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INTRODUCTION

AUTHORIZED in April 1992, the United Nations Operation in Somalia (UNOSOM I)
was part of the post-Cold War optimism that accompanied UN Secretary-General
Boutros Boutros-Ghali’s 1992 report, An Agenda for Peace. It comprised a small
team of observers and a force of military personnel to protect them. Their mandate
was to help facilitate the delivery of humanitarian assistance and oversee a cease-
fire agreement that had been signed by the principal factions in Somalia’s civil war.
However, continued hostilities in Mogadishu meant that UNOSOM I never fully
deployed and was unable to perform these tasks. In a renewed attempt to deliver
humanitarian assistance, from December 1992, UNOSOM worked alongside the
US-led Unified Task Force (UNITAF), an approximately 40,000-strong multi-
national force that operated in Somalia for four months. With the withdrawal of
the UNITAE, UNOSOM I was replaced by a much larger mission (UNOSOM II) in
March 1993 (see chapter 34). Unfortunately, UNOSOM 1 failed to make any major
impact on the situation in and around Mogadishu. The mission therefore stands as
a stark warning of the severe limitations of attempting peacekeeping in the absence
of a genuine peace to keep and of handing unrealistic mandates to poorly resourced
peacekeepers.
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MANDATE AND KEY FACTS

Operation Mandate: UN Security Council Resolution 733 (23 January 1992) identified the
situation in Somalia as a threat to international peace and security, called for an increase in
humanitarian assistance, and authorized an arms embargo “on all deliveries of weapons and
military equipment to Somalia” (para. 5).

UN Security Council Resolution 746 (17 March 1992) authorized the deployment of a
technical team to Somalia and the development of a plan “to ensure the unimpeded delivery
of humanitarian assistance” to the country (para. 7).

UN Security Council Resolution 751 (24 April 1992) authorized the deployment of fifty
UN observers to monitor the 3 March ceasefire agreement in Mogadishu as well as a “UN
security force” to protect those observers. UNOSOM I was further mandated to provide
protection and security for United Nations personnel, equipment and supplies at the sea-
ports and airports in Mogadishu and escort deliveries of humanitarian supplies from there
to distribution centers in the city and its immediate environs.

UN Security Council Resolution 775 (28 August 1992) authorized an increase in the size
of UNOSOM to 3,500 security personnel and up to 719 military support personnel plus an
appropriate civilian component.

Duration: 24 April 19925 March 1993

Strength: 3,500 security personnel and 719 military support personnel. Maximum deployed
strength 893 troops and 54 observers.

Personnel: Pakistan, Australia, Austria, Bangladesh, Belgium, Canada, Czechoslovakia,
Egypt, Fiji, Finland, Indonesia, Jordan, Morocco, New Zealand, Norway, and Zimbabwe
Fatalities: 6 military personnel

Finance: USs42.9m net.

COURSE OF THE OPERATION

UNOSOM T origins lie in the aftermath of Somalia’s civil war, which was fought
between 1988 and 1991.! In January 1991 several Somali armed factions cooper-
ated to drive long-time dictator, General Mohamed Siad Barre, from the capital city,
Mogadishu. Barre had taken power in a military coup in October 1969 and ran a highly
personalized and corrupt regime which dispensed money, land, and favors to his most
loyal supporters, including over fifty members of his family who occupied official posi-
tions. Once Barre's forces fled Mogadishu, however, conflict erupted between his princi-
pal opponents, most notably the leaders of two factions of the United Somali Congress

USC), General Mohammed Farah Aidid and Ali Mahdi. Chairman of the USC, Aidid

thought he should become president. But the USC leadership instead endorsed as



interim president, Ali Mahdi, a wealthy businessman who supported the pro-reform
Manifesto Group comprising over one hundred important moderates, intellectuals,
community organizers, and merchants. The subsequent fighting between their forces
left Somalia without a government and continued to displace many thousands of people
from Mogadishu and south-central Somalia.

Despite the ongoing hostilities, the large numbers of displaced people, and the
spread of famine and disease across parts of Somalia, it was not until nearly a year after
the fall of Siad Barre’s regime that the UN Security Council adopted a resolution on
the situation.” Throughout 1991 the dominant view at UN headquarters was that the
UN’s role was best confined to providing humanitarian assistance and staying out of
the politics because there was no central government to request UN intervention. By
late 1991, however, this started to change. First, James Jonah, the Sierra Leonean UN
Under-Secretary-General and senior UN official on Somalia policy, was asked to act
by officials from the Organization of Islamic Conference.’ Second, as part of his prep-
arations for assuming the position of UN Secretary-General, Boutros Boutros-Ghali
tasked Jonah with finding out if the Somali factions would be willing to accept UN
mediation.* Later, Boutros-Ghali complained of a Western focus on the “rich man’s
war” in Yugoslavia while ignoring the plight of the people of Somalia.” Jonah’s subse-
quent discussions in Mogadishu in January 1992 revealed that Ali Mahdi welcomed a
political role for the UN while Aidid opposed it. It appears that Aidid was confident he
would achieve military victory over Mahdi in the near future and was highly suspicious
of the UN’s motives, not least because of his personal dislike for Boutros-Ghali who, as
Egypts former foreign minister, Aidid felt was responsible for Cairo’s strong support
for Siad Barre’s regime.® Nevertheless, Jonah convinced both Aidid and Mahdi to par-
ticipate in UN-supported discussions.

It was in this context that the Security Council adopted its first resolution (733), on
Somalia on 23 January 1992. This defined the situation in Somalia as a “threat to interna-
tional peace and security” (thus invoking Chapter VII of the UN Charter). The Council
made this determination based on the magnitude of the humanitarian crisis afflicting
Somalia’s people but also because the conflict “threatened instability in the Horn of
Africa region.”” Resolution 733 also called for an increase in humanitarian assistance,
and authorized an arms embargo “on all deliveries of weapons and military equipment
to Somalia” (para. 5). Shortly thereafter, on 14 February, Mahdi and Aidid agreed in
principle to a ceasefire. They eventually signed a ceasefire agreement three weeks later
on 3 March. It was this that prompted the UN Security Council to authorize the deploy-
ment of a technical team to Somalia and to develop a plan “to ensure the unimpeded
delivery of humanitarian assistance” to the country.®

It was also at this stage that Boutros-Ghali asked former Algerian diplomat
Mohammed Sahnoun to assume the task of coordinating the UN’s political role in

Somalia, first as an unofficial advisor and then as the Special Representative of the

retary-General (SRSG). Sahnoun made a concerted effort at engaging the Somali

renuine diplomacy in order to facilitate a political solution to the conflict.”

s a dithcult task tor several reasons but a sienificant obstacle was Aidid’s distrust
.
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of the UN and his initial opposition to the idea of UN observers arriving in uniform or
being armed.

The Security Council’s next resolution (751) on Somalia was passed on 24 April 1992. It
authorized the deployment of fifty UN observers to monitor the ceasefire in Mogadishu
as well as a “UN security force” to protect those observers. Together these personnel
constituted UNOSOM I. They were supposed to monitor the ceasefire and facilitate the
unimpeded delivery of humanitarian relief supplies. This would help stem the famine
conditions which had developed in parts of south-central Somalia as a result of con-
tinued fighting between the ousted Barre regime fighters and those of General Aidid.
The UNOSOM force was supposed to “be deployed as soon as possible” and comprise
500 troops in addition to the observers.” It was reported that the George H. W. Bush
administration in the United States had initially opposed the deployment of 500 armed
troops as it was concerned at the escalating cost of peacekeeping in an election year."
The UNOSOM I troops were permitted to use force only in self-defense, to protect UN
personnel, and deter attacks on UN convoys of relief supplies within Mogadishu.!?

In late June, the UN’s relationship with Aidid worsened still further. Specifically,
Aidid’s suspicions about the UN were confirmed when a Russian plane bearing UN
markings and chartered by a UN agency, delivered currency and military equip-
ment to Aidid’s major rival in the north of Mogadishu, Ali Mahdi. The plane was
engaged in unauthorized moonlighting—whereby UN assets were used to engage in
smuggling—but the incident was not investigated in a proper manner and the rumors
about a partisan UN approach among local Somalis were not adequately rebutted.”
Aidid used this as a pretext for opposing UNOSOM’s deployment. Accordingly, the UN
peacekeepers did not deploy.

With growing anti-UN sentiment from Aidid’s side and in the absence of a political
settlement, fighting continued. This had the predictable effect of increasing the numbers
of displaced people, which in turn exacerbated the risks of food insecurity and disease.
By July 1992 approximately 500,000 refugees were scattered across Kenya and Ethiopia
in addition to some 300,000 internally displaced, with an estimated 4.5 million people
in urgent need of food assistance.”* The potential for medical catastrophe was further
increased by the fact that only fifteen of the seventy hospitals in Somalia in 1988 were
functioning and most lacked running water, electricity, and basic equipment.

To help assuage this situation, the Security Council endorsed Boutros-Ghali’s pro-
posal for an emergency airlift to deliver supplies to the so-called “Triangle of Death” in
southern Somalia. The US Operation Provide Relief was duly authorized in Resolution
767 (26 July). This airlift operation brought both supplies and, eventually, the first 500
armed peacekeepers to Somalia in September.!® The UNOSOM observers completed
their deployment between 5 and 23 July 1992, the majority arriving after 15 July when
SRSG Sahnoun had managed to persuade Aidid to accept their deployment.

The following month, the Security Council noted that the “proliferation of armed
banditry throughout Somalia,” “the magnitude of human suffering,” and the subsequent
“threat to international peace and security,” necessitated an increase in the size of the

UNOSOM security force from 500 to 3,500 security personnel and up to 719 military
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support personnel plus an appropriate civilian component.” This prompted the deploy-
ment of the first 500 soldiers from Pakistan in September. As it turned out, UNOSOM
never deployed this 3,500-strong force (only a maximum of 893 troops and military sup-
port personnel were ever deployed, along with 54 military observers).’® Politically, how-
ever, the major problem was that the Security Council’s decision to increase the size of
the UNOSOM armed force was taken without consulting—or even informing—SRSG
Sahnoun. It also angered Aidid, who suspected Sahnoun of being duplicitous.’® As a
direct consequence, even after the Pakistani battalion arrived in Mogadishu it proved
impossible for it to carry out its mandated tasks. These were supposed to involve secur-
ing the port and protecting relief convoys as they travelled around Mogadishu’s feeding
centers. In reality, the UNOSOM troops remained at the airport compound where they
came under attack as well as persistent ridicule from local Somali fighters.

For Sahnoun, this was one of a number of incidents which led him to resign as SRSG
on 26 October 1992.%° After Sahnoun’s departure, Ismat Kittani of Iraq took over as
the new SRSG.? Brigadier-General Imtiaz Shaheen of Pakistan remained the force
commander.

By late 1992, therefore, the UN Secretary-General was left with no good options.
UNOSOM had only partially deployed; his Special Representative had resigned; the
Security Council had alienated the leader of the principal armed faction in Mogadishu,
General Aidid; and the war continued, exacerbating the already severe humanitarian
crisis. In his report to the Security Council in November 1992, the Secretary-General
outlined five options: 1) continue with a traditional peacekeeping mission; 2) withdraw
UNOSOM; 3) be more assertive and forceful in the capital; 4) launch a UN enforcement
mission; or 5) establish a UN-authorized enforcement mission to create a secure envi-
ronment for humanitarian operations.”” In this period of post-Cold War optimism at
the UN, it was widely felt that disengagement from Somalia was not an option, yet it was
also clear that the UN was ill-suited to conduct military enforcement tasks.

Hence, although Boutros-Ghali had initially wanted a UN-led enforcement mis-
sion, it was soon conceded that this was unrealistic. Instead, the United States offered
to lead a coalition of states and proposed that it should extend beyond Mogadishu,
although not to northeast Somalia and Somaliland.”® The US offer was implemented
in December 1992 through the establishment of UNITAFE. On 3 December, Security
Council Resolution 794 acknowledged that “UNOSOM’s existing course” was not
“an adequate response to the tragedy in Somalia.” It therefore authorized a nearly
40,000-strong US-led military intervention, UNITAF, “to use all necessary means to
establish as soon as possible a secure environment for humanitarian relief operations
in Somalia” (para. 10).

UNITAF peaked at 37000 troops, including approximately 8,000 on ships off-
shore.” The United States supplied by far the largest contingent, approximately 28,000

marines and infantry. They were joined by some 9,000 troops from roughly two

n other countries. Several elite units were provided, including the French Foreign
Legion. Belgian paratroop commandos and Italian paratroopers. Full UNITAF deplov-
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in tandem with UNITAF for four months. It did so through a small UNOSOM liaisorn
staff which was attached to UNITAF field headquarters but remained outside of the US
chain of command.

UNITAF's operational plan was focused on delivering humanitarian relief supplies.
To that end, it divided southern Somalia into eight humanitarian relief sectors across
the famine belt with the aim of establishing food distribution centers in each sector. The
plan was to eliminate looting, hoarding, and the use of food as a weapon, thereby weak-
ening the power of the warlords.

Unfortunately, the UN Secretariat and United States disagreed over UNITAF’s stra-
tegic objective. For Boutros-Ghali, the purpose of UNITAF was to “feed the starving,
protect the defenceless and prepare the way for political, economic and social reconstruc-
tion [emphasis added]”* To that end, Boutros-Ghali thought it crucial that UNITAF
neutralize the heavy weapons of the armed factions and disarm irregular forces before
the UN could assume control. The United States, in contrast, did not see disarmament
as part of the mission and accused the UN of being slow to take over the operation.
The US position was encapsulated by the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General
Colin Powell’s view that disarmament was “not possible in a country where everyone
has a weapon and, while it might be successful for a while, would only serve to make
money for arms dealers in neighboring states.”*® A cloud of uncertainty thus hung over
UNITAFS strategic objectives. Nevertheless, after a series of conferences and diplomatic
meetings in early 1993, some fourteen Somali political movements agreed on a ceasefire
and pledged to hand over all weapons to UNITAF and UNOSOM. In that context, on 26
March 1993, Security Council Resolution 814 authorized the establishment of a much
larger UNOSOM II to take over from UNITAF (see chapter 34).

ACHIEVEMENTS AND LIMITATIONS

Given the absence of an effective political agreement and the persistence of fighting in
Mogadishu it is difficult to attribute any major achievements to UNOSOM I. The best
hope for a breakthrough lay with the efforts of SRSG Mohammed Sahnoun but he was
increasingly marginalized and overruled, leading to his resignation in October 1992. As
aresult, UNOSOM I largely failed to achieve any of its mandated tasks.

The explanation for this failure lies with UNOSOM s strategic and operational limita-
tions. Strategically, UNOSOM I was designed as a small observation mission but was
deployed into an environment where there was no peace to monitor and where the UN
was deeply distrusted by the most powerful armed faction on the ground. In that sense,
it was not tied to an effective strategy for resolving conflict between the local parties.
This has led the UN's critics to argue that it missed a number of early opportunities to
forge such a strategy.”” Later in the mission, UNITAF's deployment raised the question
of whether it was a good idea to mix Chapter V1 peacekeeping with Chapter VII peace
enforcement. According to the UN’s own lessons learned study on UNOSOM, “There is
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wide agreement that it was a mistake in Somalia for a Chapter VII operation (UNITAF)
to co-exist with a Chapter VI operation (UNOSOM 1)

In operational terms, UNOSOM was limited in several key respects. Most notably, it
failed to deploy on time or in full. Second, it suffered from poor planning, being estab-
lished after only one short visit to Somalia by a small technical team which failed to con-
sult widely with relevant experts (academics and NGOs) outside the UN system.” Not
surprisingly, given its partial deployment, the capacity “to gather, analyse and feed infor-
mation to the responsible security, political or humanitarian officials ... was non-existent
in UNOSOM 1% On a more positive note, even UNOSOM I's minimal presence helped
prepare the ground for the arrival of the two larger missions, UNITAF and UNOSOM I,

CONCLUSION

The problems faced by UNOSOM I represent a clear warning about the limitations of
what traditional peacekeeping and observation can achieve in a country at war with
itself. In Somalia’s case, the UN arrived late in the day, alienated the principal armed
faction in Mogadishu, and failed to invest sufficient time and effort in conflict resolu-
tion and reconciliation mechanisms. Its deployment was hence hobbled by suspicious
local parties, which in turn led potential troop-contributing countries to question the
wisdom of participating. When UNOSOM observers and some troops did eventually
deploy, their impact on the ground was minimal as they lacked freedom of movement
and came under attack. The conclusion drawn by the UN in late 1992 that UNOSOM
I was not the appropriate response to Somalia’s crisis was correct but it came too late
and opened up another set of challenges related to the wisdom of mixing enforcement
operations with more traditional forms of peacekeeping and observation. Arguments
over the strategic purpose of the US-led UNITAF and its relationship to UN peacekeep-
ers also ensured that there was a troubled transition when UNOSOM I was reconfigured
into UNOSOM II (see chapter 34).
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INTRODUCTION

IN March 1993, the second United Nations Operation in Somalia (UNOSOM II) was
authorized to take over from the two existing international missions in the country: the
approximately 40,000 strong US-led multinational task force (UNITAF), and the small
UN monitoring mission, UNOSOM I (see chapter 32). Under Chapter VII of the UN
Charter, UNOSOM II was tasked with a wide range of military and political objectives,
officially covering the entire territory of Somalia.! Its political objectives were com-
monly referred to as “nation-building” tasks although they were really designed to assist
in resurrecting the basic elements of a Somali central government and encourage recon-
ciliation between the conflict parties.

To that end, UNOSOM II was conceived as a robust, multidimensional operation that
would be able to use force in response to tactical challenges but which was supposed to
deploy into an environment already stabilized by the US-led UNITAF. It was given an
authorized strength of approximately 28,000 military and police personnel, making it
the largest ever UN peacekeeping operation to date. By the time it assumed control of
operations in Somalia in early May 1993, UNOSOM II had deployed just under 20,000
personnel. Unfortunately, because the preceding UNITAF had not forcibly disarmed the
Somali factions, UNOSOM’s peacekeepers deployed into a distinctly insecure environ-
ment where violence and looting of humanitarian relief was reduced but not stopped.
Within five weeks of UNOSOM II’s arrival, dozens of its personnel had been killed and
many more wounded. The UN declared that responsibility for these attacks lay with the
most powerful Somali faction in Mogadishu: General Mohamed Farah Aidid's United
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Based on the potential capacity of two US military operations that worked alongside
UNOSOM (the Quick Reaction Force and Task Force Ranger), the UN Security Council
demanded that General Aidid be captured and brought to justice. Battles consequently
raged across Mogadishu for the next five months until a decisive fire-fight occurred on
3-4 October between US (and later UN forces) and Aidid’s supporters. Now commonly
referred to as the “Black Hawk Down” episode (the title of a book by Mark Bowden and
a subsequent 2001 Hollywood film), this battle resulted in the deaths of eighteen US sol-
diers, a Malaysian peacekeeper, and more than 300 Somalis.” [t also prompted the grad-
ual withdrawal of both US and UN forces from Somalia and the rescinding of the arrest
warrant for General Aidid. In Washington, these events stimulated the production of
Presidential Decision Directive 25, which reassessed US participation in multilateral
peacekeeping operations.® In other Western capitals, the battle—and the problems faced
by the UN operation in Bosnia-Herzegovina (see chapter 30)—catalyzed a broader
retreat from UN peacekeeping. US forces left Somalia by March 1994 while UNOSOMII
officially concluded in March 199s.

In the history of UN peacekeeping operations, UNOSOM II is widely viewed as an
unmitigated disaster. In large part, this was because it failed to achieve its mandated
objectives, leaving Somalia in 1995 in roughly the same set of political circumstances as
it was when UN peacekeepers arrived in 1992. In addition, the mission generated a new
peacekeeping lexicon—the warning to other UN operations not to cross “the Mogadishu
line” from peacekeeping to war-fighting. UNOSOM II also suffered 154 fatalities as well
as major problems stemming from the complexity of its mandate and command and
control issues, confusion over the appropriate rules of engagement (RoE), lack of effec-
tive intelligence gathering capabilities, and the huge challenges involved in a predomi-
nantly military mission being tasked with inherently political goals.

MANDATE AND KEY FACTS

Operation Mandate: UN Security Council Resolution 814 (26 March 1993) mandated
UNOSOM I to:

i) monitor the cessation of hostilities as agreed in the Addis Ababa accord of
January 1993;
ii) prevent any resumption of violence and, if necessary, take appropriate action against
any faction that violates or threatens to violate the cessation of hostilities;
iii) maintain control of the heavy weapons of the organized factions;
iv) seize the smalls arms of all unauthorized armed elements;
v) maintain security at all ports, airports and lines of communications required for the
delivery of humanitarian assistance;
protect the personnel, installations and equipment of the UN, ICRC as well as NGOs

and neutralize armed elements that attack, or threaten to attack, such facilities and

personnel:
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vii) engagein mine-clearing;
viii) assistin therepatriation of refugees and displaced persons.

Resolution 814 also encouraged the Secretary-General and his SRSG to assist in “reha-
bilitating Somalia’s political institutions and economy and promoting political settlement
and national reconciliation” (preamble). This included assisting the repatriation of refugees
and displaced persons within Somalia, the re-establishment of national and regional insti-
tutions and civil administration in the entire country, the re-establishment of Somali police,
and mineclearance.

Following an attack on UN forces on 5 June 1993 which killed 24 Pakistani peacekeep-
ers, UN Security Council Resolution 837 (6 June 1993) emphasized “the crucial importance
of the ... disarmament of all Somali parties ... and neutralizing radio broadcasting sys-
tems that contribute to the violence and attacks directed against UNOSOM II” (para. 3). It
therefore authorized the use of “all necessary measures against all those responsible for the
armed attacks ... to secure ... their arrest and detention for prosecution, trial and punish-
ment” (para. 5).

In light of the decision to terminate UNOSOM II by March 1995, UN Security Council
Resolution 897 (4 February 1994) authorized a revised mandate for the mission which did

not include the forcible disarmament of the Somali factions. Instead, UNOSOM II's man-
date was changed to:

i) encourage the Somali parties to implement the Addis Ababa agreements;
ii) protect major ports, airports and essential infrastructure for the provision of
humanitarian relief and reconstruction assistance;
iii) continue to provide humanitarian relief throughout the country;
iv) assistin the reorganization of the Somali police and judicial system;
v) help with the resettlement of refugees and displaced persons;
vi) assist in the ongoing political process with the aim of installing “a democratically
elected government;”
vii) protect UN and NGO personnel, installations and equipment engaged in humani-
tarian relief and reconstruction assistance.

Duration: UNOSOM II was authorized on 26 March 1993 but took over from UNITAF
forces on 4 May. It completed operations on 31 March 199s.

Strength: 28,000 military and civilian police personnel plus approximately 2,800 interna-
tional and local civilian staff.

Personnel: The major troop-contributing countries (TCCs) were Belgium, France, Italy,
Pakistan, and the United States. Other contributing states were Australia, Bangladesh,
Botswana, Canada, Egypt, Germany, Ghana, Greece, India, Indonesia, Ireland, Kuwait,
Malaysia, Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nigeria, Norway, Philippines,
Republic of Korea, Romania, Saudi Arabia, Sweden, Tunisia, Turkey, United Arab Emirates,
Zambia and Zimbabwe.

Fatalities: 154 personnel (with over 400 wounded).

Finance: USs1.6 billion net.
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COURSE OF THE OPERATION

UNOSOM ITs experiences in Somalia can be divided into three phases. The first phase
was the troubled transition from UNITAF from late March 1993, when UNOSOM was
authorized, until the handover of command in early May. The second phase began after
a series of attacks on UN peacekeepers in early June 1993. After these incidents, soldiers
from UNOSOM and two sets of US forces launched a hunt for General Aidid which
resulted in a considerable increase in violence throughout Mogadishu. The third phase,
moving towards UNOSOM’s eventual withdrawal, began in early October 1993 after the
“Black Hawk Down” battle with Aidid’s fighters. This precipitated Washington's decision
to withdraw its troops (those within UNOSOM as well as its parallel deployments). This,
in turn, led to the withdrawal of the entire UN force by 31 March 1995.

A troubled transition

As in the cases of UNOSOM I and UNITAF forces, the absence of a central govern-
ment in Somalia complicated UNOSOM II's deployment. Specifically it meant UN
peacekeepers were in the unusual position of being under the authority of the UN
Secretary-General without being “subject to the agreement of any local faction leaders.”*
Although UNOSOM II's Turkish Force Commander, Lieutenant-General Cvik Bir, and
American Deputy Force Commander, Major-General Thomas Montgomery, arrived in
Mogadishu on 8-9 March, it was soon agreed that the handover to UNOSOM II should
be delayed until 1 May in order for the UN mission to deploy sufficient personnel and
establish its command structures. Unfortunately, the planned transition from UNITAF
to UNOSOM 1I did not go smoothly for several reasons.

First, the planned 26,000 troops did not arrive until September.> A related issue
was the size of UNOSOM II: while UNITAF had approximately 37,000 troops to cover
40 percent of Somalia’s territory, UNOSOM II was given a longer list of ambitious tasks
than UNITAF and granted 28,000 military and police personnel to cover the entire
country. The UN Secretary-General explained that the theory behind UNOSOM II
being able to manage with fewer troops than UNITAF was based on four main assump-
tions. First, UNITAF had largely managed to end organized fighting with heavy weap-
onsand hence UNOSOM 11 had only to contain sporadic and localized fighting. Second,
intelligence-gathering capabilities developed by UNITAF could provide early warn-
ing of violent situations. Third, the re-establishment of a Somali police force should
help improve law and order and release UNOSOM troops from guard duties for more
demanding tasks. In addition, the United States’ Quick Reaction Force (QRF) was avail-
able on call to the UNOSOM Force Commander.® Nevertheless, Secretary-General

itros-Ghali warned that reinforcements might be needed, and emphasized the cru-

tance of US logistic and other support.” Regrettably, the first three of these



UNITED NATIONS OPERATION IN SOMALIA IT (UNOSOM 11) 433

assumptions proved unfounded. Some parts of the country were left without a UN pres-
ence. For example, the Canadian and Australian contingents that had been in UNITAF
quickly withdrew from UNOSOM without any replacements in their areas of opera-
tions in Belet Weyne and Baidoa respectively. UNOSOM also failed to inherit UNITAF's
intelligence-gathering capabilities. Nor did it reach its full complement of uniformed
personnel until late September 1993.

An additional problem was that the transition between UNITAF and UNOSOM II
occurred against the backdrop of arguments between the United States and the UN
Secretary-General about whether UNITAF troops should forcibly disarm the Somali
factions and what constituted “a secure environment” to enable UN peacekeepers to
operate effectively. For the UN Secretary-General, disarmament of local armed factions
was the central element in defining “a secure environment”® The United States, in con-
trast, did not see disarmament as part of the mission and accused the UN of being slow
to take over the operation. Consequently, UNITAF refused to undertake this task. As
a result, when setting out UNOSOM II's mandate, Boutros-Ghali noted that “a secure
environment has not yet been established.”” UNOSOM II was thus required to create a
secure environment (rather than deploy into one) but lacked the necessary capabilities
to complete the task.

The issue of forcible disarmament stimulated considerable debate: most notably, was
it a wise policy, and did UNITAF and then UNOSOM II have the capabilities necessary
to carry it out? The UN Secretary-General was clear from the outset that “[d]isarming
the factions and placing their heavy weaponry under international control for eventual
destruction or placement at the disposal of the new national army of Somalia is ... the
most urgent and pressing task for UNOSOM I According to one analyst, disarma-
ment of heavy weapons was “an achievable goal at that time that would have laid the
ground rules for the subsequent UN operation”" In contrast, when deploying UNITAE
senior US officials declared that such disarmament was an unrealistic and foolish objec-
tive. Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General Colin Powell, for instance, argued that
“[d]isarmament is not possible in a country where everyone has a weapon and, while it
might be successful for a while, would only serve to make money for arms dealers in
neighbouring states.”

In terms of whether UNITAF had the capabilities to carry out such disarmament, sev-
eral noted analysts concluded that it did. First, UNITAF clearly had the RoE appropri-
ate for dealing with issues of disarmament, including forcible disarmament.”® One US
general described UNITAF’s RoE as the “most liberal” he had seen for a UN-sponsored
mission since the Korean war.* Put bluntly, the RoE stipulated four basic “noes:” no
“technicals;”®® no banditry; no roadblocks; and no visible weapons.!® They were
accepted, albeit with some modification, by all participating countries in UNOSOM I1.
Second, UNITAF was widely viewed as having the capacity to disarm the local war-
lords."” Yet despite their significant military capabilities, UNITAF troops were generally
unwilling to disarm local factions and suffered several unsuccessful efforts at negoti-
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mission concluded that “US forces fail[ed] to forcibly disarm the warlords when they
were militarily able to do s0”*°

From peacekeeping to war-fighting: the hunt
for General Aidid

The catalyst for UNOSOM II moving from a peacekeeping to a war-fighting posture was
its attempt to implement the disarmament aspects of its mandate. This was something
being contemplated in several UN missions during the early post-Cold War period.
UNOSOM’s disarmament strategy was premised on the assumption that the Somali fac-
tions would abide by the agreement signed on 27 March 1993 whereby “transition sites”
would be established and opened up to verification by UNOSOM. In these sites, Somali
fighters would receive temporary accommodation while they were disarmed and regis-
tered for various support packages which would facilitate the transition to civilian life.
Factions that did not comply, however, would have their weapons forcibly confiscated.”
In a country as awash with weapons as Somalia in 1993 there was plenty of work to do,
but a key issue was which faction should start disarming first? As Aidid’'s SNA was the
most powerful group, other actors were unwilling to embark on the process without see-
ing it also start to disarm. The UN thus focused initially on Aidid’s weapons. Predictably,
this did not sit well with Aidid and his supporters.

To deal with the increasingly turbulent conditions, in May, Lt-General Bir,
UNOSOM’s Force Commander, broadened the mission’s RoE giving his troops per-
mission to engage without provocation any “armed militia, technicals and crew served
weapons” that were considered “a threat”** However, as the UN’s inspection and disar-
mament strategy was being put into effect, on 5 June 1993 a series of attacks on UNOSOM
peacekeepers killed twenty-four and wounded over fifty members of the Pakistani con-
tingent. The peacekeepers had been conducting weapons inspections and carrying out
food distribution to local Somalis.

The following day, Security Council Resolution 837 concluded that the attacks were
premeditated, criminal, and carried out by “forces apparently belonging to the United
Somali Congress (USC/SNA)”. It also condemned “the use of radio broadcast, in partic-
ular by the USC/SNA, to incite attacks against United Nations personnel”. In response,
the Security Council emphasized that it would neutralize such radio broadcasting sys-
tems, use “all necessary measures” to bring the “persons responsible for attacks and
other acts of violence against United Nations forces and personnel ... to account for
their actions”, and “secure the investigation of their actions and their arrest and deten-
tion for prosecution, trial and punishment” Critics of this approach noted that these
conclusions were drawn without proper investigation and instead of seeking to margin-
lize all of the major warlords, the UN targeted Aidid. ™

Despite such criticisms, the Security Council felt it necessary to respond firmly to

‘riminal acts because of the neeative conse Juences impunity would have for
11nal act 2callse or the negative consequence mpunity would nave
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UNOSOM but also because of the potential repercussions for UN peacekeepers around
the world if such attacks went unchallenged. In effect, Resolution 837 meant going to
war against Aidid’s SNA.** By 12 June, UNOSOM 1I was ready to commence tactical
operations. In conjunction with the US QRE, UNOSOM began launching attacks on
suspected SNA weapons storage sites, enclaves, and Radio Aidid.** Thus began a major
escalation of violence in Mogadishu with SNA supporters increasing their attacks on
UN and US patrols and compounds, and US and UN forces trying to capture key SNA
leaders. On the streets of Mogadishu UNOSOM and US personnel regularly confronted
Somali fighters using the ubiquitous “technical.”

On 17 June, the SRSG for Somalia, retired American admiral Jonathan Howe, ordered
Aidid’s arrest. Washington also offered a bounty of USs25,000 for information leading
to his capture—a sum that enraged some of Aidid’s supporters for being paltry! The US
and UN attacks on SNA bases continued unabated for several months, some of them
causing controversy, most notably in relation to civilian casualties and so-called collat-
eral damage.?® By the end of July, the SNA retaliated by announcing a bounty of their
own: US$10,000 to anyone who could shoot down a US or UN helicopter.

In mid-August, a UN investigation led by American University’s professor Tom Farer

reiterated the Security Council’s initial verdict about the 5 June attacks. Specifically, it
blamed Aidid:

Who ... had the opportunity, the means and the motive to perpetrate this crime?
A large and complex body of evidence leads ineluctably to the conclusion not sim-
ply that General Aidid had the requisite means, motive and opportunity, but that he
had that trinity uniquely. ... The claim that General Mohamed Farah Hassan Aidid
authorized the 5 June attack on Pakistani forces ... and that the attack was executed
by elements of the political faction known as SNA is supported by clear and convinc-
ing evidence.””

By this stage, further pressure had been placed on the US in particular to inten-
sify the hunt for Aidid, especially after four US military police were killed by an IED
in Mogadishu on 8 August. Shortly afterwards, the US bolstered its military presence
in Somalia by deploying (in late August) an elite combat group: Task Force Ranger.
Comprised of Delta Force commandos and the 3-75 Ranger Battalion, the task force
was commanded by Major General William Garrison who reported to US Central
Command not the UN. Its mission was to cripple the SNA by degrading its command
infrastructure and capturing Aidid. After some initial successes, including the capture
of one of Aidid’s key supporters, Osman Atto, on 21 September, it was Task Force Ranger
that became embroiled in the infamous Black Hawk Down episode on 3-4 October 1993.
Although this raid captured 22 suspected SNA leaders, it cost the lives of 18 US soldiers
with 84 wounded, one Malaysian peacekeeper along with 14 other UNOSOM personnel
wounded, and more than 300 Somalis, with an additional 700+ wounded.* In political
terms, however, the battle signaled the beginning of the end for the US and UN cam-

paign to capture Aidid, and with it the UNOSOM mission as a whole.
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The long withdrawal

In the immediate aftermath of the battle the Clinton Administration initially bolstered
the US military presence in Somalia by deploying yet another force, the Joint Task Force
Somalia.” Within a week, however, the White House announced that all US forces
would leave Somalia by 31 March 1994. Given that the US contribution of about 4,000
personnel to UNOSOM II provided the backbone of the mission’s logistical support, not
to mention the political blow to the mission’s longevity sent by Washington’s decision to
depart, UNOSOM II effectively began the long process of winding down its operations
in late 1993, roughly eight months after it began.

On 16 November, UN Security Council Resolution 885 effectively rescinded the arrest
order on General Aidid and other suspects related to the 5 June attacks not already
detained. In December, the contingents from France and Belgium, both major TCCs to
UNOSOM, departed Somalia and the QRF mission was handed over to the Malaysian
battalion. The other major TCCs from Europe followed suit, albeit more slowly: the
Turkish contingent left in February 1994, while the German and Italian forces departed
the following month, by which time UNOSOM was down to about 18,000 person-
nel. The last US forces left Somalia on 25 March 1994 while the final UN personnel left
roughly one year later in early March 199s.

ACHIEVEMENTS AND LIMITATIONS

Given the failure of UNOSOM II to achieve most of its mandated tasks, the list of
achievements is relatively insignificant in comparison to its failures. Nevertheless,
UNOSOM 11 did facilitate the delivery of humanitarian assistance supplies within
Mogadishu and south-central Somalia. It is also important to note that outside of
Mogadishu relations between UNOSOM and the locals were significantly better and
UN peacekeepers were able to perform a number of their mandated tasks reason-
ably effectively. A good example was the Australian contingent’s success in stabiliz-
ing the town of Baidoa, previously a notable hotspot in the civil war. But on balance,
UNOSOM 1II's legacy stems overwhelmingly from its inability to facilitate political sta-
bility in Mogadishu and the negative lessons learned from the experience of forcible
disarmament and waging war on the SNA. Arguably, the most significant limitations

were those related to:

(1) the problematic transition from UNITAF;

(2) UNOSOM IT's unrealistic mandate and the subsequent gap between meansand ends;
3) the mission’s command and control challenges and subsequent issues with
-oordination; and
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In respect of the first set of limitations—UNOSOM’s troubled transition from
UNITAF—the fundamental problem was that UNOSOM II was premised on a series
of interconnected assumptions which proved faulty. As a result, UNOSOM II not
only deployed into an environment rife with insecurity, but its capabilities (military
and civilian) were also significantly smaller than UNITAF’s—despite a much broader
mandate and a vastly increased area of operations. UNOSOM was also the victim of
General Aidid’s canny decision to wait out the UNITAF forces and engage militar-
ily instead with the weaker UN mission. As one analyst noted, when US President
Bush declared UNITAF would be a short mission, it “signalled clearly to Somali fac-
tions that any of them temporarily inconvenienced by the intervention could prob-
ably afford to wait it out, and that the USA was not proposing to fix what was broken
in Somalia.”?

A second set of limitations was inherent in UNOSOM II’s mandate. In essence, this
involved the transition from a theory of largely consensual peacekeeping with some
forcible disarmament provisions to a war-fighting agenda against the most powerful
faction in Mogadishu. This shift scuppered any chance of the UN brokering political
reconciliation between the Somali factions and hence making significant progress on
the state-building elements of UNOSOM’s mandate.’ In addition, the UN’s own “les-
sons learned” study on UNOSOM acknowledged that its mandate “was vague, changed
frequently during the process and was open to myriad interpretations.”*? For exam-
ple, there were multiple versions of the RoE cards carried by all military personnel,
which contained a number of discrepancies.®* According to UNOSOM II’s operational
plan, its personnel could use deadly force: (a) to defend themselves, other UN lives,
or persons and areas under their protection against hostile acts or hostile intent; or
(b) to resist attempts by forceful means to prevent the Force from discharging its duties.
However, some contingents devised their own RoE. Germany, for instance, forbade
its troops from participating in any enforcement action undertaken by UNOSOM I,
or using force to help deliver humanitarian assistance or intervene in confrontations
between local gangs or Somali ethnic rivals.**

In substantive terms, several criticisms were frequently leveled against UNOSOM II’s
mandate. One strand of criticism was that the US idea that there could bea peace enforce-
ment operation (in the form of UNITAF) and then the UN could simply revert back
to a traditional peacekeeping role was highly questionable.” The UN'’s lessons learned
study concluded that operations under Chapter VII (enforcement) and Chapter VI
(pacific settlement) of the Charter should not coexist and that peacekeeping forces
“should not enter a conflict area if there is no political will among the parties towards
reconciliation.”*

A second concern was that UNOSOM’s mandate was also unrealistic, especially
given the non-consensual operating environment, the missions authorized person-
nel strength, and its lack of military enablers and specialized capabilities (particularly
helicopters, engineering, and logistics units). Arguably the most unrealistic expectation

was that UNOSOM troops could conduct large-scale entforcement actions, initially to
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disarm unwilling factions, and later to capture Aidid on his home turf. The UN’s lessons
learned study of UNOSOM bluntly acknowledged that the organization was “not yet
capable of launching a large-scale enforcement action.”*” Forcible disarmament is one
of the most difficult tasks that peacekeepers can be asked to undertake and it is deeply
questionable whether such a mandate was realistic in a society like Somalia where
most adult males were armed. In UNOSOM 1I, this experiment lasted until February
1994 when the policy of forcible disarmament was reversed in UN Security Council
Resolution 897. As one analyst summed up the situation, “the UN was called upon to do
arange of impossible and confused tasks”3

A third common criticism, particularly in the US, was that the UNOSOM man-
date suffered from “mission creep” by being dragged into a wide-ranging state- and
nation-building agenda instead of focusing on the provision of humanitarian relief.
But this line of criticism is misplaced for two reasons. First, the political aspects of
UNOSOM’s mandate were a necessary part of addressing the underlying causes of
Somalia’s problems rather than just its symptoms as in the case of UNITAE Second,
the need to address such state-building issues was explicitly acknowledged by the
United States from the start of the Somalia operations, including in Security Council
resolutions.™

An additional set of problems that plagued UNOSOM stemmed from the unwork-
able system of multiple operations and chains of command in the same theatre. Not
only did UNOSOM'’s Force Commander have to ensure coordination among roughly
30 TCCs, but by late 1993 he had to work alongside three distinct parallel forces from
the United States, which were not always coordinated amongst themselves: the QRE,
Task Force Ranger, and finally, the Joint Task Force Somalia. The QRF was initially
required because Washington refused to put its combat troops under the UN ban-
ner. When the US agreed to integrate large numbers of its troops into the UN chain of
command-—principally to provide logistics support to UNOSOM—it did so only with
caveats, “none of which were conducive to a unified system of command and control
under the Security Council”** When Task Force Ranger arrived in August 1993 to help
capture Aidid, it increased the coalition’s firepower but it complicated still further the
parallel chains of command, not least because it often acted in secret or gave very little
advance warning even to the QRF let alone UNOSOM. As Ray Murphy concluded: “It
is difficult to describe this set-up as other than a recipe for confusion and ultimate dis-
aster. It constituted the very antithesis of a unified system of command. It was also a
dangerous and deceptive system of command in that it created an illusion of UN con-
trol.”*! The UN Secretary-General agreed, describing UNOSOM II as a “strange and
fragmented mission.”* The UN’s lessons learned study on UNOSOM concluded that
in light of experiences in Somalia, “parallel command structures [in peace operations]
should be vigorously discouraged.”*

In relation to coordination challenges among its TCCs, the basic problem was
that "some contingents that were ostensibly part of UNOSOM were in fact following
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Mogadishu. Perhaps the most extensive problems were generated by contingents
within UNOSOM, such as those from Italy, one of Somalia’s former colonial powers,
and Saudi Arabia, which ignored directives from the Force Commander and made
unilateral deals with Somali factions rather than fully supporting other UNOSOM
contingents when they required assistance.” In the Italian case, arguments flared
between the contingent commander and the force commander; the Italians favored a
less confrontational approach to deal with local militias through negotiation and they
linked the high casualties of the Pakistani contingent to the strict enforcement policy
of UNOSOM I1.*¢ The Italian contingent sought approval from Rome before taking
any significant military initiative and, in turn, the Italian government backed their
contingent commander’s actions.*

A fourth important limitation was UNOSOM II's lack of intelligence capabilities,
especially once the mission took on more enforcement tasks alongside the US forces.
The problem started early when most of the US Central Command intelligence support
elements which had assisted UNITAF departed when that mission withdrew. The result
was that UNOSOM’s intelligence collectors on the streets of Mogadishu dropped from
several dozen to onlya few.® As the UN’s lessons learned report concluded “the capacity
to gather, analyse and feed information to the responsible security, political or humani-
tarian officials ... did not begin to take shape until well into UNOSOM 11."*? Other limi-
tations included the lack of an “overreaching concept of intelligence management” and
guidelines for processing and interrogating detainees within UNOSOM.>® UNOSOM
IT’s tasks were difficult under any circumstances but arguably impossible without effec-
tive intelligence.

CONCLUSION

Despite the heroism displayed by some of its personnel, UNOSOM II’s dismal
experiences in Mogadishu stand as a stark warning for other peace operations.
Strategically, UNOSOM II proved unable to alter the central conflict dynamics in
Mogadishu. Consequently, when it departed Somalia in March 1995 UNOSOM II
left behind political circumstances largely unchanged from when it arrived: a coun-
try at war with itself and lacking a central government. Politically, UNOSOM II fell
victim to disagreements between the United States and the UN Secretariat over what
constituted a secure environment for the transition from UNITAF to UNOSOM
IT forces. UNOSOM II was conceived as a robust peacekeeping mission but it was
forced to deploy into a situation where there was no genuine peace to keep. Nor was
UNOSOM suited to conduct enforcement tasks, both because of the fragmented
nature of its military components and its lack of appropriate capabilities. The par-
allel presence of distinct US forces only complicated matters without solving the
core problems. The addition of a mandate to engage in forcible disarmament of the

Somali tactions added to the missions problems. After generating a war with the
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SNA, the Security Council ultimately ended this failed experiment after the Black
Hawk Down incident.
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