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In 2010, millions of men, women, and children were killed, raped,
displaced, injured, or recruited by force in armed conflicts
throughout the world. Whether caught in the crossfire or
deliberately targeted, civilians too often suffer disproportionately
as a result of conflict.
The primary obligation to protect civilians affected by conflict lies
with national governments and parties to conflict. However, when
these actors are unable or unwilling to fulfil this obligation, the
international community, in particular the UN Security Council
(UNSC) has a responsibility to recognise the plight of civilians
caught up in conflict and to take action to protect them. This paper
reviews the impact of armed conflicts on civilians in 2010, and
challenges the UNSC to be more informed and consistent in its
approach to protecting civilians in armed conflict.

Executive Summary
The impact of conflict on civilians around the globe
Worldwide, civilians continue to bear the brunt of armed conflict. In
2010, millions of men, women, and children were threatened, injured,
killed, raped, displaced, recruited by force, or deprived of safe water
and food. While the impact of conflict and the extent of the harm
experienced by civilians can never fully be measured, examining what
little is known about deaths and casualties, displacement, sexual
violence, and threats to children provides some indication of the scale
of violence against civilians. This report reviews the available
information on the impact of conflict on civilians in 2010 and explores
the response of the UN Security Council (UNSC) to protecting civilians
in armed conflicts. Building on recommendations made by the UN
Secretary-General in 2010 for more detailed information on protection
of civilians to be provided to the UNSC, and for a less selective
approach to protecting civilians in armed conflicts, this paper
highlights two challenges for the UNSC to overcome: the lack of
reliable and detailed information and analysis on threats to civilians
and the need for consistent consideration for all crises based on the
level of threat and risk to the well-being of civilians.

A look at the last year:
• Reported civilian fatalities in Afghanistan stood at 2,777 for 2010,
representing an increase of 15 per cent on 2009 figures. 1 As in
previous years, Afghanistan remained the most dangerous place to
work for aid workers: 29 of them were killed while 71 were
abducted. This corresponded to a 153 per cent increase on 2009, and
was roughly eight times the 2008 figure.2
• Last year, Sudan had both the highest level overall of people
remaining internally-displaced – around 5 million – and the highest
number of people newly displaced by conflict.3 In 2010, over 532,000
people were displaced within the country: over half of these were in
Darfur and the remainder in Southern Sudan.4
• Somalia was further engulfed in fighting and a severe humanitarian
crisis. According to UNHCR, 2010 was the worst year in a decade for
civilian casualties, with at least 7,600 people reporting weaponsrelated injuries.5 Other reports indicate at least 2,100 civilian deaths
recorded in Mogadishu alone.6
• In Colombia, 2010 saw roughly 280,000 people displaced as a result
of internal conflict.7 Colombia continues to have, after Sudan, the
largest number of internally-displaced persons (IDPs) in the world.
• In Iraq, the positive trend over the past three years of declining
civilian casualties continued, but civilian deaths still exceeded 4,000,8
making it the conflict-affected country with the highest number of
civilian fatalities.
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• The ethnic conflict that flared up in Kyrgyzstan in June 20109
claimed the lives of at least 400 people and displaced around 300,000
others.10
• The escalation of post-electoral tensions in Côte d’Ivoire had already
seen the deaths of more than 200 people by the end of 2010, with
violence escalating sharply in the first four months of 2011.11
• Following spikes in violence in 2009 in the Occupied Palestinian
Territories and Israel (OPTI) and Chad, 2010 saw significantly fewer
civilian casualties, although the protection of civilians remains an
overall concern in those areas.
• The Lord’s Resistance Army (LRA), operating in the Democratic
Republic of Congo (DRC), Central African Republic (CAR), and
Sudan, continued to regularly attack civilians across these countries,
displacing tens of thousands of people. In 2010, 306 known LRA
attacks resulted in 355 deaths and 680 abductions.12

Protection of Civilians by the UN Security Council
There are many different ways to address protection threats, and numerous actors play important roles in protecting civilians.
National governments bear the primary responsibility for ensuring
that their populations are effectively protected, and all parties to conflict – governments and armed groups – have an obligation to prevent
harm to civilians in the conduct of hostilities. Actors at local level also
play an important role, particularly where rights activists, civil society
organisations (CSOs), women’s groups, and communities speak out
on abuses and work to prevent violence.
When states are unable or unwilling to protect their population, international actors, such as individual member states, regional organisations, intergovernmental organisations (such as the International
Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC)), or the United Nations Security
Council (UNSC), may become engaged in efforts to remind parties of
their obligations to protect civilians, and may take measures to prevent abuses and protect people from harm. The tactics and tools they
can adopt include international, regional, and bilateral diplomacy, the
use of sanctions and embargoes, monitoring and reporting on the protection of civilians and human rights abuses, and the establishment of,
or referral to, appropriate justice mechanisms. The UNSC may also
consider establishing a UN political or peacekeeping mission, and, as
a last resort, authorise the use of military force. These numerous tools
can be employed in varying combinations in different contexts to address different threats. Out of these actors and mechanisms, this paper
will focus predominantly on the role of the UNSC, as an important
international body involved in the protection of civilians.
The core mandate of the UNSC is to maintain international peace and
security. Since 1999, and in the aftermath of the failure of the international community to take effective action to prevent or address largescale civilian atrocities in Sierra Leone, Rwanda, and the former Yugoslavia, the UNSC has progressively identified the protection of civilians in armed conflict as being a core part of this mandate. The first
UN Presidential Statement on protection of civilians, in February
1999, recognised that large-scale human suffering can fuel conflict and
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that, because of the potential impact on international peace and security, the international community should act to protect civilian populations affected by conflict.13 While this recognition was important in
placing the protection of civilians within the UNSC’s mandate to
maintain international peace and security, the UNSC should consider
the protection of civilians based on the need to prevent harm to civilians, and not only because civilian suffering may cause more violence.
Over the past 12 years, the range of protection issues covered in the
UNSC has included displacement, children affected by conflict, and
the use of sexual and gender-based violence as a weapon of war. The
most recent Security Council Resolution on the Protection of Civilians,
UNSC Resolution 1894 (2009), calls for comprehensive and detailed
information relating to the protection of civilians in armed conflict
and for protection activities to be made a clear priority for peacekeeping missions with protection of civilian mandates.14 However, more
than a year after the Resolution was adopted, there have been only
minimal advances in the area of improved reporting on protection incidents, and translating protection mandates into effective protection
of civilians on the ground remains a challenge.
UNSC Resolution 1973 (2011) on Libya has been the most visible, and
arguably most controversial, action of the UNSC in the name of civilian protection.15 The authorization of military force to protect civilians
by international forces outside of UN peacekeeping missions, and
without the consent of the host government, is a vastly different context from the way protection of civilians has been discussed in the
UNSC prior to this year. Using military means to protect civilians is
risky and challenging and must be based on thorough assessment of
civilian vulnerability to threats of violence; it must not be reduced to
only attacking belligerents. While it is too early to assess the full implications of Resolution 1973 for the normative and operational development of civilian protection, it will no doubt have a lasting impact.

UNSC: an uneven and inconsistent response
While national governments, regional organisations, and the ICRC
may sometimes be better placed to monitor specific crises and respond to protection concerns, this does not remove the UNSC’s responsibility to monitor crises and regularly assess the effectiveness of
the various efforts by regional bodies and national governments, in
order to decide whether it needs to become directly engaged itself.
When the UNSC does demonstrate greater willingness to protect civilians in crises, where governments are unable or unwilling, the appropriate international action needs to be considered carefully. As a first
step, parties to conflict need to be engaged with, and the UNSC has an
important role to play in constantly urging all actors to minimize civilian harm and refrain from excessive force in hostilities. Working with
other international, regional, or national actors is also important.
Whichever approach it chooses, the UNSC must juggle the political
calculations of individual member states with concern for civilians at
risk of violence and potential rights abuses, and should endeavour to
do so regardless of whether situations in question are on or off the
UNSC agenda.
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In 2010, the Report of the Secretary-General on the protection of civilians in armed conflict stressed the need for a less selective approach
by the UNSC to conflicts, including finding ways to address contexts
not formally on its agenda.16 Any action by the UNSC should correspond to the protection needs on the ground, be based on reliable information and analysis of threats to civilians, and should be designed
to protect those civilians in greatest need. However, the UNSC is an
inherently political entity and member states are influenced by domestic political pressures, international interests, media, and advocacy groups active on a range of issues and conflicts. Member states
are hampered by the fact that they do not have enough access to, or
are not forced to take into account, comprehensive information on the
threats that civilians face in conflict countries. This combination of
sometimes competing demands and patchy information too often results in actions that vary greatly between one crisis and another.
• Certain countries, notably Somalia, Sudan, Iraq, the DRC, Côte
d’Ivoire, Afghanistan, CAR, and Chad, maintained a presence on the
UNSC agenda throughout 2010. Resolutions were passed on these
countries and Presidential Statements issued. Only around half of
the resolutions mentioning these countries, however, made explicit
reference in operational paragraphs to the protection of civilians.
• The situation in Colombia failed to register on the agenda at all, and
there was no formal statement or action in response to the crisis in
Kyrgyzstan.
• Despite ongoing conflicts in India, Thailand, the Philippines, and
Turkey, these countries were also not on the UNSC agenda in 2010.
High numbers of casualties in Pakistan, amongst both civilians and
combatants, failed to produce any concrete actions or statements.
• Afghanistan and Iraq remained the two countries with the largest
numbers of international troops deployed (by the US and/or
NATO). These countries have among the highest levels of civilian
casualties, for which anti-government groups bear much of the
responsibility.17
• The UNSC could not agree to more than a Presidential Statement on
the situation in the OPTI, while the legally binding Resolution 1860
it adopted in January 2009 remained largely unimplemented, in
particular its urgent call for ‘the unimpeded provision and
distribution throughout Gaza of humanitarian assistance, including
of food, fuel and medical treatment’.18
The figures in this report suggest that the response from the UNSC is
uneven: in some cases where civilians were under threat, the UNSC
acted, whereas in others contexts it did very little or nothing at all.

The lack of information
Findings in Section 2 of this report reveal that, for certain countries
and issues, there is very little or no data publicly available on protection threats to civilians. The lack of information is not just technical
but also political, related to what can often be a refusal by governments to acknowledge the level of violence within their countries.
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Credible information allows for better judgements on which of the
above tactics and tools to use when responding to threats to civilian
populations. For all conflicts, except those in Afghanistan and OPTI,
only sporadic information is openly available on civilian casualties
from UN sources.19 There is little reliable or timely consolidated information on rape and sexual violence, despite these being severe and
persistent threats faced by women, as well as by children and men, in
conflict. Improved information flow to the UNSC should also be accompanied by reporting not just on protection threats but also on
what steps are being taken by parties to conflict to meet their obligations to protect civilians under International Humanitarian Law.
Missing or partial data, combined with a lack of appropriate criteria
for monitoring the situation of civilians affected by conflict, risks limiting the international community’s objective and impartial understanding of the nature and level of threats against civilians. This affects decision-making on how, where, and when to engage to protect
civilians. Data collection, analysis, and reporting are not, and cannot
be, a substitute for effective action. However, they are the first steps to
identifying a situation of concern before it has escalated, identifying a
situation where engagement is needed and, ideally, informing an appropriate and measured response to protect civilians.

Recommendations
Recommendations to national governments
• At the national level, individual member states have the primary
responsibility to protect their civilians through refraining from
excessive force and minimizing harm to civilians during any
hostilities.
• States, whether hosting conflicts or not, should actively work to
protect civilians from armed conflict and grave violence by using
mediation and diplomatic tools to prevent violence and by acting at
the earliest stage of a foreseeable crisis. This requires investment in
early-warning capabilities to monitor and respond to rising threats
before they erupt.

Recommendations to the UN Security Council
At a global level, the UNSC must provide clear leadership in
protecting civilians affected by conflict by:
• Acting consistently to protect civilians, particularly when the
authorizing the use of force, ensuring that such authorization is
based on a clear articulation of threats and risks to civilians, and
indicating how the proposed actions will minimize and address such
threats.
• Encouraging individual permanent UNSC members to renounce the
use of their veto when the Council is discussing situations of
grave protection of civilian concern, including actual or incipient
war crimes, crimes against humanity, ethnic cleansing, and
genocide.
• Continuing the expansion of sanctions which address various
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protection of civilian threats, as has already been done in the case of
sexual violence and forced child recruitment.
• Seeking ways to formally or informally increase engagement of
the UNSC with civil-society actors, particularly those from
communities experiencing or at risk of war crimes, genocide, ethnic
cleansing, and crimes against humanity.
The UNSC should support better quality of information, analysis,
and action on civilians affected by armed conflicts by:
• Urging the UN Secretary-General to make further progress in
providing systematic and timely information about the threats
faced by civilians – including sexual and gender-based violence and
the denial of the right to assistance – in country and thematic
reports.
• Ensuring that mechanisms exist, whether formal or informal, for
the UNSC to be informed of grave civilian protection violations
and challenges in countries not on the UNSC agenda, so that these
can be discussed and the Council can be engaged where needed.
Quarterly reports by the Emergency Relief Coordinator (ERC) on
forgotten or emerging crises present one possible solution.
• Making better use of the informal Expert Group on Protection of
Civilians by supporting the expansion of its agenda to thematic
discussions and encouraging full participation by member states.
• Requesting all peacekeeping and political missions to
systematically collect, aggregate, and analyse data relevant to the
protection of civilians, including killings, displacements, rapes,
forced recruitment, looting, and destruction of property, to ensure
an accurate and timely assessment of the situation on the ground. In
countries where there is no mission and a high risk for civilians
exists, this task could be undertaken by an independent monitoring
mechanism. This data should include analysis of how the situation is
changing and the impact of efforts to protect civilians and prevent
further violations.
• Encouraging the ERC through the UN Office for the Coordination
of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA) to continue developing
indicators and criteria for reporting on protection of civilians and,
to this end, linking up with other organizations and NGOs working
to establish international standards in reporting on civilian casualties
and protection of civilians threats in conflicts.
• Supporting the role of the ERC as the OCHA focal point on
protection of civilians, by requesting they regularly report to the
UNSC on all situations where civilians face grave harm.
• Requesting more regular briefings by, or informal consultations
with, the Department of Peacekeeping Affairs regarding their
progress in implementing country-specific protection of civilians
mandates, and requesting briefings on a more regular basis from the
Department of Political Affairs and the Special Representatives to
the Secretary-General, for example on Children and Armed Conflict,
Sexual Violence, the Prevention of Genocide, and the Responsibility
to Protection.

7

Ultimately, the UNSC must adopt a more consistent approach to protecting civilians in armed conflict, regardless of whether countries are
on or off the UNSC agenda, based on as reliable as possible assessments of threats and risk to civilians.
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Protection of Civilians
according to Oxfam
Protection of Civilians (PoC)
refers to efforts made by any
actor to reduce the
vulnerability of women, men,
and children caught in conflict
to violence, coercion, and
deprivation of aid. This
includes minimising threats of
violence and ultimately
preventing violence and grave
abuses from occurring. The
question of ‘if, when, and
how’ force is used to protect
civilians must be thoroughly
explored along with the
political and socio-economic
aspects of protection.
PoC can take many forms:
•

Humanitarian assistance
aimed at saving lives,
providing basic services,
and keeping people safe;

•

Diplomatic initiatives to
prevent or resolve
conflicts;

•

Military action when
peaceful means fail;

•

Challenging violations of
human rights and ending
poverty, disease, and
environmental
degradation ;

•

Control of the arms trade
and reducing the danger
posed by guns and
explosive weapons.

Introduction
Endemic poverty and inequality, poor governance, the proliferation of
arms, increased stresses from climate change and human rights
abuses will all continue to fuel future conflict. Conflict has devastating
consequences for people, with ordinary men, women, and children
suffering disproportionately.
During World War One, an average of one in every ten casualties was
a civilian. A century later, contravening the most basic principles of
warfare, civilians account for the vast majority of casualties, and possibly fatalities, in situations of armed conflict.20 Civilians suffer as a
result of indiscriminate attacks and, in many cases, are deliberately
targeted. In 2010, almost half a million people were displaced in Sudan,21 more than 4,000 civilians were killed in Iraq,22 and there were at
least 15,000 cases of sexual violence in the Democratic Republic of
Congo (DRC).23 In insurgency and counter-insurgency contexts, civilians have become part of military strategy used by anti-government
and pro-government forces alike. Armed groups employ tactics of
coercion and often violence against civilians in order to intimidate and
control of parts of the population and undermine the government,
while pro-government forces seek to ‘win hearts and minds’ in the
community. This creates increased difficulties in discerning fighters
from civilian populations and puts those populations at a greater risk,
as either way civilian support becomes part of the battleground
amongst fighting forces.
Though the primary responsibility for protecting civilians lies with
national sovereign states and parties to the conflict, when these are
unwilling or unable to protect civilians, then action from the international community is crucial in reminding parties of their obligations
and taking action to prevent further harm. Article 24 of the UN Charter states that the ‘primary responsibility’ of the UN Security Council
(UNSC) is ‘the maintenance of international peace and security’.24 In
the wake of numerous atrocities against civilians in the 1990s, the first
Secretary-General’s Report on the Protection of Civilians in 1999 reflected that the plight of civilians and their protection in conflict are
fundamental to the central mandate of the UN and stated ‘…largescale human suffering is a consequence and sometimes a contributing
factor to instability and further conflict ... Bearing in mind its primary
responsibility for the maintenance of international peace and security,
the Council affirms the need for the international community to assist
and protect civilian populations affected by armed conflict.’25
The protection of civilians (PoC) has its roots in International Humanitarian Law, but has expanded over the last decades drawing
from International Human Rights and Refugee Law. At the UNSC,
protection of civilians over the past 12 years has focused on the role of
UN peacekeeping missions and has further expanded to address more
civil wars, children affected by conflict, and the use of rape and sexual
violence as a weapon of war. Of the 15 UN-mandated peacekeeping
missions functioning during 2010, eight included PoC mandates and
activities,26 and the UN has stressed the obligation of warring parties

9

to protect civilians in the conduct of hostilities, even in instances
where forces do not have a specific PoC mandate.
Despite these norms and precedents, too often the response of the
UNSC has not been sufficient or balanced, or has not been implemented. In the DRC, the UN Security Council has clearly tasked the
peacekeeping mission (known by the acronym MONUSCO) with a
priority PoC mandate but MONUSCO has not yet provided the UNSC
with adequate or reliable data on the threats and abuses experienced
by civilians in the east of the country. Although in Kyrgyzstan interethnic violence displaced 300,000 people last year, that conflict did not
even reach the UNSC agenda. In the case of the DRC, the UNSC needs
to do more to encourage MONUSCO to provide more timely information on threats to civilians in order that they can consider the most
effective measures to protect people. The lack of UNSC action on Kyrgyzstan illustrates an unbalanced and inconsistent approach that
leaves civilians in harm’s way.

Methodology

Eighteen countries were selected for review, based on ongoing conflict
and grave human-rights concerns,27 their presence in conflict databases and reports,28 and their prominence in UNSC debates and resolutions in the years 2008–10. Attention has also been given to the particular cross-border threat posed by the Lord’s Resistance Army
(LRA). The events which have unfolded in the Middle East and North
Africa at the beginning of 2011, in particular the situation in Libya
with regards to Resolution 1973, have not been addressed in detail,
since the focus of this paper is on 2010. The scope of this report is limited to armed conflicts as opposed to armed violence more generally,29
threats to civilians directly related to conflict rather than those which
are more indirect (for instance malnutrition and disease), and the role
of the UNSC.
The report draws on existing sets of data and reports on armed conflict and civilian casualties, including studies by the Swedish Institute
for Peace Research, Project Ploughshares, Uppsala Conflict Database,
Oxford Research Group/Iraq Body Count, the International Institute
of Strategic Studies Armed Conflict Database, the UN High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR), and the UN Office for Coordination of
Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA). It also draws on Oxfam’s experience
of the impact of armed conflicts on civilians, both through its partners
and its direct presence on the ground.
This briefing paper challenges the UNSC to take a more informed and
consistent response to protection crises. It provides a snapshot of a
limited number of issues and conflicts, and questions the extent to
which the UNSC has responded to them.
Section 2 considers the situation on the ground in terms of threats to
civilians, including the problem of data collection and analysis, while
Section 3 considers the response of the UNSC to these realities. Finally, the paper offer conclusions and recommendations on how the
UNSC can offer more meaningful protection to civilians caught up in
armed conflict.
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2

Civilians trapped in conflict
in 2010: key trends and
figures
Civilians: targets in conflict

In 2010, the UNSC affirmed that ‘civilians continue to account for the
vast majority of casualties in situations of armed conflict, including as
a result of deliberate targeting, indiscriminate or disproportionate attacks, and sexual and gender based violence…’30 Oxfam has compiled
available data from the UN, in addition to a range of conflict databases and news reports on fatalities in conflict. These figures do not
always disaggregate information specifically on civilians, and some
datasets refer to casualties (deaths and injuries) while others refer specifically to fatalities. Wherever possible, Oxfam has tried to make distinctions between civilians and combatants; however, given the complexity of this distinction in a number of conflicts, and different approaches to reflecting this distinction in databases, this has not always
been possible. Numbers of fatalities show an important, though limited, aspect of the impact of armed conflict generally on a population.
In cases such as Afghanistan and Pakistan combatant and unconfirmed civilian deaths are higher than confirmed civilian deaths, here
it must be noted that the impact of conflict on civilians is much
broader than the traditional measure of body counts and includes injury, rape and sexual violence, and displacement. Also, raw numbers
only tell a limited story: for every single casualty there is a family bereaved, a wife or husband widowed, or children left without a parent
– psychological harm as well as economic impact and hardship.
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Figure 1. Total number of conflict fatalities31

Darfur
Southern Sudan

* Very low fatality figures could be a result of missing or impartial collection of data in
the sources used. Figures for Sudan, disaggregated for Southern Sudan and Darfur,
are ‘non-confirmed civilian or other’ fatalities.

Main trends of conflict fatalities and civilian
casualties in 201032
• In Afghanistan, over 2,700 civilians were killed in 2010, up 15 per
cent on the year before.33 There was a 21 per cent increase in child
deaths, while casualties (deaths and injuries) among women rose 6
per cent.34
• In Somalia, the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC)
reported more than 6,000 people wounded based on records from
Mogadishu’s two main hospital; of these, 40 per cent were women
and children.35 According to UNHCR, at least 7,600 people reported
weapons-related injuries,36 while other reports indicate that at least
2,100 civilian deaths were recorded in Mogadishu alone.37
• In Pakistan, it was estimated that conflict-related incidents killed
10,003 people, of whom 3,570 were civilians.38
• Renewed intense fighting in Darfur caused the deaths of at least
2,300 people.39
• The ethnic conflict that flared up in Kyrgyzstan last June claimed the
lives of at least 400 people.40
• In the immediate aftermath of the post-electoral tensions in Côte
d’Ivoire, more than 200 people had already been killed by the end of
December 2010.41
• Although Iraq continued to see the trend of declining numbers of
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civilian casualties evident over the past three years, civilian deaths
were still high at over 4,000.42
• After a deadly and dreadful year in 2009, estimates showed fewer
civilian casualties in Southern Sudan, the DRC, and the Occupied
Palestinian Territories and Israel (OPTI) in 2010 although rights
abuses against civilians remained a concern.
Commitments to
addressing protection of
children in conflict
In June 2010, a regional
conference on ending
recruitment and use of
children by armed forces and
groups brought together
representatives of the
governments of Chad,
Cameroon, the Central
African Republic, Niger,
Nigeria, and Sudan, resulting
in the N’Djamena Declaration.
An action plan to implement
the Declaration was adopted
in August, and a follow-up
meeting in October provided
the opportunity to discuss the
establishment of a mechanism
to monitor and share
information on child-rights
violations. For now, these
developments amount to little
more than rhetoric. However,
they indicate a step in the
right direction, which, if
followed by appropriate
action, could see important
regional safeguards being put
in place for children in conflict
situations.

• The LRA is active across a vast geographical area straddling the
borders of the DRC, the Central African Republic (CAR), Uganda,
and Southern Sudan, and presents a particular cross-border threat.
In 2010, a total of 306 LRA attacks were reported in these three
countries, which resulted in 355 deaths.43
As demonstrated by the gaps of information in Figure 1, particularly
missing data on confirmed civilian fatalities, it can be very difficult to
obtain accurate and timely quantitative data on fatalities and on the
various forms of violence against civilians in most conflict-affected
countries. In certain contexts, such as Iraq, Afghanistan, or the OPTI,
fairly effective and reliable monitoring mechanisms on civilian casualties, threats to civilians, and serious human-rights abuses are in place
– for example, independent national bodies such as the Afghan Independent Human Rights Commission, UN institutions, such as the
United Nations Assistance Mission in Afghanistan (UNAMA),44
OCHA in the OPTI,45 or NGOs such as Iraq Body Count. Through
their efforts, reliable information on the number of deaths and injuries
as well as incidents of wider violations against civilians is regularly
available, including specific figures for civilians. Whilst this information is by no means comprehensive and, for instance in the case of Afghanistan, concerns remain even within the UN that access constraints
depress these figures,46 the mechanisms put in place are an important
move towards starting to effectively monitor conflict situations, and
thus be able to formulate appropriate responses.
Conversely, in many places such as the DRC, Sudan, or Somalia, the
availability of timely and trustworthy information is scarce, in spite of
significant international presence and interest. For example, in Sudan
and the DRC, which both have large military and civilian UN resources on the ground with a clear ‘protection’ mandate, reporting on
civilian threats, and in particular detailed statistical data, is still minimal. In Somalia, local rights groups, the ICRC, and the UN Protection
Cluster collect limited information on civilian casualties, but this information does not always reach the UNSC.
In countries such as the DRC or Colombia, where violations by sections of government forces remains widespread, there is also clearly a
political, and potentially a security, constraint to documenting and
reporting on such abuses.47 Indeed, the reporting of abuses, casualties,
and PoC threats may be contentious in some situations, and great sensitivity will be needed to ensure the protection of communities and
those documenting incidents. In spite of the difficulties, such documentation and reporting, particularly by the UN system, undertaken
in an impartial and objective way, could greatly improve understanding of the threats faced by civilians, generate more informed options
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to prevent violence, and improve the planning of appropriate responses.

Protection of children in armed conflict
Radhika Coomaraswamy, the UN Under-Secretary-General and Special
Representative for Children and Armed Conflict, presenting her 2010
Annual Report on Children in Armed Conflict, stated ‘[t]here is no
child in the world today more vulnerable than a child internally
displaced by armed conflict, forced to leave home and community
behind.’48 Children are especially vulnerable to the effects of armed
conflict and are frequently used as labourers, soldiers, and sexual
objects by those who exploit this vulnerability. UNSC Resolution 1612
on Children and Armed Conflict (2005) initiated the establishment of
monitoring, reporting, and verification mechanisms (MRMs), which are
intended to provide more detailed information from the Country Task
Force composed of national governments, UN agencies, and civilsociety actors on six grave violations perpetrated against children in
armed conflict, including recruitment of children or use as child
soldiers.49 This information is included in the annual reports of the
Secretary-General on Children in Armed Conflict.
Figure 2 indicates the countries that the Secretary-General identified in
his 2010 report as having armed forces (government and nongovernment) that recruited children.50 Groups that, in addition,
committed acts of sexual violence against children included notably the
LRA and all the armed groups active in the DRC which recruited child
soldiers (FDLR, FRPI, FNI, and PARECO), as well as sections of the
Congolese army, FARDC.51 The 2010 report also identified groups that
had made or taken action towards developing an action plan with the
UN regarding children in armed conflict. These included the Moro
Islamic Liberation Front and the Sudan People’s Liberation Army, in
those countries included in this report, and talks have also commenced
with parties in Afghanistan, the DRC, and CAR.
Collecting data on child soldiers is particularly challenging due to the
largely clandestine manner in which children are recruited and the
reluctance of armed forces or opposition groups to admit to the use of
children within their ranks. While numbers tend to be available on excombatants due to the fact that the UN is frequently involved in
initiatives encouraging the demobilisation of child soldiers, it is far
more difficult to identify current numbers of child soldiers. One of the
challenges in tracking child soldiers is that using only government data
on recruitment is insufficient, as the use of child soldiers and other
children recruited in fighting forces is spread across multiple armed
groups, including national armed forces and illegal armed groups.52
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Figure 2. Recruitment of children in armed conflict 53

Countries analysed where recruitment of children was identified in
both governmental and non-governmental armed groups/forces
(including government-funded militias):
Afghanistan, CAR, Chad, Sudan, the DRC, Myanmar, and Somalia
Countries analysed where recruitment of children was identified in
non-governmental armed groups only:
Iraq, Philippines, and Colombia
Countries analysed with no reported recruitment of child soldiers:
Côte d’Ivoire, India, Kyrgyzstan, OPTI, Pakistan, Turkey, Yemen, and
Thailand

Sexual violence54
Sexual violence, rather than being simply a by-product of conflict, is
increasingly being used as a tool of conflict itself.
Statistics regarding sexual violence and rape are notoriously unreliable
and incomplete and at best any available numbers only show the
instances of rape that were reported to authorities, rather than actual
occurrences, and therefore represent only a small proportion of
potential incidents. As a result, an increase (or indeed decrease) in the
numbers from any given year to the next could merely be indicative of
an increased or decreased willingness of victims to report, or indeed of
the willingness or ability of governments and organisations to collect
these facts with the necessary diligence and sensitivity.
Rape and other forms of sexual violence have been explicitly
15

Commitments to addressing
sexual violence in conflict
During a regional event in
Zambia which took place
during December 2010,
sponsored by the UN
Development Programme,
the Presidents of Burundi,
the DRC, the Republic of
Congo, Namibia, Tanzania,
and Zambia, as well as
Ministers of Great Lakes
countries, pledged to ensure
an effective regional
mechanism to address
sexual violence against
women and children. In
collaboration with the
International Conference of
the Great Lakes Region
(ICGLR), a three-day event
was held to discuss ways of
building the capacities of
men and women leaders in
conflict prevention,
mediation, negotiation, and
peace-building, including
addressing gender-based
violence, using best practices
and sharing experiences. A
declaration was submitted to
the Heads of State seeking
their commitments and,
though this is not tied to an
enforcement mechanism, it
represents an important step
forwards.
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recognised as war crimes and crimes against humanity in international
criminal law, including in the Rome Statute of the International
Criminal Court (ICC) and by the International Criminal Tribunals for
Rwanda and Yugoslavia. In current conflicts, rape has been described
as a ‘weapon of war.’55 Margot Wallström, the UN Special
Representative on Sexual Violence in Conflict, has claimed that in 2010,
rape was used in Côte d’Ivoire ‘to political ends’,56 and has called the
DRC ‘the rape capital of the world’.57 Rape has been said to have been
used in countries such as Myanmar as a tool in long running conflicts.58
Five of the countries/territories included in this report (the DRC,
Darfur, CAR, Colombia, and Côte d’Ivoire) are particular focus areas
for the UN regarding sexual violence in conflict.59
• Following the pattern of 2009 figures, which indicated over 15,000
cases of rape in the DRC, by mid-2010 a total of 7,685 new cases had
been identified.60
• In Kyrgyzstan, according to the UN, at least 600 people were
identified as having survived physical and psychological sexual
violence during the clashes from early June until December 2010.61
• In CAR, an estimated one-third of all women in Bambouti and
Mboki were victims of sexual violence.62
Rape and sexual violence figures will always rely ultimately on victims’
willingness to report; however, in the absence of such information,
public health data if it exists may also point to the scale of the problem
in conflict-affected areas.63
In 2009, UNSC Resolution 1888 called for better monitoring, analysis,
and reporting arrangements on conflict-related sexual violence, and in
2010, UNSC Resolution 1960 called on the Secretary-General to include
in his annual reports detailed information and lists of perpetrators for
targeted sanctions for acts of sexual violence and rape.64 Both initiatives
are welcome; however, improved information and reporting are not
enough by themselves, and sanctions on rape and sexual violence have
yet to prove effective. Initiatives, including prevention and awarenessraising campaigns, must be linked to the broader analysis of violence
against civilians in conflict situations in order for effective action to be
taken and for its impact to be seen.65

Displacement
Displacement regularly occurs as the result of generalised violence
within conflict, as well as due to more targeted persecution and abuse.
Displacement is both a consequence of protection threats and humanrights violations, and a cause of increased vulnerability to further
abuses. Refugees and internally-displaced persons (IDPs) face heightened protection risks, such as increased vulnerability to armed attack
and abuse, family separation, risk of sexual violence, and deprivation
of land and property; where displaced into inhospitable environments
they suffer stigma, discrimination, and harassment.66 Depending on
the context, displaced persons can also suffer greater vulnerability to
food insecurity and poor health, in part due to limited livelihood opportunities and, sometimes, reduced access to assistance. Both refu-

gees and IDPs have specific protection needs; however, IDPs face particular risks, as they often remain in the vicinity of an ongoing conflict
and have fewer legal safeguards.67
Host communities often play an important role in supporting IDPs,
even when the former are themselves struggling to survive. At other
times tensions arise between displaced and host communities, or
those who had occupied land left vacant while others had fled. Displaced communities may experience various protection threats over
time and while moving from one location to another: from the time
they flee, in IDP or refugee camps, in settlements or with host families, and then if and when they return or resettle into communities.

Figure 3. Total number of IDPs in 201068

Darfur

Southern Sudan

• In 2010, Sudan had both the highest overall number of people
remaining internally displaced – around 5 million – and the highest
number of people newly displaced that year, with over 500,000 IDPs
– roughly 60 per cent of which were in Darfur and the remainder in
Southern Sudan.69
• The violence in Kyrgyzstan uprooted around 300,000 people in 2010
alone.70
• At the end of last year, around 2.8 million people remained
displaced in Iraq, 1.7 million in the DRC, and 1.5 million in
Somalia.71
• In Somalia, around 200,000 people were displaced in 2010. However,
drought, and not specifically conflict-related insecurity, was the
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main reason for new displacements.72
• In Colombia, 2010 saw another wave of roughly 280,000 people
displaced, continuing the trend of the two previous years.73
• In the Philippines, 2010 saw a decline in new displacements
compared with previous years due to the ceasefire agreement
between the Moro Islamic Liberation Front and government-armed
forces involved in the conflict in Mindanao.74 There was also an
overall decline in the number of people remaining displaced, with
the figure standing at just over 102,000 by November 2010.75
• Due to LRA-related activities, at least 380,950 people remained
internally displaced at the end of 2010 across the DRC, CAR, and
Southern Sudan.76
Looking at the ratio of IDPs to total country populations also shows, in
many cases, a grave situation: in Sudan and Colombia, the countries
with the highest absolute IDP numbers, the percentages of the
population made up of IDPs were 10 per cent and 7.5 per cent
respectively. Meanwhile, over 16 per cent of the population of Somalia
was displaced, representing the highest displacement ratio of all of the
countries under study.77

Figure 4. Newly internally displaced persons in 201078

Countries with 0–50,000 people newly displaced:
CAR, Chad, Côte d’Ivoire, and OPTI
Countries with 50,000–100,000 people newly displaced:
Myanmar and Philippines
Countries with 100,000–200,000 people newly displaced:
Afghanistan, India, and Yemen
Countries with 200,000+ people newly displaced:
The DRC, Somalia, Sudan, Kyrgyzstan, Colombia, and Pakistan
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Countries with unknown new displacement:
Turkey, Iraq, and Thailand

Violence against humanitarian personnel
The obligation under the Geneva Conventions to ensure the protection
of civilians in armed conflict includes the provision of medical and
humanitarian personnel. Despite this, attacks on aid workers remain a
concern in situations of conflict. Targeting aid workers can also result in
the denial of assistance to populations in need. Studies reveal that the
increase of aid worker killings and abductions is particularly
concentrated in, though by no means confined to, a handful of states
including Afghanistan and Iraq.79
• As in 2009, Afghanistan remained the most dangerous place to work
for aid workers last year: 29 were killed, while 71 were abducted.
This corresponds to a 153 per cent increase over 2009, and is roughly
eight times the 2008 figure.80
• Violence against aid workers decreased significantly both in Somalia
and Sudan, due in large part to the reduced presence of aid workers
in the most volatile parts of both countries. Nevertheless, both
remain dangerous for humanitarian personnel, with respectively six
and twelve aid workers killed or abducted.81

Figure 5. Victims of attacks on aid workers82
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Violence against aid workers is comparatively better monitored and
documented than many other protection threats in almost all the
countries studied. Analysing evolving security conditions on the
ground can be an invaluable tool to protect aid workers and improve
their access to populations, and can also help provide a better understanding of the range of threats against the civilian population more
generally.
Aid worker casualties, whether as a result of deliberate targeting or
more generalised violence, can have a damaging impact on the access
of vulnerable populations to humanitarian assistance. For the majority
of conflicts studied, little data was available on the overall level of effective humanitarian access to people in need (be it for security, logistical, or disaster-related reasons). OCHA’s assessments of ‘affected
people’ and humanitarian access constraints were available only for a
limited number of conflicts and therefore could not give a satisfactory
picture of overall need.83
Lack of access for humanitarian workers, governments, or civil-society
actors to conflicted-affected populations also means less understanding of the hardships faced by such populations or their coping
mechanisms and levels of resilience. For example, the Transitional
Federal Government (TFG) in Somalia, which is fighting antigovernment forces, has limited or no access to most of south-central
Somalia. This lack of presence means that it is unable to monitor or
report on violence against civilians and aid workers outside of Mogadishu, let alone respond appropriately to these threats. In Darfur, the
government has failed to secure adequate access for UN staff and
NGOs to reach displaced populations in need. In East Jebel Marra, for
example, the government allows services to operate in those areas that
it controls but prevents access in rebel-controlled areas.
Developing a better global picture of humanitarian access, the extent
to which vulnerable populations can access aid, and the extent to
which parties block aid would provide a clearer idea of protection
needs and strategies and would help with designing appropriate humanitarian responses.
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UN words and actions
‘The plight of civilians is no longer something which can be neglected,
or made secondary because it complicates political negotiations or
interests. It is fundamental to the central mandate of the Organization.
The responsibility for the protection of civilians cannot be transferred to
others. The United Nations is the only international organization with
the reach and authority to end these practices. I urge the Security
Council to commit itself to this task.’
Report of the Secretary-General to the UNSC on the Protection
of Civilians in Armed Conflict, 8 September 1999.

The role of the UN in protecting civilians in armed
conflicts

National governments have the primary responsibility for protecting
and upholding the rights of their populations, including in times of
conflict and war. The Geneva Conventions and additional protocols
set out the obligations of all parties to conflict, including non-state actors, to refrain from targeting civilians and civilian property and to
minimise any harm to civilians in the conduct of hostilities. While
these core obligations are binding on to states and parties to conflict,
countries which are signatories to the Geneva Conventions have formally committed to respect these, and to ensure that respect for the
conventions is upheld around the world. This includes consistently
reminding parties to conflict of their obligations to protect civilians.
At the 2005 UN World Summit, world leaders in the General Assembly collectively recognised that states have a primary responsibility to
protect their own populations from genocide, ethnic cleansing, war
crimes, and crimes against humanity, and that the international community has a responsibility to act when governments fail to protect
their populations from such grave abuses.84 The Summit statement
recognised the roles of prevention and early warning, diplomacy, mediation, and negotiation, the importance of building state capacity,
and the option of using force under Chapter VII of the UN Charter.85
Since 1999, in the aftermath of large-scale civilian atrocities in Sierra
Leone, Rwanda, and the former Yugoslavia, the UNSC has progressively identified PoC in armed conflict as being a core part of its mandate. The first Presidential Statement on Protection of Civilians in February 1999 recognised that large-scale human suffering can be a contributing factor to further conflict, and there is therefore an additional
need for the international community to protect civilian populations
affected by conflict.86 The statement clearly recognized the connection
between the UNSC’s mandate to maintain international peace and security and PoC in armed conflict. Twelve years on, PoC is recognized
as an important part of the UNSC’s agenda and has broadened to include issues around adherence to International Humanitarian Law, as
well as the role and mandates of UN peacekeeping missions, children
affected by conflict, and the use of sexual and gender-based violence
as a tactic of war.87
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In its most recent Resolution on PoC in 2009, the UNSC once again
noted that ‘…the deliberate targeting of civilians … and the commission of systematic, flagrant, and widespread violations of applicable
international humanitarian and human rights law in situations of
armed conflict may constitute a threat to international peace and security, and reaffirms in this regard its readiness to consider such situations
and, where necessary, to adopt appropriate steps.’88
The UNSC is by no means the only body which endeavours to promote PoC. In addition to the capacities of the UN General Assembly
and troop- and police-contributing member states, regional organisations such as the African Union and the European Union, the ICRC
(and IFRC), humanitarian NGOs, and other UN agencies89 all have
important roles to play in PoC. National, regional, and international
courts and tribunals, including where appropriate the ICC, also have a
strong role in protecting civilians by promoting accountability and
justice. However, as the body tasked with maintaining international
peace and security, and with the power to authorise international use
of force, the UNSC has a key role in making decisions that either promote or fail to promote PoC.
The UNSC has a range of mechanisms through which to become informed on protection crises, and a range of tools through which to respond to threats to civilians. Although the availability of tools does
not necessarily mean that responses are effective, it is a first step towards the UNSC seeking to improve protection for civilians affected
by conflict. (See Annex 1 for ‘soft tools’ and below for ‘hard tools’.)

Where the UNSC acted, and where it failed to act, in
2010
The decisions made by UNSC members on if, when, where, and to
what extent specific countries or issues should appear on the UNSC
agenda are often essential in ensuring (or failing to ensure) civilians in
these situations are protected. While the capacity of people and
communities to protect themselves from violence should not be
underestimated, in grave situations such ability is often overwhelmed.
The role of the international community, in particular the UNSC, then
becomes a critical factor in influencing international action to protect
people from violence. However, in too many conflicts, the plight of
those who are suffering does not even come to the formal attention of
the UNSC.
• As in previous years, in 2010 the UNSC kept on its agenda and again
adopted a number of Resolutions on countries such as Afghanistan,
Chad, the DRC, Somalia, and Sudan.
• Of the 18 countries addressed in this report as being those with
significant threats to civilians, only ten appeared on the UNSC’s
formal agenda.90 As in previous years, the Council did not discuss –
nor adopt a Resolution or a Presidential Statement on – ongoing
armed conflicts in Colombia, Myanmar, Pakistan, the Philippines,
Yemen, or LRA-affected areas.91
• The UNSC undertook missions to Afghanistan, the DRC, and Sudan.
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In a welcome development, the reports that were subsequently
published all included explicit references to PoC concerns.92
• Of the 26 relevant UNSC Resolutions, just ten included PoC in their
operational paragraphs; of these, three were related to Côte d’Ivoire
and two each to Sudan and the DRC. Resolutions on Afghanistan,
Chad, CAR, and Somalia also included language explicitly on PoC.
None of the four Resolutions on Iraq included any operational
commitments to protect civilians.
• Although Council members received two briefings during informal
consultations on Kyrgyzstan in June 2010,93 the UNSC failed to take
any action or even make a statement on a crisis which saw the
country come after only the DRC and Sudan for the highest number
of newly-displaced people last year.
• The UNSC could also not agree to more than a Presidential
Statement on the Israeli–Palestinian conflict, while Resolution 1860
from January 2009 remained largely unimplemented, in particular
its urgent call ‘for the unimpeded provision and distribution
throughout Gaza of humanitarian assistance, including of food, fuel,
and medical treatment’.
It is not clear why the UNSC did not engage in some situations, though
it is likely that the international and domestic pressures of member
states had some influence. A lack of reliable information on the extent
of threats to civilians may be another reason. What is clear is that the
UNSC has a selective and inconsistent approach to responding to crises
affecting civilians. According to the conflict fatality numbers used in
this report, Pakistan had the highest number of total fatalities, with
some 10,000 documented deaths last year, of which 3,570 were
reportedly civilians, making Pakistan second only to Iraq for civilian
fatalities.94 Despite this, Pakistan remains off the UNSC’s agenda.
Darfur had over 2,300 fatalities recorded by the UN in 201095, but with
no indication of civilian deaths. Similarly, Colombia, the DRC, and
Myanmar each experienced over 1,000 fatalities,96 but Myanmar and
Colombia remain off the UNSC’s agenda. Kyrgyzstan – with some
300,000 people displaced in 2010 – also remains off the UNSC’s agenda.
While direct UNSC engagement on a country may not always be the
most effective mechanism to protect civilians, the UNSC nevertheless
has a role to play in considering the plight of civilians in all conflicts
and in ensuring that effective action is taking place, if not by the UNSC
itself.

A well-informed UNSC: the need for better reporting
The UNSC obtains most of its data through the Secretary-General’s
reports on particular countries or thematic issues, as well as via briefings from key UN actors, in particular Special Representatives of the
Secretary-General (SRSGs) covering particular countries or thematic
issues, and the Under Secretary-General’s for humanitarian affairs,
political affairs, and peacekeeping. These written and verbal reports
are generally only made on countries or issues that are formally on the
UNSC’s agenda. Therefore, the decisions made about which countries
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to discuss and what issues or countries are on or off the agenda are
extremely important.97
When information is made available to the UNSC, however, there remains the challenge of the quality and level of detail of the information obtained, particularly in circumstances where the UN has limited
access to parts of a country, preventing it from obtaining or verifying
information about protection threats.
The lack of reliable data on civilian casualties and protection threats
across conflicts creates a challenge for accurate and effective UNSC
discussions on protection. For example, credible estimates of numbers
of civilians harmed in Somalia are absent, due to poor access to areas
affected by conflict and insecurity, and limited reporting on civilian
casualties. As a result, understanding of which casualties are attributable to pro-government forces, to the AU peacekeeping mission, or to
opposition groups is limited, making it difficult for the UNSC, the
AU, and others to identify how best to prevent civilian casualties and
better protect civilians. In some conflicts, contested numbers on civilian casualties can make understanding the extent of the crisis harder
and can therefore also limit options for action. On the other hand,
consistent reporting by UNAMA on PoC in Afghanistan has been accompanied by a decrease in civilian casualties caused by the International Security Assistance Forces (ISAF).98
In Resolution 1894 (2009), the UNSC acknowledged the need for systematic monitoring and reporting on progress to protect civilians in
armed conflict. The resolution called for the Secretary-General to develop guidance for peacekeeping and other relevant missions on the
reporting of PoC and to include in his reports on country-specific
situations more comprehensive and detailed information on PoC in
armed conflicts.99 More recently, in 2010, the Report of the SecretaryGeneral on the Protection of Civilians in Armed Conflict reiterated the
need for systematic monitoring and reporting in all relevant situations
and further urged the need for a less selective approach by the UNSC
to conflicts by finding ways to address contexts not formally on its
agenda.
One year on, some improvement has been made on reporting and
guidance, but much more remains to be done. There has been little
concrete improvement in monitoring threats or progress on the
ground, or, moreover, in relaying this information to the UNSC. Although peacekeeping missions, such as MONUSCO, UNMIS, or
MINURCAT (though the latter has now withdrawn), have systematically included in their regular reports a specific section on PoC, this
has not been the case for other missions, such as UNAMID. And in
almost all cases, mission reports include a generic description of actions undertaken by the mission itself (such as the number of patrols
undertaken), not a detailed analysis of recent trends and statistics regarding the main protection threats to civilians, actions taken to address these threats, or whether there has been any improvement as a
result of these actions.
The UN system, along with regional organisations, national
governments, parties to conflict, intergovernmental organisations,
NGOs, and other actors must make concerted progress in providing
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credible information on protection situations to the UNSC. The UNSC,
for its part, must request such information regularly and must aim to be
‘seized of’ all situations of concern regarding threats and harm to
civilians.

Putting protection before politics: the need for a more
consistent response
The way that the UNSC addresses PoC in armed conflict may be influenced by the political interests of its members, rather than being
driven by humanitarian concern for civilians at risk. The controversy
or perceived challenge to national sovereignty within certain situations means that they can be put to the side in UNSC debates, whilst
other events (such as, for instance, the specific threat presented by the
LRA) are disregarded due to a lack of interest. Member states are influenced by domestic political pressures, global geo-strategic interests,
the media, and advocacy groups – all of which can lead to competing
and conflicting demands for action in conflicts. Various advocacy
groups and actors engaging with the UNSC and its members, including NGOs like Oxfam, must also do their part in working in a way
that puts the vulnerability of civilians at risk first, based on need and
the extent of threats and violence against them.
The different political and geo-strategic considerations, particularly
from permanent members, means that the UNSC’s overall attention
and its specific actions tend to focus on certain conflicts and leave
aside others. The lack of systematic and credible information on civilians harmed further undermines consistent, needs-based action. The
use, or threat of use, of their veto by the five permanent members is
also a challenge to ensuring a consistent response by the UNSC to
situations with significant protection concerns. Conflicts currently on
the UNSC agenda, such as those in the DRC, Sudan, and Côte
d’Ivoire, rightly justify engagement based on protection threats, such
as high levels of internal displacement and sexual violence. However,
similar engagement should be considered for other conflicts with
similarly serious impacts on civilians.
In the most recent Report on the Protection of Civilians, the SecretaryGeneral stated:
‘It is imperative that we move away from the current selective
approach to the protection of civilians in armed conflict. In
Resolution 1894 (2009), the UNSC reiterated its willingness to
respond to situations of armed conflict where civilians were being
targeted or humanitarian assistance was being deliberately
obstructed … It would also be important for the Council to
consider extending this willingness to act to conflicts of which it
is not already seized, as they often raise many of the same, and
sometimes more acute, protection concerns that are seen in those
situations that are already on the Council’s agenda. Such conflicts
may equally warrant or, by their very nature, demand Council
attention, condemnation and action...’100
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The events throughout the Middle East in early 2011, particularly in
Libya, demonstrate that the UNSC has the ability to act quickly to respond to crisis situations, including threats to civilians, in countries on
which it is not regularly seized. And yet, the controversy around protection action in Libya speaks to the problem of inadequate timely and
reliable data on protection threats to civilians. For example, the lack of
credible reports of civilian casualties and threats to civilians from the
outset of the crisis in Libya has led to accusations and counteraccusations from all parties to the conflict. Worse, there is little information on the threats to civilians needed to actually inform operations
on the ground and to ensure measures are taken by all actors to
minimize harm to civilians. Suspicion that political imperative is driving UNSC action in Libya remains strong among some actors. This
perception has been reinforced by the significantly less attention given
to serious threats to civilians in Yemen, Syria, and Bahrain.

UNSC tools to promote better protection of civilians
As a first step, the UNSC has an important role to play in constantly
reminding parties to conflict of their obligations to refrain from excessive force and to minimize harm against civilians in hostilities. The
UNSC has a range of ‘soft tools’ and ‘hard tools’, formal and informal,
that it can use to inform itself on crisis situations and the impact on
civilians, and to take preventative, diplomatic, or coercive action.
Soft tools include mediation missions undertaken by the Special Envoys of the Secretary-General to help resolve crises and de-escalate
violence (for more soft tools, see Annex 1). Hard tools include sanctions, arms embargoes, ad hoc tribunals and referrals to the ICC, UNled peacekeeping missions, and the authorisation of force. Though
these ‘hard tools’ can be recommended by many actors (the SecretaryGeneral, Special Envoys, etc.), they need to be decided within a legallybinding Resolution of the UNSC. Prevention of conflict and humanrights violations is always preferable. As such, the UNSC should first
seek ways to engage with parties to conflict, encouraging them to uphold their obligations to protect civilians, and consider force as a last
resort if and when preventative action fails.
Prior to the authorization of force, a number of ‘hard tools’ are
available to the UNSC:
Sanctions: These can either be aimed at individuals or at various actors, entities or areas, in the form of arms and trade embargoes, travel
bans, a freeze of financial assets, or diplomatic restrictions. When
sanctions have been effectively targeted, such as in the case of Charles
Taylor’s Liberia in 2001, they can be effective. Implementation is administered by sanctions committees authorised through the Resolution invoking the sanction measures. Currently, there are 11 countryspecific sanctions regimes, including for Somalia, the DRC, Côte
d’Ivoire, and Libya.101 Though still in their early stages, the expansion
of sanctions regimes to explicitly address protection threats such as
sexual violence and child recruitment is commendable and should be
explored for further application to other forms of protection threats
against civilians.
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Arms embargoes: Embargoes, when rigorously designed, monitored
and complied with,102 can contribute significantly to the promotion of
international peace and security, and to the protection of civilians, by
reducing the overall flow of those arms fuelling abuses and prompting parties to achieve a negotiated settlement. However, the authority
of the UNSC is greatly undermined by persistent violations of UN
embargoes and the impunity of violators. Many states have not made
violating an embargo a criminal offence in domestic law. To overcome
the systemic shortcomings of UN embargoes, and often regional ones
as well, UN member states should provide a more effective framework of national controls, including the rapid negotiation of a robust
Arms Trade Treaty, to more effectively prevent the continued flow of
weapons and equipment fuelling conflicts or destabilizing regions at
risk of conflict.103
Ad hoc courts, tribunals, commissions of inquiry, or referrals to the
ICC: Ending impunity and ensuring proper accountability and redress for crimes against civilians in armed conflict are important not
only to help secure justice for victims, but also as a deterrent in preventing similar crimes from being committed in the future. The UNSC
has directly responded to this need by setting up ad hoc courts such
as the International Criminal Tribunals for the former Yugoslavia and
Rwanda. The Rome Statute of the ICC gives the UNSC, acting under
Chapter VII of the UN Charter, the power to refer a situation to the
Prosecutor of the ICC if one or more crimes defined under the statute
appear to have been committed.104 So far, the UNSC has used its
power of referral to the ICC only twice, for Darfur and Libya.
Chapter VI peacekeeping and other missions: Peacekeeping missions can be authorised under Chapter VI of the UN Charter, which
guides the ‘pacific settlement of disputes’ focusing on negotiation,
mediation, judicial settlement, and other peaceful means.
Chapter VII peacekeeping and other operations authorized to use
force: Under Chapter VII, the UNSC has a range of options to authorize force. These include UN mandated and led ‘blue helmet’ missions
authorized to use force, including for the purpose of protecting civilians. The UNSC can also authorize the use of force by non-UN troops
and entities such as regional organizations like the AU105 or multinational coalitions such as ISAF in Afghanistan.106 While UN peacekeeping missions usually involve the consent of the host-state, the UNSC
can also authorize non-consensual military action, such as that in
Libya, which does not include host-state consent.107 Any authorisation
of the use of force should be as a last resort, after peaceful means have
been tried, and in combination with other tools to resolve conflicts
and protect civilians. 108 The use of force should be strictly monitored
by the UNSC, be proportionate to identified threats, complementary
to other means, and in full compliance with international humanitarian law.

Making Peacekeeping effectively protect civilians
The first PoC Resolution was authorised in October 1999 for the mission in Sierra Leone (UNAMSIL), ‘to afford protection to civilians under imminent threat of physical violence’.109 This mandate enabled,
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and indeed instructed, peacekeepers to use force if civilians faced violence, whereas previously they were often left powerless to use force
unless they themselves were attacked – this was largely the case in
Srebrenica and Rwanda. One of the first references to protect civilians
‘…by all necessary means…’ emerged in 2003 with regard to MONUC
in DRC.110 The now familiar ‘by all necessary means’ language increased the level of robustness generally associated with UN peacekeeping missions, and broadened the scope of military action to protect civilians and undertake other core mandate tasks.
In 2010, the mandates of eight of the 15 peacekeeping missions on the
ground referred to PoC, and two included the ‘all means necessary’
language required for the most robust operations.111 Peacekeeping operations in Côte d’Ivoire, the DRC, Sudan, Darfur, and Chad (wound
down in 2010) all included explicit protection mandates. However, the
level of robustness and scope of activities to protect civilians were different in each. By far the most comprehensive protection mandate in
2010 was that of MONUSCO (previously MONUC) in DRC which,
with the UN-led mission in Côte d’Ivoire, was one of only two mandated to use all means necessary to protect civilians and to fulfil core
mandate tasks (see Annex 2 for UN-mandated missions). However,
these mandates do not necessarily translate to effective action on the
ground as seen in the failure of UN peacekeepers (and national government actors who bear the primary responsibility) to prevent mass
rapes in Walikale, DRC in September 2010.
The deployment of a peacekeeping mission when carried out under a
mandate from, and supplied with adequate resources by, the UNSC
(ideally in support of a viable peace process), and if focused on PoC,
can make a difference to the lives of people caught up in conflict.
Where the will exists, missions can find a way to protect civilians
against attacks, assassinations, lootings, and rapes, among many other
forms of harm. For instance, firewood patrols conducted by peacekeepers in Darfur proved effective in allowing hundreds of women at
risk of attack to collect firewood more safely.112

Matching mandates with action: a look back at 2010
Mandates on PoC do not necessarily translate into effective action, or
impact, on the ground. Though some progress has been made by the
Department of Peacekeeping Operations (DPKO) to develop an Operational Concept on PoC, and individual protection strategies have
been developed for MONUSCO, UNMIS, UNOCI and UNAMID,113
soldiers and civilians deployed in missions are sometimes still unclear
as to the exact duties linked to these mandates. Missions frequently
lack adequate resources in order to enhance civilian protection. Female staff or troops are important for engaging with women, who
may face different protection threats from men, yet very few peacekeeping missions have female troops. Tactical resources such as helicopters, essential for reaching remote areas quickly, are too often
scarce. Comparing the 130,000-strong international presence in Afghanistan with the 123,000 personnel across all 15 UN peacekeeping
operations114 is indicative of the fact that adequate resourcing of UN
missions often comes far behind other priorities for individual governments. This leaves many UN operations under-resourced in rela-

28

tion to their authorised mandates. The bottom line is that gaps in protection practice mean less safety for civilians, and so peacekeeping
missions are not always able to effectively address threats.
• In 2010, MONUSCO patrols on a market road in North Kivu in DRC
allowed hundreds of people to move in greater safety.115 However,
despite having the most robust mandate to protect civilians from
imminent violence by all means necessary, MONUSCO was unable
to prevent events in Walikale in August, when some 303 people
were raped over four days.116
• At the end of December 2010, the MINURCAT mission fully
withdrew from both Chad and CAR, despite underlying sources of
insecurity and civilian protection threats remaining largely
unaddressed in Eastern Chad.
• Worryingly, the LRA has extended its presence and its abuse of
civilians to CAR. Meanwhile in DRC, despite the fact that the LRA
has killed more people than any other armed group over the past
two years, only 1,000 of its 18,000 troops have been deployed in the
high-risk areas of Haut-Uélé and Bas-Uélé.117
• It took more than three years after the initial Security Council
Resolution 1769 which created UNAMID for this mission to receive
90 per cent of its planned resources and deployment.
At present, it is difficult to assess the extent to which the scope of the
PoC mandates authorised corresponds with the severity of crisis and
threats against civilians on the ground. The mandate for UNAMID
stops short of ‘all means necessary’, while the situation in Darfur remains extremely volatile, and probably on a par with DRC and the
situation in Côte d’Ivoire in early 2011 in terms of violence against civilians. Recognising that sometimes national governments may refuse
to support strong protection mandates, and that it is important that
mandates are realistic and achievable, the Council must nevertheless
evaluate whether the design and implementation of peacekeeping
mandates responds in a consistent way to the severity of protection
threats on the ground.
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Conclusions and
recommendations: a call for
better reporting and a fair
response
A look back at 2010 shows that civilians affected by conflict do not
receive fair attention from the UNSC based on the level of harm to
them. Conflicts are addressed selectively, likely depending on their
geo-strategic value, with some lower-profile conflicts neglected entirely, despite high levels of abuses against, and harm to, civilians.
Data available remains patchy at best. While information on protection threats and civilian casualties is available for high-profile conflicts
in Afghanistan, Iraq, and the OPTI, it is lacking or only partially available for the majority of current conflicts. An absence of reliable data,
analysis, and reporting on protection threats is one obstacle to wellinformed and effective UNSC decisions. Good-quality information
and analysis are essential in order to be able to understand protection
concerns adequately and to respond appropriately. Recognising the
sensitivity of reporting on conflicts, reports to the UNSC should at a
minimum indicate the nature and source of the key threats to civilians, identify who is most vulnerable, and why.
Of course, monitoring and reporting alone will not improve protection for civilians affected by conflict. In countries such as Iraq, Afghanistan, and the OPTI where monitoring is most effective, protection concerns remain and civilian casualties are high. However, an
important step to understanding and addressing abuses on the
ground must be the collection, monitoring, and reporting of necessary
information, on which a measured response can be based. While some
situations necessitate urgent action, determining the most appropriate
and effective response requires understanding the nature and extent
of threats to civilians.
There is no ‘one-size-fits-all’ response to PoC in conflict-affected areas.
An important role of the UNSC is to constantly remind parties to conflict of their obligations to refrain from excessive force and to minimize harm against civilians in hostilities. A peacekeeping operation
may be suitable in one context while in another comparable situation
it could be entirely inappropriate, with a more effective response being the use of sanctions or a mediation mission. Ultimately, the UNSC
must adopt a more consistent approach to protecting civilians in
armed conflict, based on as reliable as possible assessments of threats
and risk to civilians, regardless of whether countries are on or off the
UNSC agenda.
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Recommendations
Recommendations to national governments
• At the national level, individual member states have the primary
responsibility to protect their civilians through refraining from
excessive force and minimizing harm to civilians during any
hostilities. All states, whether hosting conflicts or not, should
actively work to protect civilians from armed conflict and grave
violence by using mediation and diplomatic tools to prevent
violence and by acting at the earliest stage of a foreseeable crisis.
This requires investment in early-warning capabilities to monitor
and respond to rising threats before they erupt.

Recommendations to the UN Security Council
At a global level, the UNSC must provide clear leadership in
protecting civilians affected by conflict by:
• Acting consistently to protect civilians, particularly when the
authorizing the use of force, ensuring that such authorization is
based on a clear articulation of threats and risks to civilians, and
indicating how the proposed actions will minimize and address such
threats.
• Encouraging individual permanent UNSC members to renounce the
use of their veto when the Council is discussing situations of
grave protection of civilian concern, including actual or incipient
war crimes, crimes against humanity, ethnic cleansing, and
genocide.
• Continuing the expansion of sanctions which address various
protection of civilian threats, as has already been done in the case of
sexual violence and forced child recruitment.
• Seeking ways to formally or informally increase engagement of
the UNSC with civil-society actors, particularly those from
communities experiencing or at risk of war crimes, genocide, ethnic
cleansing, and crimes against humanity.
The UNSC should support better quality of information, analysis,
and action on civilians affected by armed conflicts by:
• Urging the UN Secretary-General to make further progress in
providing systematic and timely information about the threats
faced by civilians – including sexual and gender-based violence and
the denial of the right to assistance – in country and thematic
reports.
• Ensuring that mechanisms exist, whether formal or informal, for
the UNSC to be informed of grave civilian protection violations
and challenges in countries not on the UNSC agenda, so that these
can be discussed and the Council can be engaged where needed.
Quarterly reports by the ERC on forgotten or emerging crises
present one possible solution.
• Making better use of the informal Expert Group on Protection of
Civilians by supporting the expansion of its agenda to thematic
discussions and encouraging full participation by member states.
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• Requesting all peacekeeping and political missions to
systematically collect, aggregate, and analyse data relevant to the
protection of civilians, including killings, displacements, rapes,
forced recruitment, looting, and destruction of property, to ensure
an accurate and timely assessment of the situation on the ground. In
countries where there is no mission and a high risk for civilians
exists, this task could be undertaken by an independent monitoring
mechanism. This data should include analysis of how the situation is
changing and the impact of efforts to protect civilians and prevent
further violations.
• Encouraging the ERC through OCHA to continue developing
indicators and criteria for reporting on protection of civilians and,
to this end, linking up with other organizations and NGOs working
to establish international standards in reporting on civilian casualties
and protection of civilians threats in conflicts.
• Supporting the role of the ERC as the UN focal point on protection
of civilians, by requesting they regularly report to update the UNSC
on all situations where civilians face grave harm.
• Requesting more regular briefings by, or informal consultations
with, the Department of Peacekeeping Affairs regarding their
progress in implementing country-specific protection of civilians
mandates, and requesting briefings on a more regular basis from the
Department of Political Affairs and the Special Representatives to
the Secretary-General, for example on Children and Armed Conflict,
Sexual Violence, the Prevention of Genocide, and the Responsibility
to Protection.
Ultimately, the UNSC must adopt a more consistent approach to protecting civilians in armed conflict, regardless of whether countries are
on or off the UNSC agenda, based on as reliable as possible assessments of threats and risk to civilians.
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Annex 1: The UNSC’s PoC
‘soft’ toolbox
In addition to the ‘hard tools’ such as sanctions and peacekeeping
missions mentioned in the report, the UNSC has a range of options to
inform itself of, and respond to, crisis situations.
UNSC Resolutions: The decisions of the UNSC are made as Resolutions which are legally binding for all UN member states.
Statements made by the UNSC: Presidential Statements can be a
form of diplomatic/political pressure, and a statement of will and
agreement by the Council, but are not legally binding.
Security Council visits: Members of the UNSC can visit countries or
regions to assess the situation, engage in diplomacy, draw attention to
a situation, or simply as a show of interest and commitment to a country or issue.
Briefings by the Emergency Relief Coordinator (ERC): The UNSC
can ask to be briefed by the ERC/Under-Secretary-General on Humanitarian Affairs on humanitarian situations. The ERC is the lead
within the UN system on PoC. The ERC can also be a powerful moral
voice in the UN to speak out on abuses against civilians.
Briefings by the Department of Political Affairs (DPA): The UNSC
can ask to be briefed by the Under-Secretary-General for Political Affairs. Over the past year, DPA has restarted informal briefings to the
UNSC on a range of issues.
Briefings by the country specific or thematic Special Representatives of the Secretary-General (SRSGs): The UNSC can asked to be
briefed by any number of SRSGs, including those on Children and
Armed Conflict, Sexual Violence, the Responsibility to Protect, and
Prevention of Genocide.
The Expert Group on Protection of Civilians: This is an informal
mechanism for the UNSC to obtain detailed information on PoC in a
given country/region. The group convenes the country specific and
thematic experts from UNSC missions, to be briefed by OCHA on the
range of protection issues in a given country under discussion. Since
the Group’s inception, briefings have happened before every renewal
of a peacekeeping mandate in the Council.
Arria Formula meetings118 and informal briefings: These are opportunities for open dialogue between Council members and others (UN
and NGOs) on specific country or thematic issues.
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Annex 2: Protection
mandates of UN
peacekeeping missions
2010 mandate
The DRC
(MONUSCO)

Côte d’Ivoire

Protection language
•

Stabilisation mission mandated to help improve the
capacity of the government to protect civilians.

•

Calls for PoC to be given top priority in decisions
about the use of available capacity and resources.

•

Authorises all necessary means.

•

Requires comprehensive strategies throughout the
UN system to protect people from harm.

•

Calls upon all Ivorian parties with the continued
support of UNOCI to ensure PoC.

•

Calls on all parties to take measures to refrain from,
prevent, and protect from sexual violence.

•

Allows UNOCI all necessary means to carry out its
mandate.

•

Reiterates the importance of UNOCI implementing
its PoC mandate in light of human rights risks.

•

Makes full use of its mandate and capabilities, giving priority in decisions about the use of available
capacity and resources to the protection of civilians
across Darfur.

•

Calls for the development of comprehensive strategies on PoC, ensuring safe humanitarian access and
protecting women and children from sexual violence.

•

Mandates ‘the importance of UNMIS making full
use of its authority and capabilities … to take necessary action to provide improved security to the civilian population … under imminent threat of violence…’
Extends to protecting civilians from militias and
armed groups, including the LRA.
Calls for a mission-wide protection strategy.
Provides an example of transitioning PoC responsibilities from a UN peacekeeping mission to government authorities.

(UNOCI)

Darfur (UNAMID)

Sudan (UNMIS)

•
Chad (MINURCAT )

Haiti (MINUSTAH)
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•
•

•

Now fully drawn down.

•

Encourages MINUSTAH to continue assisting the
Government of Haiti in providing adequate PoC.
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We have chosen here to focus on internally displaced persons, and not refugees, who have also fled their
homes but have crossed an international boundary and are therefore protected by the 1951 Refugee
Convention. However, in practice, refugees often face much similar threats to IDPs
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Detailed figures on conflict-affected people or populations were found regarding Afghanistan, CAR, Chad,
DRC, OPT, Pakistan, Somalia, and Sudan (including disaggregated information for Darfur and Southern
Sudan). The humanitarian access maps for Somalia and Yemen show especially good practice in reporting
on humanitarian access (see OCHA (2011e) ‘Humanitarian Access Report: Cumulative January and
February 2011’ for Yemen, http://reliefweb.in (last accessed April 2011); OCHA (2010c) ‘OCHA SomaliaHumanitarian Access: Update 01-31 August 2010’, OCHA Somalia, http://ochaonline.un.org/somalia (last
accessed April 2010), August). For examples of good reporting on humanitarian access and ‘affected people’,
see OCHA (2011c) op. cit.; OCHA (2010d) ‘Côte d’Ivoire: Humanitarian Crisis’, Humanitarian Report No. 4.
See the World Summit Outcome Document, A/RES/60/1 (24 October 2005), especially paragraphs 138 and
139; note also S/RES/1894 (11 November 2009), reaffirming the relevant provisions of the 2005 World
Summit Outcome Document.
In 2006, UNSC reaffirmed in Resolution 1674 ‘the provisions of paragraphs 138 and 139 of the 2005 World
Summit Outcome Document’; see S/RES/1674 (28 April 2006).
PRST: S/PRST/1999/6 (12 February 1999): ‘…large-scale human suffering is a consequence and sometimes
a contributing factor to instability and further conflict ... Bearing in mind its primary responsibility for the
maintenance of international peace and security, the Council affirms the need for the international community
to assist and protect civilian populations affected by armed conflict’.
PRST S/PRST/2010/25 (22 November 2010): ‘The Security Council remains committed to addressing the
impact of armed conflict on civilians, in particular women and children’, S/RES/1820 (19 June 2008)
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S/RES/1894 (11 November 2009).
Within the UN system, there areis a range of actors and entities engaged with PoC. In addition to the UN
General Assembly and the UNSC, the Human Rights Council (HRC) can play a strong role in speaking out on
human rights abuses and conducting fact-finding missions. However, this report focuses on the role of the
UNSC, in particular its role in authorising political and military action to protect civilians. On humanitarian
issues, OCHA, UNICEF, and UNHCR help to ensure that the right of vulnerable populations to receive
assistance and protection are is upheld. The DPKO is essential for operationalising protection tasks for
peacekeepers, and the Office for the High Commissioner for Human Rights plays an important role in
responding to serious rights abuses. Indeed, to effectively protect people in harm’s way, co-ordinated and
complementary action across the UN system is needed, as well as engagement with regional and national
governments and institutions.
Inclusion in the UNSC agenda here refers to references made in either UNSC Resolutions, UNSC Presidential
Statements, or reports of the Secretary-General produced by the UNSC. Those countries which appeared on
any one of these three categories are: Afghanistan, Chad, Central African Republic, Côte d’Ivoire, DRC, Iraq,
OPT, Philippines, Somalia and Sudan. No mention was made to Colombia, India, Kyrgyzstan, Myanmar,
Pakistan, Thailand, Turkey or Yemen, hence their classification as being ‘off’ the UNSC agenda.
One Resolution listed did mention Yemen, but only incidentally through S/RES/1950 (23 November 2010) on
Somalia, with reference to piracy.
For mission reports see the UN Security Council website, op. cit.
Security Council Report (2010) ‘UNRCCA Kyrgyzstan’, available at www.securitycouncilreport.org.

94 PIPS (2011), op. cit.
95 Hhowever with no indication of civilian deaths
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According to the International Institute of Security Studies Armed Conflict Database, though there is no
indication of numbers of civilians harmed for these three countries. The UN, however, was not able to
produce any consolidated figure regarding conflict-related deaths for many countries, including these three.
In 2010, of the countries under study here the Secretary General produced reports to the UNSC on the ongoing
situations in Afghanistan, CAR, Somalia and Sudan, reports on Children in Armed Conflict in DRC and the
Philippines, and reports on the ongoing operations in Côte d’Ivoire, CAR and Chad, Darfur, DRC and Sudan.
Other reports commented on developments in the OPTI and Iraq, as well as more general questions of PoC
in armed conflict. In addition to the mission of several countries included in this report, it is notable that no
specific report was produced considering LRA-related risks, despite the appearance of LRA-affected
countries in the SG Reports.
UNAMA (2010) ‘Afghanistan Annual Report on Protection of Civilians in Armed Conflict, 2009’, op cit.
S/RES/1894 (11 November 2009).
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S/2010/579 (11 November 2010).
Current sanctions regimes include Somalia and Eritrea – Resolutions 751 (S/RES/751 24 April 1992) and
1907 (S/RES/1907 23 December 2009); Taliban and Al-Qaida – Resolution 1267 (S/RES/1267 15 October
1999); Iraq and Kuwait – Resolution 1518 (S/RES/1518 24 November 2003); Liberia – Resolution 1521
(S/RES/1521 22 December 2003); DRC – Resolution 1533 (S/RES/1533 12 March 2004); Côte d’Ivoire –
Resolution 1572 (S/RES/1572 15 November 2004); Sudan – Resolution 1591 (S/RES/1591 29 March 2005);
Lebanon – Resolution 1636 (S/RES/1636 31 October 2005); Democratic People’s Republic of Korea –
Resolution 1718 (S/RES/1718 14 October 2006); Iran – Resolution 1737 (S/RES/1737 23 December 2006);
and Libya – Resolution 1970 (S/RES/1970 26 February 2011).

102 States have a legal obligation to comply with UN arms embargoes under the authority of Chapter VII of the
United Nations Charter.
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Oliver Sprague (2006) ‘UN arms embargoes: an overview of the last ten years’, Control Arms Briefing Note,
Oxfam International: Oxford.
UN General Assembly (1998) ‘Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court’ (last amended January 2002),
Article 13(b)
The AMISOM Resolution 1964 (S/RES/1964 22 December 2010) stressed for the first time in 2010 ‘…the
responsibility of all parties and armed groups in Somalia to comply with their obligations to protect the civilian
population from the effects of hostilities, in particular by avoiding any indiscriminate or excessive use of force’.
While not a proactive PoC mandate per se, the reference reflects growing concern regarding civilian
casualties in Somalia and recognises the role of AMISOM and other parties to protect civilians.
Though the ISAF mandate does not include protection considerations in any of its operational paragraphs, the
preamble urges ISAF and other international forces to undertake enhanced efforts to prevent civilian
casualties and encourages after-action reviews where civilian casualties have occurred. ISAF is authorised to
take ‘all necessary measures to fulfil its mandate’. While outside the scope of this study, it should be noted
that NATO has issued tactical directives addressing civilian protection issues for ISAF. The UNAMA mandate,
although not a peacekeeping mission, includes provisions on reporting on the situation of civilians. See
S/RES/1943 (13 October 2010).
In 2011, a new precedent on protection was set in the UNSC with Resolution 1973 on Libya (S/RES/1973 17
March 2011) using language both on protecting civilians from imminent violence and by all means necessary.
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Exceptionally, the use of force to ensure protection is authorized not through a UN mission or a specific
regional entity, but for any member state or regional organisation that notifies the Secretary-General of its
intention to act under the mandate
108

109

It is interesting to note that Resolution 1973 concerning Libya (op. cit.) is the first UN-authorised use of force to
protect civilians which allows for intervention without consent from the government of the country concerned.
S/RES/1270 (22 October 1999).

110 S/RES/1493 (July 28, 2003).
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Five of the peacekeeping operations with protection mandates were operating in the countries relevant to this
report (MONUC/MONUSCO, UNOCI, UNMIS, UNAMID, MINURCAT). MONUC/MONUSCO and UNOCI
included ‘all means necessary’ language.

Clea Kahn (2010) ‘Engaging with Communities: The next challenge for peacekeeping’, Oxfam Briefing Paper
141, Oxfam International: Oxford, p. 4.
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In 2010, the development of an Operational Concept on the Protection of Civilians also represented a
significant step in outlining guidelines for protection, though the document remains in draft form. Moreover, a
Strategic Framework providing guidance to peacekeeping operations on how to develop a mission-wide
strategy has been introduced to UN General Assembly’s Special Committee on Peacekeeping Operations
and is currently under consideration by member states.

114 Department of Peacekeeping Operations (2011) ‘Peacekeeping Fact Sheet’,
http://www.un.org/en/peacekeeping/resources/statistics/factsheet.shtml.
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Oxfam interviews with MONUSCO and INGOs, 17–18 July 2010, in Kitchanga, North Kivu, DRC, as referred
to in Clea Kahn (2010) op. cit., p.12.
See ‘Briefing by the Special Representative of the Secretary-General on Sexual Violence in Conflict to the
Special Session of the Human Rights Council on the Democratic Republic of the Congo’, 27 September
2010. Precise figures given for rapes over the four days were 235 women, 52 girls, 13 men, and three boys.

117 Ellie Kemp and Verity Johnson (2010) op. cit.
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'Arria formula' an informal consultation process which affords members of the Security Council the opportunity
to hear persons in a confidential, informal setting. These meetings are presided over by a member of the
Council as service facilitator for the discussion and not by the President of the Council.
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