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Abst r act   
  
 Despi te considerable recent exper ience and attention, effective civi l -
mi l i tary cooperation in peace operations remains elusive.  This paper 
explores the US Armed Forces’ approach to relationships wi th civi l ian 
rel ief organizations including UN agencies, US government agencies, and 
NGOs.  I t der ives several  hypotheses from organizational  theory and tests 
them in a case study of the planning and execution of peace operations in 
Somal ia from August 1992-May 1993.  In this case, the mi l i tary’s 
organizational  interest in reducing uncertainty best explains the general ly 
uncooperative way in which civi l -mi l i tary relationships developed in 
Somal ia.  This conclusion impl ies that pol icy makers in current and 
future peace operations may need to press the mi l i tary to be more 
proactive and persistent in cooperating wi th civi l ian rel ief organizations. 
 
 
I n t r oduct i on    
 
 Dur ing the past  decade there has been a dramat ic increase in 
the number  of peace operat ions per formed by the US Armed Forces.  
This increase has heightened awareness among pol icymakers and 
scholars of the chal lenges of civi l -mi l i tary interorganizat ional 
relat ionships. (1).  At  fi rst  blush, i t  appears that  the civi l -mi l i tary 
exchange, or  par tnership, holds great  promise for  easing human 
suffer ing and restor ing stabi l i ty in ineffect ive states:  the mil i tary 
br ings an unmatched abi l i ty to provide secur i ty, logist ical suppor t , and 
rapid planning, whi le civi l ian organizat ions often offer  financial  
resources, a more complete understanding of the local si tuat ion, and 
exper t ise in providing rel ief and beginning the long-term process of 
state-bui lding.     
 
  As recent  exper ience has repeatedly demonst rated, however , 
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interorganizat ional cooperat ion is far  from assured------confl ict  or  an 
absence of coordinat ion have been more common.  At  the t ime of this 
wr i t ing, peace operat ions in Bosnia and Kosovo have no foreseeable 
end, postcombat  nat ion-bui lding effor ts in Afghanistan and I raq have 
thus far  fal len shor t  of the expectat ions of many, and examples of 
dupl icat ion, confusion, and confl ict  abound.  Much of the wr i t ing on 
civi l -mi l i tary interact ion in peace operat ions notes this lack of progress 
(Weiss 1999; Pirnie 1998).  Why, despite a great  deal of exper ience and 
reflect ion, are soldiers and civi l ians not  bet ter  at  working together  in 
peace operat ions? 
 
 This paper  wi l l  address this puzzle by examining the quest ion of 
what determines the nature of the US Armed Forces’ relationships wi th 
civi l ian rel ief organizations in peace operations.  My approach wi l l  be to 
test  four  groups of hypotheses, der ived from organizat ional theory, 
about  these relat ionships through a case study of the mil i tary’s 
interact ion with US Government  agencies, UN agencies, and 
nongovernmental organizat ions dur ing operat ions in Somalia from 
August  1992-May 1993.  I t  includes four  sect ions.  First , I  wi l l  discuss 
the theoret ical foundat ions of the analysis and explain my hypotheses.  
Second, I  wi l l  provide a br ief history of the mil i tary’s involvement  in 
Somalia.  Third, I  wi l l  examine the mil i tary’s interact ion with civi l ian 
rel ief organizat ions in the planning and execut ion of operat ions in 
Somalia and assess the ut i l i t y of my hypotheses in explaining the 
outcomes of these interorganizat ional relat ionships.  I  wi l l  conclude by 
discussing the possible pol icy impl icat ions of these findings.  Many 
lessons about  civi l -mi l i tary relat ionships have been drawn by pol icy 
makers and the rel ief community based on the perceived shor tcomings 
of the Somalia mission; i t  is wor th asking i f these lessons, and the 
pol icy impl icat ions which flow from them, are reasonable. 
 
 
Theor et i cal  Foundat i ons   
 

In addit ion to i ts clear  pol icy relevance, the study of civi l -
mi l i tary interact ion in peace operat ions is of theoret ical interest .  The 
l i terature on relat ionships between organizat ions is not  near ly as 
developed as that  on behavior  within organizat ions, but  
interorganizat ional interact ion is increasingly common and impor tant  
in a var iety of fields:  ‘‘The dominant  problems of the organizat ion have 
become managing i ts exchanges and i ts relat ionships with the diverse 
interests affected by i ts act ions (Pfeffer  and Salancik 1978, p, 94).’’ 
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   The major  organizat ions par t icipat ing in peace operat ions 
make up what  DiMaggio cal ls an ‘‘organizat ional field,’’ a ‘‘set  of 
organizat ions that  together  accomplish some task in which a 
researcher  is interested (DiMaggio 1983, pp. 148-149)” (2).  For  peace 
operat ions, key tasks wi l l  vary somewhat  according to the nature of the 
problems prompt ing intervent ion; however , the general tasks of 
establ ishing secur i ty, del iver ing humanitar ian assistance to those in 
need, and faci l i tat ing a return to normalcy by encouraging the 
development  of basic governmental inst i tut ions are common to al l  
(Natsios 1996, pp. 50-66). While these requirements provide some sense 
of overal l  direct ion, the organizat ions in the field are l ikely to pursue 
their  own interests as wel l , perhaps to the det r iment  of common goals.  
Organizat ional theory views these interests pr imar i ly in terms of 
accomplishing the organizat ion’s core tasks and thereby increasing 
prest ige with sal ient  publ ics (Thompson 1967, pp.33-34).  Prest ige 
gained from sat isfying cl ients t ranslates into increased size, wealth, 
and power  for  the organizat ion.  
 
 In order  to accomplish core tasks, rat ional organizat ions seek 
above al l  to reduce uncer tainty brought  about  by technology (internal 
uncer tainty) or  their  environments (external uncer tainty), at tempt ing 
to gain cont rol  of enough informat ion to per form core tasks in a 
sat isfactory manner .  Dependence on other  organizat ions is often a 
major  source of uncer tainty; organizat ions therefore st rain towards 
autonomy and resist  rel iance on others:  ‘‘We expect  al l  organizat ions to 
seek the same state------self cont rol  (Thompson 1967, p. 168).”  Most  
organizat ional scholars find the mot ivat ion to reduce uncer tainty by 
increasing autonomy so power ful  that  i t  often t rumps the desire for  size 
and wealth.   
 

I t  is the desire to reduce uncer tainty that  makes the Armed 
Forces uncomfor table with peace operat ions.  They place the services 
and staffs in a si tuat ion where they are not  per forming or  t raining for  
what  organizat ional leaders see as their  core task of high-intensity 
combat . In peacekeeping, as opposed to high intensity combat , missions 
are more ambiguous, and soldiers are faced with a complex ar ray of 
chal lenges and pol i t ical  const raints associated with the ‘‘nat ion-
bui lding’’ which inevitably marks these operat ions. Fur thermore, 
having a long-term impact  on a state or  society hinges on the effor ts of 
actors outside the mil i tary organizat ion, such as civi l ian rel ief 
organizat ions and local leaders:  ‘‘Such missions raise the specter  of 
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open-ended commitments under  circumstances in which every other  
par ty involved possesses the abi l i ty to extend the quarrel  indefini tely 
whi le no one possesses the capacity to br ing i t  to a conclusion (Bacevich 
1995)’’ (3).  The mil i tary is therefore l ikely to see commitment  to most  
peace operat ions as not  being in i ts organizat ional interest  (Feaver  
1998; Snider  and Watkins 2000).  When ordered to execute such an 
operat ion, the mil i tary is l ikely to view i ts interests as avoiding lengthy 
deployments of large numbers of t roops and avoiding casualt ies------the 
ideal peace operat ion from an organizat ional standpoint  is shor t , 
simple, and safe.   

 
Because most  US government  agencies, NGOs, and UN agencies 

in peace operat ions are involved in the vague, complex tasks ment ioned 
above, the Armed Forces may be reluctant  to suppor t  them.  They 
instead may prefer  to focus on accomplishing narrowly-defined 
‘‘mi l i tary tasks’’ and avoid long-term exchange relat ionships with most  
civi l ian organizat ions.  Tasks such as administer ing a local just ice 
system, t raining civi l ian pol ice, or  elect ion monitor ing fal l  outside the 
mil i tary’s normal area of comfor t  and exper t ise, and i t  is l ikely to see 
them as burdensome ‘‘mission creep.’’  Similar ly, tasks that  involve a 
high r isk of armed confrontat ion with local elements, such as secur ing 
convoys through par t icular ly dangerous areas, could draw the Armed 
Forces deeper  into an operat ion than they want  to be.  From the 
mil i tary’s perspect ive, agreeing to per form these missions, which put  
t roops in substant ial  danger  or  significant ly increase involvement  in an 
operat ion, wi l l  l ikely be seen as a losing proposit ion.  Doing so may 
elevate publ ic expectat ions of the operat ion’s possible impact  on the 
target  state, r isk escalat ion to combat , and ult imately lead to a longer  
deployment  and cont inued dist ract ion from the mil i tary’s core tasks.   

 
 A cont rary theoret ical argument------asser t ing that  i t  may be in 
the mil i tary’s interest  to be more for thcoming in assist ing civi l ian 
organizat ions------can also be made.  A complicat ing factor  for  the 
mil i tary is that  in order  to please i ts cl ients, the US government  and 
the Amer ican publ ic, thereby ensur ing i ts prest ige and future 
resourcing, i t  may need to be seen as cont r ibut ing to the larger  goals of 
peace operat ions (Bacevich 1995, pp. 62-63).  The Armed Forces are 
often the only possible source of the suppor t  that  civi l ian rel ief 
organizat ions want  or  need.  I f the mil i tary is unresponsive, these 
organizat ions may be able to threaten i ts organizat ional interests in 
autonomy and future budget  share through publ ic appeals or  pr ivate 
complaints to the government  (4).  Regular  meet ings and standardized 
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coordinat ion measures may be an effect ive way for  the Army to 
mit igate the l ikel ihood of negat ive publ ici ty stemming from civi l ian 
organizat ions’ complaints.     
 

I f US government  leaders clear ly want  the mil i tary to become 
broadly involved in a peace operat ion, the fai lure to do so could result  
in the loss of resources or  an increase in civi l ian oversight  (Feaver  
1998).  Cont r ibut ing to the success of a peace operat ion could also 
demonst rate the cont inued relevance of the mil i tary, especial ly the 
Army.  A perceived fai lure to suppor t  the Kosovo campaign due to a 
lack of st rategic agi l i ty helps explain the Army’s cur rent  effor ts at  
‘‘t ransforming’’ into a l ighter , more mobi le force.  I f peace operat ions 
wi l l  be common in the future, i t  may be in the Armed Forces’ interest  to 
show that  they are essent ial  to mission success.   

 
Addit ional ly, minimizing the length of a deployment  may 

require that  the mission have some impact  on the target  state; i f the 
condit ions that  give r ise to a peace operat ion do not  change, that  
operat ion wi l l  probably cont inue.  Faci l i tat ing civi l ian success may be 
the mil i tary’s quickest  way home.  The US mil i tary therefore finds 
i tself pul led between want ing to do l i t t le and needing to do something.  
Some interdependence may be a necessary evi l , and the wise select ion 
of civi l ian par tners becomes cr i t ical .     

 
 In addit ion to these two compet ing theoret ical explanat ions for  
how the mil i tary wi l l  approach i ts relat ionships with civi l ian 
organizat ions, organizat ional theory points to other  factors that  may 
influence i ts decisions.  Specifical ly, I  wi l l  focus on the history of 
interorganizat ional interact ion and the st ructure of civi l ian 
organizat ions as var iables that  may have some explanatory power .   In 
terms of interorganizat ional history, an organizat ion that  t rusts 
another  to del iver  on i ts promises takes on less uncer tainty when 
enter ing into an interdependent  relat ionship (Gulat i  1999, pp. 1446-
1449).  I t  seems intui t ive that  this t rust  wi l l  be based in large par t  on 
past  interact ions:  ‘‘pr ior  sat isfactory per formance tends to suggest  
sat isfactory per formance in the future, and we might  expect  the 
organizat ion to prefer  to maintain an on-going relat ionship rather  than 
establ ish a new one for  the same purpose (Thompson 1967, p. 35).’’  
Training and contact  may also make mil i tary leaders more aware of 
civi l ian organizat ions’ capabi l i t ies and the oppor tunit ies for  mutual ly 
beneficial  exchange.  In addit ion, par t icipants in peace operat ions often 
claim that  the personal relat ionships between key members of di fferent  
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organizat ions mat ter .  Simply put , i f leaders know one another  and get  
along wel l , they wi l l  be more l ikely to cooperate (Pfeffer  and Salancik 
1978, p. 146).  This sor t  of explanat ion is somewhat  unsat isfying, 
however , as i t  is di fficul t  to general ize or  use for  predict ions.  The 
amount  of pr ior  t raining, exposure, and previous cooperat ion may serve 
as a good proxy, account ing for  the l ikel ihood of posit ive personal 
relat ionships ar ising.  Along these l ines, i t  seems l ikely that  the Armed 
Forces’ relat ionships with civi l ian organizat ions may become more 
cooperat ive as a mission cont inues and the mil i tary becomes more 
famil iar  with civi l ian organizat ions’ operat ions and bet ter  able to 
ident i fy oppor tunit ies for  low-cost , high-impact  assistance.    
 
 Similar i t ies in organizat ional st ructure may faci l i tate 
cooperat ion by making interorganizat ional communicat ion easier .  I t  
seems reasonable to assume that  the Armed Forces wi l l  have an easier  
t ime coordinat ing with a hierarchical organizat ion than one which has 
a flat  st ructure, as communicat ions between the organizat ions wi l l  be 
more efficient .  Similar  st ructures may ease development  of a common 
language and the adopt ion of common procedures for  coordinat ion 
(March and Simon 1958, pp. 159-162).  I f the organizat ion has a 
power ful  nat ional or  internat ional headquar ters which can exercise 
considerable cont rol  over  field operators, mi l i tary leaders may have 
more confidence that  the organizat ion wi l l  hold up i ts end of any 
bargains st ruck.  Many NGO operators, especial ly, are aggressively 
autonomous, and cent ral ized cont rol  over  them would reduce 
uncer tainty for  the mil i tary.  In addit ion, i f a civi l ian organizat ion has 
a large professional staff, interorganizat ional planning and the 
assignment  of mi l i tary l iaisons may be easier  to accomplish. 
 
 I  wi l l  look at  levels of cooperat ion between the mil i tary and 
other  organizat ions as the dependent  var iable in my analysis.  For  the 
purposes of this analysis, I  wi l l  look at  four  possible outcomes, ranging 
from most  to least  cooperat ive: 
 - The mil i tary establ ishes r ou t i ne exchange r elat i onsh i ps 
with civi l ian organizat ions, as indicated by command emphasis on 
cooperat ion, regular  meet ings, and long-term mil i tary suppor t  on a 
var iety of tasks. 
 - The mil i tary engages in ad hoc exchange r elat i onsh i ps 
with civi l ian organizat ions, suppor t ing them on par t icular  tasks but  
avoiding any long-term suppor t  ar rangements. 
 - The mil i tary has no r elat i onsh i p with civi l ian organizat ions, 
beyond basic communicat ions------each group goes about  i ts business and 
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essent ial ly ignores the other . 
   - The mil i tary has an an t agon i st i c r elat i onsh i p with civi l ian 
organizat ions, marked by a lack of suppor t  and publ ic and pr ivate 
arguments about  what  their  respect ive roles should be. 
 
 
H ypot heses  
 
Reducing Uncer tai n t y  
 
Hypothesis 1A:  In planning for  a peace operat ion, the US Armed 
Forces wi l l  prefer  to have no relat ionship with civi l ian rel ief 
organizat ions, instead focusing on the mil i tary aspects of the mission.  
The mil i tary wi l l  have an antagonist ic relat ionship with organizat ions 
that  at tempt  to broaden i ts mandate. 
Hypothesis 1B:  Dur ing peace operat ions, the US Armed Forces wi l l  
prefer  to have no relat ionship with civi l ian rel ief organizat ions involved 
in vague, dangerous, and/or  long-term tasks.  The mil i tary wi l l  have an 
antagonist ic relat ionship with organizat ions that  at tempt  to involve i t  
in these tasks. 
Hypothesis 1C:  The mil i tary wi l l  at tempt  to avoid rout ine exchange 
relat ionships with civi l ian rel ief organizat ions, instead offer ing l imited 
assistance on an ad hoc basis. 
 
I ncr easing Pr est i ge  
 
Hypothesis 2A:  In planning for  a peace operat ion, the mil i tary wi l l  
seek and act  on the input  of civi l ian rel ief organizat ions in defining i ts 
role in order  to achieve maximum impact  on the target  state. 
Hypothesis 2B:  Dur ing peace operat ions, the Armed Forces wi l l  
at tempt  to develop rout ine exchange relat ionships with the civi l ian 
rel ief organizat ions that  have the greatest  prospect  of improving the 
condit ions that  gave r ise to the operat ion. 
Hypothesis 2C:  The mil i tary is more l ikely to develop exchange 
relat ionships with civi l ian rel ief organizat ions that  have a high degree 
of influence with the US Government  or  the media. 
 
 
I n t er or gan i zat i onal  H i stor y  
 
Hypothesis 3A:  The mil i tary wi l l  be more l ikely to develop exchange 
relat ionships with civi l ian rel ief organizat ions with which i t  has a 
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history of previous cooperat ion or  t raining. 
Hypothesis 3B:  As a peace operat ion cont inues, the mil i tary is more 
l ikely to develop rout ine exchange relat ionships with civi l ian 
organizat ions with which i t  has ini t ial ly had ad hoc exchange 
relat ionships.  I t  is l ikely to at tempt  to have no relat ionship with 
organizat ions with which i t  has ini t ial ly had antagonist ic 
relat ionships------stated simply, cooperat ion should improve as an 
operat ion cont inues. 
 
Or gan i zat i onal  St r uctur e 
 
Hypothesis 4A:  The mil i tary is more l ikely to develop exchange 
relat ionships with civi l ian rel ief organizat ions with a hierarchical 
st ructure and large professional staffs. 
 
Case Summar y   
 

In this sect ion, I  wi l l  begin by providing a br ief overview of the 
US intervent ion in Somalia and the US Armed Forces’ role in the 
operat ion (5).  I  wi l l  then examine the mil i tary’s interact ion with major  
US Government  agencies, UN agencies, and NGOs dur ing each phase 
of the mission, discussing the issues over  which the organizat ions came 
into contact  and assessing the ut i l i t y of my hypotheses in explaining 
the nature of these interorganizat ional relat ionships. 

 
Amer ican involvement  in the humanitar ian disaster  of Somalia 

took place in four  fair ly dist inct  phases:  Operat ion Provide Rel ief (14 
August -3 December  1992), dur ing which the United States suppor ted 
the United Nat ions Operat ion Somalia (UNOSOM I ) by air l i ft ing and 
seal i ft ing rel ief suppl ies to the area and conducted planning for  a 
dramat ical ly increased role; Operat ion Suppor t  Hope (3 December  
1992-4 May 1993), dur ing which the United States deployed 
approximately 26,000 t roops to Somalia and led the UN-sanct ioned 
Unified Task Force (UNITAF) in at tempt ing to provide a secure 
environment  for  the del ivery of humanitar ian aid; Operat ion Cont inue 
Hope (4 May-3 October  1993), dur ing which approximately 5,000 US 
t roops suppor ted a revamped United Nat ions Operat ion Somalia 
(UNOSOM I I ) in i ts effor ts to ful fi l l  a significant ly-expanded 
humanitar ian mandate; and withdrawal from Somalia (4 Oct  1993-25 
March 1994), dur ing which the United States fi rst  added to i ts 
cont ingent  on the ground fol lowing the 3 October  bat t le in Mogadishu 
and then gradual ly pul led al l  forces out  of Somalia (6).  I  wi l l  focus on 
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civi l -mi l i tary interact ion dur ing the fi rst  two phases.  The final two 
phases are somewhat  less interest ing in terms of interorganizat ional 
relat ions------UNOSOM I I  involved far  fewer  US forces than did UNITAF 
(and the focus of many of these forces shifted to more t radit ional 
mi l i tary missions aimed at  captur ing Mohammed Farah Aideed), and 
the final phase was aimed solely at  execut ing an order ly withdrawal of 
US t roops.  

 
Oper at i on  Pr ovi de Rel i ef /Plann ing for  UNI TAF  
 

The UN Secur i ty Counci l  (UNSC) resolut ion establ ishing 
UNOSOM passed on 24 Apr i l  1992, but  i t  was not  unt i l  20 July that  
the fi rst  50 unarmed observers ar r ived in Mogadishu to monitor  an 
ineffect ive ceasefire among the warr ing Somali  clans.  Meanwhile, 
NGO rel ief effor ts were being dramat ical ly hampered by bandit ry and 
extor t ion.  By summer 1992, only a handful of rel ief organizat ions 
including Wor ld Vision, Save the Chi ldren-UK, CARE, MSF, and the 
ICRC maintained operat ions in Somalia.  With up to an est imated 1.5 
mil l ion Somalis at  r isk of death from disease and famine, UN Secretary 
General Bout ros-Ghal i  increased his cal ls for  act ion, accusing 
developed states of ‘‘fight ing a r ich man’s war  in Yugoslavia whi le not  
l i ft ing a finger  to save Somalia from disintegrat ion.’’   
 
 Against  this backdrop, and influenced by increasing domest ic 
pressure, President  Bush announced Operat ion Provide Rel ief on 14 
August .  In close coordinat ion with the UN’s Wor ld Food Program and 
the ICRC, the US mil i tary (with some suppor t  from Europe) air l i fted 
28,000 tons of rel ief suppl ies to Somalia from Mombassa, Kenya (Weiss 
1999, p. 80).  The intent  of the mission, run by a 600-t roop Joint  Task 
Force (JTF) under  the cont rol  of US Cent ral  Command (CENTCOM) 
was to get  the suppl ies to local air fields for  subsequent  dist r ibut ion by 
rel ief organizat ions; i t  was moderately successful in this regard, but  
the vict imizat ion of rel ief agencies by local forces cont inued.  In a 
simi lar  vein, the US Air  Force air l i fted 500 Pakistani peacekeepers to 
Mogadishu in September , but  they were unable to get  suppl ies out  of 
the Mogadishu airpor t  due to armed opposit ion.  The US Agency for  
Internat ional Development ’s (USAID’s) Office of Foreign Disaster  
Assistance (OFDA), which had deployed a Disaster  Assistance 
Response Team (DART) to Kenya to help coordinate the air l i ft , 
est imated that  only 40 percent  of the air l i fted food was reaching i ts 
intended dest inat ion in September  (Rosegrant  and Watkins 1996, p. 9). 
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 Mi l i tary planning for  the cont ingency of broader  US act ion 
began in September  and great ly intensified in November  as the 
administ rat ion star ted to consider  in earnest  the possibi l i ty of put t ing 
t roops on the ground.  In Nat ional Secur i ty Counci l  (NSC) and 
Deput ies Commit tee meet ings from 20-24 November , Joint  Chiefs of 
Staff (JCS) Chairman Col in Powell , suppor ted by the CENTCOM 
commander , Mar ine General Joseph Hoar , surpr ised many by moving 
away from his previous opposit ion to commit t ing US forces and 
suppor t ing the ‘‘large opt ion’’ of deploying some 20,000 soldiers and 
mar ines with the capabi l i ty of using force to ensure the safe del ivery of 
humanitar ian aid (7).  On 25 November , President  Bush decided on 
this course of act ion and proposed a large US-led mission to Bout ros-
Ghal i  through act ing Secretary of State Lawrence Eagleburger .  UNSC 
Resolut ion 794 creat ing UNITAF and author izing i t , under  Chapter  VI I  
of the UN Char ter , ‘‘to use al l  necessary means to establ ish a secure 
environment  for  humanitar ian rel ief operat ions in Somalia as soon as 
possible’’ fol lowed on 3 December .  The intent  of the operat ion was to 
hand the mission back to the UN after  this ‘‘secure environment ’’ was 
establ ished. 
 
 Events progressed rapidly dur ing this per iod.  CENTCOM’s 
basic plan for  the operat ion was formal ly approved on 5 December , and 
the First  Mar ine Expedit ionary Force (MEF), commanded by LTG 
Rober t  Johnston, was designated as the headquar ters for  Joint  Task 
Force (JTF) Somalia.  Former  ambassador  to Somalia Rober t  Oakley 
had been selected, on Powell ’s advice, to head US civi l ian rel ief effor ts 
as the President ’s special  envoy and he ar r ived in Somalia on 7 
December .  The Army’s cont r ibut ion to UNITAF was approximately 
10,000 t roops, pr imar i ly drawn from MG Steven Arnold’s 10th Mountain 
Division.  Arnold was aler ted to the division’s role on 30 November  and 
official ly not i fied that  i t  would serve as the Army Forces (ARFOR) 
headquar ters on 3 December , and the fi rst  of the approximately 26,000 
US t roops that  served in UNITAF ar r ived in Somalia on 9 December .  
According to Nat ional Secur i ty Advisor  Brent  Scowcroft , ‘‘i t  looked l ike 
a relat ively simple operat ion where we were simply going to go in and 
open up the communicat ions routes and put  the gang leaders back in 
their  cages, and then hopeful ly a smaller  UN force could pol ice the 
count ry and keep the aid flowing (Rosegrant  and Watkins 1996, p. 15).’’ 
 
 Planning for  future operat ions in Somalia was clear ly the key 
chal lenge facing mil i tary leaders dur ing this ini t ial  phase.  Three basic 
issues required at tent ion:  deciding whether  or  not  to suppor t  increased 
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US involvement , defining the mil i tary’s mission, and designing a force 
package to suppor t  this mission.  In consider ing these issues, the 
mil i tary did not  seek significant  cooperat ion with civi l ian rel ief 
agencies.  I t  developed minimal ad hoc exchange relat ionships with US 
Government  agencies, specifical ly USAID and OFDA, and i t  essent ial ly 
had no relat ionship with NGOs or  UN agencies dur ing this t ime.  The 
Army’s desire to reduce uncer tainty in approaching the mission 
(Hypothesis 1A) seems to best  explain these outcomes.  
   
 At  fi rst  glance, the mil i tary’s decision to back the ‘‘large opt ion’’ 
for  intervent ion seems puzzl ing from an organizat ional perspect ive------
why would the Armed Forces suppor t  commit t ing so many resources to 
a mission so clear ly outside i ts core task of conduct ing high-intensity 
combat  operat ions?  This was not  ini t ial ly the case.  In debates from 
September-November , the State Depar tment  and the NSC gradual ly 
moved to suppor t  some type of act ion, and the Joint  Staff and Office of 
the Secretary of Defense (OSD) general ly opposed increased 
involvement  due to the fear  of ‘‘both the high cost  and the uncer tain 
mandate of a Somalia intervent ion’’ (Rosegrant  and Watkins 1996, pp. 
11-12).  The mil i tary’s November  change of hear t  seems to have been a 
react ion to a growing civi l ian consensus that  something would have to 
be done, coupled with the sense that  Somalia would at  least  be an 
easier  mission than Bosnia, which had become an issue in the 1992 
President ial  campaign.  Some senior  officials fel t  that  ‘‘an intervent ion 
in Somalia would preclude a simi lar  operat ion in the Balkans’’ (Nor ton 
2001, p. 14).  Accept ing some uncer tainty by going to Somalia could 
hedge against  even greater  r isk and uncer tainty later  on. 
 
 This rat ionale st i l l  does not  explain the suppor t  for  the ‘‘large 
opt ion’’------i f something had to be done, why not  do the minimum 
required?  Again, the desire to l imit  uncer tainty seems to have been the 
foremost  mot ivat ion of the mil i tary in this choice.  As General Hoar  
wr i tes, ‘‘the appl icat ion of decisive, rather  than just  sufficient , force can 
minimize resistance, saving casualt ies on al l  sides.’’ (Hoar  1993, p. 63)  
While some have suggested that  Powell  had only suppor ted the ‘‘large 
opt ion’’ because he thought  that  i t  would never  be approved, a more 
l ikely explanat ion is his desire to avoid put t ing US t roops under  UN 
command and cont rol .  I f the mil i tary had to deploy, i t  would do so with 
maximum capabi l i ty and autonomy.  This decision ran counter  to the 
smaller  force suppor ted by some rel ief exper ts.  Fred Cuny, who had 
been int imately involved in many humanitar ian operat ions, including 
Provide Rel ief in Nor thern I raq, complained about  the mil i tary’s 
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insistence on overwhelming force:  ‘‘This is the new Weinberger-Powell  
doct r ine.  You have a fly, you get  a fi fty-pound sledgehammer and 
smack i t  (Rosegrant  and Watkins 1996, p. 13).’’ 
 
 Once the decision to create UNITAF was made, planning turned 
to defining the mil i tary’s role more specifical ly.  Once more, 
organizat ional concerns over  uncer tainty dominated this process and 
l imited the significance of the mil i tary’s relat ionships with civi l ian 
organizat ions.  In the end, despite the avai labi l i ty of civi l ian exper t ise 
and input  on how an integrated rel ief plan could be developed, the final 
CENTCOM mission statement  at tempted to del ineate what  many saw 
as an ar t i ficial  separat ion between mil i tary and civi l ian tasks:  ‘‘When 
directed by the Nat ional Command Author i t ies, CINCCENT wil l  
conduct  joint /combined mil i tary operat ions in Somalia to secure major  
air  and sea por ts, to provide open and free passage of rel ief suppl ies, to 
provide secur i ty for  rel ief convoys and rel ief organizat ion operat ions, 
and to assist  the United Nat ions/non-governmental organizat ions in 
providing humanitar ian rel ief under  UN auspices (Dworken 1995, p. 
15).’’   
 
 Significant ly, the last  element  of this mission, to assist  the 
United Nat ions/non-governmental organizat ions in providing 
humanitar ian rel ief under  UN auspices, was added as a ‘‘permissive 
task,’’ meaning that  the JTF commander  could assist  (or  not ) as he saw 
fi t .  The mil i tary focus on secur i ty versus long-term rel ief tasks, in the 
view of some analysts, indicated the absence of an overal l  
humanitar ian st rategy that  would be suppor ted by the mil i tary (Seiple 
1996, pp. 109-110).   I t  also led to considerable misunderstanding 
between mil i tary operators and civi l ian rel ief agencies, who expected 
the Armed Forces to be more for thcoming with assistance in areas such 
as disarmament  of local fact ions (8).  General Hoar , out l ining the 
mil i tary posit ion, stated that  ‘‘disarmament  was excluded from the 
mission because i t  was neither  real ist ical ly achievable nor  a 
prerequisi te for  the core mission of providing a secure environment  for  
rel ief operat ions.’’ (Hoar  1993, p. 58) 
 
 
 The elements of a more comprehensive civi l -mi l i tary rel ief plan 
were avai lable, but  were not  embraced by the mil i tary; the Armed 
Forces general ly avoided exchange relat ionships with civi l ian 
organizat ions dur ing this planning per iod.  Andrew Natsios of USAID 
had proposed the out l ines of a rel ief plan, which involved stabi l izing 
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food pr ices, moving some elements of the populat ion, and rehabi l i tat ing 
the agr iculture and l ivestock sectors of the economy, as ear ly as 
summer 1992, but  ‘‘once the Depar tment  of Defense became a par t  of 
the planning, the humanitar ian intent  was diminished as mil i tary 
concerns began to dominate (Seiple 1996, p. 127).’’  Whi le CENTCOM 
did meet  dai ly with OFDA’s DART team dur ing the air l i ft  and had 
conducted a major  humanitar ian rel ief t raining exercise including 
USAID, OFDA, and State ear l ier  in 1992, this cooperat ive 
interorganizat ional history did not  lead to significant  consultat ion in 
planning for  Restore Hope.   
 
 In Washington, interagency coordinat ion took place pr imar i ly 
through the NSC Deput ies Commit tee, which included representat ives 
from State, DOD, USAID, the CIA, the JCS, and several other  
agencies.  This process (which the Cl inton Administ rat ion’s 
President ial  Decision Direct ive [PDD] 56 codified in 1997), however , 
did not  overcome the mil i tary’s reluctance to cede influence over  
st rategic planning to civi l ian US Government  agencies.  As a senior  
mil i tary officer  explains, ‘‘We were working seven days a week, 20 
hours a day.  The problem was not  that  we weren’t  talk ing; the problem 
was that  each agency had object ives and fears, and t r ied to maximize 
i ts object ives and minimize i ts fears.’’ (McCaffrey 2002)  
 
 Similar ly, UN Agencies’ and NGOs’ viewpoints had minimal 
impact  on the mil i tary’s defini t ion of i ts mission.  The UN, in 
establ ishing UNOSOM, had also publ ished a 100-day plan for  Somalia, 
but  the plan never  drew internat ional consensus, much less Amer ican 
mil i tary suppor t .  The NGOs that  had remained in Somalia through 
the cr isis were clear ly an outstanding potent ial  source of informat ion 
on local needs, but  their  exper t ise went  untapped dur ing the planning 
phase.  As an NGO operator  states, ‘‘We didn’t  know what  to expect…it  
would have been great  to br ing the [NGO] leaders out  and si t  down 
with [General] Johnston an spend some t ime st rategizing.’’ (Seiple 
1996, p. 129)  On the mil i tary side, COL Kevin Kennedy, the leader  of 
the UNITAF Civi l -Mi l i tary Operat ions Center  (CMOC), recal ls that  
‘‘what  par t ies [the mil i tary] would be working with, their  expectat ions, 
and the scope of their  requirements were largely unknown to the 
mil i tary forces charged with car rying out  the humanitar ian 
intervent ion.’’ (Von Hippel 2000, p. 79)  While this lack of contact  could 
be explained by the very shor t  t ime per iod between the receipt  of orders 
to deploy and the deployment  i tself, some consultat ion would not  have 
been difficul t  to achieve------the mil i tary had some recent  history of 
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working with NGOs in Operat ions Provide Comfor t  and Provide Rel ief, 
and an NGO coordinat ing commit tee on Somalia had been operat ing in 
Nairobi since January 1991, so there was a readi ly-accessible forum for  
interorganizat ional communicat ion (Seiple 1996, p. 112).  Mi l i tary 
concern with reducing uncer tainty by taking cont rol  of the planning 
process and developing a nar rowly-defined mission statement  seems a 
bet ter  explanat ion for  this omission.   
  
 Another  notable omission, the absence of a robust  Civi l  Affairs 
(CA) capabi l i ty from the ini t ial  deployment  package, marked UNITAF’s 
force st ructure.  CA teams are t rained in establ ishing l iaison with 
civi l ian rel ief organizat ions and coordinat ing mil i tary assistance for  
their  operat ions.  The vast  major i ty are Army reservists.  There is only 
one act ive duty Civi l  Affairs bat tal ion.  A company made up of six four -
soldier  CA teams was deployed to Somalia, but  these teams were not  
avai lable to suppor t  mi l i tary operat ions unt i l  20 days after  the 
deployment , and the amount  of CA suppor t  was ‘‘grossly insufficient  to 
meet  the needs of the ground commanders.’’ (JULLS 1993) The 
mil i tary’s reluctance to aler t  and deploy more CA teams, including 
reservists, seems odd; the ut i l i t y of these teams in faci l i tat ing civi l -
mi l i tary exchange had been proven in Nor thern I raq.  Addit ional ly, an 
OFDA repor t  on Somalia descr ibing the civi l ian rel ief presence in 
Somalia and out l ining many possible CA-run projects was sent  to the 
10th Mountain Division on 13 December , very shor t ly after  the mission 
began (OFDA 1992).  A l ikely explanat ion for  the absence of a greater  
CA capabi l i ty in UNITAF fol lows the same theory of mi l i tary 
mot ivat ion out l ined above:  the mil i tary was hoping for  a br ief, simple 
operat ion, and ‘‘the cal l -up of such units general ly impl ies the longer-
term commitment  of nat ion-bui lding, something that  was clear ly not  
par t  of the mission statement  (Seiple 1996, p. 112).’’  
 
 To summar ize, the US Armed Forces general ly avoided 
establ ishing exchange relat ionships with al l  three groups of civi l ian 
rel ief organizat ions dur ing the planning for  Operat ion Restore Hope.  
While some ad hoc cooperat ion took place between CENTCOM and 
rel ief organizat ions in execut ing the Provide Rel ief air l i ft , this was an 
ext remely small  and relat ively r isk-free mil i tary mission with an 
intent ------get t ing food to airst r ips------that  was understood by al l  involved. 
(Weiss 1999, pp. 79-81; Hoar  1993, pp. 57-58; Seiple 1996, pp. 110-111) 
 ‘‘Reducing uncer tainty’’ provides a much bet ter  explanat ion for  
mi l i tary reluctance to deal with civi l ian organizat ions than does 
‘‘increasing prest ige’’------the mil i tary’s overr iding concern, once i t  was 
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clear  that  i t  would in fact  deploy, was to ensure that  the mission would 
be as simple, shor t  and safe as possible, and more interact ion with 
civi l ian organizat ions involved in less wel l-defined rel ief and nat ion-
bui lding tasks could have threatened this interest .  This concern also 
t rumped the influence of interorganizat ional history------past  successful 
cooperat ion between the Army and rel ief organizat ions did not  seem to 
car ry over  to planning for  Somalia.   
 
Oper at i on  Rest or e H ope/Tr ansi t i on  t o UNOSOM I I  
 

After  the establ ishment  of UNITAF on 3 December , the rapid 
deployment  of approximately 38,000 t roops, including small  
cont ingents from 20 other  count r ies in addit ion to the US force, began.  
By i ts conclusion, UNITAF’s five-month mission had unquest ionably 
al lowed more humanitar ian aid to get  through to the populat ion of 
Somalia and may have saved approximately 100,000 l ives (Von Hippel 
2000, p. 61) (9).  Par t  of the reason for  this success was that  there was 
some degree of effect ive cooperat ion between the mil i tary and civi l ian 
rel ief organizat ions; however , this cooperat ion was uneven at  best .  The 
disagreement  and misunderstandings about  the mil i tary’s mission 
out l ined above cont inued under  UNITAF, and the fai lure to 
inst i tut ional ize civi l -mi l i tary cooperat ion become a major  impediment  
to unified act ion as the operat ion t ransit ioned to the cont rol  of 
UNOSOM I I  in May 1993. 
 
 In general, the Army developed somewhat  cooperat ive ad hoc 
exchange relat ionships with US Government  organizat ions dur ing this 
phase, especial ly the US Liaison Office (USLO) in Somalia.  Relat ions 
with NGOs var ied widely, ranging from fair ly close cooperat ion in 
remote areas of Somalia to some interorganizat ional confl ict  in 
Mogadishu.  The mil i tary had minimal interact ion with most  UN 
agencies, and some confl ict  developed as the deadl ine for  the UN’s 
assumpt ion of the mission neared.  As in the planning phase, the 
hypotheses concerning reducing uncer tainty do a bet ter  job of 
explaining the nature of these relat ionships than do hypotheses on 
increasing prest ige.  Interorganizat ional history and organizat ional 
st ructure also had an impact , though i t  was less significant  than that  of 
the desire to reduce uncer tainty.   
 
 UNITAF’s operat ions in Somalia were divided into four  phases.  
The fi rst , which lasted about  one week, was designed to establ ish 
operat ional and logist ical bases in Mogadishu in order  to al low for  the 
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order ly inflow of addit ional t roops and suppl ies.  Next , operat ions were 
expanded into southern Somalia, which was divided into eight  
‘‘Humanitar ian Rel ief Sectors’’ (HRS), and rel ief convoys began moving 
to these areas (10).  By the end of December , each of the HRS had been 
occupied by UNITAF forces.  ARFOR’s sector  included approximately 
10,000 square miles.  I t  was responsible for  the Bardera, and 
eventual ly the Baidoa HRS as wel l  as assuming shared responsibi l i ty 
with Belgian forces for  K ismaayo, and the Mar ines had responsibi l i ty 
for  Mogadishu.  In the third phase, UNITAF expanded operat ions to 
more por ts and air fields and broadened secur i ty act ivi t ies with a goal 
of breaking the famine and prepar ing for  the t ransfer  to UNOSOM 
I I ------most  observers agree that  loot ing and starvat ion had been 
dramat ical ly reduced after  the fi rst  three months of the deployment .  
The final phase was focused on scal ing down the UNITAF t roop 
commitment  and execut ing a ‘‘seamless t ransit ion’’ back to the UN 
(Oakley 1997).  
 
 Coordinat ion among civi l ian rel ief organizat ions and the 
mil i tary was pr imar i ly achieved through Humanitar ian Operat ions 
Centers (HOCs) establ ished in each HRS.  The Mogadishu HOC (which 
doubled as the nat ional HOC) was run by Phi l ip Johnston, the 
Amer ican CEO of CARE designated as the UN’s Humanitar ian 
Coordinator .  Host ing dai ly meet ings including a wide var iety of rel ief 
organizat ions, the HOC was designed to increase the efficiency of 
humanitar ian operat ions through coordinat ion and informat ion-shar ing 
and provide civi l ian organizat ions a l ink to UNITAF forces.  I t  also 
provided an oppor tunity for  NGOs to seek US funding from OFDA’s 
DART team.  Within each HOC, the local UNITAF force was 
represented by a CMOC normally staffed by Civi l  Affairs personnel or  
other  officers fi l l ing a CA role.  CMOCs would share informat ion with 
rel ief organizat ions about  mil i tary act ivi t ies, gather  requests for  
suppor t , and relay them to the local UNITAF staff for  vet t ing (Seiple 
1996, pp. 113-115; Kennedy 1997, pp. 105-106). 
 
 The suppor t  provided by the mil i tary via this system was 
significant : 

·  From 12 December-15 Apr i l , 154 long-haul convoys were 
escor ted from Mogadishu and K ismaayo to inter ior  dist r ibut ion 
centers, and hundreds more brought  suppl ies from these centers 
to their  final dest inat ions.  The mil i tary provided secur i ty for  
237 humanitar ian field missions or  vehicle movement  dur ing 
this t ime.  No US mil i tary-escor ted convoy was ever  looted. 



 169 

·  UNITAF engineers repaired or  improved 1800 ki lometers of 
roads in southern Somalia in order  to improve access to remote 
areas of the count ry. 

·  UNITAF opened and operated the por ts of Mogadishu and 
K ismaayo and the Mogadishu airpor t , ar ranging for  civi l ian 
rel ief organizat ion access. 

·  Mi l i tary forces also per formed a wide var iety of smaller  suppor t  
tasks:  providing fuel for  a Mogadishu water  project , medical 
evacuat ion services for  humanitar ian workers, hel icopter  
reconnaissance to locate vulnerable populat ions, rebui lding 
schools, and even teaching Engl ish in some Somali  schools 
(Kennedy 1997, pp. 107-108). 

 
 While providing this assistance, the mil i tary concurrent ly 
focused on planning i ts eventual withdrawal from Somalia.  UN 
Pr incipal Officer  El izabeth L indenmayer  claims that  ‘‘they had not  
deployed UNITAF, but  they were already thinking about  us taking 
over .  There was this obsession, wel l , we are going there, fine, but  how 
can we get  out?’’ (Rosegrant  and Watkins 1996, p. 27)  The fi rst  
bat tal ion of US t roops was actual ly withdrawn pr ior  to President  
Cl inton’s January inaugurat ion as a symbol of Amer ican desire to see 
the mission handed back to the UN.  UNOSOM I I , the fi rst -ever  
Chapter  VI I  UN operat ion, was author ized by UNSC Resolut ion 814 on 
26 March, and UNITAF forces cont inued to redeploy unt i l  4 May, when 
UNOSOM I I  formal ly took cont rol  of the mission.  By the end of March, 
the US presence was down to 13,000 t roops, and the US cont r ibut ion to 
UNOSOM I I  included just  4000 logist ics t roops and a 1150-man quick 
react ion force under  the cont rol  of new 10th Mountain Division 
commander  (and Deputy Commander  of UNOSOM I I ) MG Thomas 
Montgomery.   
 
 Although mil i tary presence decreased, including a major  loss of 
CA and psychological operat ions capabi l i t ies, the mandate for  
UNOSOM I I  was significant ly broader  than UNITAF’s, cal l ing for  the 
UN to maintain a secure environment  throughout  al l  of Somalia and to 
assist  Somalis in ‘‘rehabi l i tat ing their  pol i t ical  inst i tut ions and 
economy and promot ing pol i t ical  set t lement  and nat ional reconci l iat ion 
(UNSC 1993).’’  I n ret rospect , this expansion of the mission coupled 
with a reduct ion of mi l i tary capabi l i ty appears misguided at  best .  As 
clan violence intensified and UNOSOM I I  became more aggressive, 
most  civi l -mi l i tary relat ionships deter iorated as wel l------whi le there 
were some small  cooperat ive t ies forged under  UNITAF, as I  wi l l  detai l  
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below, they did not  prove to be deep or  long-last ing. 
 
US Gover nment  Agencies 
 
The two US Government  agencies with which the mil i tary had the 
most  interact ion in Somalia were the USLO and OFDA’s DART team, 
and i t  developed general ly cooperat ive ad hoc relat ionship with both.  
The former , a hast i ly-created organizat ion with a staff of 15-25, was 
headed by Rober t  Oakley, who repor ted to a State-led interagency task 
force in Washington.  The USLO met  regular ly with Somali  fact ions 
and UN representat ives and essent ial ly at tempted to smooth the way 
for  UNITAF and push the Somali  clans toward agreements on long-
term peace and reconst ruct ion.   
 
 Having ar r ived two days before the fi rst  US t roops, Oakley’s 
act ions were cr i t ical  to the ini t ial  phase of the deployment .  After  he 
faci l i tated a basic agreement  with Aideed and Al i  Mahdi (the other  
power ful  war lord in Mogadishu), including the format ion of a ‘‘joint  
secur i ty commit tee’’ designed to mediate disputes among the war lords 
and between them and UNITAF, the Mar ines were able to occupy 
Mogadishu peaceful ly (Rosegrant  and Watkins, pp. 24-25).  This 
pat tern was repeated in other  sectors, with Oakley preceding the 
mil i tary into each area, meet ing with clan elders, explaining the 
mil i tary’s mission, and out l ining the consequences of opposing the 
deployment .  According to MG Arnold, ‘‘H is suppor t  for  our  operat ion 
was superb and he played a key role in communicat ing with the 
leadership of the Somali  clans.  We fol lowed his lead in operat ions…’’ 
(Arnold 1994, p. 289)  
 
 Another  area on which the mil i tary cooperated with USLO was 
on the issue of suppor t  for  recreat ing a Somali  pol ice force, the 
Auxi l iary Secur i ty Force (ASF).  While mil i tary leaders were at  fi rst  
reluctant  to suppor t  the concept , Oakley convinced Johnston and his 
operat ions officer , BG Anthony Zinni, that  a force of approximately 
5000 pol ice could lessen the burden on and r isk to UNITAF by 
monitor ing key t raffic intersect ions and responding to small  cr imes:  
‘‘fears of ‘mission creep’ were set  aside because of the enhanced force 
protect ion the Somali  pol ice could provide (Thomas and Spataro 1998, 
p. 188).’’  Washington eventual ly approved the concept , but  did not  
al locate funds for  pol ice t raining, and UNITAF funded the ini t iat ive 
through i ts operat ional budget .  This was a fair ly representat ive 
example of the ad hoc nature of mi l i tary-USLO cooperat ion------the 
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general pat tern was that  mi l i tary operators on the ground would 
somet imes go out  of their  way to suppor t  civi l ian rel ief act ivi t ies, but  
these effor ts were seen by al l  par t ies as except ions to the normal course 
of business.  The way Oakley words his praise for  LTG Johnston is 
inst ruct ive:  ‘‘Johnston was good at  st icking his neck out  and al locat ing 
t roops for  humanitar ian purposes once the mil i tary mission was done 
and there was excess capacity.’’ (Oakley 2002)   
 

While Arnold, Johnston, and Zinni developed close working 
relat ionships with the USLO, mil i tary-USLO cooperat ion waned with 
Oakley’s depar ture in March.  H is replacement , Rober t  Gosende, was 
more focused on t ransit ioning the expanding operat ion to UN cont rol  
than on working on detai led issues in Mogadishu, and he cur tai led 
direct  coordinat ion with the Somali  fact ions.   

 
Although hypotheses on increasing prest ige would predict  a 

close mil i tary-USLO relat ionship because of Oakley’s influence with 
the Somali  fact ions------as wel l  as his influence in Washington------and 
result ing abi l i ty to faci l i tate long-term reconci l iat ion in Somalia, i t  
seems that  the cooperat ive nature of this relat ionship was more dr iven 
by mil i tary desire to reduce uncer tainty.  The USLO’s act ions in 
negot iat ing with war lords and suppor t ing the establ ishment  of the ASF 
clear ly reduced r isk to US t roops and helped ensure that  the mil i tary 
would not  be dragged into more armed confl ict .  As USLO’s effor ts in 
these act ivi t ies decreased however , so did i ts exchange with UNITAF.  
Organizat ional history also appears to have had some impact  on 
mil i tary-USLO t ies.  First , both Johnston and Oakley had exper ience in 
Vietnam and Lebanon and apparent ly shared a common understanding 
of the mistakes in those operat ions, al though they had never  worked 
together  before (Rosegrant  and Watkins 1996, p. 19; Oakley 2002).  
Addit ional ly, Oakley’s effect iveness dur ing UNITAF’s deployment  
demonst rated the ut i l i t y of the USLO for  the mil i tary ear ly on, and this 
ini t ial  success seems to have set  the stage for  increasing cooperat ion.   

 
 Mi l i tary interact ion with the DART team took place pr imar i ly in 
the dai ly HOC and CMOC meet ings.  While not  as wel l-developed as 
the relat ionship with the USLO, the mil i tary’s interact ion with the 
DART team was also fair ly cooperat ive.  The main reason for  this is 
that  the DART, which had a great  deal of exper t ise on the 
humanitar ian si tuat ion in Somalia, helped the mil i tary establ ish a 
more efficient  inter face with other  rel ief organizat ions, especial ly 
NGOs:  ‘‘the DART members------due to their  many t r ips to the field, 
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their  own previous exper ience, and their  checkbook------were able to keep 
their  finger  on the pulse of the effor t  and help effect  coordinat ion.’’ 
(Seiple, p. 114) 
 
 An impor tant  caveat  is that  the CMOC’s act ivi t ies, and by 
extension the DART’s act ivi t ies in suppor t  of UN agencies and NGOs, 
never  received a great  deal of emphasis from UNITAF commanders.  
One observer  bel ieves that  ‘‘there is…an unavoidable feel ing that  some 
force commanders, par t icular ly from NATO nat ions with a shor t -term 
war  fight ing view of their  role, tend to use the civi l -mi l i tary staff to 
sidel ine rather  than expand civi l -mi l i tary cooperat ion (Gibbings, 
Hur ley, and Moore 1998).’’  The fact  that  the Mogadishu CMOC staff 
consisted of only 10 personnel, only four  of whom were officers, in an 
operat ion ostensibly designed to suppor t  humanitar ian effor ts, seems 
to suppor t  this view.  Mar ine Colonels Kevin Kennedy and Bob 
MacPherson, who were responsible for  UNITAF’s act ivi t ies in the HOC 
and CMOC, developed a close relat ionship with the DART team and 
many NGOs, but  this did not  always t ranslate to UNITAF act ion; 
‘‘UNITAF very much wanted to remain in a suppor t  role and let  the 
humanitar ian organizat ions take the lead (Kennedy 1997, p. 105).’’  
The CMOC officers somet imes fel t  that  their  civi l -mi l i tary mission did 
not  have the ful l  at tent ion and suppor t  of the chain of command (11).  
Overal l , the cooperat ion that  did occur  between the mil i tary and the 
DART seems more mot ivated by simple gains in efficiency in deal ing 
with mult iple organizat ions than by a mil i tary desire to have the 
maximum impact  in suppor t  of humanitar ian goals. 
 
NGOs 
 
Approximately 20 NGOs were operat ing in Mogadishu when the fi rst  
US t roops ar r ived; by the end of UNITAF’s mission, this number  had 
grown to at  least  50.  Most  coordinat ion with them took place at  the 
dai ly CMOC meet ings, which began in Mogadishu on 11 December .  
Despite this frequent  contact , the mil i tary’s relat ionships with most  
NGOs were l imited to providing basic secur i ty for  convoys and at  fixed 
si tes on an ad hoc basis, and confl ict  emerged when NGOs at tempted to 
push the mil i tary beyond this role.  The best  explanat ion for  this 
relat ive absence of cooperat ion is again based on the mil i tary’s desire to 
reduce uncer tainty; di fferences in organizat ional st ructure also seem to 
have played a significant  role.  
   
 The lack of mi l i tary contact  with NGOs in the planning phase 
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led to ini t ial  confusion and then to cont inuing disagreement  between 
the groups over  what  the mil i tary’s pr ior i t ies should be.  As UNITAF 
deployed, i ts fi rst  concern was with ensur ing i ts own secur i ty in an 
uncer tain threat  environment  and establ ishing a logist ics base in 
Mogadishu from which to launch operat ions.  The fi rst  t roops reached 
Baidoa, which is 142 miles west  of Mogadishu, on 15 December .  For  
mil i tary units used to del iberate operat ions, this seemed ext remely 
quick.  Hundreds of chi ldren were dying there dai ly, however , and 
Somali  bandits took what  they saw as their  last  oppor tunity and looted 
the town dur ing this t ime------the NGOs had thought  that  Baidoa would 
and should have been occupied along with Mogadishu, and ‘‘these six 
days seemed l ike an eternity according to NGO expectat ions (Seiple 
1996, p. 123).’’ 
 
 This incident  reflected the larger  disagreement  between NGOs 
and UNITAF over  how far  the mil i tary should go in suppor t ing NGO 
effor ts, both direct ly and indirect ly.  The general view of officers on the 
JTF staff was that  the mil i tary was tasked with assist ing NGOs 
indi rectly by providing general secur i ty, whi le NGO operators wanted 
more di rect assistance and focused logist ical and secur i ty aid (Dworken 
1995, p. 17).  In Mogadishu, UNITAF was reluctant  to provide fixed-
si te secur i ty detai ls due to i ts extensive pat rol l ing requirements, and i t  
also shied away from many requests for  emergency response from 
NGOs under  direct  threat , fear ing confl ict  with the armed Somali  
guards inevitably present  at  al l  NGO locat ions (Kennedy 1997, p. 110) 
(12).  In one incident , CARE USA workers under  siege by Somali  
employees demanding addit ional pay waited days before mar ines from 
UNITAF headquar ters, 500 yards away, rescued them (Rosegrant  and 
Watkins 1996, p. 32). 
 
 When the mil i tary began l imited disarmament  operat ions, and 
star ted  seizing weapons car r ied in plain sight  and demanding storage 
of heavy weapons in designated areas, the issue of disarmament  
became the biggest  source of confl ict  between the groups.  While most  
rel ief organizat ions suppor ted a more act ive mil i tary role in 
disarmament , taking weapons from their  guards threatened their  
secur i ty.  Several i terat ions of a UNITAF weapons cont rol  pol icy 
resulted, but  the NGO perspect ive was that  the pol icy was unevenly 
enforced and that  i t  too often hampered rather  than suppor ted their  
act ivi t ies.  Dur ing one week in March, 54 of 84 weapons confiscated by 
UNITAF belonged to NGOs (Seiple 1996, p. 126).  Normally, 
confiscated weapons were eventual ly returned to NGOs, but  this issue 
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was a constant  source of civi l -mi l i tary fr ict ion.  Kevin Kennedy 
descr ibes some CMOC meet ings as almost  comical:  ‘‘Meet ings for  the 
purpose of ar ranging suppor t  for  humanitar ian programs were 
dominated by discussions focused on the nuances of UNITAF weapons 
pol icies, and the rel ief workers depar ted burdened with recovered AK-
47s and M-16s (Kennedy 1997, p. 112).”   
 
 A large par t  of the reason for  the absence of mi l i tary-NGO 
cooperat ion seems to be UNITAF’s lack of emphasis on HOC and 
CMOC act ivi t ies, as discussed ear l ier .  To the NGOs, CA personnel in 
the CMOC represented ‘‘the mil i tary view,’’ but  the CA perspect ive was 
not  shared by the major i ty of UNITAF and CENTCOM officers.  When 
requests for  suppor t  were wel l-received but  never  fi l led, NGOs often 
became frust rated------many came to view mil i tary officers as inflexible, 
insensit ive to Somali  suffer ing, and obsessively concerned with 
‘‘mission creep,’’ a concern which they viewed as an excuse to do the 
minimum (Dworken 1995, p. 20).  The mil i tary, in turn, often saw 
NGOs as ‘‘a somewhat  undiscipl ined, disorganized lot  whose operat ions 
were often counterproduct ive to achieving the high level of secur i ty 
they demanded the mil i tary establ ish (Kennedy 1997, p. 109).’’ 
 
 I n addit ion to UNITAF concerns over  avoiding the uncer tainty 
of direct  involvement  in NGO operat ions, which could endanger  
soldiers and signal a long-term mil i tary commitment , di fferences in 
organizat ional st ructure can also explain some of the confl ict  and 
miscommunicat ion.  Even larger  NGOs tend to have a comparat ively 
flat  st ructure, and most  place a high value on autonomy for  field 
operators.  While the mil i tary promotes systemat ic planning and 
coordinat ion, ‘‘NGOs do not  necessar i ly want  a planning st ructure 
imposed on them,’’ as i t  may diminish flexibi l i ty (Nat ional Defense 
Universi ty 1996).  The ICRC’s perspect ive is inst ruct ive:  ‘‘I n whichever  
way the concept  [of civi l -mi l i tary coordinat ion (CIMIC)] is interpreted, 
i t  is fi rst  and foremost  a mil i tary funct ion.  I t  is thus not  an 
appropr iate term for  descr ibing the ICRC’s relat ions with the 
mil i tary…(Studer  2001, p. 378).’’  MSF/France, descr ibed by some 
observers as having a ‘‘Pavlovian ant i-mi l i tary” at t i tude (Kennedy 
2002) completely pul led out  of Somalia in May 1993 due i ts state of 
near-total  dependence on the mil i tary for  secur i ty and i ts unwil l ingness 
to cont inue coordinat ing:  ‘‘For  a group that  or iginal ly viewed at tending 
the HOC/CMOC meet ings as a compromise to their  independence, this 
posit ion was unacceptable.’’ (Seiple 1996, p. 124)  While these types of 
react ions to relat ionships with the mil i tary are cer tainly due in par t  to 
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the percept ion among some NGOs that  mi l i tary act ion cannot  be 
reconci led with humanitar ian operat ions, there are numerous examples 
in Somalia and elsewhere of t radit ional ly ant i-mi l i tary organizat ions 
request ing and accept ing mil i tary suppor t .  ‘‘Cultural  di fferences,’’ l ike 
organizat ional st ructure, may impede interorganizat ional cooperat ion, 
but  this does not  seem to be a decisive var iable.      
 
 Despite the above difficul t ies, which were especial ly pronounced 
in Mogadishu, instances of effect ive ad hoc exchange relat ionships 
between the mil i tary and NGOs did occur .  First  of al l , i t  is wor th 
repeat ing that  despite di fficul t ies and confl ict , the enormous 
humanitar ian cr isis that  gr ipped Somalia in 1991 and 1992 was largely 
halted dur ing Operat ion Restore Hope, at  least  in par t  due to the 
mil i tary’s provision of secur i ty for  NGO effor ts.  Also, par t icipants and 
observers repor t  that  effect ive civi l -mi l i tary cooperat ion was much 
more common in the HRSs outside Mogadishu. (Kennedy 2002)  In 
Baidoa, for  example, Army units l ined up their  operat ional borders 
with those of NGOs already working in the area, and this led to more 
efficient  suppor t  (Arnold 1994, p. 291). 
 
 This var iat ion from the pat tern in Mogadishu is interest ing, and 
can be explained by three main factors.  First , there were fewer  
organizat ions involved in the other  HRSs (normally just  one mil i tary 
cont ingent  and a few NGOs), and the complexity of issues and clan 
pol i t ics was not  as pronounced, so there was more oppor tunity for  the 
development  of personal t ies and cooperat ive interorganizat ional 
history:  ‘‘Commanders and their  HOC-CMOC representat ives had the 
oppor tunity to work closely with and get  to know their  humanitar ian 
counterpar ts.’’ (Kennedy 1997, p. 108)  Second, with the except ion of 
occasional flare-ups, adequate secur i ty was not  as di fficul t  to achieve 
outside Mogadishu as i t  was in the ci ty.  This meant  that  the mil i tary 
in the out lying HRS could effect ively provide general secur i ty rather  
than only guarding fixed si tes or  escor t ing convoys through dangerous 
areas, lessening the civi l -mi l i tary coordinat ion chal lenge.  Third, being 
geographical ly removed from higher  mil i tary and NGO headquar ters 
may have insulated operators in the more remote areas of Somalia 
from the parochial  organizat ional concerns of those headquar ters.  
Cer tainly ARFOR commander  MG Arnold is more char i table in his 
assessment  of NGOs than are his super iors in the UNITAF chain of 
command.  As Seiple explains, ‘‘in general, cultural  and organizat ional 
norms that  may weigh heavi ly at  higher  echelons have far  less sal iency 
for  operators in the field…For  the operator  in the field, i t  is about  
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problem-solving; i t  is about  people (Seiple 1996, p. 9).”  Perhaps 
hypotheses on  reducing uncer tainty may be less appl icable to these 
lower-level, tact ical interorganizat ional relat ionships than they are to 
operat ional and st rategic interact ion. 
 
UN Agencies   
 

After  a per iod of l imited contact , UNITAF’s interact ion with UN 
agencies became more antagonist ic as the t ransit ion to UNOSOM I I  
approached.  While some degree of ad hoc exchange was conducted 
with agencies such as the Wor ld Food Program on por t  operat ions and 
UNHCR on refugee reset t lement , mi l i tary relat ionships with UN 
agencies were the least  cooperat ive of those with al l  three civi l ian 
groups I  consider .  As with US Government  agencies and NGOs, 
mil i tary mot ivat ion to reduce uncer tainty provides the best  explanat ion 
for  this outcome, with interorganizat ional history and organizat ional 
st ructure playing useful, but  lesser  roles. 
 
 With the ear ly dispute over  mission breadth and whether  the 
United States should aggressively pursue disarmament  of the Somali  
fact ions, UNITAF-UN relat ions began rather  poor ly.  Essent ial ly, 
UNITAF did not  pursue any exchange relat ionship with UNOSOM or  
with the special  representat ive of the secretary-general, I smat  K it tani, 
and his staff.  Even the HOC, nominal ly a UN operat ion, was directed 
by an Amer ican, Phi l ip Johnston, and dominated by USLO, the DART 
team, and UNITAF.  The impotence of UNOSOM’s mil i tary force had 
not  inspired confidence from Somali  el i tes, and Oakley’s success in 
quickly br inging together  fact ion leaders in Mogadishu and standing up 
the joint  secur i ty counci l  where K it tani had fai led fur ther  marginal ized 
the UN.  ‘‘There is considerable mer i t  to the argument  that  the US was 
the UN throughout  the ent ire Somalia intervent ion, par t icular ly dur ing 
UNITAF (Seiple 1996, p. 132).’’  
 
 As UNITAF operat ions achieved some success and the United 
States began planning for  an eventual t ransit ion to UNOSOM I I , 
mi l i tary leaders became ext remely frust rated with the UN’s lack of 
ini t iat ive, and interorganizat ional confl ict  was common.  General Zinni 
put  i t  blunt ly:  ‘‘Frankly, the problem with the UN through our  whole 
t ime there is they would not  cooperate with anything we did.  We were 
t rying to get  them involved in the establ ishment  of the pol ice, in the 
refugee reset t lement , and in the ceasefire disarmament  process, but  
Bout ros-Ghal i  wanted no par t  of this.’’ (Rosegrant  and Watkins 1996, p. 
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33)  I t  took the US pledge of logist ics t roops and the quick react ion 
force, a greater  long-term presence than the Bush administ rat ion had 
or iginal ly envisioned, for  Bout ros-Ghal i  to agree to push the resolut ion 
establ ishing UNOSOM I I  (Oakley 2002).   
  
 In addit ion to the Secretary General ’s reluctance to take over  a 
mission he considered incomplete, UN effor ts to plan the t ransit ion 
were hampered by chronic understaffing problems.  When the 26-
person Amer ican t ransit ion team, manned most ly by State and the 
Joint  Staff, fi rst  met  with the UN’s Depar tment  of Peacekeeping 
Operat ions (DPKO) in New York, DPKO had a staff of only three 
working on the issue.  One par t icipant  descr ibed the US group as 
‘‘total ly frust rated with the inept i tude, lack of organizat ion, small  staff, 
and what  appeared to be sor t  of pig-headed and ant i-US at t i tudes 
(Rosegrant  and Watkins 1996, p. 27).’’  I n Somalia, Bout ros-Ghal i  
promised LTG Johnston that  he would send at  least  30 staffers to 
Mogadishu by the end of January to begin t ransit ion work, but  this 
pledge was never  ful fi l led (Rosegrant  and Watkins 1996, p. 28).  
CENTCOM at tempted to fi l l  some of the gaps in t ransit ion planning by 
detai l ing staff planners to the UN and at tempt ing to define the 
command and cont rol  relat ionships for  UNOSOM I I ; however , this 
suppor t  was not  extensive.  Jonathan Howe, the Special  Representat ive 
of the Secretary General dur ing UNOSOM I I , descr ibed i t  as ‘‘ones and 
twos, where we needed dozens (Rosegrant  and Watkins 1996, p. 38).’’  
Clear ly, organizat ional st ructure------or  more specifical ly, the UN’s lack 
of st ructure------made cooperat ion di fficul t  to achieve in this case. 
 
 As UNOSOM I I  cont inued to stumble toward defining i ts role, i t  
is interest ing to note that  most  sources claim that  the Pentagon was 
int imately involved, along with the Depar tment  of State, in the wr i t ing 
of UNSC Resolut ion 814.  The resolut ion’s ext remely broad defini t ion of 
the mandate for  the new UN force essent ial ly commit ted UNOSOM I I  
to complete count rywide disarmament  and pol i t ical  reconci l iat ion, 
tasks for  which the force was undermanned and i l l -prepared to pursue. 
 Given that  the document  added layers of r isk and uncer tainty to 
operat ions in Somalia, US mil i tary suppor t  for , or  at  least  acceptance of 
Resolut ion 814 is puzzl ing.  5000 US t roops would st i l l  remain in 
Somalia, and i t  seems that  a mil i tary desire to reduce uncer tainty 
would have lead i t  ei ther  to argue for  a nar row UNOSOM I I  mandate 
or  do a bet ter  job of posit ioning the force to execute i ts broad mandate, 
but  neither  was the case.     
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 One possible explanat ion could be provided by a US mil i tary 
desire to increase prest ige, in this case by at tempt ing to address the 
longer-term problems plaguing Somalia and ensur ing that  the 
successes of UNITAF were not  lost , but  this explanat ion seems 
inconsistent  with UNITAF act ions dur ing the spr ing of 1993.  While 
Johnston and Hoar  did at tempt  to suppor t  t ransit ion planning, the 
United States (on Pentagon advice) turned down a UN request  to 
extend the 4 May t ransit ion deadl ine.  MG Montgomery, who was left  
holding the bag for  US forces under  UNOSOM I I , was somewhat  
diplomat ic, but  clear ly discouraged by the US desire to withdraw on 
schedule:  ‘‘I  probably knew they wouldn’t  do i t .  There wasn’t  a lot  of 
flexibi l i ty on the par t  of LTG Johnston because the plan was already in 
effect , and because there was no incl inat ion on their  par t  to do that , as 
a mat ter  of fact  (Rosegrant  and Watkins 1996, p. 41).’’  Another  
explanat ion, offered by Rober t  Oakley, is that  the Armed Forces 
wanted out  of Somalia and feared that  the new Cl inton administ rat ion 
might  extend the mission i f the mil i tary raised too many concerns 
about  the t ransit ion.  The withdrawal plan was already in place, and 
agreeing to leave the logist ics t roops and stat ion the quick react ion 
force on land rather  than keeping i t  afloat  was an acceptable pr ice to 
pay to end the UNITAF commitment  (Oakley 2002).  This explanat ion, 
which seems l ikely, is more in l ine with hypotheses on reducing 
uncer tainty, but  i t  is st i l l  a bi t  unsat isfying------i t  is surpr ising that  the 
mil i tary did not  put  up more of a fight  to l imit  the mission or  withdraw 
al l  US t roops.        
 
 In any case, dur ing the final days before 4 May, any semblance 
of a ‘‘seamless t ransit ion’’ disappeared.  UNOSOM I I  had less than one 
quar ter  of i ts staff in place, telephone and computer  resources were 
total ly inadequate, command and cont rol  issues st i l l  required at tent ion, 
and UNITAF took with i t  almost  al l  CA and psychological operat ions 
capabi l i t ies and some of i ts intel l igence capabi l i ty.  As the NSC’s 
Richard Clarke puts i t , ‘‘UNITAF bolted out  of Somalia, and there was 
a secur i ty vacuum that  UNOSOM was never  able to fi l l  (Rosegrant  and 
Watkins 1996, p. 41).’’  
 

Overal l , most  of the mil i tary’s relat ionships with the UN, 
especial ly the ear ly desire to avoid interact ion with most  UN agencies 
and the interorganizat ional confl ict  that  arose when the UN at tempted 
to push UNITAF beyond i ts or iginal mission, seem to be explained by 
mil i tary mot ivat ion to reduce uncer tainty.  They were also shaped to a 
lesser  degree by di fferences in organizat ional st ructure and a history of 



 179 

antagonist ic relat ions dat ing back to the or iginal UNOSOM.  Clear ly, 
chal lenges in the mil i tary-UN agency relat ionship left  UNOSOM I I  in a 
precar ious pol i t ical-mil i tary posit ion. 

 
Conclusi ons and Pol i cy I mpl i cat i ons 
 

Of my four  groups of hypotheses, ‘‘reducing uncer tainty’’ does 
the best  job of explaining the nature of civi l -mi l i tary relat ionships in 
Somalia.  Dur ing planning for  the operat ion, the mil i tary at tempted to 
plan without  much input  from civi l ian organizat ions and to define i ts 
tasks as nar rowly as possible.  On the ground in Somalia, the CMOC 
system was somet imes effect ive in forging ad hoc civi l -mi l i tary 
cooperat ion, but  i ts act ivi t ies were cer tainly not  the mil i tary’s main 
focus.  While UNITAF did not  establ ish any long-term, rout ine 
exchange relat ionships, i ts most  cooperat ive relat ionship was with the 
USLO, which had the greatest  potent ial  to decrease r isk for  the 
mil i tary.  I ts most  antagonist ic relat ionships were with organizat ions 
such as NGOs in Mogadishu and the UN’s DPKO that  pressed for  more 
r isk-taking and nat ion-bui lding from UNITAF. 
 
 Hypotheses on ‘‘increasing prest ige’’ received very l i t t le suppor t  
from the case.  There is a lack of evidence that  the mil i tary leadership, 
cer tainly in i ts upper  echelons, fel t  that  doing i ts utmost  to ensure that  
Restore Hope had the maximum impact  on Somalia’s long-term 
prospects would be in the US Armed Forces’ best  interest .  Instead, a 
desire to minimize casualt ies and avoid becoming entangled in Somali  
or  civi l ian rel ief affairs------a desire which was basical ly in l ine with the 
expectat ions set  by the Bush and Cl inton administ rat ions------meant  that  
UNITAF’s plan was essent ial ly to get  in, declare success based on a 
nar rowly-defined mandate, and get  out .  I ronical ly, i ts haste in exit ing 
Somalia cont r ibuted to the Amer ican entanglement  under  UNOSOM I I . 
 
 ‘‘I nterorganizat ional history’’ and ‘‘organizat ional st ructure’’ are 
both moderately suppor ted as explanat ions for  the mil i tary’s 
relat ionships.  Pr ior  t raining with USAID and OFDA led CENTCOM to 
include these organizat ions in i ts mission planning a bi t  more than i t  
might  otherwise have done.  Interpersonal relat ions among some key 
players seemed to improve over  t ime and lead to more cooperat ion, as 
with Johnston and Oakley in Mogadishu and NGOs and local mi l i tary 
commanders in the out lying HRSs.  In terms of st ructure, the 
professional, albeit  small , USLO staff seemed to faci l i tate more 
efficient  dialogue with the mil i tary, and st ructural di fferences with 
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NGOs such as MSF/France and UN agencies such as DPKO and the 
special  representat ive’s staff made confl ict  more l ikely.  Both of these 
last  groups of hypotheses, however , were general ly t rumped by the 
mil i tary’s concern with reducing uncer tainty when they made 
compet ing predict ions.  For  example, the mil i tary’s good relat ionship 
with the USLO began to deter iorate when Gosende replaced Oakley 
and argued for  an expanded mil i tary role.    
 
 Whi le I  would not  suggest  that  fi rm pol icy recommendat ions can 
be der ived from this analysis, several lessons and themes emerge from 
the study of the Somalia case that  may warrant  fur ther  at tent ion and 
study:   
 
1.  Pol i cy  mak er s shou ld be aw ar e of  t he or gan i zat i onal  
dynam i cs at  w or k  i n  peace oper at i ons.  I  bel ieve organizat ional 
theory does have something to offer  in understanding civi l -mi l i tary 
interact ion dur ing these missions------just  as NGOs compete for  donor  
dol lars whi le del iver ing humanitar ian aid, the mil i tary wi l l  br ing i ts 
own set  of interests to any mission.  As long as their  pr imary mission 
remains fight ing and winning high-intensity combat  operat ions, the US 
Armed Forces have good organizat ional reasons to oppose deep 
involvement  and long-term cooperat ion with most  civi l ian 
organizat ions in peace operat ions.  These interests wi l l  always work 
against  long-term, proact ive, efficient  civi l -mi l i tary cooperat ion.   
 

Many recommendat ions for  improving peace operat ions seem to 
ignore these dynamics.  For  example, a UN repor t  on lessons learned in 
Somalia claims that  ‘‘I t  is essent ial  to have an integrated mission plan 
cover ing pol i t ical , humanitar ian, and mil i tary aspects, each dovetai led 
into and complement ing the other…All  involved should recognize that  
di fferent  components wi l l  play the lead role at  di fferent  stages of a 
mission (United Nat ions 1995).’’  Former  SACEUR George Joulwan 
suggests that  ‘‘the civi l ian representat ives must  be prepared to 
subordinate themselves to the mil i tary dur ing implementat ion and 
stabi l izat ion, and the mil i tary must  be ready to subordinate i ts 
act ivi t ies to the H igh Representat ive in the last  stages of stabi l izat ion 
and dur ing normalizat ion (Joulwan and Shoemaker  1998, p. 43).’’  A 
recent  ar t icle on Kosovo laments the ‘‘problem of author i ty and 
cont rol l ing and coordinat ing al l  organizat ions operat ing in a given 
region, including the UN, NATO, NGOs and PVOs’’ and recommends 
that  al l  rel ief organizat ions be put  into funct ional groups cont rol led by 
a joint /combined staff (Anderson 2001).  These recommendat ions seem 
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to fly in the face of what  is known about  how large organizat ions 
behave.   
 
2.  I f  pol i cy  mak er s w an t  t o i ncr ease t he amoun t  of  ci v i l -
m i l i t ar y  cooper at i on  i n  peace oper at i ons, t hey need t o 
super v i se m i l i t ar y  oper at i ons closely .  While closer  civi l -mi l i tary 
cooperat ion could increase the chance that  peace operat ions wi l l  have a 
longer-term impact  on the target  state, i t  should not  be taken for  
granted that  al l  par t ies share this goal.  For  example, the desire to be 
seen as ‘‘doing something’’ whi le avoiding casualt ies may be paramount  
in the minds of civi l ian as wel l  as mil i tary pol icy makers.  This seems 
to have been the case in Somalia.  I f there is no pol i t ical  wi l l  behind a 
long-term solut ion------including the “nat ion-bui lding” act ivi t ies that  
always seem to be required in ineffect ive states------i t  becomes easy for  
the mil i tary to pursue i ts own organizat ional interests, doing l i t t le 
beyond secur ing i tself and providing a modicum of ad hoc, preferably 
wel l-publ icized assistance to civi l ian rel ief effor ts.  Absent  st rong 
civi l ian pol i t ical  interest  and supervision, mi l i tary reluctance to do 
more may place impor tant  const raints on the abi l i ty of peace operat ions 
to have a last ing impact . 
 
3.  Ci v i l -m i l i t ar y  cooper at i on  w ou ld be mor e l i k ely  i f  t he 
m i l i t ar y  i s for ced t o pu t  mor e emphasi s on  CM OC act i v i t i es.  
Current ly, with only one CA bat tal ion in the mil i tary’s act ive duty 
inventory and l i t t le career  value placed on success in the CA field, i t  
seems l ikely that  CMOC act ivi t ies wi l l  cont inue to be marginal ized by 
operat ional commanders.  Some progress has been made dur ing the 
past  decade in educat ing officers about  civi l -mi l i tary operat ions, but  i t  
is st i l l  rare to see them given great  emphasis by the operat ional chain 
of command on the ground.  While there are l imits, due to civi l ian rel ief 
organizat ions’ concern for  autonomy, to what  a CMOC can achieve, 
some coordinat ion tool is needed.  CA officers, based on their  t raining 
and funct ional purpose, tend to see civi l ian rel ief operat ions in a much 
more favorable l ight  than do combat  arms officers.  Pol icy maker  
ini t iat ives (l ikely to be opposed by the mil i tary) to t r iple the amount  of 
CA soldiers on act ive duty, create habitual t raining relat ionships 
between CA units and act ive Army and Mar ine divisions,  and ensure 
that  CA service is rewarded in terms of career  progression would at  
least  help ensure that  this perspect ive is considered by mil i tary 
operat ional commanders. 
 
4.  I ncr ease t he amoun t  and qual i t y  of  t r ai n i ng exer ci ses 
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i nvolv i ng t he m i l i t ar y  and ci v i l i an  r el i ef  or gan i zat i ons.  This is 
an ext remely common recommendat ion, and a sensible one.  While i t  
may be difficul t  or  expensive to ensure meaningful NGO par t icipat ion, 
get t ing representat ives from USAID and the major  UN rel ief agencies 
more involved in mil i tary t raining exercises would improve mutual 
understanding of const raints and capabi l i t ies, perhaps foster  some of 
the personal relat ionships that  may improve civi l -mi l i tary coordinat ion, 
and help Army leaders ident i fy the organizat ions that  wi l l  yield the 
highest  dividend on mil i tary suppor t .  While there have been some 
promising ini t iat ives on this front , such as t raining suppor t  provided by 
the Center  of Excel lence in Disaster  Management  and Humanitar ian 
Rel ief in Hawaii , much more can be done.  As a star t , staffs from higher  
level commands could be required to conduct  civi l -mi l i tary planning 
exercises annual ly.  Again, mi l i tary opposit ion based on t ime 
const raints and the draining of resources from high-intensity combat  
t raining is l ikely, so this const raint  would probably have to be 
external ly imposed.  The closing of the Army Peacekeeping Inst i tute, 
however , indicates that  t raining and doct r inal development  may be 
slow in coming.    
 
 
 Chal lenges and shor tcomings dur ing the planning and execut ion 
of peace operat ions in Kosovo, Afghanistan, and I raq seem to indicate 
that  forging meaningful civi l -mi l i tary cooperat ion, especial ly at  the 
st rategic and operat ional levels, remains a di fficul t  business a decade 
after  Somalia.  As long as the dynamics that  shape interorganizat ional 
interact ion do not  change, there wi l l  be no simple solut ion.  But  there 
should not  be surpr ises.       
 
 
Not es  
 
(1)  I  use the term ‘‘peace operat ions,’’ which is inclusive of both 
peacekeeping and peace enforcement  missions, throughout , because i t  
is less awkward and somewhat  more precise than other  widely-used 
labels such as operat ions other  than war  (OOTW), stabi l i ty and suppor t  
operat ions (SASO), and complex humanitar ian emergencies (CHE), and 
complex cont ingency operat ions (CCO).     
 
(2)  I  use DiMaggio’s term rather  than ‘‘organizat ional network’’ 
because, as he points out , l i t t le networking among organizat ions may 
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take place.   I t  is also preferable to ‘‘interorganizat ional system,’’ 
another  frequent ly-used term, for  the same reason.  
 
(3)  Evidence of the mil i tary’s reluctance to commit  to peace operat ions 
abounds------doct r inal development  has been slow, the Army’s 
Peacekeeping Inst i tute, long understaffed, is scheduled to be closed in 
September  2003, leaders have frequent ly expressed concern over  
degraded major  theater  war  readiness result ing from par t icipat ion in 
peace operat ions, and the opt ion of reorganizing par t  of the mil i tary as 
a constabulary force has not  been ser iously considered.  The Powell  
Doct r ine, with i ts somewhat  unreal ist ic demands for  clear  missions and 
exit  st rategies, effect ively reflects usual mi l i tary concerns.  There is 
some evidence indicat ing that  mi l i tary leaders are becoming more 
comfor table with and suppor t ive of peace operat ions.  For  example, see 
the Peace Through Law Educat ion Fund’s 1999 survey of senior  
officers, A Force For  Peace.  The interest ing quest ion is whether  this 
change in rhetor ic is simply good publ ic relat ions or  whether  i t  wi l l  
have a substant ive impact  on the mil i tary’s act ions.             
 
(4)  Thompson points to the impor tance of ‘‘prest ige,’’ earned by 
creat ing and maintaining a ‘‘favorable image of the organizat ion in i ts 
sal ient  publ ics’’ (Thompson 1967, pp.33-34) in mot ivat ing 
organizat ional behavior .   
 
(5)  In discussions of organizat ions, boundar ies are often di fficul t  to 
draw.  In this paper , I  use the terms ‘‘US mil i tary’’ and ‘‘US Armed 
Forces’’ to refer  to several groups which I  analyze as one col lect ive 
organizat ion.  The two services that  were by far  the most  involved in 
the Somalia operat ion were the Army and the Mar ine Corps.  While 
these two services clear ly have impor tant  di fferences, I  would expect  
their  organizat ional mot ives and behavior  to be simi lar  in peace 
operat ions.  The Mar ine Corps could perhaps be expected to oppose 
long-term commitment  more forceful ly, given i ts largely shor t -term 
expedit ionary mission.  I  wi l l  also consider  civi l -mi l i tary interact ion 
involving the joint  headquar ters in the operat ion.  These headquar ters 
included Joint  Task Force Somalia, formed around the First  Mar ine 
Expedit ionary Force (MEF), US Cent ral  Command (CENTCOM), and 
the Joint  Staff.   
 
(6)  In the interest  of brevity, I  wi l l  not  summar ize the events which led 
to US and UN concern over  Somalia.  For  discussions of the war  and 
drought  which cause the ter r ible humanitar ian emergency and 
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prompted internat ional act ion, see Weiss 1999, pp. 71-81 and Simons 
1995.   

 
(7)  Three opt ions were considered by the NSC.  In addit ion to the 
‘‘large opt ion,’’ the other  two were cont inuing the air l i ft  whi le keeping 
US t roops out  of Somalia and leaving the operat ion under  UN 
command, and deploying a more robust  peacekeeping force, including 
some US t roops, under  UN command (Rosegrant  and Watkins 1996, 
pp. 12-13; Nor ton 2001, pp. 13-16).   
 
(8)  Disarmament  would prove to be a thorny issue in civi l -mi l i tary 
cooperat ion throughout  the mission.  Ini t ial ly, there was a wel l-
publ icized dispute between the US administ rat ion on one side and 
Bout ros-Ghal i  and the UN’s Depar tment  of Peacekeeping Operat ions 
(DPKO) on the other  over  how far  the United States would go on 
disarmament .  The fact  that  the US and UN leaders did not  share an 
understanding of the purpose of the UNITAF operat ion is evidenced by 
the fol lowing telephone exchange on 8 December  (Memorandum of 
Telephone Conversat ion 1992): 
 
Bout ros-Ghal i :  “Disarming of the gangs, and of the heavy weapons, 
wi l l  be impor tant .  I f you can give some compensat ion for  the weapons, 
i t  might  help.  As long as they have arms, we wi l l  not  have peace.’’ 
 
Bush:  ‘‘I  agree i t  is impor tant .  But  we have not  made i t  par t  of our  
mission statement .  The wor ld may turn on us i f we don’t  do what  we 
said we would do.  We need peacekeepers coming in quickly behind us.’’ 
 
Bout ros-Ghal i :  “I  agree.”   
 
General Hoar , out l ining the mil i tary posit ion, states that  
‘‘disarmament  was excluded from the mission because i t  was neither  
real ist ical ly achievable nor  a prerequisi te for  the core mission of 
providing a secure environment  for  rel ief operat ions.’’  Hoar , p. 58.  
 
(9)  Est imates on the impact  of the mission vary widely, with the 
di fferences largely hinging on the quest ion of whether  the famine 
would have decreased in intensity even without  the internat ional 
act ion.  Thomas Weiss est imates that  10,000-25,000 l ives were saved, 
whi le others put  the number  at  250,000 or  more.   
 
(10)  In addit ion to Mogadishu, the other  HRSs were K ismaayo, Merca, 
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Oddur , Beledweyne, Bardera, Gialalassi, Baledogle, and Baidoa (which 
had been hardest -hi t  by the famine).  UNITAF did not  conduct  rel ief 
operat ions in nor thern Somalia.   
 
(11)  Kennedy observes that  many senior  officers are not  comfor table 
deal ing with civi l ian rel ief organizat ions, especial ly many NGOs, and 
that  ‘‘they’d rather  let  some other  schmuck do i t  (Kennedy 2002).’’  
Mark Biser , a Mar ine infant ry officer , car icatures the typical mi l i tary 
view of the CMOC:  ‘‘CMOC?  What ’s that?  Who knows?  Who cares?  
Those guys are over  there l iving under  UN rules with air -condit ioning. 
 They’re skat ing [get t ing off easy].   Who wants to be in a CMOC?  
Nobody wants to be in a CMOC.  That ’s l ike asking ten brand-new 
Second L ieutenant  Infant ry officers just  out  of the Basic School i f they 
want  to be the adjutant  [an administ rat ive posit ion with l i t t le 
command oppor tunity].  Ten out  of ten would say no.  They are 
war fighters and they want  to pract ice their  craft  (Seiple 1996, p. 120).’’ 
 
(12)  The NGOs were forced to hire Somali  guards before the ar r ival of 
UNITAF to achieve a modicum of secur i ty------in fact , rent ing a vehicle 
often required rent ing a guard along with i t .  The NGO concern was 
that  they would be operat ing in Somalia long after  the mil i tary left , 
and they therefore did not  want  to anger  the local mi l i t ias by refusing 
protect ion.  
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