloum, spread resentment to the armed 

forces; and on April 13, 1975, a combined military and 

Gendarmerie Units (police) stormed the Presidential Palace 
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and overthrew the government and killed Tombalbaye in the 

process. A new mi 1itary-civi1ian ruling council (Supreme 

Military Council) headed by Felix Malloum took over 

government responsibility (Lemarchand, 1981). In an effort 

to restore political order, General Malloum released all 

political prisoners and appealed to guerrilla factions to 

end all insurgencies. He promised to respect the legitimate 

grievances of the rebellious groups. In the same 

reconci1iatory gesture, General Malloum arranged the return 

from exile in Libya of the Derbe (Chief) of Toubon--a 

northern warring guerrilla tribe. But the leadership of 

Frolinat rejected Malloum's call for a national 

reconciliation. Although some Frolinat fighting groups 

(notably the Toubon tribe) rallied to Ndjamena and were 

promptly integrated into the Central Armed Forces of Chad, 

Hissene Habre's FAN and Goukouni Weddeye's FAP refused to 

cooperate with Malloum (Decalo, 1977). 

Negotiations Leading to Formation 
of an OAU Force 

Compared to the League of Nations and the United 

Nations, the framers of the OAU Charter were less inclined 

to stress the need for legal compulsion in order to bring 

about the restoration of peace. The Organization of African 

Unity placed more emphasis on voluntary cooperation and 

established duties and obligations which members are 

expected to fulfill in good faith. For the most part, the 
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OAU merely recommends a line of action without the power to 

en-force its peace resolutions or decisions (Decalo, 1977, p. 

13). Many attempts by the OAU member—states to find a 

lasting solution to the crisis in Chad proved abortive. 

This was largely due to the intransigence on the part of 

Chad's factional leaders, notably Habre and Goukouni 

Weddeye. Such peace efforts include (1) the Khartoum 

(Sudan) peace talks in August 1978, (2) Kano (Nigeria) Peace 

Conference from March 10-15, 1979, (3) Kano negotiations on 

April 1, 1979, and (4) the Lagos Peace Conference of August 

1979. 

The Khartoum Peace Efforts and its Aftermath 

The military victories scored by rebel Frolinat forces 

in February 1978 resulted in the capture of about 1,500 

(one-third) of the Central government army, and the 

occupation of territory about 600 miles into Chad from the 

North. Further advances of the rebel forces were only 

stopped by French troops after fierce battles at Ati and 

Njeddah. A cease-fire was signed in May 1978 and a cease-

fire line was established across the country from Bol in the 

West through Ati, Abeche, and Baltine in the East (Internal 

Security: Chad, 1978). Thus, Frolinat had gained control 

of about half of Chad. The above circumstances prompted 

President Malloum to appease Hissene Habre (one-half of the 

Frolinat'leadership), and to establish a working accord 

between the two at the Khartoum Conference. The Khartoum 
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accord provided -for the -following (Chad:, Pact with Former 

Rebel, 1978, p. 4958): 

1. The -formation of a Provisional government of 

National Union which would embrace all the opposition groups 

in Chad; 

2. The Provisional government would draw up a 

timetable of general elections to a constituent assembly 

that would adopt a constitution; 

3. A "Security and Defense Commission" incorporating 

leaders of General Malloum's central government and Hissene 

Habre's faction of Frolinat; and 

4. A "Consultative Council" that would bring about a 

progressive dissolution of the ruling Supreme Military 

Council (CSM) and the designation of a President and a Prime 

Minister (a Provisional government). 

Following subsequent meetings in August 1978 in 

Ndjamena between Habre, Malloum, and observers from Sudan, 

the government of Chad announced that General Malloum had 

become President of the Republic of Chad while Hissene Habre 

had been appointed the Prime Minister and head of a 

provisional government (Chad: Pact With Former Rebel, 

1978). General Malloum had to coopt Habre 

into his central government because Habre had lost control 

of hrolinat to the Libyan-backed Goukouni, son of the 

tipif itual leader of the Muslim Toubon tribe, and proponent 

of moves to remove French forces from Chad. Habre had 
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opposed Frolinat's involvement with Libya. But relations 

between President Mailoum and Prime Minister Habre became 

increasingly strained when in January 1978 Mailoum arrested 

some top aides to Habre and voiced his suspicion of Habre's 

complicity in the distribution of leaflets in Ndjamena 

calling for a general strike against Malloum's government 

(Rebel Chief Weddeye Named Chad's Provisional President, 

1979). There was also disagreement over specific powers 

delegated to the President and Prime Minister under the 

reconciliation Charter adopted on August 29, 1978. 

President Mailoum and Prime Minister Habre each believed 

that it was up to him to decide the major policies of the 

nation. Habre, in obvious reference to Malloum, warned, 

"Those people who signed the Charter without believing in it 

and who are trying to continue in a parallel way the policy 

of the (defunct) Military Supreme Council (CSM)" (Chad: 

Government Split, 1979, p. 5131). 

Habre further warned against "acts of intimidation to 

provocations and slanders whether they come from inside the 

country or from abroad" (Chad: Government Split, 1979, p. 

5131);. It was when it became clear that General Malloum 

was making reconci1iatory arrangements with Frolinat leader 

Goukouni Weddeye, who had gained control of the northern 

part of Chad, that Habre resorted to subversive activities 

against the government of Malloum. Fighting eventually 

broke out between the Frolinat faction under the control of 
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Habre and the government forces of General Malloum. Habre's 

forces finally gained control of Ndjamena (Chad: Rival 

Factions Clash, 1979). The government forces under Colonel 

Kamouge withdrew from Ndjamena to the South, "leaving 

hundreds of Sara civilians" behind, and these were massacred 

by Habre's forces. But the Sara populations of Sahr and 

Moundou retaliated by killing more than 800 Arabs in the two 

Sara towns (Lemarchand, 1981, p. 436). In May 1979, the 

Southern "Comite-Permanent" headed by Colonel Kamouge 

unilaterally formed a secessionist government of Southern 

cities. President Malloum agreed to sign a cease-fire 

agreement reached between Habre's forces and some Sara army 

officers. In the absence of any effective government 

authority, President Malloum handed power to Colonel Kamouge 

(the Sara Commander of the national (police) Gendarmerie) 

(Lemarchand, 1981; Chad: Rival Factions Clash, 1979). 

The Kano (Nigeria) Peace Talks 

Following more than one month of fighting between 

Malloum's government troops and forces loyal to Prime 

Minister Habre, a peace conference arranged by Nigeria and 

involving Chad's main rival factions was held between March 

10 to March 15, 1979. It would be recalled that the OAU 

Charter of May 15, 1963, expresses the hope that African 

member—states would learn to cooperate in all fields of 

human endeavor. Article III of the OAU Charter expresses 

the hope that all disputes in Africa were to be settled by 
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negotiations, mediation, conciliation or arbitration. 

But Zdenek Cervenka in The Unfinished Quest for Unity (1977) 

notes that in practice only the methods of mediation and 

conciliation have been applied in attempt by OAU member— 

states to settle disputes by peaceful means. The OAU 

encourages parties to a dispute to try settling the dispute 

among themselves and to bring it before the OAU only if 

bilateral efforts prove unsuccessful. The rival factions 

included Habre's FAN, the Frolinat group under Goukouni, 

Frolinat Third Army under Abubakar Abdulrahaman, and forces 

loyal to President Malloum (Cervenka, 1977; Rebel Chief 

Weddeye Named Chad's Provisional President, 1979). The 

resulting agreement called for the following (Chad: Kano 

Peace Agreement, 1979, p. 5195): 

1. An immediate cessation of hostilities between the 

rival groups. 

2. The immediate demilitarization of Ndjamena (the 

nation's capital) in a 100-kilometer radius. 

3. The creation of a national transitional Union 

government pending arrangements for an elected national 

government. The transitional government comprising the main 

rival groups in Chad would replace the Ma 1loum-Habre 

government formed in August 1979. 

4. The progressive withdrawal of the 2,500 French 

troops (elements of the 9th Marine Division and the 11th 
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Paratroop Division) in Chad would be arranged by the new 

provisional government. 

The Kano Accord also provided for a neutral African 

force consisting solely of Nigerian troops to be monitored 

by an independent monitoring commission composed of two 

delegates each from Nigeria (to provide the Chairman), 

Libya, Sudan, Cameroon, and Niger. The Commission would 

include one representative from each of the Chadian rival 

groups that were signatories to the agreement. A ban on all 

rebel radio networks, a general amnesty for political 

prisoners and a pardon for exiles, and the release of all 

hostage were some of the conditions agreed upon in the Kano 

Peace Conference. It was also agreed that a second peace 

conference was to be held at the same Baguada Lake site 

(Kano) on April 1, 1977, to finalize arrangements on the 

means of implementing the agreement (Chad: Kano Peace 

Agreement, 1979). But surprisingly, the French formula for 

peace in Chad was never discussed at the Kano Conference. 

France sees Federalism as the solution to the regional 

crisis in Chad. Frolinat rejected the thesis of a Federal 

Chad because it believed that Federalism would be an "excuse 

for France to maintain her influence in the richest region, 

the cotton-producing South" (Chad: Kano Peace Agreement, 

1979, pp. 5197-5265). 

The Kano Conference resulted in the resignations on 

March 23, 1979 of President Malloum and Prime Minister 
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Habre, This paved the way -for the formation of the 

transitional government in which responsibilities and 

appointments included the -following (Chad: Kano Peace 

Agreement, 1979): 

1. Goukouni Weddeye (leader o-f Frolinat) as Chairman 

of the transitional government; 

2. Lt. Col. Kamouge (represen ting the -forces of 

Malloum) as Minister o-f Agriculture and Animal Resources; 

3. Abubakar Abdulrahaman (leader o-f the popular 

movement for the Liberation of Chad) as Minister of Internal 

Af fai rs; 

4. Mohammed Nuri (Northern forces) as Minister of 

Public Works, Transportation and Communication; 

5. Mohammed S. Ahmed (Northern forces) as Minister of 

Finance and Planning. 

The Second Kano Conference 

The scheduled Kano Peace Conference took place from 

April 3 to 11, 1979, and included almost all the rival 

factions (nine political groups) seeking political positions 

within a new government, and other neighboring states who 

were interested parties (Chad: Libya Denies Invasion, 

1979). At the conference, Hissene Habre representing FAN 

and Lt. Col. Kamouge representing the South demanded the 

withdrawal of Libya and Nigeria from the negotiations. The 

two Chadian leaders alleged that Libya was responsible for 

arming Ahmet Acyl's eastern Arab forces known as the Vulcan 
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wing of Frolinat. Nigeria was accused of supporting the 

Third Army o-f Abubakar Abdu 1 rahaman, who was operating -from 

the region of Lake Chad. The "Third Army" was barely a 

guerrilla band of 100 men and had no control over any 

territories. However, the major issue responsible for the 

deadlock at the meeting was the Libyan insistence that Abba 

Saddick (the former leader of Frolinat then exiled in 

Algiers), Adoun Danna, and Ahmet Acyl be given political 

positions in Chad's national government (Chad: Libya Denies 

Invasion, 1979). 

Hissene Habre, Goukouni, and Kamouge refused to take 

part in the negotiations. This meant that any agreement 

reached at the Kano Conference would not be binding on 

Habre's FAN and Kamouge's farces of the South. But four of 

the rival factions later set up a provisional government on 

April 29, 1979. The division of key responsibilities was as 

follows (Chad: Government Under Pressure, 1979): 

1. Mohammed Shawa, leader of the popular movement for 

the Liberation of Chad (formerly Third Army), became the 

Prime Minister and head of government. 

2. General Negue Djojo became the Deputy Premier. 

3. Goukouni Weddeye, a Muslem and leader of Frolinat, 

became the Minister of Internal Affairs (interior). 

4. Hissene Habre, leader of FAN, assumed the post of 

Minister of Defense. 
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5. Mohammed Saleh Ahmed was appointed Minister of 

Finance. 

6. Capt. Dering, a Southern Sara, was given the 

•foreign affairs portfolio. 

In an attempt to strike a balance between the Muslems 

and the Christians, the new cabinet was composed of ten 

Northern Muslems and ten Southerners, seven of whom were 

Christians. But Lt. Col. Kamouge, leader of the Southern 

troops, was deliberately excluded from the new government. 

Col. Kamouge, who had secured Libya'a support, led a 

secessionist Southern -forrp ^n^incf 4-1___ x . 
e r n Torce against the forces o-f Shawa's 

provisional government. Almost simultaneously, Libya 

reportedly launched attacks against Habre's forces of the 

North (FAN) along the Aouzou Strip. Thus, the provisional 

government of Chad faced attacks from the North and South. 

In the fighting which followed, a company of government 

troops was wiped out at the village of Beri, on the Logone 

River. The new provisional government was never recognized 

by Chad's neighboring countries, including Nigeria, Libya, 

and Sudan, because they viewed the regime as unrepre-

sentative of all the rival factions in Chad (Chad: 

Government Under Pressure, 1979). 

A Libyan Foreign Ministry announcement stated 

Libya's claim thus: 

n o 6 ! ^ ! 0 ^ government only represents itself and has 
r oundation. The Chadian government must be a 
Government of National Unity and Transition made up of 

parties which signed the agreement and those 
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^n 1^i? CH e P t e d l t S c l a u s e s ~ L i b y a cannot recognize this 
so-called government and is convinced that the States 
concerned (the neighboring states) will not be deceived 

l?79^ Sp^ a5265r* ( C h a d ! Government Under Pressure, 

But Senegal, a West A-frican state, decided to accord 

recognition to the Provisional Union government. In defense 

of the Senegalese action, Mr. Falilou Kane, a special envoy 

of President Senghor, declared on May 28, 197?: 

agreements, it has never been said that 
Chad should not set up a government. . . . Who should 
" V 3 government, in such a place, is illegal? 
While this could be done in Rhodesia (Zimbabwe), where 
the question went to the United Nations and the 
Organization of African Unity (OAU), we do not have the 
right to do it for Chad because it has achieved here 
what many countries have not been able to achieve: a 
balance of political tendencies, ethnic groups and 
regions represented in the government in a balanced 
way. (Chad: Government Under Pressure, 1979), p. 5266). 

Nigeria's B50-Man Peacekeeping Force in Chad 

In spite of the first Kano accord, which called for the 

demilitarization of Ndjamena and supervision of a cease-fire 

between the rival forces in Chad, units loyal to Habre and 

Goukouni continued to operate in the capital city. The 

presence of these forces in Ndjamena hindered the work of 

the Nigerian peacekeeping troops sent to supervise the 

Demilitarization Zone (DZ) (Chad: Government Under 

Pressure, 1979)). A Chadian government release had ordered 

the remnant of the regular Chadian army to regroup at Sarh 

which is about 350 miles southeast of Ndjamena. The 

National gendarmerie (police) was to relocate in Moundou, 

about 375 miles south of the capital city (Chad: Kano Peace 
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Agreement, 1979). As a result of informal discussions with 

two Nigerian army officers who took part in the Chad 

operations, this dissertation concludes that the withdrawal 

of the Chadlan forces was never completed before the initial 

phases of Libya'a incursions into northern Chad became 

manifest. Fighting broke out in the North, and reached 

close to Ndjamena. The Sara-dominated Southern forces were 

also engaged in the race for Ndjamena. The Nigerian 

officers (a Major and a Captain) explained that their 

position in and around Ndjamena became untenable and the 

lives of the members of the contingent became threatened. 

The political conditions in which the Nigerian 

contingent operated never permitted the force to carry out 

its responsibilities. The Nigerian troops had no mandate to 

intervene, and the force kept clear of the power struggle 

which was a reenactment of the Congo crisis of the early 

1960s. Operationally, the task of the solely Nigerian 

peacekeeping force was unrealistic. The expectation that a 

single national batta1 ion-si zed force could supervise a 

cease-fire in a war-torn country as vast as Chad, operating 

only within the capital, turned out to be an illusion. The 

above assertions become more valid when cognizance is given 

to the fact that not all the rival factions in Chad accepted 

the neutrality of the Nigerian government in the crisis. 

Nigeria had strong interests and views on the Chadian 

situation, which others suspected would impose some strains 
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on the neutrality of the Nigerian troops. Moreover, the 

Nigerian government refused to recognize the Provisional 

Union government headed by Mohammed Shawa on the grounds 

that it was unrepresentative of the rival factions in Chad. 

Nigeria had been accused of supporting and arming the Third 

Army under the leadership of Abubakar Abdulrahaman (Chad: 

Libya Denies Invasion, 1979). 

Nigeria's non-recognition of Shawa's regime prompted 

the Provisional Union government to order the withdrawal of 

the Nigerian Units (Chad, 1979). The Nigerian peacekeepers 

found themselves in a situation which resembled that 

experienced by the United Nations Emergency Force in the 

Sinai and Gaza regions. Like UNEF I, the legality of the 

presence of the Nigerian force had been challenged. Once 

consent of the government in Chad was withdrawn, the 

Nigerian force had no legal right to operate on Chadian 

soil. In the case of UNEF I, the Egyptian government 

requested the withdrawal of United Nations' forces along 

Egypt s border, and in fact, gave the force only 48 hours to 

comply. The United Nations Secretary-Genera 1 felt that the 

UN had.no option but to order the force to withdraw on May 

18, 1967. But before the troops could withdraw, Israel 

invaded the Gaza and Sinai, inflicting casualties upon 

United Nations units (especially Indian units) that were 

caught up in the fighting (Official Records of the General 

Assembly, Twenty-Second Session, 1967). To avoid a simil. 
l ar 
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situation, the Nigerian Command, in what had been described 

by some officers as a "tactical withdrawal," hurriedly 

pulled out of Chad in June 1979, leaving behind some 

equipment and stores. Libyan troops resumed attacks in late 

June and early July 1979, and took control of the Borkou-

Ennedi-Tibesti (BET) region (Chad, 1979). 

The Lagos (Nigeria) Accord and Libyan Involvement 

As factional fighting intensified, Mohammed Shawa 

declared his willingness to negotiate with all the rival 

groups in Chad at any time and place to achieve unity and 

political stability in the country. Following this 

announcement, the Lagos Reconciliation (the fourth in the 

series) took place from August 20 to 21, 1979. it was 

attended by nine African countries; namely, Nigeria, Libya, 

Cameroon, Sudan, Niger, Ivory Coast, Senegal, Central 

African Empire, and the Republic of Benin. The 

representatives of the major rival groups in Chad were also 

in attendance. In the Lagos Reconciliation, for the first 

time Colonel Kamouge and Abubakar Abdulrahaman Joined 

Hissene Habre and Goukouni Weddeye. The resulting 

agreement, which was signed by all the eleven factions, was 

entitled the "Lagos Accord on National Reconci1iation in 

Chad." The nine-point document provided for the following 

(Chad: Lagos Accord, 1979, pp. 5374-5375). 
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I* An immediate cease—fire including the 

demilitarization of Ndjamena to be policed by a multi-

national African peace-keeping force. But Chad's immediate 

neighbors (notably Libya and Nigeria) were excluded from the 

list of African countries that would provide, on voluntary 

basis, the neutral force. 

2. The phased withdrawal of French troops from Chad. 

The last troops were scheduled to leave as the "neutral" 

force composed of contingents from the Congo, Guinea, and 

Benin were deployed in Chad. 

3. The appointment of Goukouni Weddeye as President of 

the Republic of Chad and Lt. Col. Kamouge as the Vice 

President. Hissene Habre was later made the Minister of 

Defense. The new government was to stay in office for 18 

months during which time it must arrange for a free and fair 

election to choose Chad's elected leaders. 

As a gesture of his respect for the Lagos agreement, 

Mohammed Shawa officially dissolved his government on August 

29, 1979. In a message to the Nation, Shawa declared: "The 

time has come for Chad's people to rally together and 

rebuild their torn fatherland. I hope this new transitional 

President, Goukouni Weddeye, will be able to assume his task 

with patriotism" (Chad: Lagos Accord, 1979, p. 5375). The 

only significant innovation in the Lagos Accord was the 

setting up of a "Control Commission" made up of African 

representatives and chaired by the Secretary-General of the 
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Organization of African Unity (OAU), Mr. Edem Kodjo. Under 

the auspices of the OAU, the Commission was to see to the 

prompt implementation of the cease-fire agreement 

(Lemarchand, December, 1981). In spite of the cease-fire 

arrangements, there was a renewed outbreak of hostilities 

between Habre's forces of the North (FAN) side and the 

combined forces of Weddeye, Ahmet Acyl (the Foreign 

Minister) and Lt. Col. Kamouge. Habre was accused of 

placing obstacles in the way of peace and unity, and for 

being responsible for a series of attacks on the forces of 

Ahmet Acyl in eastern and central Chad and Goukouni's troops 

in the North (including Ndjamena) (Peace Accord Fails: Chad 

Rivals Battle, 1980). 

The outbreak of fighting after the Lagos Accord was 

blamed on the delay in the demilitarization of Ndjamena and 

delay in the deployment of the three-nation peacekeeping 

forces from the Congo, Benin, and Guinea. Only the Congo 

sent troops, and the 500 troops were deployed in the former 

barracks of the gendarmerie in Ndjamena. As fighting 

continued in and around Ndjamena, the positions held by the 

Congolese contingent became more and more exposed to 

danger a similar fate to that suffered earlier by the 

Nigerian contingent. Accordingly, the Congolese contingent 

was hurriedly airlifted out of Chad (Chad: Fifth Cease-

fire a Failure, 1980). Following several months of 

continued fighting, Weddeye's government lost the southern 
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and eastern portions of Ndjamena to Habre'.s rebel forces 

(FAN). It was estimated that about 2,000 people died in the 

fighting in and around the capital city, and over 100,000 

fled to neighboring African countries. But Habre's forces 

had been completely surrounded by forces loyal to the union 

government Goukouni's FAF in the North and around Ndjamena, 

Ahmet Acyl's Front d'Action Commune (FAC) in the East and 

Central Chad, and Lt. Col. Kamouge's forces in the South 

(Chad: Fifth Cease-fire a Failure, 1980). 

When it became clear that there could be no 

reconci1iation between Habre and Goukouni, the transitional 

government dismissed Habre from the position of Defense 

Minister on grounds of rebellious activities. The Minister 

Finance, Mohammed Saleh, and the Minister of 

reconstruction, Hajero Sanusi, were also expelled from the 

government (see Africa Report. July-August, 1980, pp. 22-22 

for full details). At the 0AU July 1980 Summit, Africa's 

heads of state reaffirmed the Lagos Accord as the basis for 

peace in Chad. The 0AU also decided to provide $60 million 

for the operational costs of a "neutral" 0AU force, but in 

the end was unable to secure the $60 million. The delay in 

dispatching the 0AU force coupled with the continued success 

by the FAN prompted Weddeye to turn to Libya for military 

assistance. Habre's FAN had gained control of East and 

Central Chad, including Faya-Largeau (Goukouni's supply 

base). Gaddaffi promptly dispatched about 1,000 Libyan 
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troops to northern Chad (Chad: Fifth Cease-fire a Failure, 

1980). This marked the beginning of Libya's intervention in 

Chad's internal affairs. It was the first time that a 

government in Chad officially had requested Libya to 

intervene in its behalf. 

Until early June 1980, fighting between Weddeye's 

government forces and Habre's forces had been confined to 

Ndjamena. But in early June the fighting spread to Abeche, 

Ati, Bokoro, and other important cities. Habre's FAN 

concentrated its effort to cut off the "Gaddaffi trail" 

which is the main supply route to Weddeye's forces (supplies 

from Libya). Weddeye's forces had hoped to cut off the 

"Sadat trail" bringing supplies from Sudan to Habre's forces 

(Chad: The Pendulum Swings, 1980, p . 5709). The Libyan 

assistance forces attacked Habre's forces in mid-June 1980, 

but were repulsed by the FAN in a major counterattack. On 

June 15, 1980, Radio Tripoli announced that Libya had signed 

a treaty with Chad. Many African countries reacted to this 

announcement by voicing their fears of Gaddaffi's 

expansionist motives. In an effort to dispel such fears, 

Gaddaffi declared: 

Libya will not intervene in the internal affairs of 
" * ' • 0 u r Policy consists in supportina the 

?FrplIn^) C h a d a n d ' ? e C h a d National Liberation Front 
in M r i t l 3 9 3 1"?£ C ° 1 ° n i a l i s ' a n d Fascism in Chad and 
in Htrica. . . . The Libyan people should not interfere 
financially in the internal straggle in Chad, exc'pj 
Ju , t * D n o f an official treaty signed by Libva and 
L-had and deposited with the OALJ /pi. . x. 
Swings, 1980), p. 57^0) : T h e P e n d " l ^ 
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8ut Mr. Chaibo Bichara s account of Libya's motives 

will be instructive: 

The ambition of the Libyan Colonel Gaddaffi is to make 
an Islamic Arab State o-f Chad. . . . An Islamic army 
has been formed and has invaded Chad; and not only 
Chad, but at an opportune moment, it will move towards 
Senegal, Niger, and Mali. The soldiers of this army 
are in training at Benghazi, Sirt and Djedel. They are 
composed of men from Niger, Mali, and Chad. They 
number 5,000. (Chad: The Pendulum Swings, 1980, 
p. 5710) ' 

Mr. Richard Chaibo, who was the President of the 

Revolutionary Democratic Council (one of the 11 political-

military groups in Chad), was only reinforcing fears 

expressed by some African states of Gaddaffi's intention of 

creating the "Saharan Islamic Republic." President Senghor 

of Senegal had described Gaddaffi's moves in Chad as "the 

first stage of deliberate strategy to destabilize Africa" 

(Chad: The Pendulum Swings, 1980, p. 5710). Professor 

Ishaya Audu, the Nigerian Foreign Minister, also expressed 

Nigeria s concern over Libya's increased involvement in Chad 

when he declared: 

There is Libyan involvement in Nigeria. At this 
moment, there are a couple of senior Libyans who are 
massively purchasing food and other materials in 

r ^ U 9 U x u - ( i n B ° r n U S tate-Nigeria), for shipment to 
Lhad. This is not done with the knowledge or 
permission of the Nigerian government. (Chad: Libya's 
Growing Commitment, 1980, p. 5861) 

The first official stand of the OAU on the Chadian 

crisis was made at the 17th Annual Summit Conference in 

Freetown (Sierra Leone) in July 1980. At the conference, 

the OAU heads of state endorsed the resolution put forward 
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by the foreign ministers. The resolution demanded that an 

appeal be made to the United Nations Security Council for a 

UN peacekeeping force to be sent to Chad if agreement on 

financing an OAU peacekeeping force was not reached within a 

month (Organization of African Unity (OAU): Chad Peace 

Conference (Lome), 1980). In obvious reference to Libya, 

many members of the OAU blamed some African countries for 

interfering in the internal affairs of Chad. Article III of 

the OAU Charter specifically calls on OAU states to respect 

the sovereignty and territorial integrity of each state and 

for "its inalienable right to independent existence, and 

non-interference in the internal affairs of states" (Chad, 

1979, p. 74). The account given by Chad's ministers at the 

Summit of Libya's role in Chad offers a clue to Gaddaffi's 

moves in Chad: "There is no government-to-government treaty 

between Chad and Libya. There is only Libyan help to 

certain Chad groups (Weddeye's and Acyl's" (Organization of 

African Unity (OAU): Chad Peace Conference (Lome), 1980, 

p. 5734). This statement contradicts the Radio Tripoli 

declaration of June 13, 1980, that Libya had signed a treaty 

with Chad. 

Between October 18 to 19, 1980, an OAU ad hoc 

subcommittee on Chad, comprising the Heads of State of Togo 

and the Republic of Benin, and Ministers from Guinea and the 

Congo, met in Lome (Togo) to find ways to end the 

hostilities, and to disptach an OAU peacekeeping force to 
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Chad. Also present at the peace conference were President 

Weddeye, representing the Transitional Government -for 

National Unity (GUNT); Habre, representing FAN; the OAU 

Chairman, President Siaka Stevens of Sierra Leone; the OAU 

Secretary-General, Mr. Peter Onu. Hissene Habre demanded 

the withdrawal of Libyan forces, and objected to the 

Republic of Benin contributing to the OAU neutral peace-

keeping force on grounds that Benin maintained "too close a 

relationship with Libya." The GUNT emphasized that it is 

the legal authority in Chad, and that Habre's FAN were a 

rebellious movement against "the recognized government" 

(Organization of African Unity (OAU): Chad Peace Conference 

(Lome), 1980). Since the conference could not resolve the 

basic issue of legitimacy, no agreement was reached at the 

Lome Peace Conference. 

It was in this climate of total anarchy that 3,000 

Libyan troops of the "Islamic Legion" supported by 

artillery, Soviet-built T-55 tanks, attack aircraft, French-

built Mirage fighter planes, and rocket-equipped helicopters 

advanced into Chad from bases on the Aouzou-strip beginning 

November 6, 1980. By November 20, 1980, Libyan troops had 

penetrated 200 kms. into Chadian territory and were just 

about 50 kms. north of the capital city, Ndjamena (Chad: 

Libya's Growing Commitment, 1980). The OAU became more 

concerned with developments in Chad when on January 6, 1981, 

President Weddeye of GUNT and Gaddaffi agreed to a "merger" 
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Libya and Chad • They agreed to "form a single 

"Jamahiriya," a Socialist People Republic to be governed by 

People s Congresses and Committees. Other members of the 

GUNT were not consulted before the merger proposal was 

announced. The Vice-President, Lt. Col. Kamouge, said, "The 

merger proposal was an impossible marriage . . . Chad's 

sovereignty would not be sold cheaply" (Chad: Merger with 

Libya, 1981), p . 5928). The Interior Minister, Mr. Mohammed 

Abba, declared that the merger proposal was unthinkable 

because the people were not consulted (Chad: Merger with 

Libya, 1981). 

Following Libya s invasion and the proposed merger, the 

OAU heads of state meeting in Lome (Togo) on January 14, 

1981, denounced the merger proposal as Gaddaffi's plan to 

annex the whole of Chad. The OAU leaders also demanded the 

immediate withdrawal of Libyan troops to enable elections to 

be organized under the auspices of the OAU. The OAU leaders 

also reaffirmed the Organization's commitment to the Lagos 

agreement of 1979 which also provides for the dispatch of an 

African multi-national peacekeeping force to Chad. Only 

the Ethiopian Head of State, Colonel Mengistu Hai1e-Mariam, 

declared his support for Libya's activities, and viewed 

Gaddaffi's moves as a struggle to safeguard Africa's 

independence and freedom from neo-Colonialism (Chad: 

Merger With Libya, 1981). 
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Goukoum Weddeye initially rejected the QAU proposal of 

a peacekeeping force comprising contingents from Congo, 

Benin, Guinea, and Togo. He asked for a wholly Nigerian 

force instead. But Nigeria's Head of State preferred that 

Nigerian troops operating in Chad be a part of an QAU peace-

keeping force. President Shagari of Nigeria declared his 

country's commitment in supporting Goukouni's government in 

dealing with resurgent factional forces and to help finance 

Chad's reconstruction programs, provided Weddeye was willing 

to ask the Libyans to leave Chad. Shagari's assurance of 

financial and moral support to Weddeye was to be the basis 

of the assumption by the GUNT that the OAU peacekeeping 

force was sent to Chad to fight side by side with GUNT 

forces against Habre's rebel forces (Chad: Merger With 

Libya, 1981; Minutes of a Postmortem Conference on Op 

Harmony II, J u i y 28, 1982). A H efforts by the OAU to 

dispatch a peacekeeping force had proved abortive up to 

October 1981. It was not until France promised to pay most 

of the cost of the operations that troop contributing 

countries (notably Senegal) decided to react favorably 

(Joint Forces for Chad, 1981). 

France convinced Nigeria, Senegal, and Ivory Coast to 

join the Congo, Benin, and Guinea in providing a joint OAU 

force. President Mitterand's decision to pay most of the 

cost of the joint force must have given Nigeria and the 

other troop-contributing countries the needed confidence. 
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Nigeria s President Shagari had expressed doubts about his 

country's ability to handle the high cost of sending another 

contingent to Chad. Nigeria eventually agreed to dispatch 

about 8,000 men, Senegal 2,000, and Ivory Coast 1,500. the 

overall -figure was trimmed down to about 5,000 troops (Joint 

Forces for Chad, 1981; Chad: New Crisis as Libya Pulls Out, 

1981). Senegal had to obtain French assurance that "if the 

Libyans oppose the QAU force in Chad, the French Foreign 

Legion will intervene" on behalf of the 0AU force (Joint 

Forces for Chad, p. 6211). It was at this juncture that 

President Weddeye ordered the immediate withdrawal of Libyan 

troops from Chad by the end of 1981. The Libyan withdrawal 

commenced on November 3, 1981, thus paving the way for the 

deployment of the QAU peacekeeping force (Chad: New Crisis 

as Libya Pulls Out, 1981). 

The Nigerian Foreign Minister, Professor Ishaya Audu, 

after conferring with the then 0AU Chairman (Arap Moi of 

Kenya), confirmed on November 8, 1981, that an 0AU force 

comprising a Nigerian contingent of 2,000 men and 

contingents from Zaire, Senegal, and Togo would be 

dispatched to Chad. The other countries would send about 

600 troops each. The force was placed under the authority 

of the Secretary-General of the 0AU, who in turn appointed 

Mr. Egziaber Dawit (an Ethiopian) as his permanent 

representative to the force and Chairman of an 0AU 

administrative committee (which comprised representatives 
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•from Benin, Congo, Guinea, and Kenya). It was also agreed 

at the special meeting o-f OAU foreign ministers that Nigeria 

would provide the Commander—in-Chie-f o-f the OAU -force. 



CHAPTER VI 

OAU FORCE IN CHAD 1981-82 

Having traced the socio-political developments which 

led to the formation and dispatch of an OAU Force (OAUF) in 

Chad (Chapter V), the purpose of this chapter is to describe 

and analyze the mandate and operations of the OAUF and to 

highlight the problems with which the force had to contend. 

In spite of the problems which the OAU encountered in the 

process of the formation of the OAUF and the unavoidable 

delay in the deployment of the force, the ability to 

dispatch an African multi-national force in Chad was a major 

breakthrough on the part of the OAU. The deployment and 

operation of OAUF is unique in the sense that it was an 

African experiment in the use of a regional force in an 

effort to maintain peace and security in the continent. 

Furthermore, the Pan African Force operated within the scope 

of an internal civil strife, and it was the only one which 

comprised three national contingents (they were from 

Nigeria, Zaire, and Senegal). It was the expectation of the 

OAU that there would be six contingents in the Chad 

operation. Chad was to be split into six sectors, each of 

which would be the area of responsibility of a single 

national contingent (Kupolati, 1982). 

188 
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But three member—states which indicated their 

willingness to contribute were unable to do so because of 

the financial burden this would entail and other domestic 

problems which needed prompt attention. These states were 

the Republic of Benin, Guinea, and Togo. Moreover, 

President Goukouni Weddeye of Chad objected to the 

participation of Togolese Contingent on the? grounds that 

President Eyedema of Togo had publicly expressed sentiments 

that favored a political rather than a military solution to 

the Chadian crisis. Weddeye preferred the participation of 

an Ethiopian Contingent in the force, but Ethiopia did not 

consent to sending a contingent to Chad (Kupolati, 1982; 

Rondos, 1981)- Kenya, Guinea-Bissau, Zambia, and Algeria, 

however, were able to send observer groups to monitor the 

activities of the force. The observer groups were to ensure 

that QAU units conduct themselves in a manner befitting a 

neutral international peacekeeping force. The inclusion of 

non-troop contributing nations among those to provide 

observer groups was an effort to further broaden the scope 

of participation by OAU member-states in the force. 

The OAU's powerlessness became manifest when the 

organization revealed that it was not empowiered to contact 

individual governments for logistics and financial 

assistance to the OAU force. Rather, the troop-contributing 

governments were called upon to make bilateral efforts in 

securing military and logistic assistance from friendly 
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European governments. The United Nations Secretary—Genera1 

shoulders this responsibility on behalf of United Nations 

troop—contributing countries. But the call for assistance 

from European countries "created some diplomatic concern as 

to how such assistance might reflect on the military or 

national pride of some of the African countries concerned. 

The United States had promised the OAU some; $12 million 

as general assistance in the crisis in Chad and another 53 

tons of military supplies to the Zairean contingent. France 

offered to assist with arms and ammunition as well as flying 

the Senegalese and Zairean contingents into Chad (Chad: New 

Crisis as Libya Pulls Out, 1981; Rondos, 1981). 

The Nigerian Foreign Minister cautioned other troop-

contributing member-states of the OAU to forget military or 

national pride and accept the much needed logistic support 

from friendly countries. Nigeria was particularly willing 

to accept any logistics support from Britain, the United 

States, and West Germany. But the area of possible 

assistance was clearly restricted to that of maintenance 

facilities rather than anything more substantial. The 

Nigerian Foreign Minister had appealed to other OAU member 

states to accept "without petty haggling" the Nigerian 

leadership of the OAU Chad Force. Kenya in particular had 

objected to Nigeria's leadership of the Force. It was later 

agreed that a Nigerian Major General should be appointed 
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Force Commander of the OAU (Chad: New Crisis as Libya Pulls 

Out, 1981; OAU Document AHG/Res. 103 (XVIII), July 1981). 

Mandate and Operation of OAUF 

After about six months of delay, the mandate and status 

of the OAUF was settled at the Nairobi meeting of 27 and 

28 November 1981. The Nairobi agreement signed on 28 

November, 1981 by the OAU Chairman, President Goukouni 

Weddeye of Chad, and the OAU Secretary—Genera 1 took 

precedence over the Paris Agreement of 14 November, 1981. 

The Zairean and Senegalese contingents of the OAUF arrived 

in Ndjamena on November 15, 1981 before the Force's mandate 

was signed in Nairobi. They arrived a day after the Paris 

agreement was signed. The Nairobi agreement scheduled the 

deployment of the OAUF thus (Minutes of a Post mortem 

Conference on Op Harmony II, 1982; OAU Document CAB/LEG/5, 

November 28, 1981). 

1. The Force Headquarters was to be e>stablished in 

Ndjamena by December 2, 1981; 

2. All supporting units to the force were to be 

deployed in Chad by December 10, 1981; 

3. All national battalions were to become operational 

in their assigned areas of responsibility by December 17, 

1981 . 

The deployment of contingents from Zaire and Senegal 

ahead of schedule reveals the uncoordinated nature of the 

OAU Peacekeeping mission. Under normal circumstances, the 
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Map o-f Chad Showing OAUF Areas of Operation 
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headquarters of such a force with its commander and staff 

should have been in the areas before units are deployed. It 

is the headquarters staff which deploys, directs and 

coordinates the operations of all units. Thus, the OAUF set 

out on its mission on the wrong foot. At the Nairobi 

conference, it was agreed that Zaire should provide medical 

services to the entire force. The provision of an air 

detachment for liaison duties, visual reconnaissance, search 

and rescue missions, medical evacuation, and courier 

services was assigned to Senegal (Minutes of a Post mortem 

Conference on Op Harmony II, July 28, 1982). 

As with any UN Peacekeeping force, members of the OAUF 

were expected to protect the interests of the OAU and not 

that of their individual countries. This is evidenced in 

Paragraph 5(a) of the Nairobi agreement which reads in part, 

"The tasks of this Force are exclusively internationa1 and 

the members composing it will carry out these tasks and 

behave by bearing in mind only the interests of the OAU" 

(OAU Document CAB/LEG/5, November 28, 1981, p. 3). 

Similarly, national contingents were expected to receive 

orders "only from the Force Commanders" and the OAU command 

hierarchy (OAU Document CAB/LEG/5, November 28, 1981, p. 4). 

However, a troop-contributing country had the right to 

withdraw its contingent after giving three months' notice to 

that effect, and the OAU Force Commander noted that local 

commanders were more committed to national goals than to the 
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OAU cause. It was difficult -for the Force Commander to 

retain central command and control of the OAUF because more 

often than not, national contingents got orders or 

instructions direct from their home governments or failed to 

carry out his orders if they conflicted with national goals 

(Minutes of a Post mortem Conference on Op Harmony II, 1982; 

OAU Document CAB/LEG/5, November 28, 1981). 

Like any international peacekeeping force, the OAUF was 

expected to enjoy freedom of movement within its areas of 

operation, and to and from points of access to Chad. This 

meant that the Force would have access to and the use of 

roads and airfields without any hindrance. It was hoped 

that the OAUF would observe the peacekeeping principles of 

neutrality and to exhaust all avenues of persuasion 

available to it in the course of its duties. The Nairobi 

Accord also specifically provided that the mandate of the 

Force was to expire by June 30, 1982, by which time it was 

expected that the Force would have accomplished its mission 

(OAU Document CAB/LEG/5, November 28, 1981). None of the 

above expectations were fulfilled in the course of the OAUF 

operations. 

All OAU troops were to be issued an OAU identification 

card to prevent possible impersonation of OAU troops by the 

"rebel" elements in Chad. But unlike United Nations 

operations, the OAU troop-contributing countries were made 

responsible for the support of their contingents for an 
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initial period of three months, after which it was envisaged 

that the OAU would take over the feeding, operational 

support, and administrative backing of the force. 

Responsibility for staffing the OAUF Headquarters was given 

to many member—states, including Benin, Guinea, Togo, Kenya, 

and Nigeria (Minutes of a Post mortem Conference on Op 

Harmony II, July 28, 1982). But up to the time the Chad 

operation was terminated, the OAU was unable to assume the 

responsibilities of operational and administrative support 

to the OAUF. 

By December 1981, the OAUF was thinly deployed. 

Although the whole of Chad was the area of operation of the 

Force, the deployment of units covered only Ndjamena, Ati, 

and Bokoro areas (refer to map on p. 192). By agreement, 

Chad government forces (GUNT) were responsible for the KANEM 

province where Habre enjoyed immense political support. The 

Nigerian contingent was initially organized as two bat-

talions nicknamed NICON I and NICON II. At the request of 

the OAU, Nigeria sent in a third battalion (NICON III) in 

February 1982. The Zairean and Senegalese contingents were 

organized as a battalion each and nicknamed ZACON and SECON, 

respectively (Kupolati, 1982; Minutes of a Post mortem Con-

ference on Op Harmony II, July 28, 1982). The various 

battalions were deployed in the following areas of 

responsibi1ity: 
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1. NICQN I was deployed in Bokoro; 

2. NICON II was located in Ati; 

3. NICON III was deployed in Ndjamena (-from February 

1982); 

4. SECON was deployed at Ndjamena; 

5. ZACON was deployed at Ati; and 

6. The Force Headquarters (FHQ) was located at 

Ndj amena. 

At its highest level, the OAUF totaled 3,794 men. Nigeria 

accounted -for about 2,000 men, Senegal over 600, and Zaire 

accounted -for about 1,000. The others were sta-f-f officers 

from Kenya, Guinea, Benin and Togo (Minutes of a Post mortem 

Conference on Op Harmony II, July 28, 1982). 

The mandate and status of the OAUF, which were settled 

by the Nairobi Accord, assigned to it a triple mission (0AU 

Document CAB/LEG/5, November 28, 1981). 

1. To keep the peace in Chad by simply deploying its 

troops in such a way that it would only keep the rival 

factions apart; 

2. To supervise elections; and 

3. To assist in the integration of the Chadian Army 

and its training. 

Although other factors contributed in hampering the 

operational efficiency of the 0AU Force, the actual mandate 

continued to be a source of dispute between the 0AU and the 

GUNT because it was ambiguously worded. At the Nairobi 
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summit o-f November 1981, it was decided that Chadian 

government troops were to clear out rebels from areas into 

which the OAUF would deploy. OAU troops were not expected 

to join in any fighting or try to regain the towns taken by 

Habre's -forces. Before February 1982, Habre's FAN had 

successfully occupied a larger area of eastern Chad and the 

central regions of Ati and Mongo, and had taken Faya-

Largeau—the main supply base of the GUNT force (Chad OAU 

Troops Deployed," 1981; Kupolati, 1982; Minutes of a Post 

mortem Conference on Op Harmony II, July 28, 1982). 

President Weddeye interpreted the Force's mandate to include 

positive military assistance to government (GUNT) forces in 

their effort to suppress Habre's rebels. The OAU and 

Habre's FAN, on the other hand, insisted that the OAUF must 

observe the policy of strict neutrality in the Civil War 

(Chad OAU Troops Deployed, 1981; Chad: New Crisis as Libya 

PulIs Out, 1981). 

The most ambiguous portion of the OAU Nairobi Agreement 

is Paragraph 3 of the document which was meant to achieve 

the goals set out in the relevant section of Resolution 

AHQ/Res. 102-103 (XVIII) (resolution of the OAU Assembly of 

Heads of State and government) namely, 

1. REAFFIRMS its support to the Transitional National 
Union Government and REQUESTS that all Member 
States of the OAU support this Government in its 
efforts to maintain Peace and Security in the 
Country and abstain from interfering in the 
internal affairs of the Country; 
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2. REAFFIRMS the provisions of Resolution CM/769 
(XXXV) on sending to Chad a Pan-African Peace-
Keeping Force the composition of which should 
•first be submitted to the Transitional National 
Union Government for approval. This Force will 
ensure the defense and security of the country 
whilst awaiting the integration of Government 
Forces; 

3. Decides to provide the Transitional National Union 
Government with financial and material means to 
enable it to train quickly a National Integrated 
Army for the gradual replacement of foreign troops 
in their national territory. (OAU Document 
CAB/LEG/5, November 28, 1981, p. 2) 

It was on this basis that President Weddeye expected 

the OAUF to help the GUNT suppress Habre's FAN. But the OAU 

maintained that the OAUF should be neutral, and it was to 

"abstain from interfering in the internal affairs of the 

country." <OAU Document CAB/LEG/5, November 28, 1981, p. 2). 

In consequence, the OAUF never received the cooperation 

it was due from both the GUNT and FAN (a prerequisite to 

conflict resolution). Both sides in the Chadian conflict 

had reason to question the legitimacy of the presence of the 

OAUF. The Second-in-Command of FAN, reaffirmed his group's 

desire that the OAUF remain neutral in the following words: 

"We belong to the OAU. We recognize its Judicial and moral 

role. We expect the force will stay strictly neutral. But 

we will fight if we are attacked (by the OAU force)" (Chad: 

New Crisis as Libya Pulls Out, 1981, p. 6251). The 

permanent representative of the OAU in Chad, Mr. Geuere 

Egziaber Dawit, had declared that "the OAU did not want to 

repeat the United Nations' Congo experience" in which the 
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international organization collaborated with a national 

government to crush a rebellion. Such action was considered 

contrary to the stated policies of neutrality and non-

interference in the internal affairs of member—states. 

Operationally, the OAUF was expected to function as a buffer 

force. iir. Dawit's declaration is instructive: "The OAU 

Force is being asked to go to Chad, define where the 

potential dividing lines are and then deploy the troops in 

such a manner as to simply keep the antagonists apart" 

<Chad: New Crisis as Libya Pulls Out, 1981). 

This meant that the OAUF was not to do anything that 

would suppress Habre and the FAN. At the same time, he and 

his rebel forces were to be prevented from engaging the 

government forces which were also a faction in the crisis. 

How the multi-national force was to keep the peace, and 

supervise elections was not clearly defined by the OAU (OAU 

Document AHG/Res. 102 (XVIII, June 1981; OAU Document 

AHG/Res. 103 (XVIII), July 1981; OAU Document CAB/LEG/5, 

November 1981). The peace timetable which was adopted on 

February 11, 1981, included a clause which directed the OAUF 

to train the new Integrated National Army (ANI) without 

backing any political faction. It was also expected that 

the OAUF would assist in "holding of free and fair elections 

within a period of 18 months" without first bringing about a 

political settlement of the conflict (OAU Document CM/Res. 

794 (XXXV), June 1980; OAU Ministerial Council: 18th 
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Session <Addis-Ababa) , March 15, 1982). It is hard to 

imagine how an international force such as the OAUF would 

supervise -free elections and assist in training a Chadian 

National Army that, in the first place, was not already in 

existence. Moreover, the different factions in the conflict 

had resisted peace initiatives and persistently violated 

cease-fire agreements. A permanent cessation of hostilities 

between the rival factions and the establishment of a 

legitimate government, sanctioned by a coalition of 

factions, would have been a prerequisite to any move by the 

OAU to assist in integrating the Chadian Army and conducting 

free elections. 

Because of the ambiguity in the wording of the mandate 

of the OAUF, President Weddeye had expressed dissatisfaction 

with the role of the force and threatened on many occasions 

to ask Libyan troops to return to Chad and help him defeat 

the rebels if the OAUF "fails to keep the Peace" (Chad: New 

Crisis as Libya Pulls Out, 1981, p. 6251). It is, 

therefore, reasonable to conclude that the OAU Peacekeeping 

force could not fulfill its assigned tasks partly because of 

ambiguity in the terms of its mission and differing 

interpretation of its role by the OAU and the conflicting 

political factions. The prospects of the multi-national 

force to monitor a cease-fire successfully eluded the OAU. 

The revelation at the post-mortem conference on the Chad 

operation in Lagos supports the above assertion: "Up to the 
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•fall of Ndjamena to the rebels, the OAU and the Chadian 

government were yet to agree on the mission o-f the Peace-

Keeping -force" (Minutes o-f a Post mortem Conference on Op 

Harmony II, July 28, 1982, p. 3). 

Operational Situations 

Inadequate organizational and operational arrangements 

were some o-f the factors which contributed to hampering the 

effectiveness and efficiency of the Force. In the first 

place, the force's headquarters was understaffed because 

Benin, Togo and Guinea did not send officers to occupy the 

staff positions assigned to them at the Nairobi meeting. 

Furthermore, the complements of supporting units of signal, 

engineers, and the air detachment, which were essential to 

the operations, were not provided by the countries to whom 

these were assigned (Minutes of a Post mortem Conference on 

Op Harmony II, July 28, 1982). The Force commander had to 

appeal to the Nigerian authorities to provide these 

essential supporting services to the OAU Force. It was 

agreed at the Nairobi meeting that each national contingent 

should bring along its supporting units and logistic units 

in order to minimize communication and standardization of 

equipment problems during the operations. The Force 

commander blamed the inability of the headquarters to 

coordinate activities of the force on the lack of 

helicopters and light aircraft. The headquarters had to 

depend on the Nigerian Air Force detachment which was placed 
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in support of the Nigerian Contingent. It was also observed 

that none of the national contingents really had the full 

complement of equipment and stores prescribed in their unit 

organizational charts (Minutes of a Post mortem Conference 

on Op Harmony II, July 28, 1982). This situation was a 

reenactment of the problems of UNEF I and ONUC. Both these 

United Nations peacekeeping forces arrived in their areas of 

operations with only a few vehicles and were without 

adequate medical supplies, rations, and United Nations 

backup. Like the Chadian operations, some units of UNEF I 

arrived at their locations before the headquarters was 

established in the area of operation. 

Although the Secretary-Genera 1 and the peacekeeping 

committee were supposed to be responsible for the conduct of 

all operations in Chad, no measures were ever taken to 

assist or issue directives to the OAU Force. The OAU 

Secretariat never kept track of the operations because the 

radio link between force headquarters and the OAU 

Secretariat in Addis-Ababa was not established as planned. 

This communication gap was only reduced by direct 

communication with the OAU Chairman in Kenya, through the 

Kenya Observer Group radio (Minutes of a Post mortem 

Conference on Op Harmony II, July 28, 1982). The OAU 

Secretariat never sought to obtain the daily situation 

report concerning operational developments. Through his 

personal efforts, the force Commander requested and obtained 



203 

orders directly from the OAU Chairman. Furthermore, 

civilian staffing that would have enabled the -force to 

handle such essential matters as refugee problems, pay and 

allowances, personnel services, press liaison, and political 

advice in Chad, was never adequate. The lack of adequate 

civilian staffing of the Force headquarters denied the force 

the capacity to handle developing operational issues and 

matters of a political nature, such as a negotiated 

settlement in the field. Both ONUC and UNEF I also 

experienced this hardship. But UNIFIL was adequately 

staffed with civilian personnel trained to handle personnel 

services and political matters. 

As with the Congo experience, the whole of Chad was the 

joint force s area of responsibility, and the "concept of 

operation" was undefined in view of the ambiguity of the 

force s mandate. Central command and control was further 

hindered by deployment problems throughout the duration of 

the operations. Two months after the OAU force had arrived, 

the national contingents' areas of responsibility were not 

properly defined. The bulk of the force was concentrated in 

Ati and Ndjamena. These are cities which were constantly 

threatened by the FAN. Some units were deployed at Kanem 

and Bokoro with a substantial part of the Force located in 

Ndjamena. The exact location of FAN forces was not known 

for some time. It was only after February that the OAUF 

knew that the FAN were in control of Faya-Largeau, Mongo, 
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Abeche, the BET regions, and areas close to Ndjamena. It 

was, there-fore, difficult to plan how to contain further 

advances by FAN (Kupolati, 1982). Thus, the buffer zone was 

not clearly delineated. 

Operationally, the size of a desert country like Chad 

is too large to be effectively patrolled and policed by four 

batta1 ion—size units. The four battalions were spread too 

thinly to be effective in checking further advances of FAN, 

and to supervise a cease-fire agreement. Moreover, the OAU 

Force was not mandated to oppose any of the factions in 

their bid to expand their areas of control. In a brief, the 

Commander of the Nigerian contingent, Lt. Col. Kupolati, 

declared that the contingents had to deal with threats from 

both the GUNT forces and the rebels. The GUNT forces even 

assassinated one Nigerian Army soldier at a roadblock (check 

point). Furthermore, the GUNT forces were not organized, 

and had no central command hierarchy which the OAU 

contingents could contact for cooperation. Contingents had 

to liaise with many factions of the GUNT forces that took 

orders only from their factional leaders (Minutes of a Post 

mortem Conference on Op Harmony II, July 28, 1982). It will 

be recalled that ONUC troops in the Congo suffered a similar 

fate from government forces. There were hostile attacks 

against ONUC soldiers in Congo due to misunderstanding of 

the fori_e s role. In the case of ONUC, the situation 

improved only when the force's role was changed from that of 
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peacekeeping to peace enforcement. In August 1961, the 

Security Council declared that the entry of United Nations 

-forces into Katanga was authorized even with the use of 

force. The GUNT forces in Chad were hostile to the Nigerian 

and Senegalese forces because they had remained passive to 

calls by the GUNT for a concerted move against the FAN. 

President Weddeye even made unofficial approaches to 

Ethiopia and other African states to provide forces that 

would assist the GUNT forces in suppressing the FAN (Chad 

OAU Force Withdraws, 1982). Many Nigerian Army officers in 

the OAUF were of the opinion that the force would have been, 

able to restore peace in Chad if it had been specifically 

ordered to support the GUNT against the FAN. They, 

therefore, favored a peace enforcement role for the OAUF. 

The land corridor through Cameroun proved to be vital 

for logistics support to the Nigerian contingent in 

particu1ar and to the OAUF in general. Nigeria provided a 

major portion of the logistics support to the OAUF. But the 

guarantee of full cooperation given by the Government of 

Cameroun was not observed in the last months of the 

operations. The Prefect of Kousseri Province ordered the 

closure of the Nigerian Military Ferry Point on the River 

Chari on May 18, 1982. The Prefect claimed that the 

agreement between his country and Nigeria only guaranteed 

the Nigerian Contingent safe passage through Cameroun 

without a provision for the operation of a military ferry 



206 

point. The ferry was reopened two weeks later after the 

Nigerian Embassy in Cameroun had intervened. Some members 

of the Nigerian Contingent were harassed and even detained 

for hours by "some overzealous Camerounian officials" on the 

pretext that they were foreign soldiers in Cameroun (Minutes 

of a Post mortem Conference on Op Harmony II, July 28, 1982, 

pp. 9-10). The above misunderstanding could have been 

avoided had copies of the written agreement between Nigeria 

and Cameroun concerning the use of land, sea and air 

corridors been made available to the Nigerian Commander and 

Camerounian officials on the spot. 

The Commander of Nigerian battalion <NIC0N II), Lt. 

Col. J. S. Ojokojo, observed a problem created by the lack 

of a common language for OAUF operations. As with United 

Nations peacekeeping operations, the official languages for 

communications within the OAUF were English and French. At 

the daily military briefings at Force Headquarters (FHQ) in 

Ndjamena, the Nigerian Force Commander, who was fluent in 

both languages, issued his operational instructions and 

orders in English and then translated the same into French. 

The sense of humor with which the Force Commander delivered 

his Operational Instructions was never reproduced in the 

course of translation (Ojokojo, 1982)• The written versions 

of the operational orders were also translated into French 

for the benefit of officers from the Francophone countries. 

Lt. Col. Mazumbe, Major Diop of Senegal, and Mr. Eddy 
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Gassamo translated the English version into French. These 

efforts made all briefing sessions too long and often 

boring. Furthermore, the soldiers from Zaire and Nigeria 

ho manned joint check points often operated for hours 

ithout talking to each other because of the language 

barrier. When forced to communicate with each other, the 

soldiers resorted to use of hand signals and gesticulations 

(Rondos, 1981). 

Air support by the Nigerian Air Force was marred by the 

capacity and conditions of the runway at Ati and Bokoro 

Airports. Moreover, the American-built C-130 transport 

aircraft could not land in any of these airports. Only the 

airport at Ndjamena was possible for the C-130. The 

airports at Mao, Moussoro, and Bokoro were too short and 

narrow. OAU forces made some efforts to expand the runway 

of some of the airports. The extreme desert Harmattan haze, 

storms and high temperatures also caused extensive damage to 

the engines of the Nigerian aircraft and helicopters 

(Minutes of a Post mortem Conference on Op Harmony II, July 

t 1982) . Most of the airfields lacked adequate 

navigational aids, thus making operations to such locations 

hazardous. There were occasions when Nigerian officers 

accused the Nigerian airforce pilots of being too afraid of 

rebel forces to land in Chadian airports. With regard to 

communications by radio sets, most unit radio operators 

lacked experience in handling the equipment (Minutes of a 
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Post mortem Conference on Op Harmony II, July 28, 1982). 

The need to have trained radio operators in a multi-national 

peacekeeping operation was first observed in the Congo 

experience. Apart from the insufficient number of radio 

sets, there were no good operators to handle the few 

available sets. The same situation was encountered by the 

OAU peacekeeping force. 

OAUF Administrative and Logistical SSituations 

The most critical logistical problem of the OAUF was 

the lack of adequate spare parts for vehicles and 

communication equipment. Radio equipment used by the 

Nigerian Contingent performed very well, even in the desert 

weather conditions. The OAU Force experienced acute 

shortages of petroleum, oil and lubricants because of general 

scarcity of the commodities in Chad. The forward repair 

and maintenance units existed only in name, since they were 

not well-equipped to carry out any meaningful repairs in the 

field. Initially, all supplies and equipment were delivered 

to the operation areas from outside Chad through Ndjamena 

and Ati airports. The greatest problem was how to 

distribute the supplies to units that were deployed some 

distance away from the airfields. The roads were bad and 

difficult for surface transport to move on. Moreover, the 

desert environment accounted for the high consumption rate 

of fuel. Recovery of broken-down vehicles was not only 

hampered by bad roads and bad weather conditions, but also 
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urban centers are very -far apart (Minutes of a Post mortem 

Conference on Op harmony II, July 28, 1982). 

A majority of the soldiers in the OAUF were accommodated 

in tents which were not ideal for the extreme desert weather 

conditions. The severe changes in temperature, sudden and 

violent sand storms, and heat exhaustion and dehydration 

made life uncomfortable to the troops. Unlike United 

Nations Forces, the OAU troop-contributing countries were 

expected to provide all the administrative and logistics 

support to their national contingents. It was, therefore, 

not possible to operate an integrated logistics and 

administrative system for the force and to coordinate the 

supply and maintenance of the stores and equipment in the 

charge of units. The Brigade Administrative Area located at 

Maiduguri in Nigeria was too far away from the Forward 

Administrative Areas and the Distribution Points in Chad. 

Moreover, the bulk of logistics supplies to the Nigerian 

Contingent had to pass through the ferry system on River 

Chari. Occasional mechanical problems with the ferry 

rendered this system of delivery less reliable (Minutes of a 

Post mortem Conference on Op Harmony II, July 28, 1982). 

Nigeria provided the following logistical support to 

the OAU Force (Minutes of a Post mortem Conference on Op 

Harmony II, July 28, 1982): 

I* ^ signal base located at the Brigade Administrative 

Area with links to Chad; 
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2. A Forward Repairs Group which was never functional 

throughout the duration of the operations; 

3. A Supply and Transport Company which provided 

enough supply of petroleum, oil, and lubricants to the 

Force; 

4. A field hospital located at Bama to serve OAU 

troops in general and Nigerian troops in particular. But no 

major medical cases were evacuated to the hospital; and 

5. The Nigerian Air Force also provided the much 

needed air support to the Force. The NAF made available 

some C-130 transport aircrafts, some D0-2BD sky-servants, 

and SA-Puma helicopters. 

Two of the major supply problems were acquiring food 

and accommodations and office space. Most of the troops 

arrived in their areas of operation only to find that no 

feeding arrangements had been made in advance. In his 

brief, the Nigerian Contingent Commander stated that there 

were cases of delay in the delivery of raw rations for 

feeding the troops, and "gas burners" of the field kitchens 

could not withstand the desert heat. Similarly, the type of 

beds and mattresses used by the Nigerian Contingent were too 

cumbersome for a mobile operation such as a peacekeeping 

mission which involves protracted patrol duties and manning 

road blocks (Minutes of a Post mortem Conference on Op 

Harmony II, July ^0, 1982). Sleeping bags and foldable camp 

beds are more suitable in such conditions. Offices for the 
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•force headquarters and battalion locations were not 

adequately equipped to make them functional. For example, 

the -force headquarters staff, including the -force commander 

himself, had to work from their hotel residences which were 

connected by field telephones. Sufficient office space was 

never secured for the force (Minutes of a Post mortem 

Conference on Op Harmony II, July 28, 1982). This should 

have been the responsibility of a reconnaissance party which 

should have secured adequate accommodation space for the 

force headquarters ahead of time. But General Ejiga blamed 

it all on the lack of funds to furnish headquarters offices. 

Zaire, which was assigned the provision of medical 

services and the establishment of a field hospital to the 

force, came to Chad with a highly qualified medical staff, 

but lacked the necessary equipment, supplies, and office 

facilities for carrying out the task (Minutes of a Post 

mortem Conference on Op Harmony II, July 28, 1982). Only 

the Nigerian Contingent had a field hospital established for 

its troops; it was located at Bama—a city on the border 

between Nigeria and Chad. But the medical teams which were 

attached to the Nigerian units were reportedly unfamiliar 

with handling medical situations in a peacekeeping 

operation. Their method of casualty evacuation and 

treatment of the wounded in the areas of operation were 

unsophisticated ((Minutes of a Post mortem Conference on Op 

Harmony II, July 28, 1982). 
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Termination of the OAUF Mission 

Based on the situation reports of the OAU Force 

Commander, the OAU Chairman in consultation with the 

Secretary-General decided to terminate the Chad Peacekeeping 

Operation in order to safeguard the policy of neutrality of 

the organization, and because the GUNT had bluntly rejected 

OAU recommendations for the restoration of peace (OAU 

Ministerial Council; 18th Session (Addis-Ababa), 

1982). The Force Commander had reported that GUNT forces 

were suffering a series of defeats in the hands of FAN. The 

GUNT forces had also insisted on sharing the same military 

camp with the OAU forces at Ati. General Ejiga had refused 

to allow his forces to share the same camp with the Chadian 

government forces because such a move would have meant that 

the OAU had collaborated with the GUNT—an action that would 

have negated the neutrality of the OAU force in the crisis. 

Moreover, the government in Chad as well as a few African 

observers accused the OAUF of playing a useless 

and ineffective role by remaining neutral in the fighting. 

The government accused the force of complicity with the 

rebels by making it easier for FAN to capture positions held 

by the OAU Force (Chad OAU Force Withdraws, 1982; 

Minutes of a Post mortem Conference on Op Harmony II, July 

28, 1982). In spite of the apparent danger to the positions 

held by OAU forces, the mandate of the Nigerian Contingent 

was extended by two months. The extension was announced on 
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June 2, 1982. But on June 7, 1982, the capital city, 

Ndjamena, fell to Habre's forces ( Minutes of a Post mortem 

Conference on Op Harmony II, July 28, 1982; OAU Ministerial 

Council: 18th Session (Addis-Ababa), 1982. 

On June 11, 1982, the Chairman of the OAU ordered the 

OAU Force to withdraw from Chad and it was given until June 

30, 1982, to complete its withdrawal. The Senegalese 

Contingent had announced earlier (on June 9, 1982) that it 

would withdraw in view of the uselessness of its mission and 

threats to the positions held by units of the force. The 

Nigerian Contingent had also indicated that its withdrawal 

was scheduled to begin on June 30, 1982. Only the Zaire 

Contingent Commander, Colonel Malu Malu, indicated that his 

troops would be reinforced (Chad OAU Force Withdraws, 1982). 

This meant that the Zairean Contingent had no intention of 

withdrawing, and its legitimacy to operate in Chad would 

have been seriously questioned. But after the fall of 

Ndjamena to Habre's forces on June 7, 1982, Habre sent a 

letter to the Presidents of Nigeria, Senegal, Kenya, and 

Zaire requesting that the mandate of the OAU peacekeeping 

force be extended. Before this time, General Ejiga had 

already issued a "Warning Order" to the contingents on the 

decision to withdraw the OAU force from Chad (Chad OAU Force 

Withdraws, 1982). 

The Nigerian troops actually commenced the withdrawal 

on June 1, 1982, with the airlift of troops from Moussoro. 
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The troops stationed in Ati had already been withdrawn to 

Nd j amena and finally to Maiduguri on April 26, 1982. The 

airlift of troops from Ati had to be suspended for a week 

due to the deteriorating state of the runway which badly 

needed repairs ( Minutes of a Post mortem Conference on Op 

Harmony II, July 28, 1982). The OAU Force Headquarters was 

officially closed on June 24, 1982. Even after this date, 

the Zairean Contingent gave no indication that it was 

actually withdrawing from Chad. This meant that it was 

prepared to operate without the OAU Force Headquarters and 

without the authority of the OAU. The final withdrawal of 

the OAU force had been completed, but the force had failed 

to achieve its objectives. By September 1982, the towns of 

Guere, Doba, Sarh, Moundou had all surrendered to the rebel 

forces, leaving GUNT with no control over any territories. 

The tide had changed; an otherwise rebel force had become 

the effective government in Chad. By the time the Chad 

operation came to an end, the number of deaths stood at 

eight. Out of this number, one was killed in action and the 

rest died of other causes (Minutes of a Post mortem 

Conference on Op Harmony II, July 28, 1982): 

1. Four Nigerians died during the operations—two from 

illness, one drowned in River Chari, and the fourth died of 

a gunshot wound sustained during an attack on a Nigerian 

convoy by GUNT troops in Ndjamena. 
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2. Zaire lost four members of its Contingent and these 

died o-f natural causes. 

OAUF Financing 

The OAU peacekeeping force in Chad was officially 

launched before arrangements-on financing the force were 

concluded. The estimated cost of maintaining the force from 

December 1981 to June 1982 (first mandate duration) was $150 

million (OAU Document AHG/Res. 103 (XVIII), July 1981); OAU 

Ministerial Council: 18th Session (Addis-Ababa), 1982). In 

spite of political zeal on the part of the OAU, it became 

clear that member-states were unwilling or unable to finance 

the operations. Since troop- contributing nations were to 

support their units for at least 3 months before the OAU was 

to take over, only countries which could afford to do so 

financially dispatched troops to Chad. Consequently, only 

three of the six countries that were expected to send troops 

actually responded. Togo, Gabon, and Benin never dispatched 

contingents. At its peak, the strength of the Chad 

peacekeeping mission was 3,794 (Minutes of a Post mortem 

Conference on Op Harmony II, July 28, 1982). This was 

nowhere near figures for the Congo United Nations operations 

(20,000 troops), UNEF I (6,000) and UNIFIL (6,600). 

Even when it became clear that the OAU could not 

overcome the enormous financial and logistical difficulties 

which the Chad peacekeeping operations posed, efforts at 

securing United Nations financial support were not pursued 
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as planned. As a part of the resolution adopted in the 

eighteenth regular session of the OAU Assembly of Heads of 

State and Government in Nairobi in June 1981 (AHG/Res. 102 

(XVIII)), the Chairman of the OAU and the Secretary-Genera 1 

were instructed "to get in touch with the President of the 

UN Security Council and the Secretary-General of the UN so 

as to obtain UN assistance for the establishment of this 

Pan-African Force" (OAU Document AHG/Res. 102 (XVIII), June 

1981). The only sources of revenue for the OAU are the 

contributions made by the OAU member-states. But most 

African countries find it difficult to pay their national 

quota of the OAU annual budget, not to speak of extra costs 

of financing a peacekeeping operation. Arrears of the 

national quota of the OAU annual budget amounted to nearly 

$25.5 million and during the 1979-80 financial year, less 

than 60*/. of contributions were made (OAU Ministerial 

Council: 18th Session (Addis-Ababa), 1982). Moreover, only 

two countries (Nigeria and Zimbabwe) paid the assessed 

$50,000 contribution per member-state toward financing the 

0AUF operations. As a result, only $100,000 was realized 

out of 2.5 million dollars expected from all the 50 OAU 

member-states (information given by Colonel Kupolati, Chief 

Logistics Officer of the 0AUF). 

The 1981-82 financial year report of the 18th OAU 

Summit revealed that only 10 member-states had paid their 

dues and this amounted to only 2 million pounds sterling 
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(one -fifth of the budget requirement o-f 10 million pounds). 

It was also clearly stated that the organization was 

experiencing hardships in meeting its financial commitments 

because some members had not paid their due since 1965 <16 

years in default). The Secretary-Genera 1, Mr. Edem Kodjo, 

made it clear that the only way the organization could meet 

its financial obligations, including that of financing a 

peacekeeping force, was to rely heavily on some "rich 

backers" (QAU Document AHG/Res. 103 (XVIII), July 1981; OAU 

Ministerial Council: 18th Session (Addis-Ababa), 1982). 

Judging by the above revelations, it would have been 

reasonable and proper for the OAU to first complete 

arrangements for financing the Chad Peacekeeping mission, 

including assurances from the United Nations or some "rich 

backers" (Foreign or African) before the OAUF was dispatched 

to Chad. Such "rich backers" should not be those who would 

like to influence the crisis situation to the detriment of 

OAU interests. 

The OAU inability to finance the operation of the Pan-

African Force was made clear in the Force Commander's report 

at the Lagos Post-mortem conference. General Ejiga revealed 

that the OAU Force Headquarters was never given resources it 

requested from the OAU Secretariat at Addis-Ababa. Office 

facilities for the Force Headquarters were not provided, and 

the commander and his staff had to work from their 

residences which were connected by field telephones. 



218 

Consequently, the headquarters staff only met once a day to 

discuss the operational and logistical situations of the 

entire force (Minutes of a Post mortem Conference on Op 

Harmony II, July 28, 1982). This means that proper 

coordination of the force's activities on a minute-by-minute 

basis was lacking throughout the existence of the OAU Force. 

The Assistant Secretary-General's report at an OAU Executive 

Bureau meeting further reinforced the OAU Force commander's 

claim of insufficient funding of the operation—a situation 

which seriously hampered the efficient functioning of the 

force. The Assistant Secretary-General revealed that the 

organization was unable to finance the peacekeeping 

operations in Chad, and he was therefore sending envoys to 

the Secretary-General of the United Nations for financial 

assistance to the OAU Force (OAU Document AHG/Res. 102 

(XVIII), June 1981; OAU Ministerial Council: 18th Session 

(Addis-Ababa), 1982). 

It was not possible to obtain the exact figures in 

amounts spent by all the troop-contributing countries towards 

maintaining their forces in Chad. But it is probable that 

Nigeria spent by far the largest amount with its outlay of 

80 million dollars. The OAU Secretariat was said to have 

spent 100,000 dollars on the force. The amount spent by 

Zaire and Senegal in maintaining their troops could not be 

obtained. But the United States, which sponsored the 

Zairean Contingent, promised the OAU some 12 million dollars 
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as general assistance in the crisis in Chad and 53 tons of 

military supplies for the Zairean Contingent (Rondos, 

December 14, 1781). But only 6 outboard engine boats, one 

class 12 bridge equipment, some quantity of medical store 

and military boats, and about 400 pair of underwear were 

delivered to the OAUF Headquarters on behalf of the American 

Government. Colonel Kupolati, the OAUF Chief Logistics 

Officer, also confirmed that United States Air Force planes 

delivered a large quantity of military stores, drinks and 

food-stuffs direct to the Zairean Contingent. 

In determining the shortfall in amount of the estimated 

costs of maintaining the OAUF for six months, it is assumed 

that the United States of America spent the 12 million 

dollars it promised the OAU in the provision of military 

stores and equipment to the Zairean Contingent. It is also 

assumed that France and Senegal spent approximately 5 

million dollars in maintaining the Senegalese Contingent. 

Kenya, which had some officers on the OAUF Headquarters 

Staff, unilaterally deducted an undisclosed amount in 

expenses from its annual contribution to the OAU (Nigeria 

Demands 60 million from OAU: Expenses in Chad, 1984). A 

part ofthe information above was derived from the author's 

informal discussions with some commanders and staff of the 

OAUF. Therefore, the calculated shortfall in amount of 

estimated costs of maintaining the Force cannot be very 

accurate. A comparison of the estimated costs of the OAU 



220 

peacekeeping operations -from November 1981 to June 1982 with 

the total expenditures (though not fully accurate) will 

yield a result as shown below: 

Total Assessed Expenditure or 80+.1+12+5 
Estimated/Budgeted Cost i~50 

= ^7 • * in million or 0.647 (657.) 
150 Do11ars 

The above result indicates a shortfall of 357. in the 

estimated costs of sustaining the operations in Chad for six 

months (first mandate). This means that the operation was 

insufficiently funded. This further confirms the statements 

made by the OAU Assistant Secretary-General, Dr. Onu, the" 

Force Commander, and Colonel Kupolati. The situation was 

further compounded by the inability of the OAU to provide or 

centrally control the small amount spent in maintaining the 

Force. Consequently, there was disparity in the standard by 

which each of the national contingents were supported and 

administered. The Nigerian units and the Zairean troops 

were properly administered, while the Senegalese Contingent 

was inadequately administered (including poor feeding 

arrangements). If the mandate of the force had been 

extended by another six months, Senegal would have withdrawn 

its contingent from Chad on account of inability to maintain 

it there. It will be recalled that Senegal announced on June 

9, 1982 that it would withdraw its troops even before the 

OAU Chairman ordered the OAUF to withdraw (Chad OAU Force 

Withdraws, 1982). Thus, only Zaire and Nigeria would have 
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formed the Pan African Force, not a good regional 

representation. 

Degrees of Success/Failure of OAUF Operations 

The OAU Nairobi agreement mandated the Pan-African 

Force to accomplish three tasks, namely: (1) to maintain 

Peace and Security in Chad; (2) to supervise elections and 

<3) to assist in the integration and training of Chadian 

National Army. But the maintenance of peace and security 

was made difficult by the activities of the FAN as well as 

the GUNT. Fighting continued unabated for about four months 

of the OAUF operation. Since the peacekeeping force was not 

authorized to suppress Habre's FAN or take positive actions 

to regain the towns taken by FAN, the OAUF could not restore 

peace in Chad. Fighting between government (GUNT) forces 

and FAN intensified between February and June 1982. The 

peacekeeping force was unable to maintain an effective and 

meaningful buffer zone to separate the factions in the 

conflict because the political climate was not conducive to 

peacekeeping operations. The Force never received the 

cooperation and respect it. deserved from both sides. 

Moreover, national contingents were more committed to 

national goals than to the OAU cause (Minutes of a Post 

mortem Conference on Op Harmony II, July 28, 1982). 

The OAUF could not accomplish the tasks of supervising 

elections and training a Chadian National Integrated Army 

for political reasons. Both sides in the conflict had 
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resisted GAL) peace initiatives, persistently violated cease-

fire agreements, and continuously questioned the legitimacy 

and presence of the Pan-African force. Furthermore, the 

GUNT had refused to implement OAU recommendations for the 

restoration of peace (OAU Ministerial Council: 18th Session 

(Addis-Ababa), 1982). But OAU expectations that the Chadian 

government in consultation with FAN could organize free and 

fair elections and completely integrate and train a National 

Army, all within six months, was politically unrealistic. 

Consequently, the Force was unable to fulfill its assigned 

tasks. 

From all indications, therefore, none of the three 

mandated tasks of the OAUF was fully implemented. The 

maintenance of peace and security could only be partially 

achieved. No elections were conducted and a National 

Integrated Army was not formed by June 1982. The degree of 

OAUF success is indicated in Figure 10. 

Figure 10: Degree of Success of OAUF 

F S 
T a s k 1 Task 2 Task 3 

< — > 

0 20 33.3 66.6 100 

Graduated in percentages per task. Distance between 
arrow points indicate uncompleted tasks. 
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CHAPTER VII 

FINDINGS RELATIVE TO THE RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

The extent to which peacekeeping operations have been a 

successful tool of conflict management by international 

organizations is illustrated by means of a bar chart in 

Figure 11. The information in the chart is derived from the 

case study chapters of the dissertation. It shows that four 

out of the six peacekeeping operations (UNEF I, ONUC, 

UNFICYP, and UNEF II) achieved above 80"/. degree of success, 

hile UNIFIL and OAUF missions were below the 557. mark. The 

lowest level of success was recorded in the OAU Chad 

peration (207.), while the Suez operation of UNEF II 

^^®ved the highest success level of 100X. The graph 

(Figure 11) further indicates that the level of success of 

peacekeeping operations has been up and down in an irregular 

pattern with a sharp fall after UNEF 11 operation. Although 

these data do not protect us against the possible influence 

of some extraneous factors (external interference, 

limitation on use of force, etc.), they do suggest that 

generally UN operations have been successful by our 

definition, with an average of 82X, while the only OAU 

attempt at peacekeeping was a failure, with 207. success. 

contrast with other scholarly works on internationa1 

peacekeeping operations, this study has analyzed the 

2 2 6 
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Figure 11: Degree of Success of International 
Peacekeeping Operations. 
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International Peacekeeping Forces (1957-05) 
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The years in bracket indicate the beginning of each 
operation. 

contributions of peacekeeping forces in terms of degrees of 

success not only highlighting their failures as Verrier and 

Rikhye et al. noted. The noteworthy success of UNEF II was 

based mainly on the following factors: (1) it was the only 

operation in which concerted efforts were made to remove 

ambiguity in the mandate of the Force; (2) the Peacekeeping 

Operation was backed by political efforts at peacemaking; 

(3) the UN was able to provide 99*/. of the total amount 

needed to maintain the Force in the Suez; and (4) the 
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operation was supported by the two super powers. 

Conversely, the UNIFIL and OAUF operations were less 

successful because they did not receive the cooperation of 

the belligerents, they had no clear and realistic mandates, 

and no concerted political and diplomatic efforts were made 

in their support. In addition, the OAUF lacked an 

integrated logistic system to support the Chad operation. 

In the case of the OAUF, diplomatic efforts at a negotiated 

settlement were virtually discontinued after the force was 

deployed. In consequence, the OAUF was unable to fulfill 

the roles specified in the mandate. UNIFIL was able to 

supervise the withdrawal of Israeli forces from Southern 

Lebanon, but it was unable to prevent further Israeli 

incursions nor was it able to restore the authority of the 

Lebanese government in Southern Lebanon. The Cyprus 

operation, similarly, would have reached the 90*/. success 

mark if there had been concurrent efforts at both 

peacekeeping and peacemaking. 

Financing International Peacekeeping Operations 

To illustrate and to examine the proposition that 

insufficient funding has been a major handicap to 

peacekeeping efforts, it is instructive to compare the level 

at which the six peacekeeping operations were funded. The 

bar chart (Figure 12), which is based on data in Chapters II 

through VI, illustrates the level of funding of the six 
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Figure 12: Degree of Financing of Peacekeeping 
Operations. 
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operations studied. It also lends some support to the 

proposition that insu-fficient funding has been a handicap to 

peacekeeping operations, because five out of the six 

operations studied had up to 147. deficiency each in funding 

level. The average level in funding stands at 78X. UNEF II 

operation was the deviant case with a record 997., and the 

only operation in which there was no deficit in 

contributions of assessed amount due to the UN by member— 

states. 

The graph shows a rising trend in funding of UN 

operations, although the sharp drop in the level of funding 
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of UN IF 11 operations represents a departure from the 

patterns. But the amount recorded against UNIFIL did not 

take into account the immense contributions, free of charge, 

in stares, equipment and airlifting of contingents by some 

member states (USA, UK, Australia and West Germany). As 

with success level, UNEF II recorded the highest level of 

funding (997.). But the first UN operation (UNEF I) recorded 

the lowest percentage in funding (647.)—just 17. above the 

657. recorded against the first OAU operation. Apart from 

the case of UNIFIL, UN funding of peacekeeping operations has 

been on the increase. 

The correlation between the success of peacekeeping 

operations and the level of funding of operations can be 

illustrated by comparing the degree of success of the six 

operations studied and the level of funding as measured by 

percentage scores. In general, the degree of success of 

UNEF II (1007.), ONUC (907.), and UNFICYP (857.) correlates 

with their level of funding of 997. for UNEF II, 867. for 

ONUC and 867. for UNFICYP. Despite the over 207. difference 

between the degree of success and level of funding of 

UNEF I, UNIFIL and the 0AUF, it is observed that the forces 

operated under rigid budgetary limitations. Furthermore, 

insufficient funding was, to some extent, a handicap to the 

success of the operations. It was only in the UNEF II 

operations that complaints were not recorded in respect of 

problems resulting from inadequate funding. Scholars and 
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peacekeeping participants have observed that UNEF I, ONUC, 

UNFICYP and the OAUF operations all experienced serious 

operational and logistic support problems because of 

inadequate -funding. The findings of this study, therefore, 

indicate a correlation between the success of the operations 

studied and their level of funding. But it was inconclusive 

that inadequate funding as a single factor has been 

responsible for the failure of any peacekeeping mission. 

Both adequate funding and overall success may be explained 

by major power interest and agreement. 

In view of the experience with UNEF I, ONUC and 

UNFICYP, it is evident that financing a peacekeeping 

operation through voluntary contributions is not a reliable 

option. As a consequence, reimbursement to troop-

contributing countries of expenses incurred in maintaining 

contingents in operational theaters has not been timely. In 

the case of UNIFIL and UNEF II, the cost of maintaining UN 

peacekeeping forces were considered as expenses of the 

organization. Such expenses have been apportioned to 

member-sates in accordance with Article 17 (Paragraph 2) of 

the UN Charter. This method, which has proved to be more 

reliable, was adopted by the OAU. But the assessed 

contributions in support of the Chad operation were not 

honored by most member—states. In most cases, member—states 

have voluntarily absorbed the amounts involved. Canada, 

Australia, West Germany, and the USA have each absorbed 
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substantial amounts in expenses or made contributions free 

of charge in support of peacekeeping operations. In the OAU 

setting, Nigeria absorbed the amount of $80 million as 

expenses in maintaining its contingents in Chad. The OAU 

Chad operation was the only case in which troop-contributing 

countries supported their units for the entire operation. 

Although the OAU was expected to take over such 

responsibility after three months of OAUF operation, it was 

unable to do so. Conseguently, the OAUF was unable to 

operate an integrated logistic and administrative support 

system. 

The Effects of Consensus, Compromise and Clearly Stated 

Mandates on Successful Operations 

The international peacekeeping operation is just one of 

the processes of halting conflicts. But poorly organized 

and conducted operations have jeopardized peaceful 

negotiations, while lack of consensus within the 

organization tends to result in ambiguous missions or 

mandates for a peacekeeping force. Ambiguous mandates have 

tended to reduce the ability of peacekeeping forces to a 

point where their effectiveness has been questioned. An 

analysis of the process of approving resolutions which 

established the peacekeeping forces studied will illustrate 

the effect of consensus and clarity in mandates of forces. 

UN General Assembly resolutions 997, 998, 1000 and 1001 <ES-

1) of November 1956 which established UNEF I were approved 
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by a majority of 57 to none against. Based on the consensus 

achieved in approving the 1956 resolutions, UNEF I was given 

the clear mission of securing and supervising the cessation 

of hostilities and ensuring the restoration of peace in its 

area of operation. It is observed that the mandate of UNEF 

I was not given differing interpretations by parties to the 

conflict. 

ONUC's first mandate was approved by a Security Council 

resolution adopted at its 873rd meeting, July 1960. But 

attempts by some member-states of the UN to pass a General 

Assembly resolution calling for the disarming of the Katanga 

rebels and forced withdrawal of Belgian troops in the Congo 

failed to meet the required two—thirds majority (28 votes 

for, 2 against, and 27 abstentions). The ONUC operation was 

made difficult initially by the varying interpretations 

given to the Security Council resolution of July 14, 1960. 

The Congo central government interpreted the ONUC role to 

mean helping in suppressing the rebellion in Katanga and 

putting UN resources at the disposal of the government. But 

the UN affirmed that ONUC was not mandated to assist the 

central government in the tasks. A high degree of success 

(90"/.) at keeping the peace in the Congo was achieved after 

resolution S/4741 of February 21 and November 24, 1961 was 

approved (by nine affirmative votes to nothing against) by 

the Security Council. 11? was after that that ONUC's 
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intervention and the use of force was justified and 

supported by member—states of the UN. 

Consensus is usually the case when the international 

community perceives a conflict to be very dangerous to 

internationa1 peace and security. In the case of UNEF II, 

the Security Council was able to achieve consensus in 

approving resolutions 338, 339, and 340 (1973).by a vote of 

14 in support to none against). The Secretary-Genera 1 

carefully delineated the functions of UNEF II so that all 

traces of ambiguity in mandate of the force were removed. 

In consequence, the force was able to carry out all the 

functions assigned to it. Resolution S/5575 of March 4, 

1964 mandated UNFICYP to use its best efforts to prevent a 

recurrence of fighting in Cyprus. Although the Soviet Union 

expressed concern over the predominantly NATO units in 

Cyprus, resolution S/5575 was unanimously adopted. In spite 

of the consensus within the UN, UNFICYP's mandate was not 

clearly stated. Thus, the parties to the Cyprus conflict 

interpreted the force's mandate to suit their interests. As 

for UNIFIL, resolution 425 and 426 of March 19, 1978 were 

adopted by 12 votes in favor to none against (USSR and 

Czechoslovakia abstained). Although the force's mandate was 

clearly stated, its mission was both militarily and 

politically unrealistic. Thus, it was difficult to 

implement. This was affirmed by the Secretary-General's 

report of 1984 and evidenced by the lack of authority and 
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capability of UNIFIL to en-force Security Council 

resolutions. Thus, UNIFIL was only able to achieve 507. 

success in fulfilling its tasks. 

The OAUF mandate, as defined by AHQ/Res 102-103 

(XVIII), was adopted with the required two-third majority in 

the OAU General Assembly of Heads of State. In spite of the 

consensus, the Chad government interpreted portions of the 

OAUF mandate to mean both political and military support by 

the OAU of the Provisional Union Government to suppress 

Habre's FAN. However, the OAU and FAN maintained that the 

OAUF was to remain neutral and abstain from interfering in 

the internal affairs of Chad. It is significant to note 

that consensus within an international organization is not 

all that is required for the mandate of forces to be 

implemented successfully. Such success also requires the 

consent and support of the parties to a conflict. Although 

UNIFIL s mandate was clearly stated by the Security Council, 

a portion of it has been politically and militarily 

unachievable because the parties to the crisis are unable to 

compromise on the issue of Lebanese sovereignty and 

authority in the area. Apart from the unrealistic nature of 

UNIFIL s mandate, the mandates of two peacekeeping forces 

< UNFICVP and OAUF) were ambiguously stated and interpreted 

by parties to the conflict to suit their various interests. 

Only the initial mandate of ONUC was ambiguously stated; the 

second one was clearly stated. There is, therefore, a 
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correlation between the more successful operations (UNEF II 

100X, ONUC 90% and UNEF I 85%) and clearly stated and 

realistic missions or mandates. The OAUF recorded the least 

degree of success (20"/.) -followed by UNIFIL (507.) and UNFICYP 

(857.)—the mandates of these forces were either ambiguously 

stated or unrealistic in nature. 

In all the conflict situations in which peacekeeping 

forces had to operate, the political leaders in the 

countries were interested in finding a solution to the 

crisis, but one that favored their interests. The case 

studies also show that belligerents or factional leaders in 

crisis situations are usually willing to turn in any 

direction (East or West) for assistance. In desperation, 

the Congolese Government indicated its willingness to turn 

to the Soviet Union for assistance if its request for UN 

assistance against the Katanga rebels was not honored. 

Similarly, Goukouni Weddeye indicated his willingness to 

turn to Libya for help in Chad's effort to defeat the rebels 

if the OAU failed to help (Chad: New Crisis as Libya Pulls 

Out, 1981; The Multi-National Force-Aid or Obstacle to 

Conflict Resolution, 1984). In the Cyprus conflict, the 

unwillingness of Archbishop Makarios to accept a NATO force 

ruled out a regional solution. Thus, the UN became the only 

forum to which the parties agreed. In the Suez crisis of 

1956, the Arab world and the Egyptian Government also 

refused to support the proposal for an Anglo-French 
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peacekeeping -force because of skepticism about the 

neutrality of such a force (Statement in the British House 

of Commons by the Prime Minister Eden, 1956; Cyprus 

Problems—Makarious Problem, 1964). These facts confirm the 

thesis by Haas, Butterworth. and Nye (1972) that parties to a 

conflict tend to be suspicious of formal procedures and 

processes of conflict management where the issues of 

absolute control and sovereignty are involved. 

The case studies show that there is correlation between 

the success of peacekeeping operations and the willingness 

of the contending parties to compromise. The study 

indicates that the failure of peacekeeping forces to bring 

about resolution of conflicts (especially Chad and Lebanon 

with 20"/. and 50X degree of success respectively) is 

basically due to failure of diplomacy and unwillingness of 

the contending parties to compromise, rather than failure on 

the part of peacekeeping forces. Following the withdrawal 

of Libyan invasion forces from Chad in November 1981, the 

QAU-sponsored conciliation conferences could not resolve the 

basic issue of legitimacy and the internal leadership 

struggle in Chad. In the case of Lebanon, UNIFIL units were 

deployed in Southern Lebanon after a cease-fire agreement 

between Israel and the armed elements. But after the 

complete withdrawal of the Israeli Defense Forces from 

Southern Lebanon, the cease-fire agreement was constantly 

violated with utter disregard to the interposing presence of 
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UNIFIL. Thus, the ability to negotiate and to resolve the 

causes of conflicts is the key to the resolution of disputes 

or violent situations such as the Chad, Congo, Lebanon and 

the Middle East, and is a prerequisite for a successful 

peacekeeping operation. 

Enforcement Action or Force in Self-Defense 

With the exception of ONUC, all the peacekeeping forces 

were prohibited from initiating the use of force in carrying 

out the tasks assigned to them. They were only authorized 

to use force in se1f—defense. The Congo peacekeeping 

operation was the only venture in which such a force was 

allowed to execute an offensive operation in order to 

enforce the resolutions of an international organization. 

An examination of six peacekeeping operations also reveals 

that very determined forces in a conflict, such as those in 

the Sinai (1967), the Christian militias in Southern 

Lebanon, and Habre's Fan in Chad (1981/82) could defy an 

international peacekeeping force simply because the latter 

lacked enforcement capabilities or the authority to overcome 

actions contrary to its mandate. The continued hostilities 

in defiance of the presence and functions of the OAU Chad 

Force and most UN Forces were due partly to their inability 

to use force except in self-defense. The above 

considerations reinforce the propositions (Haas et al., 

1972) that the effectiveness of an internationa1 force can 

be determined by the power relation that exists between the 
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farce and any recalcitrant or group of states (Haas et al . , 

1972). There is need for consensus and cooperation also 

among troop-contributing states and the members of the 

Security Council (especially the super—powers) in order for 

enforcement action to be authorized and successfully 

executed. 

In the Congo experience, a UN draft resolution calling 

for action to suppress the Katanga rebels was defeated by 28 

votes against 2 (China abstained). The USSR proposal to the 

UN Security Council that enforcement action be taken against 

Britain, France and Israel over the Suez Canal blockade was 

also defeated for political reasons. In a similar 

situation, the USA vetoed a Soviet draft resolution calling 

on the Security Council to adopt stricter measures against 

Israel. It is, therefore, reasonable to say that one 

obstacle to successful policing of conflict areas 

(especially where rebels or recalcitrant rivals are 

involved) has been the limitation on use of force by 

Peac®keeping troops. In a statement in Lebanon, the 

Secretary-General of the UN affirmed that the organization 

would not endorse an initiation of force by a UN Force to 

compel compliance with its resolution, because that might 

lead to an East-West confrontation. Such a situation might 

be disruptive to the UN efforts in the maintenance of 

international peace and security. He was replying to the 

demand by Lebanese and other nations that UNIFIL should be 
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authorized to use military force rather than persuasion to 

disarm the PLO and Major Hadad's militia (The Seige on 

Beirut, 1984). The Secretary-General's reply was made with 

the realization that any attack on the Christian militias 

might attract Israeli support on the side o-f the militias. 

Similarly, any UNIFIL attack on PLO positions might attract 

Soviet-backed Syrian and other Arab support to the PLO, with 

consequences beyond the Middle East to the Cold War. 

Moreover, there are many countries which will support 

an international peacekeeping operation of the Hammarskjold 

variety but would be unwilling to approve an enforcement 

action because of the risks involved. Such situations could 

be very costly both in lives and material. In addition, the 

polarization of the world by the super-powers has made it 

difficult for a consensus on enforcement action to be 

reached at the UN level. Except on rare occasions, the two 

super powers have opposed each other in the Security 

Council, and this is reflected in the actions of 

international regional bodies in which some member—states are 

aligned to one power or the other. Rikhye's (1984) 

description of this situation is instructive: 

The great powers and the super powers in particular, 
place a primary reliance on bilateral diplomacy. This 
process has been blunted by rising tensions and by the 
resulting confrontation between the USA and the Soviet 
Union, while they influence relations between East-West 
and their respective friends elsewhere in the world, 
(p. 167) 
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Although peacekeeping operations and mandates in the 

•foreseeable -future will exclude the initiation of -force to 

impose a political solution, emergency situations such as 

occurred in the case of ONUC in Katanga in 1961, and the 

1974 Turkish invasion of Cyprus in disregard of the presence 

of UNFICYP, all serve to illustrate the need to organize and 

equip peacekeeping forces to give them military advantage in 

case enforcement action becomes necessary. Moreover, 

shooting incidents involving peacekeeping units have 

occurred in most operations. It must be appreciated also 

that terrorist organizations, mercenaries, and rebellious 

national armies or groups in Third World Countries are 

becoming more sophisticated in weaponry, equipment and field 

tactics. They are also becoming more defiant of peace 

resolutions agreed to by internationa1 organizations. 

Apart from confirmation or supervising the withdrawal 

of foreign forces from occupied territories, assisting in 

the reorganization or integration of a national army, and 

humanitarian tasks, two other peacekeeping tasks invariably 

require use of force other than in self—defense. The two 

tasks are (1) restoration or maintenance of law and order, 

and (2) supervision of cease-fire agreements, especially in 

localized conflicts in a civil war setting and out of the 

sphere of influence of the super powers and larger UN 

membei—states. UNEF's operations, which involved the 

supervision of withdrawal of foreign troops from the Suez, 
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only entailed occupation of a buffer zone, manning 

observation posts and performing patrol and guard duties. 

None of these tasks required force other than in self-

defense. On the contrary, ONUC, UNFICYP, UNIFIL and OAUF 

tasks required them to enforce peacekeeping resolutions. 

But only ONUC' s mandate (as amended in 1961) actually 

authorized it to use force if necessary, to bring about the 

full implementation of United Nations resolutions. The use 

of force was authorized only after contrary policy was found 

unworkable. But such an operational change of policy was 

not made in the case of UNIFIL and the OAUF, even when it 

became desirable. 

UNFICYP's tasks were to prevent a recurrence of 

fighting and contribute to the restoration of law and order 

in the island of Cyprus. But during the outbreak of 

hostilities in Kokkina (August 1964), the Greek and Turkish 

Cypriots ignored UNFICYP's plea for cessation of fighting. 

Consequently, the force had to withdraw from its defense 

lines to a safer area—an undignified situation. In the 

case of UNIFIL, enforcement actions are necessary to bring 

about the restoration of Lebanese sovereignty. This can be 

accomplished by forced search and seizure operations to 

disarm the armed elements and clear them from all known 

hideouts and strongholds in Southern Lebanon. Such 

enforcement actions would have prevented infiltration by 

armed elements into Israel, thus stopping further Israeli 
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invasions into southern Lebanon. After the Chadian 

provisional union government was set up in 1979 (after the 

Lagos and Kano accords), the OAUF should have been well 

equipped and authorized to disarm all rebel forces in Chad. 

Such action would have guaranteed peace in the country and 

allowed for effective demi1itarization of Ndjamena and other 

areas. Therefore, the stipulation that peacekeeping forces 

shall remain neutral and not use force except in self-

defense tends to contradict the roles specified in mandates 

of Forces. 

Based on the Congo experience, the assertion by Rikhye 

et al. that enforcement actions tend to prolong conflicts 

and stiffen the resistance of parties instead of reducing 

them is incorrect. ONUC's enforcement action in Katanga 

brought the Congo crisis under control. But the assertion 

by Rikhye et al. and Haas et al. that enforcement limits the 

extent to which peacekeeping can be utilized is held 

inconclusive. In the first place, troop—contributing 

countries will not be willing to expose their troops to the 

dangers of war, especially when direct national interest is 

not at stake (Bloomfield, 1964). Secondly, such enforcement 

actions should be limited to civil war situations and 

conflicts that are of a purely local nature?. It is 

therefore necessary for the mandate of the force to be 

framed in such a way that it is granted defined but 

discretionary powers to use force as and when necessary. 
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However, the -feasibility of such provision will depend on 

the degree of support the operation receives from the 

permanent members of the Security Council (whether at the 

global or regional level), and from membet—sates who would 

contribute forces. 

Influence of Larger Members of Organizations 

On Peacekeeping 

The conditions for success of peacekeeping operations 

are so many and demanding that only UNEF II came close to 

meeting all the conditions. Some of the conditions which 

influence or determine the degree of success of peacekeeping 

operations include (1) a sound political base (support and 

respect of parties in peacemaking efforts, etc.); (2) a well-

defined mandate and objectives that are within the 

capability and resources of the force; (3) the political 

support, logistic support and understanding of the 

super powers as well as the larger member—states of the 

international organization; and (4) an effective and 

integrated logistic support system. 

The OAU Chad operation was the least successful of all 

the peacekeeping operations, with 207. success, while UNIFIL 

recorded the lowest percentage score (50/C) among the five UN 

operations. All the peacekeeping forces received financial 

and logistical support from the larger members of the 

sponsoring organisation. But in the case of the QAUF, most 

of the larger member-states of the OAU such as Nigeria, 
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Libya, and Sudan had direct interests in the Chadian 

conflict. Nigeria provided air support, the force 

administration area in Maiduguri in Nigeria, a signal 

support base and a supply and transport company with enough 

petroleum, oil and lubricants to the OAUF. Moreover, 

Nigeria spent about 80 million dollars in support of the OAU 

Chad operation. The Zairean contingent was assisted by the 

United States in meeting its military and logistic 

requirements in the operation, and the Senegalese contingent 

received substantial support from France. In spite of all 

this, other problems made the OAUF operation the least 

successful of all peacekeeping missions. The then 

Secretary-General of the OAU, Mr. Edem Kodjo, affirmed that 

the only way the OAU can meet its operational and financial 

obligations is to rely heavily on the major rich countries 

for support. 

In the case of UNIFIL with only 50X success, France 

provided the engineer and logistic backup for the force. 

The United States was responsible for the airlift of the 

Norwegian, Nepalese, Senegalese and Irish troops and their 

equipment to Lebanon. The United Kingdom also airlifted the 

Fijian contingent, while West Germany provided a substantial 

number of vehicles and equipment to the Nepalese contingent. 

In spite of this logistic support by some larger member-

states of the United Nations, the uncompromising hostility 

of the parties in the Lebanon conflict rendered UNIFIL 
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operations less successful. However, it could be argued 

that UNEF II turned out to be one of the most successful UN 

operations because for the first time, the USSR and France 

agreed to pay a proportionate share of the costs of the 

operation. It was also the first operation in which USSR 

observers monitored the operation and a Warsaw Pact country 

(Poland) was a troop-contributing country. But the USSR and 

other Eastern block countries were the chief opponents of 

funding proposals for ONUC, which was the second most 

successful UN operation. The United States and Great 

Britain voluntarily assisted with the airlift of some of the 

African national contingents. They also contributed a 

substantial proportion of the costs of maintaining ONUC in 

the Congo. Since the less successful peacekeeping 

operations as well as the most successful ones received the 

backing of the larger member—states of the sponsoring 

international organization, such backing cannot be the sole 

determinant of the degree of success of peacekeeping 

operations. However, the political support accorded 

peacekeeping efforts does influence the degree of success of 

such operations. 

All the conflict situations (Suez, Congo, Cyprus, 

Lebanon and Chad) posed a potential threat to internationa1 

peace and security. In each case, there were both internal 

and external political forces at work. The external 

interests have prolonged the peacemaking process in conflict 
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areas. In the Suez example, evidences of communal strife 

were observed as well as the interests of Britain and 

France. In the Congo operation, Belgium, the United States, 

the USSR, and some African states tried to influence the 

pattern of the civil war in the newly independent country. 

In Cyprus, hostilities between the Greek and Turkish 

Cypriots was further compounded by the external interests of 

Greece and Turkey. The political instability in Lebanon was 

also compounded by Israeli and Syrian interests and other 

Middle East issues, as well as super power concerns. 

Religious and class antagonism was compounded by the claim 

of the PLO to some prerogatives in Southern Lebanon. 

Political and military support of rival factions by Greece 

and Turkey also had a prolonging effect in the conflict in 

Cyprus. Even peacekeeping under the aegis of a regional 

body like the OAU may fall within the influence of major 

powers. Thus, the Chad operation was closely monitored by 

France, and the Western world backed France in its effort to 

prevent Libya from gaining a foothold in Chad. The war in 

Chad also attracted the interests of Libya, Nigeria, and 

Sudan. When the political situation in Chad was 

deteriorating, France and Nigeria became more agitated than 

other countries. Nigeria's interest was aroused by the 

presence of some factions of FROLINAT Army around the Lake 

Chad borders between Chad and Nigeria, and the massive 

influx of refugees into Nigeria. The situation created 



248 

concern to France •for two reasons: (1) France's military 

bas« in Chad was the second most strategically placed for 

French intervention anywhere in Africa; and (2) Chad's vast 

uranium reserves along the Aouzou strip was considered 

crucial to France's nuclear capability (Agbakoba, 1982). 

France wished to prevent Libya from annexing that part of 

Chad. Apart from the Cold War, the United States was also 

interested in the mineral potential, especially Chad's oil 

reserves. Subsequently, the Conoco Oil Company signed an 

agreement with Chad to build an oil refinery in Ndjamena. 

In the case of Libya, the uranium in the Ouzou strip was 

crucial to its nuclear development program, and Chad could 

serve as a base for the establishment of a Pan-Islamic 

empire in the Sahara region. Sudan was apprehensive of the 

situation in Chad because of Libya's move to dominate areas 

close to its borders (Agbokoba, 1982). By supporting rival 

factions in the Chadian civil war, these foreign countries 

indirectly prolonged the conflict. 

Peacekeeping in a Civil War Situation 

There is something unique about the two peacekeeping 

operations that took place in Africa. ONUC and OAUF 

operations were undertaken to help restore law and order in 

countries suffering from civil strife. If the Congo and 

Chad experiences are typical, future peacekeeping in Africa 

is likely to involve the control or integration of 

disorganised or rebellious national armies, because most 
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African armies have been in the forefront of political 

development on the continent. The ONUC and OAUF operations 

both involved controlling existing national military forces, 

the Congolese National Army and Gendarmerie in Congo and the 

GLINT Forces in Chad. The Congo and Chad situations 

reinforce the finding of Charles Moskos concerning UNFICYP 

operations, that peacekeeping troops may be more committed 

to national goals than to the cause of international 

organizations. As indicated in Chapter I, Moskos' 

conclusion was based on survey research concerning the 

attitudes of soldiers in UNFICYP. He found that the most 

dominant characteristics of the military professiona1 ism of 

the peacekeeping soldier was his maintenance of primary 

allegiance to his home country. As was true with the Congo 

experience, in Chad the OAUF commander complained that 

contingents operated on the basis of orders received 

directly, from their home governments, even when the orders 

were contrary to OAU command directives. Moreover, the 

conflicts with which the forces had to contend were the 

direct product of the rivalry between local political 

leaders. In Chad, it was primarily between Goukouni Weddeye 

and Hissene Habre. In the Congo, it was initially between 

Patrice Lumumba and Moise Tshombe, with Kasavubu and Mobuto 

a l s ° involved in the leadership struggle. 

The deployment of peacekeeping forces in a civil war 

situation in which local leadership conflicts, and tribal or 
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religious misunderstanding is still unresolved usually 

results in operational difficu1ties. If such d i *f f icu 1 ties 

<3re to be avoided, the rival local leaders must agree to 

cease-fire arrangements and disarming of all rival forces by 

a peacekeeping force. Secondly, all parties to the conflict 

must be willing to go into meaningful negotiations aimed at 

finding a political settlement of the problem. Moreover, 

the whole of a country is usually the area of responsibility 

of peacekeeping forces in a civil war situation. As a 

result, forces may be thinly deployed on the ground and be 

unable to effectively police the entire country. The Congo 

and Chad experiences testify to this assertion. The 

peacekeeping force should be able to create the atmosphere 

necessary for the peacemaking process and to enforce related 

peace resolutions. In the Congo experience, ONUC units were 

deployed without an effective cease-fire agreement between 

the Central Government farces and rebel forces. Thus, the 

initial operations in the Congo (before the enforcement 

resolution) was unsuccessful. The OAUF was mandated to keep 

•"ival forces apart without an initial effective cease—fire 

agreement. But the force was not expected to intervene in 

the internal factional fighting in Chad. The series of 

peace conferences all demanded an immediate; cease —fire 

including the demi1itarization of Ndjamena, to be policed by 

the OAU Force. In spite of cease-fire arrangements, there 

were outbreaks of hostilities even before the OAU Force was 
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deployed. Since all the peace conferences could not resolve 

th& basic issue of legitimacy, no binding agreement between 

the rival groups was reached. Consequently, the Chad 

operation was unsuccessful. This experience strongly 

suggests that it is inappropriate for a peacekeeping force 

to be sent into situations of civil war still unresolved. 

An effective cease-fire agreement must be agreed upon and a 

political settlement process begun before the force is 

deployed in a civil war situation. 

OAU Peacekeeping as Compared to UN Operations 

Experience with African crisis situations has revealed 

the OAU s impotence in managing conflicts. In spite of its 

conciliation efforts in the Uganda-Tanzania War of 1979, the 

OAU was unable to bring the parties to observe the cease-

fire which it recommended because it did not have the 

machinery for such a task. In the protracted conflict over 

Western Sahara, the seven-nation OAU ad-hoc committee set up 

in August 1981 proposed a cease-fire in Western Sahara and a 

referendum among the inhabitants of the area. The proposal 

also required both Morocco and the Polisario Front to 

confine their armed forces to their bases and make way for 

an OAU peacekeeping force as well as an interim 

administration which would supervise the plebiscite to 

establish whether the people of Western Sahara wanted a 

merger with Morocco or independence. Both Morocco and the 

Polisario agreed to the stationing of a peacekeeping force 
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at the Moroccan-Saharaoui border. But the OAU was unable to 

conclude arrangements for the creation of a Force, mainly 

because its secretariat and the dormant Defense Commission 

are not organized to handle such operational situations 

< Demsa, 1983). 

Article XX of the OAU Charter provides for a Defense 

Commission which is responsible for all defense matters. 

But the specialized commission has not been involved in the 

planning and conduct of any OAU field operations because the 

OAU Charter is silent on the purpose and responsibility of 

the commission. Moreover, no permanent functional 

structures for handling defense related matters was created. 

In 1973, the OAU Assembly of Heads of State and Government 

proposed the setting up of an Executive Secretariat of 

Defense to coordinate all security matters of the 

organization. As of 1988, arrangements for setting up the 

defense secretariat have not been concluded. As a result, 

the OAU was unable to plan effectively and coordinate the 

Chad Peacekeeping Operation. The United Nations has been 

able to plan and deploy up to five peacekeeping forces 

because it has a Security Council and a functional 

secretariat with the ability to deal with peacekeeping 

operations. UN binding decisions are made with the 

agreement of all the permanent members of the Security 

Council who have a veto;, But OAU decisions are only binding 

when the General Assembly of the Heads of State and 
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Government agree, and none has a veto. The OAU Chad 

operation recorded only 20"/. degree of success, whereas this 

study -found that the average UN level of success is 80"/.. 

Moreover, the OAUF operation was the least successful of the 

six operations studied. 

Although Haas et al. (1972) agree that the OAU's 

success with intense civil wars, like the Chadian 

experience, is far from impressive and will remain difficult 

for it to manage, they claim that the OAU handles civil wars 

better than the UN. But OAU's failure with OAUF and its 

inability to conduct any OAU field operations before the 

Chad experience, affects what the Haas study would lead us 

to expect. However, the observation by Haas et al. (1972) 

that truce supervision is not typically part of regional 

operation, but is a well established UN pattern of 

peacekeeping operation is found to be true,, All five UN 

operations studied (UNEF, ONUC, UNFICYP, UNIFIL, and UNEF 

II) involved truce or cease-fire supervision. But there is 

no discernible correlation between the regular truce 

supervision pattern of UN operations and success rate in 

peacekeeping missions. Haas et al. (1972) also indicate 

that regional organizations like the OAU do well in managing 

low-intensity conflicts that have not reached the point of 

ized military operation. But the finding of this study 

shows that international organizations, whether UN or OAU, 

tend to be most successful in handling low-intensity 
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conflicts with only sporadic fighting that has not spread 

beyond the level of bilateral dispute. The Cyprus and UNEF 

II examples are a good indication of this claim. 

The need for the creation of permanent OAU defense 

structures and the improvement of peacekeeping as a 

mechanism for conflict resolution becomes more significant 

when it is realized that there is growing pressure to 

resolve inter-state or intra-state disputes by violent means 

(Demsa, 1983). The coordination of UN peacekeeping 

operations has been better than that of the OAU because UN 

Forces had an integrated command and support system. 

The OAUF operation was unique in the following aspects: 

1. It was the only force with only three National 

Contingents (Nigeria, Zaire, and Senegal). 

2. With the exception of UNTAG, it was the only 

peacekeeping force to be assigned the role of supervising 

elections in a politically unstable country. 

3. Its mandate was not extended beyond the initial six 

months of its operation. 

4. It had no integrated logistic/administrative 

support system because troop-contributing countries had to 

support their contingents for the entire duration of the 

operation in Chad. 

The failure of the OAU Chad peacekeeping mission has 

created disillusionment and a psychological barrier against 

fresh- OAU regional initiatives. Moreover, the -frustration 
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of the OAU Chad peace plan by the rival factions and their 

foreign supporters has weakened the belief that OAU security 

arrangements are the surest way to avoid East-West 

involvement in Africa s conflicts. Given the OAU structural 

weakness, such as the absence of a Security Council and a 

functional Defense Commission and also financial 

difficulties, its peacekeeping capacity can become an 

instrument of peace only if the organization can conclude 

arrangements to draw on outside resources and UN 

institutional assets, and in such a way that it does not 

compromise regional autonomy. Although these findings do 

not lead us to disbelieve in the usefulness of the OAU or 

any other regional organization in peacekeeping operations, 

they do remind us that the capabilities of the OAU for 

conducting peacekeeping opertions are still quite modest. 

The Congo operation also shows that the UN or OAU should be 

able to use military intervention to enforce the peace when 

other methods for doing so fail. 

Apart from the foregoing, the Suez, Cyprus and Congo 

experiences further suggest that there may be instances when 

intervention by the world community through the UN will 

best serve the interests of international peace and 

security. In the Suez crisis of 1756, Arab leaders accepted 

the UN Force and rejected an Anglo-French peacekeeping 

force. In a similar situation, the Cyprus leadership was 

unwilling to accept a NATO Force, but accepted a UN 
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peacekeeping force. In the Congo crisis of 1960-64, African 

countries were determined to create an all-African 

peacekeeping force to demonstrate regional solidarity for 

the solution of an African problem. But the Congo operation 

had to be conducted under the aegis of the UN. This is not 

intended to imply that there will not be occasions when 

regional peacekeeping forces will be appropriate. The 

arrangements and form of organization adopted for 

peacekeeping must take into account the peculiar 

circumstances of a specific conflict situation. But 

regional or bilateral arrangements must be backed by the UN 

financial, logistic and political support. Moreover, the 

interdependent nature of countries increasingly renders it 

difficult to classify any part of the world as strategically 

unimportant. Consequently, any dispute anywhere in the 

world with the potential of escalating beyond national 

boundaries may have a bearing on internationa1 peace and 

security (The Multi-National Force-Aid or Obstacle to 

Conflict Resolution, 1984). This reinforces the urgent need 

to give attention to the improvement of peacekeeping 

machinery and procedures whether at the regional or global 

levels. 

Logistic and Operational Problems of 

Peacekeeping Forces 

The six peacekeeping operations studied share a number 

of common logistical problems and characteristics as well as 
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unique circumstances. Of all the peacekeeping missions, 

UNFICYP had the most efficient logistic support arrange-

ments. Most of the problems experienced by peacekeeping 

forces stem from (1) the lack of standardization of 

equipment and stores; (2) lack of adequate storage 

facilities or depots; (3) the absence of a sound workable 

operating procedure, and (4) ad-hoc nature in which support 

arrangements were made. The relative ease with which the 

logistic support and administration of UNFICYP was carried 

out between 1964 and 1968 lends support to Oran Young's 

argument of direct participation in UN peacekeeping of some 

of the five permanent member states in the Security Council. 

The direct participation in peacekeeping operations by 

French or British units could reduce the logistic and 

financial burden of maintaining a UN Force in Africa and 

also foster its military credibility. 

Generally, all the peacekeeping forces experienced some 

provisioning problem and vehicle maintenance difficulties. 

In the case of UNEF I, ONUC, and UNIFIL, the problems were 

largely due to diversity of types and caliber of weapons, 

equipment, vehicles and radio sets. It was, therefore, 

difficult for the staff to arrange for replacements, repairs 

and provisioning for reserve stocks or spares to facilitate 

adequate maintenance of existing stocks. The provisioning 

and maintenance problems encountered by UNFICYP were due, in 

part, to the uncertainty about whether the Force's mandate 
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would be extended every three months. Thus, UNFICYP was 

unable to make long-term provisioning arrangements, and 

demands were received often very late. The OAUF experienced 

the most pronounced logistic difficulties. In the first 

place, no central provisioning and maintenance arrangements 

were made for the Force. Secondly, troop-contributing 

countries were made to provide all the administrative and 

logistic support to their national contingents. Thus, the 

OAUF was unable to operate an integrated central logistic 

and administrative system. 

All the international peacekeeping forces studied 

experienced some difficulties of communication among 

personnel and contingents, and this resulted in operational 

misunderstanding, especially when service personnel could 

not communicate in either English or French (the official 

working languages of all peacekeeping forces). Some 

contingent commanders in UNEF I, ONUC, UNIFIL, and OAU have 

sensitized us to some problems associated with differences 

in language and staff operating procedures. Such problems 

made it impossible for national contingent radio operators 

on "listening watch" to decipher important messages calling 

for coordination of activities between neighboring units. 

In most operations, native languages were often used to 

transmit messages up and down contingent chains of command. 

This was particularly so with ONUC, UNIFIL, and the OAUF, 

Incompatibility of staff procedures have resulted in lack of 
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coordination and operational difficulties among staff 

officers with varying languages, military customs, and 

training background. Moreover, no military force can 

operate efficiently without a properly staffed headquarters. 

The Chad experience lends support to the above assertion. 

The issue of initial staffing of force headquarters has 

been a major operational support problem to most peace-

keeping forces. With the exception of UNFICYP and UNIFIL, 

most contingents arrived in their areas of operation only to 

find that fores headquarters had not been properly 

established or staffed. The problems were subsequently 

solved by the use of UN observer personnel or staff from 

neighboring peacekeeping forces. Most of the staff on ONUC 

and UNIFIL were pasted in from UNEF and UNTSO. 

Subsequently, troop-contributing states provided the bulk of 

the headquarters staff. The OAUF experienced the greatest 

problem because it was understaffed and lacked adequate 

office accommodation for efficient functioning.. Moreover, 

the contingent from Congo arrived in the areas of operation 

before the force headquarters was established. It was also 

difficult for the OAU Force commander to establish central 

command and control of the Force because the contingents 

carried out orders and instructions they had received direct 

from their home governments. 

Meeting the needs of members of peacekeeping forces has 

been another crucial problem, especially in the initial 
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stages of operations. In most cases, national contingents 

have had to rely on their own facilities, staff and drugs. 

This problem was more acute with UNEF I, ONLJC and OAUF. But 

UNIFIL, UNFICYP and UNEF II had substantial medical coverage 

in the later periods of their mandate. Apart from ONUC AMD 

OAUF operations, all the other peacekeeping forces had a 

well established troop welfare scheme which included a leave 

policy, an effective mail system, and adequate recreational 

facilities in the theater of operation. The above 

arrangements are necessary for the maintenance of high 

morale of troops and to reduce tension and fatigue which are 

more peculiar to peacekeeping operations. 

The inherent incompatibi1ity o-f contingent operating 

procedures, staff training, internationa1 loyalty, and 

diversity in equipment and special stores has more often 

than not resulted in ineffective and inefficient command, 

operational and logistic support of peacekeeping forces. 

This is to be expected since force's headquarters and 

national contingents are usually assembled at short notice 

and dispatched to areas of operation without standardized 

equipment, communication system, training and operating 

procedures. The maintenance problem resulting from 

diversity in types of equipment, vehicle and radio sets will 

continue so long as some degree of standardization is not 

achieved. A viable alternative is for one country to 

provide and service most of the vehicles and equipment in a 
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theater of operation. This method proved effective in 

Cyprus where Britain provided most of UNFICYP's logistic 

backup. Also, the French logistic organization efficiently 

handled UNIFIL's logistic support in the first mandate 

(1978). But, invariably, a national contingent must 

provide, operate and service some of its support equipment 

and vehicles because of peculiar organization, training and 

national policies. Areas in which a single country can be 

assigned the responsibility of supporting an internationa1 

peacekeeping force include engineering tasks, field 

hospitals, troop carrying vehicles, an air detachment, 

communication between contingents, defense and accommodation 

stores. 

Peacekeeping operations in the foreseeable future will 

continue to experience operational and financial problems if 

guidelines for intra-state and inter—state operations are 

not established. The "committee of 33" which is presently 

charged with the responsibility of recommending ways for 

improving peacekeeping has not yet provided the guidelines. 

The undue delay in providing guidelines on mandates, 

financing, operating procedures and in formulating 

peacekeeping doctrines has greatly limited the capacity of 

the UN to institutionalize peacekeeping practices and 

procedure and to ensure a more effective and efficient 

management of forces in the field. Peacekeeping forces are 

by design established on an emergency or temporary basis. 
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Thus, any advance planning at the force level will continue 

to be difficult because a force headquarters and its 

logistic units cannot be established before the force is 

created, as the case is with regular armies. But it is 

possible for international security organizations to 

formulate peacekeeping doctrines and concepts of operation 

which could be used for training and management of conflict 

situations such as civil wars, supervision of cease-fire 

agreements and withdrawal of foreign forces from occupied 

territories of sovereign nations, enforcement actions, and 

interposition tasks (Fabian, p. 19). 

The political and military problems encountered by 

international peacekeeping forces suggest the need for the 

following arrangements if peacekeeping operations are to be 

meaningful and effective: 

1. A detailed plan on peacemaking efforts in support 

of the operations, streamlining the nature and mission of 

the Force, and a projected duration of the operation for 

adequate logistic and financial arrangements; 

2. The negotiation and conclusion of a sort of "status 

of forces agreement" with the host country and troop-

contributing countries to include conditions for withdrawal 

•f peacekeeping forces, examples of situations when and how 

enforcement action could be applied, and any limitations on 

movement, deployment and operational areas; 
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3. Standardization of equipment and military stores 

used by peacekeeping forces; 

4. Prompt procurement and reliable shipping arrange-

ments o-f stores and equipment into and around operation 

areas; 

5. The organization and equipping o-f peacekeeping 

-forces to enable them to meet tactical but conventional 

combat situations, if need be; and 

6. The establishment by the UN of short duration 

training centers for peacekeeping duties for the UN as well 

as regional security organizations. 

Furthermore, the United Nations Committee of 33 should as a 

matter of urgency provide the guidelines on mandates, 

financing, peacekeeping doctrines and operating procedures 

for the institutionalization of peacekeeping practices and a 

more effective and efficient management of forces in the 

field. 

UN Efforts in Namibia 

Namibia has been under South Africa's administration 

since it was given a mandate by the League of Nations in 

1920 to administer the territory (The New York Times, April 

1, 1989). South Africa has resisted several UN efforts 

calling on her to relinquiah the Colony. Under the 

tripartite and bilateral agreements of 1988, Angola and Cuba 

accepted the withdrawal of Cuban forces from Angola, and 

South Africa accepted an independent Namibia, with South 
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African -forces withdrawn -from both Angola and Namibia. 

South Africa also accepted elections to be held in Namibia 

to establish a new government. To help bridge the time of 

guerrilla warfare and the time of peace with a free Namibia, 

a United Nations Transitional Assistance Group <UNTAG) was 

established (UN Document S/20346-A/43/989, 1789; UN Document 

S/20345, 1989). 

UN Security Council Resolution 435 <1978) mandates 

UNTAG to (1) monitor the phased withdrawal of South Africa's 

troops in Namibia and the disarming of South West Africa 

People's Organization (SWAPO) and (2) supervise a "free and 

fair elections" to a national assembly in Namibia (November 

1989). 

As with some other UN peacekeeping plans or 

resolutions, the Namibian peace plan provides for South 

African territorial forces to maintain military bases in 

Namibia and to remain confined to barracks under UNTAG 

supervision. Ironically, the Namibian independence group, 

SWAPO, was denied the privilege to maintain bases in Namibia 

even under UNTAG supervision. The peace plan only allows 

unarmed Namibian refugees to return to Namibia and requires 

SWAPO forces to remain in their bases in Southern Angola and 

within the 16th parallel (100 miles beyond the Angola-

Namibian border) (UN Chronicle. March 1989; The New York 

Times, April 3, 1989, p. A6). Moreover, only about 1,000 of 

the 4,650 troops and 100 civilians of UNTAG were fully 
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deployed in Namibia during the April 1989 clashes between 

SWAPO troops and the South African territorial police along 

the border towns (especially in Ruakana). 

Armed SWAPO guerrillas moved into Namibia in violation 

of the cease-fire agreement to be supervised by UNTAG. But 

the statement by SWAPO Secretary Mr. Gurirak is an 

indication that the parties were not actually committed to 

the cease-fire agreement. Mr. Gurirak condemned the 

acceptance by the UN of South African military presence in 

Namibia against SWAPO's wishes. After complaining to the UN 

Secretary-General that the UN was "serving South Africa's 

interest," he further noted (The New York Times, April 3, 

1989): 

We will not be the ones instigating any clashes, but we 
will act in self-defense. We are ready once SWAPO 
fighters have been given the same treatment as South 
African soldiers, to let bygone be bygone and begin the 
election campaign. (p. A6) 

South Africa's Foreign Minister, Mr. F. Botha, indicated his 

country's doubt on the sincerity of SWAPO and the 

credibility of UNTAG's mission when he warned, "unless the 

UN clarifies its position on the SWAPO violation, South 

Africa would have no choice but to ask the United Nations to 

leave Namibia" (The New York Times, April 3, 1989, p. A6). 

Consequently, South Africa suspended its plan on 

demobilization of its territorial police force in Namibia 

(The New York Times, April 3, 1989). 
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Although there is a peace agreement, it is clear that 

the parties to the Namibian crisis were not really committed 

to peace as -first priority. SWAPO's leaders did not expect 

the South African security forces to be deployed in the 

border areas at the time of the April clash. They expected 

to pass through UNTAG forces who they knew would not use 

force except in self-defense. But UNTAG had fewer than 

1,000 soldiers in Namibia at the time, thus the UN force was 

not ready for its mission. UNTAG seems to have started with 

the problems which other peacekeeping forces have 

experienced: (1) its mission statement is politically not 

feasible; (2) there does not appear to be a real peace 

agreement between SWAPO and South African farces, and (3) 

each party to the crisis has been unwilling to compromise so 

as to permit the process to begin on April 1, 1989. The 

confidence expressed by the UN agreement in Resolution 601 

of October 30, 1987 was proved wrong by the April clashes. 

Paragraph 4 of Resolution 601 (1987) reads, "Welcomes the 

expressed readiness of the South West African People's 

Organization to sign and observe a cease-fire agreement with 

South Africa, in order to pave the way for the implementation 

of resolution 435 (1978)." 

The estimated cost of financing UNTAG mission is $416 

million. The Security Council approved an increase in size 

of UNTAG to allay the fears of some African states that a 

smaller UN force "would allow South Africa to manipulate" 
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the election process (UN Chronicle, March 1989, p. 35). The 

-Five permanent members of the Security Council had proposed 

a reduction in the size o-f UN troops and the costs of UNTA6 

mission because the political climate in the region was 

peaceful . The -five permanent members of the Security 

Council were expected to pay 57"/. of the costs of the 

Namibian operations (UN Chronicle, March 1989). As with 

most peacekeeping operations, the UN is having a hard time 

collecting the $416 million. The US government has only 

paid $25 million out of $128 million of its first year 

obligation because US Senators want guarantees of government 

support to Jonas Savimbi's UNITA in Angola and UN 

impartiality and verification of the complete withdrawal of 

the Cubans from Angola. The USSR has also not paid its $50 

million share of the bill for UNTAG mission. The US has 

given the UN free use of some military transport planes (The 

Times, April 1, 1989 ) . It wou 1 d be desi rab 1 e for 

the UN to.adopt the recommendation of the Advisory Committee 

on Administrative and Budgetary Questions on the financing 

of the United Nations Iran-Iraq Military Observer Group 

(UNIIMOG). 

The committee proposed that all voluntary contributions 

both in cash and kind (supplies or services) "should be 

considered income which could eventually be used to reduce 

the level of assessments." The practice in which voluntary 

contributions was put in "a suspense account" and regarded 
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as advances which are repaid to donors is to be 

discontinued. Under this arrangement, the values of all 

contributions in kind will be established, using UN 

technical guidelines -for valuations (United Nations General 

Assembly, Forty-third Session Official Records, November, 

1988, p. 5). 

An examination of the UN peacekeeping efforts in 

Namibia indicate that 

1. UNTAG can establish its credibility and accomplish 

its tasks only if the complete number of contingents and 

personnel are deployed in Namibia (especially at the border 

areas and close to South African forces; 

2. Both SWAPO guerrillas and the South African 

territorial forces should be disarmed and only UN forces be 

armed for effective supervision of cease-fire agreement and 

electoral process; 

3. South Africa must be assured of UNTAG's ability to 

prevent violations of the cease—fire agreement by modifying 

its mandate to include "the use of force, if necessary," to 

prevent infiltrations. UNTAG troops should be interposed 

between SWAPO forces (to be deployed North but inside the 

Namibian border) and South African forces south of a 

demi1itarized zone; 

4. UNTAG should be a self—contained force and not rely 

on the South African Police and its equipment (helicopters, 

etc.) in fulfilling its tasks. It has relied on South 
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Africa's helicopters for evacuation of the wounded and to 

prevent violations (The New York Times, April 3, 1989, 

pp. 1, A6); and 

5> Efforts be made to get the (JS, USSR, and others to 

pay up their pledges/contributions towards financing the 

operation. All contributions in kind be evaluated in cash 

value and recorded as overall cost of the operation. 

Conclusions on Peacekeeping 

If the arguments and illustrations of the previous 

chapters are correct, then the chance that a peacekeeping 

force will effectively maintain or restore peace and order 

in its areas of operation will depend on a set of 

conditions. These are summarized in Table 11 as the type 

"A" Pertrckeeping Operation: (1) its mandate is stated in 

unambiguous terms; (2) the international organization is 

able to provide the funds needed for maintaining the force; 

(3) the political climate is favorable for peacekeeping; (4) 

the force is supported by a well integrated and efficiently 

managed logistic system; and (5) operations are coordinated 

by an effective joint headquarters. Thus, a peacekeeping 

force with a Type "A" profile would have a greater 

probability of success in keeping the peace. Conversely, 

one would predict that a force with a profile like Type "B" 

would result in failure. A peacekeeping operation is likely 

to be unsuccessful unless the parties in the conflict enjoy 

the support and assurances of one super power or the other. 
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Table ii 

Criteria for Success in Peacekeeping: A Model for UN/OAU 

(a) (bJ 

Conditions 

Serial Criteria 

Type A 

Most Favorable Conditions/ 
Ideal type of Force 

<cl 

Type B 

Unfavorable Conditions/ 
Inadequate type 

Id) 

Mandate of Force role stated in unambiguous terms and 
Force sanctioned by parties in a conflict. 

Mandate capable of being interpreted 
to lean several things and force 
cannot determine its concept of 
operation. 

Financing The international organization is able 
of opera- to provide the estimated amount for 
tions financing the operation and maintaining a 

peacekeeping force. 

The organization is unable to provide 
up to 757. of the estimated amount for 
financing such an operation. 

Political The adversaries are willing to compromise 
Climate and to observe cease-fire agreements. The 

organization sponsoring the mission is 
able to reach consensus on decisions for 
peace processes, and the super power or 
larger UN/OAU member states support the 
operation. 

Adversaries are unwilling to compro-
mise conflicting demands/interests or 
observe cease-fire agreements. The 
force receives no support fromm 
major UN/regional member states, and 
the organization is unable to reach 
consensus on decisions for Peace 
processes. 

4, Logistic The force has a well integrated logistic 
support of and administrative support system with 
operations efficient logistic units, stores, 

equipment and qualified staff. 

The force lacks an integrated logistic 
support system and has deficiency in 
store and equipment at up to 50*/., 

Force Its organization and Structure reflect the 
Structure international character of the organization 

sponsoring the operation. There is unity 
of Command. 

The force consists of contingents from 
only one or two member-states in a 
multi-national organization. There is 
no central headquarters for the force, 

Source; Produced by the author. 



271 

In spite of the seemingly unachievable conditions, the use 

of multinational military force to monitor compliance with 

peace agreements and to maintain peace and order will 

continue to be an important form of third party 

in terven tion. 

Generally, UN peacekeeping forces were instrumental in 

diffusing tensions and abating some international conflict 

situations that were capable of disrupting international 

peace and security. They also provided the political 

support base to the process of peacemaking by assisting in 

some negotiations or creating an atmosphere conducive to 

peaceful negotiations. But while peacekeeping operations 

have provided a stabilizing factor in conflicts, agencies of 

international communities have failed to exploit such 

successes by finding lasting solutions to the socio-

political roots of a particular conflict. Singly, a 

peacekeeping force, whatever the level of its organization 

and funding, cannot bring about the settlement or long-term 

containment of conflict. In the absence of permanent 

settlement of disputes, peacekeeping forces have held no 

prospects for a solution. Invariably, such forces have had 

to operate for years with costs both in human lives and 

finance. The untimely withdrawal of such force without a 

permanent political settlement has always resulted in 

resumption of hostilities as happened in the Congo (1964) 

and Chad (1982). Consequently, UN forces have continued to 
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operate in the Suez, Cyprus and Lebanon in order to avert 

dangerous resumption o-f hostilities in the areas. One can, 

there-fore, advance with confidence a new proposition that 

none of the three -factors — inadequate funding, ambiguous 

mandates, and logistic problems—has been responsible alone 

•for the failure of peacekeeping missions. 

This work's major contribution lay in the compilation 

and analysis o-f existing knowledge and unpublished data 

about peacekeeping at the UN and OAU levels. It has, 

hope-fully, moved us a step closer to a general theory o-f 

peacekeeping as a form of conflict management technique. 

The study draws heavily from the evidence o-f the historical 

past and the patterns that will produce international peace 

and security in the future. The major findings o-f this 

study are detailed in subsequent paragraphs and the thesis 

and new propositions are underlined for ease o-f 

identification. To the extent that peacekeeping operations 

are not properly backed by political e-fforts at settlement 

of disputes, financial and logistic support, the mission of 

forces are ineffective and usually unsuccessful. The case 

studies also show that the. coordination o-f UN peacekeeping 

operations has been better than that of the OAU because UN 

forces had better political machinery for conflict 

management and an integrated command and logistic system. 

The Congo experience is clear evidence that the UN or OAU 

should be able to carry out enforcement action to enforce 
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the peace when other methods for doing so -fails. However, 

such actions demand consensus on forces' mandates, support 

o-f the permanent members of Security Council (whether for 

global or regional actions), and consent of troop-

contributing countries. 

The study also found that lack of realism and or 

ambiguity in wording of mandates has been a major handicap 

to success of peacekeeping operations. It is, therefore, 

logical to conclude that there is correlation between the 

more successful peacekeeping operations and clearly stated 

and realistic mandates or missions. The finding of this 

research also supports the claim by Rikhye et al. and other 

scholars that if three basic principles—neutrality or 

impartiality of peacekeeping forces, the willingness of the 

parties to a conflict to compromise, and consensus within 

member-states of an internationa1 organization—are 

violated, the chances of an operation becoming successful is 

less likely. Furthermore, the nature of crises and circum-

stances which give rise to peacekeeping operations vary and 

the functions which such forces may be assigned are most 

likely to be a combination of the five tasks which peace-

keeping troops have carried out. The five tasks are (1) 

confirmation or supervision of the withdrawal of foreign 

forces from occupied territories; (2) supervision of cease-

fire agreements and restoration of peace and security; (3) 

maintenance of law and order; (4) supervision of elections 
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in conflict a reas; and (5) assisting in the reorganization 

of a national army or integration of such forces. But no 

peacekeeping force has successfully helped in the in Le-

gration of a national army and none has successfully 

supervised free and fair elections in conflict areas. Both 

ONUC and OAUF were unable to fulfill the tasks of 

integration and training of the national armies. 

The OAU Chad experience was unsuccessful partly because 

the OAU lacks the necessary infrastructue for effective 

handling of peacekeeping operations. Moreover, experience 

with the OAUF shows that it can only do so with the financial, 

logistic and political support of either the UN or any of 

the super powers. But the OAU has a better record than the 

UN at mediating between rivals in disputes of bilateral 

nature that have not reached fighting stage or one that does 

not reguire any form of military intervention by the 

organization. In civil war situations where external 

intervention at the behest of the national government was 

observed, the intervening force was invited in precisely 

because that government could not, unaided, put down its 

opponents. The Congo and Chad experiences are good 

examples. It is, therefore, necessary that future 

interventions by the UN or OAU in civil war situations 

should have the consent of all the rival forces and not only 

on the invitation of the ruling national government. It is 

also inappropriate for a peacekeeping force to be sent into 
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situations of civil war without a cease-fire agreement or 

when the basic cause of the problem has not been resolved. 

The Chad experience is an example of such a situation. 
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Table 12 

Provisions of UN Charter Relevant To Peacekeeping Missions* 

Serial 
No. Chapter/Article Number Re*arks 

Chanter IV, Article 9 states that the Beneral Assembly shall 
consist of all the members of the United Nations and that each 
meabers shall have not more than five representatives in the 
Assembly. 

Articles 10 and 11 stipulates that the Asseably nay discuss any 
questions/matters within the scope of the Charter and aake 
recoaaendations to the Security Council on general principles 
of cooperation in the maintenance of international peace and 
security. 

Article 17 states that the 6eneral Asseably shall consider and 
approve the budget of the UN and also approve any financial and 
budgetary arrangements with specialized agencies with the view 
to making recommendations. 

Article 19 provides that a member of UN which is in arrears in 
the payaent of its financial contributions to the organization 
which equals or exceeds two full years payaent, shall have no 
vote in the Asseably. 

Article 16 states that each aeaber of the 6eneral Asseably 
shall have one vote and decisions of the Asseably with respect 
to the maintenance of peace and security and the election 
of non-permanent members of the Security Council shall be made 
by two-thirds majority of the meabers present and voting. 

Chapter V, Article 23 provides that the Security Council 
shall consist of li meabers of the UN. The Republic of 
China, France, the U.S. of America, the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics, and the United Kingdom of Great Britain 
and Northern Ireland shall be permanent members of the 
Council. Each member of the Security Council shall have one 
representative. 

Article 27. Each member of the Security Council shall have 
one vote, but decisions on non-procedural matters shall 
be made by an affirmative vote of seven members, including 
the concurring vote of the permanent members. 

The General Assembly 

The General Asseably 

The General Asseably 

The General Asseably 

This includes the admission of new member 
and the suspension of rights and privileges 
of membership. Decisions on other matters 
shall be made by a majority vote. 

The Security Council 
The General Assembly shall elect 6 other 
meabers of the UN to be non-permanent members 
for a term of 2 yrs. and based on the princi-
ple of equitable geographical distribution. 

A party to a dispute likely to endanger peace 
and security shall abstain from voting. The 
council can invite any member of the UN which 
is a party to a dispute to participate in 
discussions but without a vote. 
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Serial 
No. Chapter/Article Number Remarks 

8 Article 24. The Security Council has the primary respon-
sibility for the maintenance of international peace and 
security and i t is expected to discharge these duties in 
accordance with the purposes and principles of the UN and 
its Charter. 

' Chapter VI: Article 33. It stipulates that the parties to 
a dispute which is likely to endanger the maintenance of 
international peace and security, shall first of all seek a 
solution by negotiation, inquiry, mediation, conciliation, 
arbitration, judicial settlement, resort to regional 
agencies/arrangements, or other peaceful means. 

10 Chapter VII: Article 39. The article provides that the 
Security Council shall determine the existence of any 
threat to the peace, breach of the peace, or act of 
aggression and shall make recommendations, or decide what 
measures shall be taken in accordance with Article 41 and 
42, to maintain or restore international peace and security. 

Article 42 states that the Council may take such actions by 
air, sea, or land forces as may be necessary to maintain or 
restore international peace and security. 

Article 44. When the Security Council has decided to use 
force, i t shall call upon members not represented on it to 
provide armed forces in fulfillment of the obligations 
assumed under Article 43. 

Article 43. "All members of the UN, in order to contribute 
to the maintenance of international peace and security, 
undertake to make available to the security . . . " armed 
forces, assistance, and facilities for the purpose of 
maintaining peace and security. 

11 Chapter VIII: Article 52. The Article recognizes the 
existence of regional arrangements or agencies for dealing 
with such matters relating to the maintenance of inter-
national peace and security, provided such arrangements 
and activities are consistent with the purposes and 
principles of the UN. 

Pacific Settlement of Disputes 
The Security Council takes into consideration 
any procedures for the settlement of the 
dispute which have already been adopted by 
the parties. 

Action With Respect to Threats to the Peace. 
Breaches of the Peace, and Acts of Aggression 
Article 41 states that the Security Council 
may use other measures (not armed forces) 
such as the severance of diplomatic relations 
and blockade to give effect to its decisions. 

Regional Arrangements 
Article 52 further encourages the Security 
Council to utilize such regional arrangements 
(OAU, OAS, Arab League and so on! for the 
development of pacific settlement of local 
disputes. 

•Source: Yearbook of the United Nations 1947-48. 
United Nations, pp. 987-997. 

1949. Department of Public Information. New York: 



Table 13 

Portions of the QAU Charter Relevant to Peacekeeping Missions! 

Serial 
No. Chapter/Article Nuaber Reaarks 

Article II. It states the purposes of the organization which 
includes the proaotion of the unity and solidarity of the 
African states, the defense of sovereignty and territorial 
integrity and independence of aeaber-states, the eradication 
of alt foras of colonialist froa Africa, and to proaote 
international cooperation, having due regard to the Charter 
of the UN. To these ends, the aeaber states shall coordi-
nate and haraonize their general principle, especially in 
the field of political and diploaatic cooperation and 
cooperation for defense and security. 

Article III. Neabers soleanly affiraed and declared to 
adhere to the principles of non-interference in the internal 
affairs of states; peaceful settleaent of disputes by 
negotiation, aediation, conciliation or arbitration; 
affiraation of a policy of non-alignaent; and absolute 
dedication to the emancipation of the African territories 
which are still dependent. 

Article VII. St provides that the purposes of the QAU shall 
be accoaplished through (1) the Asseabiy of Heads of State 
and Govemaent which shall be the supreme organ of the 
Organization, it shall discuss aatters of coaaon concern 
to Africa with a view to coordinating and haraonizing the 
general policy of the QAU. It aay also review the structure, 
functions and acts of all the organs and specialized 
agencies. It shall aeet at least once a year or in 
extraordinary session at the approval of a 2/3 majority. 
Each aeaber shall have one vote, and all resolutions shall 
be deterained by a 2/3 aajority but questions of procedure 
shall require only a simple aajority. 

Article XII. It consists of Foreign Ministers of member 
states and meets at least twice a year. 

Article XIII. it is entrusted with the responsibility 
preparing conferences of the Asseabiy of Heads of State. 
It.handles all aatters referred to it by the Asseabiy and 
the iapleaentation of the Assembly's decisions. It is 
also charged with the responsibility of coordinating inter-
African cooperation. 

Purposes 

Principles 

Institutions 

The Council of Ministers 

All its resolutions are deterained by a 
siaple majority of the members of the 
Council and each meaber-state shall have 
one vote. No one has a veto power. 
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Serial 
No. Chapter/Article Number Remarks 

Article XIX. Member states pledge to settle all disputes 
among thenselves by a peaceful Deans and therefore decided 
to establish a CaMission of Mediation, Conciliation, and 
Arbitration. 

Commission of Mediation, Conciliation awl 
Arbitration 

Article XX. The Article established so«e specialized 
amissions to carry out the purposes of the OAU. The 
Defense Commission Mould be responsible for all security 
matters and arrangements for the defense of Africa. 

7 Article XXIII. "The budget of the organization prepared 
by the Adainistrative Secretary-General shall be approved 
by the Council of Ministers. The budget shall be 
provided by contributions froa member-states in accordance 
with the scale of assessment of the UN.* But no «eiber 
shall be assessed an amount in excess of 20 percent of the 
yearly regular budget of the OAU. 

Specialized Commissions 
It shall be composed of the Ministers 
concerned or other ministers designated 
handle defense matters by each member 
state. The Council of Ministers shall 
approve its regulations. 

The Budget 

Sources Charter of the Organization of African Unity Done at Addis Ababa, on May 25, 1963/ 1963. United 
Nations Treaty Series. *79:6947, pp. 70-78. 
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