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Summary
Even as UN peacekeeping operations grow in complexity and size, and increasingly work in
more volatile regions of the world, missions face acute shortages in the amount of military,
police, and civilian personnel that are available to deploy. This situation not only endangers
those UN personnel on the ground but also imperils the overall success of UN missions, which
should be a particular concern of the U.S. given its national security emphasis on the instability
emanating from weak and fragile states following the terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001.
Thus, U.S. action is needed to address the current resource and capacity shortfall in UN
peacekeeping, particularly since UN peacekeeping has proven a viable tool for addressing threats
to international peace and security.
After carefully considering the Congressional and military opportunities and constraints on
potentially increasing U.S. participation in UN peacekeeping, the Obama administration can best
and most feasibly address the UN peacekeeping resource and capacity gap by expanding U.S.
training and equipping programs to untapped regions of the world as well as selectively
increasing the U.S. military‟s involvement in the initial deployment of UN peacekeeping
missions.
Background
Since 1998, UN peacekeeping operations have changed dramatically in terms of the scope of
their mandates as well as the environments in which they operate. According to a December
2008 Governmental Accountability Office (GAO) report, UN peacekeeping mission were
dispatched with an average of three mandates in 1998. These operations were usually limited to
the „traditional‟ peacekeeping tasks of monitoring a ceasefire or peace agreement with light
weaponry to use only in self-defense. To contrast, current UN peacekeeping operations are
decidedly more multidimensional in nature, with mandates to not only monitor ceasefires and
peace agreements but also to develop and train indigenous police forces, to provide protection
for civilians, to restore or build rule of law institutions, and to carry out free and fair elections,
among other tasks.
The scope of UN peacekeeping has become more robust by necessity as the UN Security Council,
has authorized more missions to the sub-Saharan African region, where many of its countries are
more internally volatile and fall within the United Nations Development Program‟s Human
Development Index’s (HDI) lowest category.
Although UN peacekeeping operations have had to undertake increasingly ambitious mandates
in more challenging environments, current resource constraints prevent missions from being
fully deployed. For example, according to the same 2008 GAO report, UN peacekeeping
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missions as of December 2008 face a 20 percent gap between troops and military observers
authorized to carry out operations and those actually deployed. For police and civilian workers,
the gap between authorized and deployed personnel is even larger at 34 percent.
This resource and capacity shortfall has real consequences and is a considerable factor in the
difficulties that operations such as the UN Mission in the Democratic Republic of Congo
(MONUC) and the African Union/United Nations Hybrid Operation in Darfur (UNAMID) are
having in fulfilling their already difficult mandates. In addition, the United States, especially
since the terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001, has an added interest in the success of UN
peacekeeping since the organization is the primary actor that engaged people and governments in
the weak and fragile states and whose instability is an increasing U.S. national security concern.
Key Issues
Before considering the ultimate question of how the U.S. can effectively address the resource
constraints of UN peacekeeping, it is important to examine the following questions:
1) Is UN peacekeeping a viable tool to address threats to international peace and security
deserving of U.S. support?
2) If so, what opportunities and constraints do other parts of the U.S. government, most
notably Congress and the U.S. military, pose to efforts to potentially increase U.S.
involvement in UN peacekeeping operations?
Despite the very real limitations of UN peacekeeping, which include command and control
issues, allegations of sexual exploitation, as well as the seeming impossibility of being able to
impose peace between or among belligerents by force, UN peacekeeping is, on balance, an
extremely valuable device in addressing threats to international peace and security for the
following reasons:






Despite the notable mid-1990s failures in Somalia, Rwanda, and the Balkans, UN
peacekeeping operations proved considerably successful in achieving its mandates before
(i.e., Namibia, El Salvador, & Mozambique) and after (East Timor, Liberia, & Haiti) the
aforementioned failed missions.
UN peacekeeping operations are financially beneficial for the United States. The GAO, in
a June 2007 report, predicted that while the first 14 months of the UN Mission in Haiti
(MINUSTAH) cost $428 million, of which the U.S. paid 25 percent a U.S.-led operation
to Haiti of the same size and scope would have cost $876 million. Given the U.S.‟s long
history of intervention into Haiti, this comparison is especially notable.
The UN has the unique quality of international legitimacy that allows UN peacekeeping
operations to deploy to places where the U.S. or regional organization cannot. This notion
played itself out in 2006 when State and Defense Department officials were considering a
U.S. or NATO-led peace operation in Lebanon following the country‟s hostilities with
Israel. In the end, the U.S. decided to support the expansion of the existing UN
peacekeeping mission in Lebanon because the other options would be perceived by some
actors in Lebanon and neighboring countries as a threat and potentially a hostile force.
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Congressional Opportunities and Constraints
The 110th and 111th Congresses have been much more financially generous to UN peacekeeping
than their predecessors of the mid to late 1990s. For example, the 110th Congress temporarily
waived the Congressionally-imposed 25 percent assessment cap on U.S. monetary contributions
to UN peacekeeping as well as criticized the George W. Bush administration for not including
enough funding for UN peacekeeping in its budget requests. Moreover, the 111th Congress
passed the FY 2009 Supplemental Appropriations bill with $906 million for the Contributions to
International Peacekeeping Activities account, which conceivably could pay off the debt that the
U.S. had accrued since 1999.
However, Congress remains wary of substantial U.S. military involvement in UN peacekeeping
operations, even if one does not take into account current U.S. military engagements in
Afghanistan and Iraq. Members continue to cite perennial concerns over military readiness and
command and control issues. In fact, even ardent Congressional supporters of UN peacekeeping,
such as Bill Delahunt (D-Massachusetts), preface his support for the operations in terms of the
limited use of U.S. military personnel to achieve UN mission mandates.
U.S. Military – Opportunities and Constraints
Meanwhile, the U.S. military has in recent years, largely out of the perceived post-war
operational failures in Afghanistan and Iraq, come to embrace the need to improve its
capabilities to undertake peace operations. In November 2005, Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld
issued Department of Defense Directive 3000.05, called Military Support for Stability, Security,
Transition, and Reconstruction (SSTR), which decreed that stability operations would be a core
mission of the U.S. military and established guidelines and periodic progress report requirements
to ensure that all the services were improving their capability and capacity in this area.
In addition, the May 2006 QDR Execution Roadmap envisioned a direct relationship with the
UN to address instability in weak or fragile states by stating, “The Department [of Defense] must
be prepared to grow a new team of leaders and operators … operating alongside or within UN
organizations … to further U.S. and partner interests.” In fact, Nancy Soderberg, a former
government official under the Clinton administration, conducted extensive interviews with both
DOD personnel and officials at UN Department of Peacekeeping Operations (UNDPKO)
headquarters in New York for a National Defense University (NDU) report in 2007 and found
both parties receptive to having DOD personnel serving in headquarter and field positions at
UNDPKO.
Policy Options
Given the resource shortfalls of UN peacekeeping and their implications for global and U.S.
national security, the capacity of UN peacekeeping to address threats to international peace and
security, and the opportunities and constraints that Congress and the U.S. military may present or
impose, the following are practical courses of action that the United States can implement to
effectively address the UN peacekeeping resource and capacity gap:
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1) Increase U.S. financial contributions to UN peacekeeping operations. As mentioned
earlier, the past two U.S. Congresses have been highly disposed toward supporting UN
peacekeeping operations rhetorically and financially. Furthermore, past Congresses have
funded UN peacekeeping beyond the assessed rate, with FY 2002-2004 being the most
prominent example. However, it seems highly unlikely that Congress will support an
increase above the U.S.‟s currently assessed rate for UN peacekeeping at this time.
Ranging from around 26-27 % of total UN peacekeeping, the U.S. financially supports
UN peacekeeping far more than any other permanent member of the UN Security
Council (Britain comes in second with 7.8383 % in 2009) and in fact is the only country
in the world besides Japan at 16.624 % to contribute over 10 percent per year to total UN
peacekeeping.
2) Expand U.S. peacekeeping training and equipping programs. The Global Peace
Operations Initiative (GPOI), which is the primary U.S. peacekeeping training and
equipping program has trained and equipped more than 81,000 troops as of July 2009
since its inception in 2005, which exceeded the goal set by the Bush administration of
75,000 trained by 2010. However, GPOI programming has been focused primarily on
sub-Saharan African nations and not on regions such as Latin America and South Asia,
where countries have stated a recent willingness to participate in UN peacekeeping
operations. Tapping into these regions in a concerted manner can yield more troops for
UN peacekeeping. Expanding GPOI is unlikely to raise the ire of Congress because
members have strongly supported the program in the past and, in fact, the House of
Representatives encouraged Secretary Clinton to expand the program in its FY 20102011 Foreign Relations Authorization Act.
3) Increase U.S. military participation in the initial deployment of UN peacekeeping
missions. Even when there are enough military troops to deploy to UN peacekeeping
operations, their arrival to countries are, especially in recent times, often delayed by a
lack of engineers, heavy transport, and medical units that are crucial for a speedy
deployment of a new mission. There is conceivably room for increased U.S. military
participation in this area given its advanced capabilities and prior experience in assisting
the deployment of other non-UN peacekeeping missions. For example, in July 2005, an
U.S. Air Force advance team and C-17 cargo aircraft loaded support equipment from
Germany to Kigali, Rwanda, where U.S. troops then set up a logistics station to transport
approximately 1,200 Rwandan soldiers to Darfur during the beginning stages of an
expansion of the African Union Mission in Sudan (AMIS). Formalizing the U.S.
military‟s involvement in this area would be moderately risky for President Obama in
Congress, but concerns would be diluted by the fact that the military would not actually
participate in ground operations. Furthermore, the U.S. military could be amenable to
increased deployment support, especially if coupled with senior level positions for DOD
personnel in UNDPKO.
4) Make a contingent of U.S. military troops (under U.S. command) available to
participate in parallel to UN peacekeeping mission on an ad-hoc and short-term
basis during particularly tough missions. This option is not unprecedented, as the U.S.led coalition of the willing intervened rather successfully in Somalia as the United Task
Force (UNITAF) in the first months of 1993. Furthermore, Britain dispatched its troops
to Sierra Leone in 2000 for only four months to bolster the fledgling UN Mission in
Sierra Leone (UNAMSIL) with great success. Scholars such as Michael O‟Hanlon of the
Brookings Institution and William Durch of the Stimson Center, eminent former U.S.
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ambassadors Morton Abramowitz and Thomas Pickering, as well as the American public
(instances such as Darfur) all approve of direct U.S. military involvement in UN
peacekeeping. Even though this option might address the resource gap in UN
peacekeeping most directly as well as achieve the most success, it is politically risky for
President Obama to advocate this policy option because Congressional members from
both sides of the aisle and not a small number of military personnel are likely to be
steadfastly against it, citing not only military overstretch in Afghanistan and Iraq but also
the Black Hawk Down incident in October 1993.
Recommendation
Focus on expanding U.S. peacekeeping training and equipping program while also
selectively but formally increasing U.S. military participation in the initial deployment of
UN peacekeeping missions (hybrid of options two and three).
Expanding the GPOI program has several advantages:





The bipartisan support of GPOI means that expanding the program will foment little to no
political cost for President Obama;
Foreign troops that are trained and equipped through GPOI typically go on to participate
in UN and/or regional peacekeeping missions. At the end of January 2009, of the 54, 245
military troops that went through the program, some 46,115 troops (85 percent) from 21
countries actually deployed to missions; and
There are regions in the world, with South Asia and Latin America being most prominent,
where countries have expressed a willingness to contribute troops but have not received
much formal peacekeeping training. For example, GPOI currently has no partnership
with Brazil, whose military has done an admirable job in Haiti and has trained less than
800 troops in the South Asian countries of India, Pakistan, Sri Lanka, and Nepal, which
collectively contribute the majority of troops to UN peacekeeping operations.

However, the U.S. military should also, in select cases, increasingly help in a formalized manner
UN peacekeepers deploy to missions because:




It would increase the effectiveness of UN peacekeeping missions. According to the UN,
the first 6 to 12 weeks after a ceasefire are crucial for establishing a permanently peaceful
environment, yet after 12 weeks, MINUSTAH only had 30 percent of authorized military
and police personnel, which was a reality that initially impeded on the mission‟s
mandates. Meanwhile, the 20,000-strong U.S.-led Multinational Force to Haiti in 1994
was able to deploy in 60 days and achieve its objectives in 76 days.
Although moderately politically risky, increased U.S. participation in this area my
indirectly lead to more overall participation in UN peacekeeping operations. Several of
the top Troop Contributing Countries (TCCs) such as Bangladesh and India have recently
lamented the imbalance in burden sharing for UN peacekeeping where they contribute the
majority of troops while the members of the Security Council foot the bill -- oftentimes
late or not at all. U.S. participation in this realm will help redress the imbalance and may
influence other countries to participate more in UN peacekeeping.

