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Notes on
Transliteration and Terms








With regard to the transcription of Arabic terms and names, I have made no distinction between emphatic and non-emphatic consonants; only ‘and’ have been used to indicate alif and ‘ayn. As I refer to many names that have no agreed English transcription, I have in general transcribed the names of people and places according to how they are spelt in written Arabic. This means that a few names may not look familiar to all readers: for example, I have preferred Sari Nusaybah to Sari Nusseibeh and Sa’ib ‘Urayqat to Saeb Erikat. (I have admittedly deviated from this rule with regard to Yasir Arafat’s name (not ’Arafat) and to widely known geographical names.) Regarding the Norwegian letters æ, ø and å, I have chosen not to transcribe them when used in names. (My experience is that non-Norwegian readers mispronounce such names anyway.) On the other hand, English translations have been provided in footnote references to sources in Arabic and Norwegian.


When the text or footnotes refer to the MFA, the Cairo Embassy, the Tel Aviv Embassy, the Gaza Office etc., they should be understood as the Norwegian MFA, the Norwegian embassy in Cairo, the Norwegian Representative’s Office in Gaza etc.


The ‘Palestinian Police’ (with upper-case initial letters) is used as a generic term to refer to all Palestinian police organizations – from the Civilian Police and the National Security Forces to the various intelligence and security agencies – operating as part of Palestinian self-rule, but it excludes exile-based security organizations such as the Palestine Armed Struggle Command (PASC) in Lebanon. When referring to the blue-uniformed Palestinian Police, I prefer the term ‘Civilian Police’ although the Palestinian National Authority (PNA) often only uses the term ‘police’ (shurtah) for these units. I have referred to Palestinian ‘security forces’ in contexts in which army-like formations such as the Public Security (or National Security) Forces are involved, and I use the term ‘intelligence’ or ‘security agencies’ or ‘security services’ where typically plainclothes units are involved, such as the Preventive Security and the General Intelligence.


I refer to the ‘Palestinian National Authority’ (PNA), not the PA, as is the common term in Palestinian–Israeli agreements, because the former term is how the PNA refers to itself. For the sake of simplicity, I use ‘the PLO’ until May 1994, when the PNA Council was formed, and ‘the PNA’ at later stages, although I fully acknowledge that these two bodies were interwoven and that decision-making on the PLO level affected the PNA and vice versa. I use the term ‘Fatah’ about the majority mainstream wing of the PLO, although other common terms exist in English such as Fath, Fateh or al-Fatah.
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1
Introduction








When the Palestine Liberation Organization and the State of Israel signed the Declaration of Principles (DoP) on the White House lawn on 13 September 1993, a process was set in motion that led to the formation of a Palestinian self-government authority and a number of Palestinian state-like institutions in the West Bank and Gaza Strip. The largest and most resource-intensive of these was the Palestinian police force. An integral part of this formation process was international donor involvement. Shortly after the signing ceremony, representatives of a large number of states and donor institutions gathered in Washington, DC and pledged $2.4 billion to assist the implementation of the peace accords, believing that the Palestinian self-rule experiment would succeed only if it were bolstered by solid economic and technical assistance.


Despite the extensive academic literature on Palestinian–Israeli relations and the Palestinian self-rule experiment, little has been published so far on the Palestinian police and security agencies (hereafter ‘the Palestinian Police’ or ‘the Police’) and the role of the donor community in establishing and developing the Police.1 This is rather surprising given the relevance of the Palestinian case in understanding the role of international police aid in war-to-peace transitions. The paucity of academic studies of the Palestinian case has a parallel in the dearth of studies of Third World policing, reflecting the tendency of police studies to concentrate on Western societies.2


The overriding theme of this study is the role of the international donor community in establishing the Palestinian Police. The time frame is roughly 1993–2000, beginning with the early donor consultations following the Oslo Accords and concluding with the outbreak of the al-Aqsa intifada in September 2000, when most police donor programmes were brought to a halt. As the critical establishment period is of most interest, less attention is given to developments after 1996, when the Palestinian Police’s deployment to the West Bank cities and the Palestinian elections ended the first phase of self-rule.




An underlying theme of this book is how a police force can be created without the framework of a state. Inspired by the theoretical literature reviewed in the Introduction, this work attempts to answer two basic questions. First, how were the police donor efforts affected by the fact that the Palestinian Police was created by a liberation movement in the wake of an armed conflict (the intifada) and as part of a non-state entity still under territorial dispute? Second, given this unique political setting, what was the evolving triangular interplay in the formation of the new police between PLO demands and priorities, donor preferences and constraints and the interests of Israel as the hegemonic power? Put in simple terms, what kind of police force(s) did the PLO leadership promote and how did this fit with donor preferences and Israeli security interests? These two themes will remain at the forefront of our discussion in subsequent chapters.


The PLO was no newcomer in the area of policing and security. In 1993, it was still one of the world’s largest and wealthiest national liberation organizations, with a long history of informal policing in Palestinian refugee camps and with extensive experience in protecting PLO fighters, personalities and institutions worldwide. Therefore, it was not a tabula rasa in the realm of policing; it possessed certain policing cultures. Its emphasis on armed struggle, the protection of the leadership and the prevention of infiltration and collaboration was a typical insurgent policing model in which the security needs of the resistance fighters rather than services to the community were given priority. This legacy inevitably influenced the new Palestinian Police, and manifested itself clearly in the PLO’s initial preparations, for example its recruitment and training policies. This posed a tremendous challenge to the donor community, which at least in principle favoured a civil–democratic policing model.


The new political order created after the signing of the Oslo Accords presented another formidable obstacle to police donor efforts. As the occupying and colonial power in the West Bank and Gaza Strip, Israel viewed the Palestinian Police through the prism of its territorial interests in the Occupied Territories and the omnipresent terrorism threat. The dominance of Israel over the PNA in nearly every walk of life made its preferences and policies a major determinant of the evolution of the Palestinian Police, and hence also of the ability of foreign donors to offer relevant assistance. There was a fundamental anomaly in Palestinian policing in that the Palestinian Police’s main duty, according to the signed agreements, was the protection of Israeli security and colonial interests in the Occupied Territories.


The complex political setting and the conflictual relationship between the parties created a difficult environment for external donors and their development aid agencies, which in 1993 had little experience in working with foreign police and paramilitary organizations in conflict areas. A number of factors constrained their willingness and ability to offer effective assistance. One problem was the PLO’s military units, upon which the Palestinian Police was built. Given their history as guerrilla armies and secretive terrorist organizations, they were unfamiliar with Western donor politics and often proved to be unable to meet stringent aid requirements. Also, the donors were extremely sensitive to any signs that Palestinian Police structures and policing practices violated the terms of the Palestinian–Israeli agreements. Still, as will be seen in this study, the fact that the Palestinian Police was understood as key to the success of the Oslo process induced reluctant donor agencies to go to considerable lengths in meeting its needs. In doing so, their policy approaches were determined by the triangular Israel–PLO–donor relationship, which offered more challenges than a bilateral framework.


This book seeks to answer the following questions: how did the police donors approach the difficult obstacles of mobilizing and channelling aid to a non-state entity with a ‘terrorist’ past that was dominated by a colonial power? How did donors organize themselves in order to overcome political constraints, technical obstacles and policy differences? How did the police aid process develop from early programmatic declarations to the actual delivery of aid on the ground? To what degree was donor aid effective in supporting essential donor goals such as democratic policing and/or support for the Middle East peace process?


Donor involvement in establishing police forces in war-torn societies is not unique to the Palestinian case, and I shall briefly review some of the recent literature devoted to this topic in order to provide a broad background for understanding the Palestinian process. It will also allow us to identify key themes and dilemmas in more detail.




Police Reform and Police Aid in War-to-Peace Transitions


The New Peacekeeping


The centrality of police reform in societies emerging from violent conflict has been underscored repeatedly in academic writing on international peacekeeping in the 1990s.3 The reorientation of peacekeeping literature towards the issue of police reform was rooted in the growing international involvement in mitigating and resolving violent conflicts within states, as opposed to conflicts between states, which were the primary context for international peacekeeping during the Cold War.4


Starting in the late 1980s, there was a marked increase in international peacekeeping involvement, measured, for example, by the number of UN peacekeeping operations worldwide. The “new interventionism”5 reflected the changing geopolitical climate of the post-Cold War era and the emergence of vastly different concepts of peacekeeping. These appeared under a wide variety of new labels, such as ‘non-traditional peacekeeping’, ‘the new peacekeeping’, ‘second-generation peacekeeping’, ‘wider peacekeeping’ and ‘peace support operations’.6 The Cold War concept of peacekeeping was one of lightly armed peacekeepers trying to minimize hostilities through ceasefire monitoring along a demarcation line.7 In the late 1980s, however, a growing number of peacekeeping operations attempted to deal with the underlying causes of conflict rather than with simply avoiding its aggravation. Consequently, the new peacekeeping that emerged in the late 1980s and early 1990s involved a wide range of measures and transcended the limited objective of maintaining a ceasefire. It gave rise to the concept of post-conflict peacebuilding, introduced by the UN secretary-general Boutros-Ghali in An Agenda for Peace in 1992 and defined as “action to identify and support structures which will tend to strengthen and solidify peace in order to avoid a relapse into conflict”.8


The new peacekeeping missions often had a substantial or predominant non-military mandate and composition, and involved a wider range of actors and tasks, sometimes termed the increased ‘breadth’ and ‘depth’ of non-traditional peacekeeping.9 In An Agenda for Peace, Boutros-Ghali mentions weapons seizure and destruction, restoration of order, refugee repatriation, training police and security personnel, election monitoring, protection of human rights, reform of government institutions and promotion of political participation.10 Peacebuilding has also included demobilization and the reintegration into civil society of former combatants, economic reconstruction efforts and training or re-educating civil servants, judges, court officials, prison guards etc. In short, peacebuilding contains a broad variety of forms of international assistance and involvement.


Police Reform as Peacebuilding


In the myriad peacebuilding tasks and efforts, police reform was a priority. During the 1990s, the literature on the new peacekeeping increasingly acknowledged that police reform was an important and overlooked aspect of peacebuilding. Reforming brutal, corrupt or ineffective police forces or, alternatively, creating entirely new police forces gradually came to be accepted as perhaps one of the most central issues on the post-conflict rehabilitation agenda. The argument was that states and societies emerging from civil wars and protracted violent conflict suffered from a partial or total breakdown of elementary law enforcement and public order maintenance. This ‘security gap’ encouraged crime, fuelled discontent and heightened the risk of a resumption of hostilities.11


The surge in international police assistance during the 1990s was not only a result of a new peacekeeping agenda and greater international interventionism in internal conflicts. After the Cold War, development aid donors and institutions grew more attuned to the idea of spending funds to encourage police and military reforms, seeing them as basic preconditions for economic development. The increased emphasis in donor attitudes on human rights and democratization encouraged such aid too.12 Otwin Marenin attributes the increase in US international police aid programmes to two main factors. First, the collapse of communism, especially the post-Cold War political changes in the former Eastern bloc states, paved the way for democratization, and assistance to police reform was seen as crucial to consolidate democracy in those states.13 Second, increased police aid was also motivated by the need for more international cooperation to face the perceived risks associated with growing networks of transnational organized crime and international terrorism. Responding to the new threat environment, the US offered to provide more training and assistance to states fighting terrorism and various forms of organized crime, especially drug trafficking.14




Parallel to the growth of international police assistance, multilateral instruments for police reform became more important, in particular the operations of the UN Civilian Police (UNCivPol).15 Academic attention also expanded, with a growing interest in the integration of reforms in all sectors of internal security. The term ‘security sector reform’ was introduced; it denoted integrated reforms of the state’s coercive instruments: military, police and the judicial and penal systems.16 A number of policy-orientated studies and reports from the late 1990s proposed making security sector reform a top-priority issue on the development aid and peacekeeping agendas.17 In the military and policy-making community, the rebuilding of a local police and a professional national army came to be seen as the key element of a peacekeeping force’s ‘exit strategy’. By 2002, from East Timor, Sierra Leone and Afghanistan to Kosovo and Bosnia, international assistance in the training and rebuilding of national police and security forces figured prominently in external support for long-term consolidation of peace and political stability.


The Goal of Democratic Policing


Democratic policing is, at least in official rhetoric, the ultimate aim of peacebuilding efforts in promoting police reform. What constitutes democratic policing is seldom clearly defined, however. Cottam and Marenin make a useful distinction between the procedural and the substantive aspects of policing. In other words, policing can be democratic or undemocratic both in style and substance: “Procedural democratic policing abides by the norm that the police are subject to laws, rules, and professional codes and do not act arbitrarily, capriciously, corruptly, or brutally when they exercise power to coerce . . . Substantive democratic policing is defined by the range of social interests served and protected by the police.”18


For policing to be democratic in style, it must be truly accountable for possible violations of citizens’ procedural rights. Such violations cover the entire range, from technical errors in filling out papers to torture and mistreatment.19 The concept of legitimacy is often used to describe democratic policing. Reiner has suggested that policing should be seen as legitimate when “the broad mass of the population, and possibly even some of those who are policed against, accept the authority, the lawful right, of the police to act as they do, even if disagreeing with or regretting some specific actions”.20 The discourse on legitimacy is complex, however; and there is no simple and clear-cut boundary line between legitimate/democratic and illegitimate/non-democratic policing.


Civilian oversight and professionalism are key words in reforms promoting democratic policing. National police organizations and internal security agencies are often powerful institutions, and the development of adequate measures for civilian oversight is difficult. Wright and Mawby correctly point out that it is “not sufficient to simply use civilian oversight as a post hoc means of investigation and blame”.21 A wide range of constitutional, legal and organizational mechanisms have to be in place and operate at a variety of levels. Achieving civilian oversight of policing, then, is seen as an ambitious project that aims at a dynamic interaction between police institutions and a broad range of actors including state institutions, community groups, non-governmental organizations and the media.22


For various reasons, civilian oversight is usually dependent upon the separation of internal and external security functions, i.e. of the police and the army. This is seen as a key precondition for democratic policing, and assumes particular importance in societies emerging from violent conflict. Getting the armed forces back to their barracks has been one of the prime political objectives in post-conflict peacebuilding and security sector reform.23 A number of specific proposals have been advanced to promote this goal. They range from various military reform programmes to measures aimed at improving civilian control of the armed forces, especially through new budgetary practices and civilian control over business and enterprises owned and run by the military.24


At its most basic, however, democratic policing is about the political will of the reconstituted national government and its law enforcement capacity and resources. A combination of these attributes will need to be in place in order to achieve democratic policing in post-conflict situations. First, the structural components of indigenous public security – police, judiciary or legal code and prisons – must achieve at least a basic ability to maintain law and order. Training must be sufficient to ensure a minimum level of competence and professionalism.25 Second, and perhaps the most challenging task, the structures and institutions of public security must be imbued with an ethos of public service and impartiality. This is what Hansen and Lia have termed “the behavioural reform” of the security sector.26 This can only happen if political elites have the political will to bolster political, judicial and societal mechanisms of accountability.27


Effectiveness versus Due Process


Reinstating democratic policing in post-conflict societies is fraught with difficulties and dilemmas. One of the most pressing dilemmas is how to strike a balance between popular demand for police effectiveness, on the one hand, and the rule of law and human rights, on the other. The effectiveness versus constitutionalism dilemma facing a newly created police force in a post-conflict society will be more acute if crime rates and ethnic tensions are high and/or a culture of violence prevails. Popular norms in war-torn societies are often in strong dissonance with both national legislation and international human rights standards. The legacy of war has usually produced vociferous demands for summary retribution against criminals and wartime collaborators. Rama Mani also reminds us that the choice of repressive policing may be seen as a “lesser evil” when more fundamental objectives (as perceived by the national leadership) are at stake, such as avoiding a relapse into civil war, preventing genocide or achieving independence.28 But reforming the police does not automatically translate into lower levels of crime and violence. In fact, the opposite seems true. In the case of Latin America, Charles Call has observed that “contrary to what one might expect, judicial and police reforms embedded in dramatic transitions from war to peace have coincided with more, rather than less, violence”.29


The effectiveness versus constitutionalism dilemma illustrates broader peacebuilding and state-building dilemmas facing societies emerging from violent conflict. Roland Paris has argued that the potential for economic liberalism and the rule of law in post-conflict societies is limited because the envisioned societal system – a liberal democratic polity and a market economy – is an ill-suited model for war-torn states and is ineffective with regard to establishing a stable peace.30 The introduction of a market democracy model is accompanied by its inherently destabilizing side-effects stemming from its competitive character. A post-conflict society cannot afford too much competition because it still contains strong internal conflicts and lacks institutional structures capable of peacefully resolving internal disputes. In the Palestinian case, the venerable objective of creating a rule of law was always measured against the need to subdue radical factions which aimed at “derailing the peace process” through political violence. Similarly, strong popular demands for ‘swift justice’ against informers, quislings and criminals caused the Palestinian authorities to frequently ignore the basic requirements of due process. More generally, a number of studies indicate that post-conflict societies often experience a conflict transformation when new conflicts among former allies emerge and threaten both the civil peace and the peace settlement.31 Thus, effective and authoritarian policing appears to be a necessary stopgap measure to contain strong internal tensions and disputes in the post-settlement environment.


The problem with a developmental paradigm that emphasizes the importance of a strong state is that it requires a determined developmental elite, not an exploitative praetorian class, to firmly hold the reins of power.32 This is usually not the case, and hence it is reasonable to challenge the common assumption that as soon as internal order in states ravaged by internal conflict has been restored, democratization and economic prosperity will follow.33 In fact, democratization often occurs as a result of internal crisis, when the ruling elites are forced to enter into a power-sharing arrangement after their attempts at repressing popular unrest have proved to be futile.34 Conversely, when the incumbent regime and its coercive apparatus become stronger relative to the country’s civil institutions and ‘street’-level forces of popular mobilization, they continue to suppress perceived subversives and, as a result, political participation declines and the prospects for democracy diminish.


In the course of the twentieth century, technological innovations have revolutionized policing and police organizations and have greatly enhanced the physical instruments of surveillance and repression.35 Charles Tilly and Keith Krause consider Third World authoritarianism to be at least partly a result of “the transplantation of unprecedented means of institutionalised violence and surveillance into political arenas that were empty of the countervailing checks”.36 Similarly, students of international police aid have warned against police assistance that stresses technology without pressing for a parallel process of political and social reform. Such aid “will only make the police more capable of doing what they are asked to do by the powers that be. Altering technology without changing either procedural norms or the substantive range of policing is the most harmful form of aid.”37 Both Paris’s argument and the counter-arguments illustrate the dilemmas faced by providers of police aid in post-conflict regeneration.




The Time Frame and Institutional Basis for Police Reform


One of the reasons why the effectiveness versus constitutionalism dilemma is acute in immediate post-conflict situations is that rebuilding a professional police force is a time-consuming process. Informed estimates about how long this takes are bound to be uncertain and will depend on a host of uncertain variables. A former head of UNCivPol, Halvor Hartz, has judged in a recent study that “at least five years are needed to create a new law enforcement agency from scratch, until it is fully operational”.38 The entire recruitment process, involving announcing positions and selecting and vetting candidates, would take at least several months. Then, a basic training course designed to give the selected personnel the basic minimum knowledge of police techniques and knowledge of the law would require between 6 to 12 months. At the very earliest, the first group of police officers would be ready for active policing one year after the first announcements were issued, according to Hartz’s estimates. Similar estimates are found in the comprehensive study by Oakley et al., and were widely supported by police experts at a conference held in Washington, DC in October 1997 on the issue of peace operations and public security.39 There seems to be general agreement that judicial and penal system reform would take even longer than police reform.40 Hence, societies just emerging from violent internal conflict will not have a system of professional law enforcement. Instead, police forces will be inexperienced, untrained and underpaid; they will operate without stringent judicial oversight and restraint; and even with the best of intentions, serious police abuses are bound to occur, provoking popular unrest and jeopardizing the legitimacy of the police.


Both the peacekeeping literature and the more specialized police research literature are explicit in warning against the assumption that police reform alone is sufficient to produce democratic policing. Of particular importance are reforms in the judicial and penal systems. The impact of police reform efforts will be diminished if the judicial process is corrupt and abusive behaviour is rampant within correctional institutions.41 A case study of the establishment of a new independent police force in Haiti after the restoration of the Aristide government in 1994 argues that the relative success of the new force was reduced by the weakness of the judiciary and the prison system: “Police officers complained that when offenders were intercepted, they either evaded prison because the penal system was dysfunctional and inadequate, or escaped trial because the courts were too inefficient to try them or so corruptible that suspects could buy their freedom.”42


Holiday and Stanley observed in their study of peacebuilding in El Salvador in the early 1990s that the most harmful deficit in the peace accord was the lack of an international mandate to promote adequate judicial reforms, which stalled the progress made in reforming the police.43 Studies have also shown that frustration within the ranks of the reformed or newly created police forces often comes as a result of the incapacity of the courts and the prosecutors to deal with the huge backlog of cases, which in turn stems from the paralysis of the judicial system during the preceding conflict. Police involvement in and support for vigilantism has occurred in several post-conflict situations.44


Ex-Combatants in the New Police Force? The Recruitment Dilemma


The most critical security challenge to post-conflict societies is perhaps the demobilization, disarmament and reintegration of former combatants.45 The peacekeeping literature strongly emphasizes “the potentially destabilizing role” of disgruntled soldiers and ex-combatants whose status in society has been reduced and who often face economic hardship in the post-conflict economic crisis.46 They form a security challenge as potentially dangerous recruits to the world of organized crime, and may easily instigate insurrection in the volatile post-agreement period.47


International monitoring of compliance with a peace accord’s provisions for demobilization and disarmament, combined with substantial aid packages to support long-term reintegration programmes, is often seen as the key solution to the ex-combatant problem. An incentive structure must be in place for former soldiers and guerrillas, either in the civilian sector or in a reformed army and police. Rapid demobilization may prove to be counterproductive and may exacerbate the security dilemma by providing little safety for the disarming and demobilizing guerrilla movement. For the newly established or reconstituted police forces, the dilemma lies in the politics of recruitment. Procedures for screening or ‘vetting’ the new forces in order to weed out unqualified and undesirable individuals are important but are difficult to carry out owing to political constraints.48 Although a clear and workable separation of military and police institutions is judged to be an essential condition for democratic policing, the need to provide employment for demobilized combatants and militants, in addition to a lack of other trained personnel, often dictates the inclusion of significant numbers of former guerrillas and military personnel into the police. Rama Mani has put it succinctly: “If ex-combatants trained for warfare are inducted into the police . . . precisely at the moment when the distinction between the military and the police is sought to be reinforced – will the police reform ever be possible? . . . doing so may reinforce the nexus between police and military doctrine, and thereby perpetuate the military’s influence over the police.”49


As William Stanley points out in his case study of the El Salvadorian and Guatemalan police reform processes, the inclusion of members of old police structures into the new police force, the Police Nacionale Civil, constituted a major obstacle to democratic policing. He comes to the conclusion that new personnel are likely to produce better policing than ‘recycled personnel’ from the old regime.50 In the Palestinian case, the major recruitment problem was not personnel from the old regime but the large influx of guerrillas and street fighters with a history of vigilantism and political violence. Although their induction was politically important, their presence had a clearly negative impact on the policing culture of the new police.


Why International Police Aid is Unlikely to Produce Democratic Policing


A number of studies of international police aid have emphasized the political aspects of this aid and have addressed the interests and motivations underlying “the burgeoning business of police reform” which more often than not have centred on specific policy goals such as combating terrorism and transnational crime or bolstering regional allies rather than on the noble aim of democratic policing.51 The bulk of recent peacekeeping literature has nevertheless been relatively optimistic that well-designed and well-monitored police aid programmes can have a beneficial effect on promoting democratic policing. It is rarely pointed out, however, that this requires a complete departure from a long tradition in US military and security assistance policy in which forging alliances with native elites to face common threats has been more important than promoting democratic policing.




Students of the history of international police aid programmes, and especially their role and impact during the Cold War, tend to doubt the professed views of Western governments, and the United States in particular, that the promotion of democratic policing was the primary aim of police aid.52 Studies of US police assistance in Central America in the 1980s and also of earlier US police aid programmes to Africa and Asia show that such aid usually failed to achieve its stated goals of enhancing effective and democratic policing in the target countries.53 The reasons for this failure were a combination of the overall anti-communist thrust of US foreign policy, the politics of the recipient countries and the organizational means to deliver the aid, which distorted its implementation and impact.54 As will be alluded to below, there are several reasons for assuming that the recent peacekeeping literature has not given sufficient consideration to the politics of international police aid and the difficulties of reforming police organizations.


Entrenched Policing Cultures


Police studies acknowledge that police reform is a long-term and difficult process and that good policing is difficult even in police systems that are strongly committed to democratic policing. Marenin writes: “the police are a resilient organization and occupation. Continuities in policing will span massive social and political changes, and can be disrupted and reformed only with great difficulty.”55 One reason for the difficulties in exporting democratic policing is the way police culture, and ultimately a policing style, is formed. Police cultures are strong and entrenched. They guide discretion and are shaped largely by the contingencies of police work, not by training.56 Formal training plays a marginal role in moulding police culture. Instead, work cultures are produced by the police themselves as they struggle to cope with the multiple pressures they find themselves under. Any reform effort that ignores the power of existing police cultures “is simply rhetorical tinkering and pious hope”, according to Marenin.57 With regard to South African police reform, Mark Malan has called for investments to educate serving police officers in policy formulation and strategic management “within their unique professional and bureaucratic environment”, but such an approach necessitates a high degree of intrusiveness, which may often be resisted.58




Another dimension of the problem of transmitting a new policing culture is the fact that many recipient countries often have strong and deep-rooted community mechanisms for dealing with crime and deviancy. They are based on customary law and clan allegiances, without the interference of the official public police. International police assistance has rarely shown much appreciation of these mechanisms, in particular because customary law usually offers highly inadequate protection for human rights, especially with respect to women.59 By focusing on national-level judiciaries and police forces, international police aid may strengthen central law enforcement but perhaps fail to address the adaptation of a public police service to local customs and norms.


Conflicting Foreign Policy Agendas


Perhaps more than any other foreign aid, assistance to police forces has the potential to alter the balance of power and change the political landscape of a country. For this reason, there is ample reason to examine donor motivation. Over the past decades, conflicting foreign policy agendas have usually characterized international police aid programmes. In the case of Latin America, Charles Call has observed that “international reform attempts have been driven by several, often competing interests such as suppressing communist guerrilla movements, improving the climate for investment, generating stability abroad, fighting drug trafficking, promoting peace processes, consolidating democracy, and advancing human rights”.60


In the case of US foreign police assistance, Marenin finds that such aid has primarily followed “two quite different tracks, in terms of goals, policy designs, implementation, and expected results”.61 One is technical and managerial, driven by US national interests and concerned with eliciting support for US efforts to fight transnational crime such as the trade in drugs, money laundering, terrorism and smuggling. The second track seeks the creation of civil, domestic police and criminal justice systems that are humane and democratic and adhere to the rule of law.


The returns to the United States on its ‘second-track’ investments are not easy to identify; and for this and other reasons, the second track has been prominent mainly only in the rhetoric of policy statements and programmatic declarations. During the implementation stages, however, the agendas of the specialized agencies have dominated, and their goals of fighting international terrorism, anti-Western insurgencies and transnational organized crime have gained priority.


The history of US international police assistance goes back to the post-World War II reconstruction of the German and Japanese police and criminal justice systems. During the early Cold War period, the United States’ police aid programmes gradually assumed strategic importance in its containment policies, with the shift in focus away from purely military aid programmes and alliances towards a new approach that made police and security forces in friendly Third World countries the first line of defence against communism.62 A worldwide programme of police training was in planning from 1954, and expanded dramatically during the next two decades. The Office of Public Safety (OPS) programmes, established by the Kennedy administration in 1962 and discontinued by the Congress in 1974, provided more than $340 million worth of equipment, advisers and training to Third World police.63 Although the OPS was officially established within the civilian USAID organization, the intelligence community and military agencies were heavily involved.64


Despite programmatic declarations about promoting democratic policing, the biggest portion of the OPS’s training curriculum for foreign police dealt with counterinsurgency, and included equipment and training in surveillance techniques, interrogation procedures, methods of conducting raids, riot and crowd control and intelligence.65 Aid and training was provided to security forces operating under repressive regimes.66 Owing to rampant human rights abuses by forces trained by US personnel, Congress imposed a ban in 1974 which prohibited US agencies from using “economic or military assistance funds to assist foreign police”.67 Despite the ban, numerous exemptions were granted to permit various forms of police assistance that supported US law enforcement goals, especially in the field of narcotics control and counter-terrorism.68 For instance, in the early 1980s the administration was allowed to reinstitute foreign police assistance and training to counter what President Reagan called Nicaraguan and Cuban “terrorism”. In particular, CIA and US military advisers resumed the training of police counter-terrorism units in El Salvador, Guatemala and Honduras.69 From then on, training and assistance to police forces became an important part of the counter-terrorism policy of the US administration. The Office of Counter-Terrorism and Emergency Planning was established in the State Department, and provided advice and training to foreign officials through its Anti-Terrorism Assistance Program from 1984. Obviously, promoting democratic policing was not the primary aim of these police aid programmes. In August 1986, it was reported by America’s Watch that four of the officers who were receiving training through the Office of Counter-Terrorism were known participants in one of Latin America’s numerous death squads.70


By the late 1980s and early 1990s, the notion of police aid as an instrument for promoting democratic policing had reappeared on the US foreign policy agenda, and there were various attempts to lift the police aid ban completely.71 The establishment of the International Criminal Investigation Training Assistance Program (ICITAP) in 1986, and also the Administration of Justice programmes, were specifically designed to encourage democratic reforms of police and court systems in Third World countries, with a focus on Latin America.72 The general goal of US police assistance shifted somewhat towards reconstructing collapsed and discredited police and court systems in areas emerging from violent conflict such as Panama, Haiti, Somalia, Bosnia and El Salvador and towards supporting police reform and democratic transitions in the former communist bloc.73 Still, during the early 1990s the main aim of US police aid, which affected more than a hundred countries, remained focused on meeting US law enforcement needs. It was managed mostly by specialized agencies, primarily in the fields of counter-narcotics and anti-terrorism. Only 10–20 per cent of the annual budgets of more than $100 million in 1990 and 1991 went to police assistance aiming to promote democratic policing. Significantly, a number of countries friendly to the US in the Middle East – Egypt, Israel, Jordan and Tunisia – received police assistance from both the Anti-Terrorism Assistance and the International Narcotics Control programmes but nothing from ICITAP.74 In the Palestinian case, ICITAP was involved briefly at the end of the 1990s, but again its training assistance (on illegal small arms collection) was formatted into the general and much larger CIA-led anti-terrorism programme for the Palestinian Police.75


Several studies have addressed the gap between expressed intentions in US foreign policy statements and the substance of its police and security assistance policies with regard to supporting democratic policing in the Third World.76 In trying to explain this gap, Marenin has made the point that it is easier to achieve international cooperation in crime fighting than to create proper policing and street work in other countries through aid and assistance programmes. Both the history of the OPS and more recent experience with police assistance in Panama, Haiti and El Salvador make this clear. Under political pressure, transmitting a civil–democratic policing model is inherently difficult. The option of confining police assistance to transmitting resources, hardware and new technical skills is therefore likely to win out.77


Distorted Implementation and the Politics of Police Aid Recipients


The way in which international police aid programmes are implemented is of paramount importance, especially in a climate of competing foreign policy agendas. It is a well-established fact that policy is distorted in implementation by both top-level and street-level bureaucrats and by the practicalities of organizing numerous agencies in a common effort. Implementation organizations are not neutral tools, but distort mandated policies towards preferred practices.78


Cottam and Marenin’s study of US police assistance to Central America reveals that police aid was delivered largely through functionally specialized agencies, such as the Drug Enforcement Administration, anti-terrorist work groups, military assistance programmes and probably the CIA.79 As each of these organizations taught distinct, separate and preferred models of policing, owing to the nature of their work, they were more interested in policing that was effective for their purposes than in promoting democratic policing in general. Violations of law and human rights were often seen as regrettable but necessary. US agencies also failed to coordinate their programmes, and they “competed for clients” and “sought to shift priorities and value[s] towards their way of defining the problems that required police interventions”.80


In addition to the tendency of policy aims to be distorted during the implementation stage, a second factor, namely the recipients, also contributed to making police aid largely irrelevant in terms of promoting democratic policing. Recipients’ goals and interests in using police aid are different from those of the supplier. National authorities which are not explicitly committed to democratic rule tend to use the repressive resources of the state – the police in their various organizational forms and the military – to strengthen their power vis-à-vis society while bowing occasionally to international demands to improve their human rights records and democratic credentials.81


In an illustrative example of the implementation dilemma, Robert Bruce’s case study of the Office of Public Safety programmes shows to what degree US police officials misperceived the impact of their programme.82 OPS officials clearly applied “flawed methods of assessment”. For example, they interpreted trainees’ enthusiasm for the whole training experience at the International Police Academy (IPA), which included travelling to and living in the United States, as indicating their adoption of the IPA’s teaching, including its human rights programme.83 OPS officials also used promotions of former trainees as a measure of the IPA’s persuasiveness. There were strong indications, however, that those trainees simply ignored the IPA training they did not like, want or understand . . . the trainees knew that promotions were more likely to measure their ability to conform to the ideas espoused by their superiors within their home countries . . . Trainees said they could not adopt ideas inconsistent with their police leaders’ interpretation of police work and had neither the power nor the inclination to introduce new ideas to their police forces . . . They did not understand how OPS officials could expect them, as middle ranking officers, to be reformers. Possessing neither authority nor responsibility for change, they could only be conformers.84 Bruce therefore argues that US attempts to persuade foreign police officers to protect rather than abuse human rights through its training must fail: “if police abuse human rights already, it is unlikely US training alone will reverse that without changes within the police operational context”.85


Concluding Remarks


A review of international police aid literature is a useful counterweight to the optimistic peacekeeping policy-orientated literature. But admittedly, the former is strongly informed by the US experience during the Cold War and less by the growing European experience with police reform in war-to-peace transitions, which is more explicitly orientated towards promoting democratic policing. It is important to bear in mind the significant progress that the UN, the EU and other international actors have made in recent years in terms of heightened awareness, new doctrines, more experience and better capabilities for police reform. However, the notion of police reform as peacebuilding was still in its infancy in the early and mid-1990s, when donors made their first steps to establish and reform the Palestinian Police. As will become clear in this study, international police assistance to the Palestinian Police was coloured by many competing agendas, and the noble aim of democratic policing was only one goal. Counter-terrorism was another goal, and was pursued with increasing vigour largely via covert programmes that circumvented the established donor coordination framework.


This Palestinian case study will illustrate some of the general lessons already learned about the (lack of) effectiveness of international police assistance. It will also provide interesting insights into important new themes, policy dilemmas and conflicts, especially with regard to the politics of international police aid mobilization, the problems of disbursement and implementation of such aid in a conflict area and the interesting donor–recipient dynamics in a political context in which international assistance was used mainly to promote and support the political negotiation process, not the reconstruction process.


Review of Primary Sources


Studies of contemporary police forces outside the Western world have often been hampered by a paucity of primary sources.86 Fortunately, this study has benefited from a wealth of primary material, in particular archival sources on police donor involvement with the Palestinian Police. I have had nearly unlimited access to the relevant files at the Royal Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs for the period between 1993 and 1999. These files are essential sources owing to the strong Norwegian involvement in the police donor efforts. From 1993, Norway chaired the main policy-making body responsible for coordinating aid to the Palestinians; and from early 1994, it also headed the various coordination committees which dealt with assistance to the Palestinian Police. Further, it participated actively in the police donor efforts through the secondment of Norwegian police officers as advisers to the PNA and to the United Nations’ activities in supervising donor-sponsored police training in the self-ruled areas. I have also gained access to relevant donor documents, in particular on the UN’s involvement, via personal contacts.




Press sources are generally weak and somewhat unreliable with regard to donors’ efforts and to their consultations, which more often than not occur behind closed doors. Still, the mass media, including wire reports, newspapers, periodicals, television and radio broadcasting, have been useful. Owing to the intense international, Israeli and Arab media attention paid to the Palestinian Police, it is probably safe to say that no other police force in the Arab world has been scrutinized to the same extent. Printed sources are also available from the Palestinian Police, as most of its branches published their own monthly journals. A third type of published primary source originates from the very active and sizeable community of local and international human rights organizations, which have been heavily involved in monitoring the Palestinian Police’s performance and documenting abuses.


Finally, I have conducted more than thirty formal interviews and several dozen informal interviews in Gaza City, Khan Yunis, Rafah, Jerusalem, Tel Aviv, Hebron, Ramallah, Jericho, Cairo, Oslo, Lillehammer, Geneva, Boston and Washington, DC. The interviewees include Palestinian police commanders, foreign police advisers, foreign diplomats, UN officials, Palestinian politicians, local correspondents and human rights activists.
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Donor Diplomacy and the Politics of Police Aid after Oslo








Foreign aid played a fundamental role in the establishment of the Palestinian Police. The PLO’s financial crisis and the high costs of creating an entirely new police force from scratch meant that the Palestinian National Authority (PNA) quickly became heavily dependent on donor assistance for maintaining its police. This book deals with various aspects of donor involvement, beginning with the first police aid consultations in the wake of the Declaration of Principles on Interim Self-Government Arrangements for the West Bank and Gaza (DoP) (also known as the Oslo Accords), concluded on 13 September 1993. It looks at issues such as aid mobilization, aid delivery mechanisms, donor–PLO relations and police training, and ends with a chapter on the shift towards anti-terrorism assistance after 1996. A key theme throughout this study is the gap between the PLO and donors with regard to the nature of the police force. The PLO’s ambitions for a strong, army-like liberation force clashed fundamentally with donor ideals of a civil, community-based police service. Another recurrent motif is the continuous and pervasive impact of Israeli priorities and policies, for which reason the trilateral PLO–donor–Israel relationship assumed a critical role in the delivery of police assistance. A third, equally important theme is the very complexity of international cooperation in police reform efforts, as effective and permanent frameworks for burden-sharing, decision-making and priority-setting and for accountability procedures are difficult to establish and maintain over time. Hence, general pledges rarely translate into rapid delivery and disbursement.


Donor Aid and Diplomacy after Oslo


Assistance for the establishment of the Palestinian Police formed only a small part of the overall donor effort after the conclusion of the DoP.




Considering the relatively small population of the West Bank and Gaza Strip and the limited geographical areas they inhabited (see Table 2.1), donor pledges were prodigious. On 1 October 1993, representatives of more than forty donor countries and institutions met in Washington, DC at the Conference to Support Peace in the Middle East, where they pledged some $2.4 billion over five years in support of Palestinian self-government and the peace process.1 The Washington aid package made the Occupied Territories, already a popular destination for foreign development assistance, one of the most aid-intensive areas in the world. Similar large-scale pledges were given in 1995 and 1997, sustaining a high level of donor involvement in Palestinian self-rule during the 1990s.


TABLE 2.1
Basic data on the West Bank and Gaza Strip, early–mid-1990s
















	 

	West Bank

	Gaza Strip






	Population (1994)

	1,400,000

	800,000






	Area (square km)

	5,800

	340






	GDP* (1991)

	$1,668

	$560






	GNP* (1991)

	$2,134

	$864









Note: *$ million


Source: Central Bureau of Statistics, Israel and Palestinian Bureau of Statistics, East Jerusalem.








There were many reasons why economic aid was seen, and portrayed, as fundamental to the successful establishment of Palestinian self-rule and the implementation of the DoP. First, the donor pledges were meant to be a strong political message by the US-led international community underlining its commitment to promote the peace process.2 Second, a large donor package made sense in view of the PLO’s economic crisis in the wake of the Gulf War, caused primarily by the termination of Arab aid. The Organization was seen as incapable of assuming the substantial economic costs involved in setting up and running a self-government administration. Third, and perhaps most importantly, donors believed, or at least promoted the assumption, that economic improvement of the lives of ordinary Palestinians was crucial to the success of the autonomy experiment.3




Behind the rhetoric of ‘economic growth equals peace and security’, one could discern another and more powerful donor motivation. The Occupied Territories were a high-profile aid area, both in terms of media attention and international involvement, providing a large potential for political returns on aid investments. The political implications of the manifold increase in foreign funding, filling the vacuum created by a shrinking Arab aid flow, were obvious. For the first time, it made the PLO dependent on aid from a bloc of US-aligned and pro-Israeli countries, giving a degree of US leverage over the PLO that had hitherto been unimaginable.


A hectic diplomacy followed the breakthrough in Oslo, centred on the distribution of positions in leading and coordinating donor efforts. The jostling for high-profile roles came to a head during the consultations leading up to the Washington Conference in October 1993 at which a political high-level coordinating committee was appointed, subsequently termed the Ad Hoc Liaison Committee (AHLC).4 Several donors coveted the chair position. The main line of conflict was between the United States and the European Union (EU), which blocked each other’s candidatures.5 A third country, Japan, also seemed eager to gain the position; but it was prepared to accept the United States as AHLC chair, having expressed opposition to the EU candidacy.6 The United States and the European Union also disagreed on the lead multilateral agency for coordinating donor efforts: the former wanted the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (hereafter the World Bank) in that position, insisting that the UN agencies should play only subordinate roles; the EU opposed this, seeing the World Bank as too US-loyal.7


The stalemate between the United States and the European Union led to a temporary compromise in which Norway became the first AHLC chair at the suggestion of Saudi Arabia, under an arrangement of rotating chairmanship.8 But Norway’s authority as AHLC chair was never undisputed. In the autumn of 1994, for example, the US was dissatisfied with the “slow” Norwegian donor diplomacy following the departure of the MFA’s energetic Middle East adviser Terje Rød Larsen to the UN, and threatened to “hand the AHLC chair position over to Canada” if the MFA did not put more effort into its AHLC responsibilities.9 On several occasions, key EU member states publicly called for replacing Norway, or at least appointing an EU co-chair in the AHLC, in order to gain more influence and visibility in the Middle East process.10 Eventually, at the end of the 1990s, it was agreed that the European Union and Norway should co-chair the committee.


The EU–US rivalry in the donor process reflected obvious disagreements over the two sides’ respective role in the Middle East. The United States had a strong sense of ownership of the peace process, but could not afford to disregard the European Union’s economic muscle in funding the Palestinian self-rule experiment. The European Union wished to realize political returns for being the largest aid provider in the Territories, and it also considered its regional involvement an important testing ground for its new Common Foreign and Security Policy. In many ways, Norway was well placed to play a balancing role between the two powers. Its foremost asset, however, was the unique confidence in it of the two parties in the Palestinian–Israeli conflict and its impeccable reputation for being a disinterested and honest facilitator.


The Delicate Issue of Police Assistance


The provision of police aid does not appear to have preoccupied donors significantly during their early consultations after Oslo. The issue was discussed intermittently, especially in the framework of start-up and recurrent costs financing, which soon emerged as an important challenge.11 In retrospect, the initial lack of interest in police assistance contrasted sharply with the major preoccupation with that issue a year later.12


The paucity of donor interest in the Palestinian Police reflected uncertainty about the final purpose of the force and its requirements. Furthermore, donors seemed to avoid the issue, owing to concerns about its political implications. An MFA memorandum noted in early December 1993 that the police aid issue “is obviously so sensitive that none of the major donors, the US, the EU and the World Bank, wish to take the initiative”.13 As will be seen below, donors failed to deliver substantial assistance to the Palestinian Police before it deployed in Gaza and Jericho. I have found no evidence of implemented donor programmes before mid-April 1994, apart from a mixture of police, security and military training offered by the Jordanian and Egyptian governments in 1993-4, some very limited VIP protection training in the United States and human rights awareness courses offered by the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC).14




In the donor community, Norway gradually adopted a leading role in mobilizing and coordinating police aid, responding primarily to PLO wishes rather than actively seeking this role for itself. Following a PLO request to the UN for police training assistance in September 1993, the MFA seconded a police superintendent from the Norwegian Police Academy, Per S. Bleikelia, to a UN fact-finding mission to the Occupied Territories in early autumn 1993.15 The turning point in Norway’s police aid involvement came after Foreign Minister Johan J. Holst visited Tunis in November 1993 for donor aid consultations with the PLO leadership.16 During these talks, Chairman Arafat raised the issue of police aid, expressing great concern that the Palestinian Police might not be fully operative and ready by 13 December 1993, when the Israeli redeployment was scheduled to begin. Holst noted in particular the concerns that the PLO leader had about the stepped up efforts of the rejectionist factions to foil the peace talks and challenge the PLO’s authority. Both Arafat and the Tunisian foreign minister bin Yahya told Holst that Hamas, the PFLP, the PFLP-GC and the Abu Nidal group received financing, equipment and support from Syria, Libya and Kuwait. The PLO chairman felt that his authority and credibility would dissipate if he were unable to establish a visible and effective presence following the Israeli withdrawal. The PLO leader was also concerned about the policing role of his army of exile-based fighters, the Palestine Liberation Army (PLA). They had to be socialized into their new roles in support of law and order, otherwise they might become estranged from the Palestinians in the Territories.


Arafat pointed out that there was a lack of means to train, equip and operate the Palestinian security forces and that international aid pledges in this regard were inadequate. He warned of the problems that would arise as a consequence of weak institutions for handling security challenges, using his oft-repeated phrase that instability in the Occupied Territories “might spread to the entire region”.17 The PLO leader therefore requested that Norway should look into the police aid issue, and Holst received a very comprehensive list of what the PLO considered to be legitimate aid requirements, encompassing everything from uniforms to light armoured vehicles. During their meeting, Holst promised Arafat that he in his capacity as AHLC chair would contact the United States, the European Union and other donor countries in order to find ways of contributing to the establishment of the Palestinian Police. Police aid remained a prominent topic in subsequent consultations between the PLO leadership and Norway.


Norway’s Proposal for a US-Led Police Aid ‘Consortium’


The day after the Tunis meeting, the Norwegian foreign minister consulted with his US counterpart Secretary of State Warren Christopher on his talks with the PLO leader. His impression from the meeting was that the organization of the Palestinian Police following Israel’s withdrawal “seems to overshadow all other concerns at PLO headquarters for the moment”.18 Holst himself had some reservations regarding the PLO’s projected police, for example that the donor countries should avoid becoming “supporters of a Fatah hegemony posed by arms”.19 (Holst’s concern about the dominant role of Fatah in planning for the police reflected his intimate knowledge of Palestinian politics. As the director of the Norwegian Institute of Foreign Affairs, he had overseen a series of research projects on peacekeeping in Lebanon during the 1980s.20 Holst’s comment about Fatah was exceptional in donor discussions, and there is little evidence that donors seriously discussed Fatah’s role vis-à-vis the Palestinian Police in formal meetings.)


Despite his reservations, Holst nevertheless stressed that serious and legitimate requirements existed that were not being dealt with by the donor community. He feared that the World Bank did not possess the relevant competence in the field of police assistance, reflecting a widespread ideological hostility on the part of international development aid institutions to involvement in aid efforts for police and security forces. Holst urged Christopher to support the establishment of alternative mechanisms for supporting the Palestinian Police, referring to the considerable US experience in this field. Stressing the need for American leadership in this important matter, the Norwegian foreign minister called upon the United States to consider the establishment of a “consortium” designed to assist the PLO in putting into place an appropriate security force.21


Holst’s vision of a speedy US-led police aid effort was soon dashed. The PLO had previously contacted the United States with a view to obtaining police assistance, but without receiving much support.22 Christopher did not share Holst’s sense of urgency and dismissed the consortium idea as “not useful” at this time.23 He appeared rather uninterested in the police aid issue. His primary concern was that donor discussions in this field, especially with regard to size, scope and equipment, should not interfere with the ongoing Palestinian–Israeli negotiations. During recent talks, police-related issues had been the subject of a number of controversies, including conflicting views about its size as well as the future role of the PLA units stationed in Arab countries.24 The United States feared that as long as the PLO and Israel were still in disagreement, any high-profile donor involvement would complicate the political talks and would encourage the PLO to put forward unreasonable demands.
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