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Abstract

PEACEKEEPING TRAINING IN THE ARMY NATIONAL GUARD by MAJ AngelaD.
Ewing, U.S. Army Reserve (AGR), 60 pages.

Should all of the Army National Guard's divisions include peacekeeping tasks in their
Mission Essential Task Lists (METL)? Most ARNG units focus their training efforts on
traditional combat arms tasks, and only after they receive a peacekeeping mission do they execute
pre-deployment PKO proficiency training. Following the model of aert-train-deploy rather than
train-alert-deploy places additional stress not only on the deploying unit, but also on external
units that are assisting with the mobilization process. FM 7-0, Training the Force, dictates that
Army units use the train-alert-deploy model.

Arguments against the research question include issues related to lack of training time, a
required change in culture to deal with a more restrictive set of rules of engagement (ROE), and
little information on which theater of operations the unit should focus. Arguments supporting
peacekeeping METL tasks in the Guard are many. The ARNG mission statement and posture
statement address peace operations. The QDR requires all units to operate in a full-spectrum
environment. Guard units that routinely train in PKO may alleviate the four to six week train-up
requirement at the mobilization station. Evidence shows that the likelihood of the ARNG
continuing to participate in smaller-scale contingency operations is very high. Several lessons
learned documents from PKO missions state that units METL should include peacekeeping
tasks. The arguments do not address retention, equipment, or force structure.

This study evaluates the arguments for and against the research question by using the
criteria of readiness, compliance with Federal directives, and legitimacy. Divisions that regularly
train on PKO tasks will sustain the unit’s PKO support. Increased proficiency at home station
improves readiness. If readiness is better, then the primary research question is supported. The
Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) dictates that the Army maintain the ability of operating in a
full-spectrum environment (from smaller-scale contingencies, or SSCs, to large-scale combat
operations); consequently, peacekeeping training in the ARNG should help satisfy this
requirement. If units comply with Federal directives, then the primary research question is
supported. FM 3-0, Operations, states that in order to achieve objectives, Army forces conducting
PKO rely on legitimacy. The legitimacy envisioned by the sponsoring state, nations or
international organization is critical to operational success. If legitimacy is better, then the
primary research question is supported.

The study concludes that ARNG divisions should include peacekeeping tasks in their
METL. Recommendations include updating Army peace operations doctrine with new FMs,
MTPsand POls. The new PKSOI at the Army War College may also play alarger rolein PKO
training. The ARNG conducts annual required briefings such as equal opportunity and sexual
harassment awareness. It the Army were to reduce this requirement, the ARNG would have
additional time for operational training. ARNG divisions should be required to include an
overarching peacekeeping task in their METL, so that their subordinate units may plan their
METL and battle tasks around that. Over time, when the doctrine is updated, and the divisions
include peacekeeping tasks in their METL, the units will receive the funding, equipment and
infrastructure necessary in order to properly train for PKO. In terms of peacekeeping missions,
ARNG units are then able to practice the train-al ert-deploy model, in accordance with FM 7-0.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

Should all of the Army National Guard’'s (ARNG) divisions include peacekeeping tasks
in their mission essential task list (METL)?* The purpose of this study is to answer this primary
research question by analyzing arguments for and against it, using three criteria: readiness,
compliance with federal directives, and legitimacy.

Why is this question relevant today? Based on current mission requirements, it looks like
the U.S. government will continue to task the Army National Guard to perform
peacekeeping operations (PKO).? Recent examples include military peacekeeping missions to
Mozambique, Somalia, Guatemala, Haiti, East Timor, and Croatia. Currently, U.S. personnel are
participating in PKO in Kosovo, Bosnia, Jerusalem, the Sinai, Georgia, and Ethiopia. As some of
these missions have no foreseeable end, the ARNG can reasonably expect that the requirement
for providing soldiers that are trained in peacekeeping to continue, or even to increase. One
problem facing the ARNG divisions is development of a systemic manner to approach
PK Opreparation. Adding PKO tasks to the ARNG METL, would mitigate the current model

whereby PKO preparation is executed in an ad hoc fashion, immediately prior to the deployment.

! A typical ARNG division is comprised of three light, mechanized and/or armored brigades, an
aviation brigade, aDIVARTY, DISCOM, an engineer brigade, and other various combat support assets,
including intelligence, air defense, signd, military police, chemical, and a band.

2 2004 National Guard Posture Statement, www.arng.army.mil/publications_resources/
posture_statements/2004/content/army.



The question is relevant, because currently, the ARNG divisions' PKO training system potentially

violates Army doctrine as assessed by the previously stated three criteria.

This study explores the potential inconsistencies existing in the current U.S. Army
doctrine associated with Reserve Component® training and peacekeeping operations. For
example, U.S. Army Field Manual (FM) 3-0, Operations, states that all units will prepare to
perform in a full-spectrum environment.* Likewise, FM 7-0, Training the Force, states that inputs
to METL development include wartime operational plans, enduring combat capabilities,
operational environment, directed mission, and external guidance.® When a unit commander
faces a directed peacekeeping mission, for example, he must perform a mission analysis, and
change his METL to reflect the new tasks.® Conversdly, FM 100-23, Peace Operations, an older
field manual, states that units not add peacekeeping tasks to their METL.” Outdated Mission
Training Plans (MTPs) also continue to focus on tasks other than peacekeeping, making it
difficult to assess a unit in PKO tasks. An example isthe MTP for the FBCB2-Equipped Tank
and Mechanized Infantry Company.? The next section on methodology addressesin greater detail

how the three criteria are used to analyze the arguments.

% The term “Reserve Component” in this study refers to both the Reserves and the National Guard.
* FM 3-0, Operations, Headquarters, Department of the Army, 14 June 2001, para. 1-48.
Z FM 7-0, Training the Force, Headquarters, Department of the Army, October 2002, para. 3-3.
Ibid.
" FM 100-23, Peace Operations, Headquarters, Department of the Army, December 1994, p. 86.
8 Mission Training Plan for the FBCB2-Equipped Tank and Mechanized Infantry Company/Team
Post Limited User Test #1, Headquarters, Department of the Army, 1998, page 5-1.
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Methodology

At first glance, answering the research question with a*“yes’ or “no” seems simple.
However, the answer is likely based upon one's individual experience alone. To expand upon
this, answers to several secondary questions provide a common framework for discussion.
Intellectual arguments, which support and oppose the idea of adding PKO tasks to ARNG
mission essential task lists, include various issues which experience may not. The criteria of
readiness, compliance with Federal directives, and legitimacy, offer amethod for comparing
arguments, and determining what the answers are, and why. The scope and limitations section
focuses the study on specific, established questions, and outlines what areas are not addressed.

Should all ARNG divisions add PKO tasks to their METL? Before hastily attempting to
answer this question, one must understand the definition of peacekeeping. The understanding of
this definition helps focus the study, and prevents it from addressing unrelated, albeit similar
tasks, such as peace enforcement operations (PEO). The first section of Chapter Two discusses
the definition of peacekeeping as written in U.S. Army doctrine.

If the ARNG continues to perform PKO worldwide, perhaps consistent PKO training
deserves greater attention. Conversely, if the role of the U.S. in PKO were negligible, there would
exist no need for PKO training in ARNG divisions. The role of the U.S. in PKO changes,
depending upon the priority that the current U.S. administration gives it. Chapter One discusses
issues related to the role of the U.S. in PKO, and why this is important to the question of adding
PKO tasks to the ARNG divisions METL.

Chapter Two provides a common basis for discussion by providing a definition of
peacekeeping. The chapter then alludes to how units performed PKO in Bosnia and in the Sinai
Peninsula, and how PKO impacted unit readiness in terms of their traditional combat arms roles.

Because the Army does not have M TPs, which specifically offer PKO tasks, one unit published



its own set of tactics, techniques and procedures (TTPs) for PKO in Bosnia. Chapter Two reveals

how doctrine, training and readiness in terms of PKO are not in congruence.

Mission statements broadly determine how the unit conducts training. Some ARNG
division mission statements include PKO, but most do not. Consequently, most ARNG division
commanders are not required to train on PKO tasks, until they receive a PKO mission. If ARNG
mission statements do not specifically include PKO, then it is unlikely that the unit's METL
includes PKO tasks. Chapter Three examines the current mission statements for the ARNG
divisions.

Are ARNG units permitted, by Army doctrine, to add PKO tasks to their METL? If so,
what types of tasks are involved, and what is the level of difficulty? If not, why not? Should
something change? Chapter Three also addresses the doctrinal framework for peacekeeping.
Peacekeeping doctrine provides guidance on the types of tasks that units must master in a PKO
environment. However, as this study illustrates, the doctrine is lacking in detail.® For example,
few MTPs on PKO exist. This means that units have little impetus to train on PKO tasks,
because little standardized guidance exists on specific PKO tasks. However, this changes when
the unit receives a PKO mission. Suddenly, the unit is training for a PKO at a mobilization
station for perhaps six weeks prior to deployment. This and other doctrinal problems are

addressed in Chapter Three.

° U.S. Army Field Manuals (FMs) provide broad guidance on PKO tasks. Mission training plans
(MTPs), which provide task, condition and standards, do not exist for PKO. Units are evaluated based

upon the appropriate M TPs, which support their METL. Evenif the METL includes a PKO task, it may be

difficult to tran and evaluate it, because the M TP does not exist.
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An understanding of the ARNG training process is crucial before attempting to determine
whether or not to add PKO tasks to the METL. Chapter Three outlines the doctrinal framework
for ARNG training. The doctrine explains how the METL development process impacts an
ARNG unit, which is preparing for a PKO. The training doctrine also exposes the time constraints
endured in the ARNG. Aswith peacekeeping doctrine, it is possible that ARNG training doctrine
requires modifications, in order to accommodate PKO training.

If ARNG units are successfully deploying on PKO missions after receiving some form of
PKO training, then perhaps adding PKO tasks to the METL is unnecessary. How do ARNG units
currently train and mobilize for PKO missions? Chapter Three examines this question, and

compares current practices with doctrine and projected mission requirements.

Criteria

Three criteria assess the degree of validity of the supporting and opposing arguments
concerning PKO METL tasksin the ARNG's divisions. The criteria are doctrinal concepts from
Army FM 7-0 (Training the Force), FM 100-23 (Peace Operations), and the Quadrennial
Defense Review (QDR).

Readiness

Most ARNG units continue to focus their training efforts on traditional combat arms
tasks; once they receive a peacekeeping mission, only then do they attempt to train on PKO

tasks.'® FM 7-0, Training the Force, dictates that Army units use the train-al ert-deploy model. **

19 nterviews with MAJ Mark Elam, MAJ George Minde, and MAJ Charles Lawhorn, officersin
the ARNG.

10



Following the model of alert-train-deploy rather than train-al ert-deploy places additional stress
not only on the deploying unit, but also on external units that are assisting with the mobilization
process. % Including peacekeeping METL tasks may help to reduce the mobilization time, and
maintain a more ready force.

Divisions that regularly train on PKO tasks will increase the unit’s proficiency in PKO
tasks all the time, not simply when alerted to perform a peacekeeping operation.®* Increased
proficiency at home station improves readiness. |If readiness is better, then the primary research
question is supported. Evidence to support this criterion is primarily subjective, because most
units do not yet have formal means of measuring success in PKO training, such as related METL
or MTP tasks. Information on readiness comes from interviews from various personnel who have
been involved in ARNG PKO training, and after action reviews.

Compliance with Federal Directives

The Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) dictates that the Army maintain the ability of
operating in a full-spectrum environment (from smaller-scale contingencies, or SSCs, to large-
scale combat operations); consistent peacekeeping training in the ARNG should help satisfy this
requirement.”® Although ARNG units are already operating in a full-spectrum environment, PKO

training remains relatively weak.’® Currently, the ARNG's eight divisions are capable of

X EM 7-0, Training the Force, Headquarters, Department of the Army, October 2002, para. 3-3.

12»A Conversation with Lt. Gen. H. Steven Blum, National Guard Bureau Chief," National Guard
Association of the United States web site, July 2003.
http://www.ngaus.org/ngmagazi ne/blumconversation703.asp.

'3 | nterview with LTC David Sutherland. See Appendix for LTC Sutherland's biography .

% I nterviews with officersin the ARNG are presented in subsequent chapters. Biographies are
listed inthe Appendix. After action reviews from the MFO and SFOR/IFOR are used to help illustrate the
points. AARs are addressed in Chapter Two.

iz Quadrennial Defense Review Report, 30 Sep 01, www.comw.org/qdr/qdr2001. pdf .

Ibid.
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conducting the SSCs, but only after specialized training upon alert. The benchmark isyes. |If
compliance with Federal directivesis yes, then the primary research question is supported.

Legitimacy

According to FM 100-23, Peace Operations, legitimacy is a peacekeeping principle.’’
FM 3-0, Operations, states that in order to achieve objectives, Army forces conducting PKO rely
on legitimacy.*® Legitimacy, according to FM 100-23, is a condition growing from the perception
of a specific audience of the legality, morality, and correctness of a set of actions. Rigorous
embedded peacekeeping training will help ARNG units maintain impartiality and restraint in the
theater of operations. The ensuing legitimacy envisioned by the sponsoring state, nations or
international organization is critical to operational success.'® The benchmark ismoreis better. |f
legitimacy is better, then the primary research question is supported.

Arguments for and against the research question are compared and analyzed
using these criteria. Gaps that appear in the comparisons may be filled by changes in doctrine,
training, or other areas of DTLOMS-PF (doctrine, training, leader development, organization,
materiel, soldier, personnel, facilities). The QDR carries the heaviest weight, because as a
written, Federal directive, it is unlikely to significantly change soon. It also provides an overall

framework in which the military services must focus their training efforts.

" FM 100-23, Peace Operations, Headquarters, Department of the Army, December 1994, p. 18.
'8 EM 3-0, Operations, Headquarters, Department of the Army, 14 June 2001, para. 9-21.
19 FM 100-23, Peace Operations, Headquarters, Department of the Army, December 1994, p. 18.
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Scope and Limitations

The research question focuses on the training ramifications for the ARNG’s divisions in
terms of doctrine, directives, and resource constraints. The ARNG has eight divisions. Due to
the limitations involved with obtaining robust information from all of the divisions, the study
focuses primarily on the 29" ID (L) in Virginia, the 35™ ID (M) in Kansas, and the 40" ID (M) in
Cdlifornia. Information from other divisions and separate brigades is included as appropriate.

Routine PKO training at home station impacts other areas, including force structure,
retention and recruiting, competing state missions, and equipment requirements.® This study
does not address force structure in depth, although it does mention on-going initiatives, which
may impact peacekeeping training, such as the ARNG's Redesign Study. Retention and
recruiting are popular topics in terms of the U.S. Army’s role in peacekeeping. The study briefly
addresses this regarding the impact that a PKO focus has on retention in the ARNG, but does not
go into depth. Since 9/11, the ARNG's role in homeland security has significantly increased.?
The study does not analyze the ARNG'’s other missions, such as homeland security and other
state missions in depth. However, it does account for the additional time that is required to
accomplish competing requirements. Finally, equipment requirements differ slightly for
peacekeeping operations, both in terms of home station training aids, and MTOE equipment. A

new MTOE requires several years for approval. The study only briefly discusses equipment.

20 | nterviews with MAJ Mark Elam, MAJ George Minde, and LTC Dave Sutherland. See
biographiesin the Appendix.
21 2004 National Guard Posture Statement.
13



Arguments Against the Research Question

Arguments against the research question address several ARNG PKO support operations.
First, training a combat arms force to also be prepared to conduct PKO tasks requires a cultural
shift.? It may prove challenging to train combat arms soldiers to comply with a more restrictive
ROE. Second, extensive PKO training may degrade a unit's combat effectiveness.® Third, time
significantly impacts resourcing ARNG training. Thirty-nine days of training per year is barely
sufficient to complete the plethora of tasks that the ARNG must accomplish.?* Fourth, most
ARNG units do not have the infrastructure at home station for conducting certain peacekeeping
training tasks, causing the unit to continue to employ the alert-train-deploy model. Units have
little or no access to civilian role players, mock-up cities, or smulated mine fields.% Finally, it
may not be appropriate to add PKO tasks to a unit’'s METL, when that unit does not know to

which country they will deploy to perform PKO.?

Arguments Supporting the Research Question

Studies, Federal directives, and lessons learned provide arguments, which support
the research question. Studies reveal that training and peacekeeping doctrine should allow units

officially to add PKO tasks to their METL.?” Written Federal directives which significantly

%2 |nterviews with MAJ Elam, MAJMinde and L TC Sutherland.

%3 Robert Murphy, Fred Johnson, Barry Tankersley, and John Shaw, “Maintaining Warfighting
Skills While Keeping the Peacein Bosnia,” http://call.army.mil/products/nftf/novdec96/secl.htm, p. 1 and
2.

2 | nterviews with MAJ Minde, MAJ Elam and MAJ Lawhorn.

% | nterview with LTC Sutherland.

% | nterview with MAJ Minde.

%" Studies include two monographs written by Cabrey and Flynn, a Rand Corp study, an analysis
by the US Army Peacekeeping Institute, and aDoD project. Details are in Chapter 4.

14



impact whether or not ARNG divisions should add PKO tasks to their METL include the
National Guard’s Federal mission statement, the ARNG 2004 Posture Statement, the ARNG

Restructuring Initiative, and the QDR. %

Conclusion

This chapter introduced the research question, "Should all ARNG divisions add
peacekeeping tasks to their METL?" The methodology used to answer this question is to
compare arguments, which support and oppose the question, using three criteria: readiness,
compliance with Federal directives, and legitimacy. To assist with explaining the depth of the
research question, the study addresses related questions, as well. These additional areas of
interest include the role of the U.S. in peacekeeping operations, PKO and training doctrine, the
definition of peacekeeping, and current ARNG training practices in terms of PKO.

The five arguments opposed to the question focus on people, time, and resources
available. First, training a combat arms force to also be prepared to conduct PKO tasks requires a
cultural shift. Second, extensive PKO training may degrade a unit's combat effectiveness.?
Third, training time significantly impacts what the ARNG does. ** Fourth, most ARNG units do

not have the resources or infrastructure at home station for conducting certain peacekeeping

28 «Quadrennid Defense Review Report”, 30 September 201,
http://www.comw.org/qdr/qdr2001.pdf, 2004 National Guard Posture Statement, Army National Guard
web page, 2003, http://www.arng.army.mil/publications resources/posture _statements/2004/content/army,
“The Army National Guard’s Restructuring for Homeland Security,” Center for Defense Information web
page, 1 August 2003, http://www.cdi.org/friendlyversion/printversion.cfm?documentl D=1568.

%9 Robert Murphy, Fred Johnson, Barry Tankersley, and John Shaw, “Maintaining Warfighting
Skills While Keeping the Peacein Bosnia,” http://call.army.mil/products/nftf/novdec96/secl.htm, p. 1 and
2.

15



training tasks, causing the unit to continue to employ the aert-train-deploy model. ** Finally, it
may not be appropriate to add PKO tasks to a unit’'s METL, when that unit does not know to
which country they will deploy to perform PKO.** Chapter Four further analyzes these
arguments, using the aforementioned three criteria. The next chapter discusses the definition of
peacekeeping, and the U.S. role in PKO missions, based upon historical vignettes in Bosnia and

the Sinai Peninsula.

%0 Interviews with MAJ Minde, MAJ Elam and MAJ Lawhorn.
31 Interview with LTC Sutherland.
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CHAPTER TWO

STRATEGIC AND OPERATIONAL SETTING

Chapter One introduced the primary research question, the methodology for the study,
and the arguments for and against the research question. The strategic and operational setting in
which the ARNG operates is a crucial factor in determining and prioritizing training tasks.
Should the ARNG add peacekeeping tasks to the divisions METL? In order to gain a better
understanding of the research question, the study analyzesit in parts. What is the definition of
peacekeeping? Chapter Two addresses the definition of peacekeeping, to form a common basis
of understanding. What is the role of the U.S. in PKO? Therole of the U.S. in PKO helps to
determine whether or not it is worthwhile to add PKO tasks to units METL. Each U.S.
administration has its own policy regarding U.S. involvement in PKO. Although the current
administration is split on the issue, PKO remains relevant. An increased role in PKO requires
that units maintain proficiency in peacekeeping tasks. What have units experienced in the past,
in terms of PKO missions? Do lessons learned imply that units should add PK O tasks to the
METL? After action reports and unit TTPs from PKO missions illustrate how current training
practices and a lack of detailed PKO doctrine negatively impacted the level of readiness of units
in Bosnia and in the Sinai. The combination of recent experience and the policy of the
administration regarding PKO, implies that the role of the U.S. in PKO continues to be a priority.
Because the ARNG plays amajor role in PKO, it follows that, based upon the history and the

U.S. policy, the ARNG' divisions likely should add PKO tasks to their METL.

32 Interview with MAJ Minde.
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Definition of Peacekeeping and the U.S. Role in PKO Missions

Establishing a common definition of peacekeeping prevents confusion and provides a
common framework for discussion. The definitions of peacekeeping assist plannersin
determining associated requirements for PKO, including METL tasks such as setting up an
observation post, basic foreign language skills, and monitoring checkpoints. FM 100-23, Peace
Operations, defines peacekeeping thus:

Military operations undertaken with the consent of all major

parties to the dispute, designed to monitor and facilitate implementation
of an agreement (cease-fire, truce, etc.) and support diplomatic efforts
to reach along-term political settlement.®

Armed with this definition, should the United States continue to participate in
peacekeeping missions? Thisis, initially, a political question. As a presidential candidate,
George W. Bush said, "U.S. troops should be used to fight and win wars, and peacekeeping in
places like the Balkans should be left to others."** One of the greatest critics of the Bosnia
mission, Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld considered dedicating a certain portion of America's
armed forces specifically to peacekeeping activities.*® However, Secretary of State Colin Powell,
discussing the Balkans, reassured his NATO colleagues that “we went into this together, and

we' Il come out together.”® Jack Spencer, a defense analyst at the conservative Heritage

Foundation in Washington, said that although this administration is split on this issue, he sees

33 H
Ibid., p. 112.
% Francine Kiefer, “Bush Shifts His Stance on Peacekeeping,” Christian Science Monitor web
page (1 Jgsne 2001), http://search.csmonitor.com/durabl /2001/06/01p2s .htm.
Ibid.
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agreement on one underlying principle.*” That principle recognizes the dangers of “mission-
creep” —a 16-fold increase in the number of peacekeeping missions in the past ten years, and a
resulting decrease in overall combat readiness. %

The Department of Defense made its statement about peacekeeping when it made the
decision in January of 2003 to close the U.S. Army Peacekeeping Institute at the Army War
College, then reopened it under a new namein the fall.* The U.S. Army Peacekeeping and
Stability Operations Institute (PKSOI) has an expanded mission. It will study the strategic
implications of stability operations; support senior Army leaders in understanding the
implications of dealing with stability operations; and study the impact of international
organizations and non-governmental organizations (NGOs) on the Army’s conduct of
peacekeeping and stability operations. The PKSOI is required to understand foreign militaries
objectives and doctrine on stability operations, and it will have increased jointness and
interagency focus.*

The President ultimately determines the role of the U.S. in PKO missions. Federal
directives, such as the QDR, reflect hisvision. Although the current administration is split on this
issue, ARNG units continue to deploy on PKO missions, and written directives supporting PKO

have not yet changed. Therefore, in terms of politics, PKO remains a relevant topic. The U.S.

37 According to Mr. Spencer, currently, on any given day, about ten percent of our armed forces
areinvolved in peacekeeping worldwide. Mr. Spencer adds that while the President’ s national security
team continues to wrestle with thisissue, it isunlikely that Mr. Bush will take on new peacekeeping
missions

%% bid.

%9« Army to Retain and Expand Peacekeeping Ingtitute,” Army Public Affairs web site, October 28,
2003, http://www4.army.mil/ocpalread.php?story id_key=5355.
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Army’s definition of peacekeeping provides a common ground from which to conduct
discussions. The U.S. administration’s perspective on peacekeeping determines the relevance of
adding PKO tasksto aunit's METL. The next section outlines lessons learned from Bosnia and

the Sinai, which provide additional support for adding PKO tasks to ARNG divisions METL.

Bosnia-Stabilization Force (SFOR) 7

Peacekeeping operations in Bosnia seemed to portend the nature of future ARNG
missions. After the peaceful conduct of the September 1996 elections in Bosnia, IFOR
successfully completed its mission of implementing the military annexes of the General
Framework Agreement for Peace (GFAP).** However, it was clear that much remained to be
accomplished on the civil side and that the political environment would continue to be potentially
unstable and insecure. On 25-26 September, one week after the Bosnian elections, at an informal
meeting in Bergen, Norway, NATO Defense Ministers concluded that the Alliance needed to re-
assess how it might continue to provide support for the establishment of a secure environment
after the end of IFOR's mandate in December. One month later, the North Atlantic Council
approved detailed political guidance for a study to be undertaken by the NATO Military
Authorities of post-IFOR security options. *?

In November and December 1996, a two-year consolidation plan was established in Paris

“©1bid.

“1 The General Framework Agreement for Peacein BiH (GFAP), initiated in Dayton, Ohio, was
signed in Paris, Dec. 14, 1995. The congtitution was included into the GFAP, asits Annex 4. The three
representatives of the belligerents, Alijalzetbegovic, Franjo Tudjman and Slobodan Milosevic, signed the
whole GFAP, thus approving its whole content. The European Union, France, Germany, United Kingdom
and United States "only" witnessed the agreement.

“2 «“History of the NATO-led Stabilisation Force (SFOR) in Bosnia and Herzegovina,”
http://www.nato.int/sfor/docu/d981116a.htm.
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and elaborated in London under the auspices of the Peace Implementation Conference. On the
basis of this plan and the Alliance's own study of security options, NATO Foreign and Defense
Ministers concluded that a reduced military presence was needed to provide the stability
necessary for consolidating the peace. They agreed that NATO should organize a Stabilization
Force (SFOR), which was subsequently activated on 20 December 1996, the date the IFOR
mandate expired.*”

Therole of IFOR (Operation Joint Endeavor) was to implement the peace, the role of
SFOR (Operation Joint Guard/Operation Joint Forge) is to stabilize the peace. Under UN Security
Council Resolution 1088 of 12 December 1996, SFOR was authorized to implement the military
aspects of the Peace Agreement as the legal successor to IFOR. Like IFOR, SFOR operates under
Chapter VII of the UN Charter (peace enforcement). SFOR has the same robust rules of
engagement for the use of force, should it be necessary to accomplish its mission and to protect
itself. The primary mission of SFOR is to contribute to the safe and secure environment
necessary for the consolidation of peace. Its specific tasks include preventing a resumption of
hostilities, promoting a climate in which the peace process can continue to move forward, and
providing selective support to civilian organizations within its capabilities. Initially, SFOR's size
was around 32,000 troops in Bosnia and Herzegovina - approximately half that of IFOR. Building
on the general compliance with the terms of the Peace Agreement, the smaller-sized SFOR was
able to concentrate on the implementation of all the provisions of Annex 1A of the Peace
Agreement. One provision is the stabilization of the current secure environment in which local

and nationa authorities and other international organizations can work. A second provision is to
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provide support to other agencies (on a selective and targeted basis, in view of