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A variety of detailed and complex technical, financial and legal issues must be 
resolved before the United Nations will be able to make routine use of commercial 
satellite imagery (CSI) in support of its peacekeeping operations. In addition, 
however, various political and organizational issues must be addressed. The former 
will decide whether such a capability will be permitted at all, much less in any 
functionally satisfactory way. Subject to the political factor, how the supply, 
dissemination and use of CSI and related products will be organized raises issues 
for both UN headquarters in New York and for the structure and operations of field 
commands. These issues will become still more complex if UN peacekeepers are 
expected to integrate their activities with nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) 
active in a 'complex operation' - that is, an operation in which both military and 
humanitarian aspects are significant. 

This chapter will first note the larger contexts within which UN organizational 
issues regarding the use of CSI must arise. These are, respectively, the political, C4I 
(command, control, communication, computer and intelligence) capability contexts. 
It will then draw on some existing information about intelligence and C4I problems 
and possibilities in UN and other operations to explore briefly five scenarios 
relevant to the organization of the UN for the use of CSI. In the first two, imagery 
is essentially under the complete control of states while in the last three some degree 
of UN capability to acquire and use CSI is assumed. 

The Larger Contexts 

The fundamental political limitation on the United Nations is the willingness of 
states to tolerate the acquisition and use of a significant CSI capability by the 
organization. Many states subject to satellite observation at one time, at least, 
strongly objected to uncontrolled observation. Most, however, lacked the ability to 
do anything about it, and ultimately essentially freedom to observe prevailed. There 
seems to be no inherent legal obstacle in general international law to the collection 
of CSI, even by international organizations.1 It is, of course, possible that certain 
difficulties could still arise with respect to certain practices or actions within either 
general international law or within the terms of the charter or mandate of authority 
of a given international organization. For example, if the International Atomic 
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Energy Agency adopts the use of CSI in its safeguarding activities - a direction in 
which it is moving - this does not mean it is necessarily free to use such imagery 
for any and all purposes. It would likely be restricted purely to safeguarding 
applications, and its ability to disseminate the imagery or information from it to 
others, for other purposes, would likely be blocked. 

In the particular case of associations of sovereign states, more-over, having a 
legal capacity in theory does not guarantee having in practice either the political 
support of states or the resources (including financial) that only states may be able 
to provide for a specific activity. States potentially subject to satellite observation by 
the UN may hesitate to give it such a capacity. So, too, may states which, through 
possession of the technology now, may be favoured by its current distribution. 
Joseph Nye once suggested what he termed 'the Law of Inverse Salience': 

the less important the task politically, either because of its technical nature or limited 
impact, the greater the prospects for the growth of the [international] organization's 
authority vis-a-vis the member states. Conversely, the more important the task by nature 
or impact, the weaker the authority of the organization will be.2 

The same relationship might be anticipated in the case of independent capabilities 
wielded by an international organization. Doll and Metz echoed this in 1993: 

For most member states, better a weak, dependent, and pliable UN than a stronger, 
autonomous one which might act against national interests.3 

The question of the UN and CSI must also be considered within two additional, 
nested contexts: the first is the sensitive issue of a UN 'intelligence' capability, while 
the second and broader concern touches on the UN's C4I capabilities. The effective 
use of commercial satellite imagery does not simply raise the questions of whether 
or not such imagery might be available to the UN, or how it should fit into a larger 
UN 'information' or 'intelligence' capability. These issues themselves must also be 
located in the still larger context. The UN's C4I capabilities will affect how it could 
use CSI and, conversely, the effective use of CSI would have profound implications 
for its C4I capabilities. 

For the United Nations, the historical sensitivity of the term 'intelligence' is quite 
relevant: the collection of 'information' is an absolute necessity in peacekeeping 
operations, and has occurred, but the creation of a stronger, and in particular a more 
independent, capability for information-gathering and -analysis may well generate 
unease among member states. The historical and, now at least, psychological, 
association of satellite imagery with 'National Technical Means' (NTM) would not 
be helpful in this regard. Again, Doll and Metz are instructive. They note 
suggestions that UN enforcement operations 

may not require developing an organic intelligence-gathering capability for the UN, but 
rather greater intelligence-sharing among the permanent members of the Security Council. 
In any case, it will remain politically infeasible to collect strategic intelligence at UN 
headquarters. This means the UN must continue to rely on national suppliers for 
intelligence.4 
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The political implications of this argument, with its suggestion of dependence on 
existing state-based intelligence capabilities, are precisely challenged by the 
possibility of a UN CSI capability. Peace enforcement operations, as they will likely 
have a very significant element drawn from the permanent five of the Security 
Council, will differ from peacekeeping or similar complex operations. However, this 
statement does point to the necessary political question for the Brahimi Report's 
argument that a greater intelligence capability is needed, both at UN headquarters 
and in the field:5 will states now see this need and be interested in addressing it -
and if so, how? 

Against this posited reluctance to give the UN a strengthened, much less an 
independent, intelligence capability might be argued the growing use of CSI in 
particular by private actors and NGOs, the interest shown in its use by the 
International Atomic Energy Agency as a safeguarding tool and, more broadly, the 
growing volume and utility of 'open source' information more generally. 'Open 
source' information may be loosely defined as information which is both publicly 
available and legally obtained.6 It thus does not carry the same political burden as 
information obtained covertly. CSI, being by definition available in a public market, 
would fit within this definition. As CSI becomes more widely and readily available, 
along with the hardware and software to exploit it, the logic of denying to the UN a 
capability increasingly in the hands of everyone else becomes strained. How 
precisely this imagery and information derived from or based on it might be 
provided to and used by the UN might still be significant questions, however. What 
are the problems and possibilities which might arise depending on how that supply 
and use are organized? Considerable variation is possible here, with significant 
implications for the UN both in its New York Headquarters and in the field. 

Five Scenarios 

The scenarios developed here briefly set out five general modes of organization of 
the UN for the use of CSI. They are used to identify some of the problems which 
would have to be addressed. There is no suggestion here that any one is necessarily 
the best approach; rather, each will present its own challenges and requirements. 

The first two scenarios draw on examples from past UN operations. They assume 
that imagery, whether from CSI or from 'National Technical Means' is essentially 
under the control of states, and is not systematically provided to or processed through 
the UN. The first scenario is more of a benchmark or reference case, a summary of 
various past significant complaints about the UN's information capabilities and 
practices, whether in the field or in UN headquarters in New York. This will be used 
to identify some basic defects and problems in the UN's C4I capabilities, as they 
affect intelligence more generally and thus could also bear on the use of CSI. The 
second scenario is a 'sub-contracting' model - that is, essentially a peacekeeping 
operation has been 'contracted out' to a particular major player, though other states 
may also contribute forces and resources. These two scenarios thus correspond to 
variants within the broader suggestion noted by Doll and Metz above. 

The remaining scenarios extrapolate from various recommendations in the 
Brahimi Report, depending on three patterns for how those recommendations are 
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taken up. All are based on the possession by the UN of an independent ability to 
acquire and analyze CSI, but they vary in terms of the location of that capability 
whether in New York or in its theatre commands or both. The key factor underlying 
these scenarios is the willingness of states to see a strengthening of the UN 
capability, along lines flowing from the Brahimi Report and, if so, where. In the 
third scenario, this capability is assumed to reside only in the UN's New York 
headquarters, with an information feed then flowing to the field or theatre 
headquarters. The third scenario thus builds on some of the suggestions in the 
Brahimi Report at the level of the New York headquarters. At the theatre level, 
however, it assumes dependence on relatively unreformed field commands for 
relevant functions. The fourth scenario assumes that institution of a capability in a 
brigade formation structure along the lines suggested in the Brahimi Report is more 
politically palatable than a significant strengthening of the New York headquarters.7 

In essence, therefore, this attempts to incorporate some aspects of a leading state 
approach. The final case covers the possibility of an independent UN CSI capability 
at both the New York and field command levels. 

Issues of 'shutter control' are not addressed in any of these cases. As well, 
assuming the acquisition and use of CSI by the UN at any level does not require a 
parallel assumption that national units do not have access to their own imagery and 
derived information. Finally, while we assume that CSI might have applications for 
a wide array of UN missions, it is possible that both the specific uses and the ability 
of field units to deploy CSI 'cells' will vary from one mission or mission type to 
another. For example, while ceasefire observation and buffer zone observation 
missions might have uses for CSI, some operations of these types could perhaps be 
too small to justify an organic CSI 'cell' at the field level. Two issues thus arise: first, 
the minimum useful size for such a 'cell' in the field, given specifics such as mission 
type and scale, and given the actual uses for the information and the volume of 
imagery required;8 and second, whether useful imagery and derived information 
could be provided in a timely manner from a central unit at New York regardless of 
mission specifics or scale. 

Scenario 1: A composite of bad 

There may be instances where the UN has been given satellite imagery (whether 
from NTM or CSI), or at least information derived from such imagery, at a central 
or at a theatre level. Dependence on such outside sources - and thus on these 
sources' willingness and ability to grant or withhold access to such imagery and 
information - could be a very sore political point even if the utility of the imagery 
and information is granted. However, merely giving the UN unimpeded access to 
imagery would in itself be insufficient. Without an organization able to acquire, 
analyse and deliver the imagery and derived products satisfactorily, access to 
imagery alone is of little real use. Access to imagery is not enough, and access to 
appropriate hardware and software is not enough; the organization as such must be 
capable of exploiting the technology properly. This is not the current case in the 
United Nations. This initial scenario outlines some of the relevant complaints about 
the UN's C4I system, to provide a benchmark of some of the problems that must be 
addressed if a useful UN CSI capability is to be developed. 
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There are several well-known complaints about the UN's ability to launch and to 
manage peacekeeping operations in New York, and about the handling of what are 
essentially intelligence functions in the field. In New York, both the haste with 
which a mission might be mounted and chronic understaffing undermine the 
planning and preparation processes. The inability of the UN headquarters to be 
available for field commands after hours, also noted, may reflect both 'cultural' and 
resource factors. Although some steps have been taken to address these problems, 
in terms of information-gathering and -generation the UN is still highly dependent 
on states. Although an Office for Research and the Collection of Information was 
created in the UN Secretariat in 1987, this apparently accomplished little and was 
eliminated as a separate entity in 1992.9 A Situation Centre was created within the 
Department of Peacekeeping Operations in the early 1990s, to provide 24 hour/7 
days a week contact. This consisted in 1994 of 24 staff, of whom 17 were from 
North America, Western Europe and Australia,10 raising a potential issue of Western 
domination. The Centre has an Information and Research Unit, which Dorn" 
reports in 1999 as consisting of four officers, drawn from France, Russia, the US 
and the UK, thus raising the same issue. A brief description of the Situation Centre 
points out its need for maps and GIS capabilities.12 Commenting on the UN's need 
for a geographic database at a conference in March 2000, the Head of the UN 
Cartographic Section noted that not only did the UN still rely largely on paper maps, 
but also that lack of co-ordination among UN units hinders the use of digital maps 
even if these are available, and absence of agreements with national agencies limits 
access to relevant geographic databases.13 

Additionally, the description of its functions leads one to believe that the 
Situation Centre is primarily engaged in deriving information for the use of 
headquarters rather than also providing extensive information for field use.14 This 
could corroborate a comment that the information flow in UN operations between 
the field and headquarters tends to be up rather than down, or 'all suck and no 
blow'.15 Such a complaint could apply within the field as well. In terms of 
conditions in the field, a Swedish Armed Forces publication comments with respect 
to intelligence that: 

The individual national contingent, although supported in part by senior support 
organizations, will to a large extent be dependent on its own national assets and 
expertise.16 

A Canadian comment on UNPROFOR is also of interest. It states that: 

with the exception of CCUNPROFOR input, United Nations-generated intelligence 
support was virtually non-existent and of no use to units.17 

It goes on not only to note a lack of NATO-UN co-operation regarding aerial 
imagery, but also, respecting imagery exploitation, that: 

Canadian-based intelligence collection resources, including imagery exploitation, were 
incapable of responding quickly enough to provide timely support to units in-theatre. 
Generally, units were able to patrol into areas and disseminate information more quickly 
than imagery assets could be brought to bear.18 
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Merely resorting to national resources is not necessarily a remedy for UN 
deficiencies. 

Intelligence functions in-theatre have thus also been problematic. Both haste and 
the problems of putting together a multinational mission 'on the fly' may lead 
commanders to give a higher priority to other concerns. Once established, a field 
command intelligence unit - however titled - might be incapable of doing much 
more than summarizing incoming information from deployed units. It might face 
considerable personnel problems, in terms of both basic competence and the 
rotation of specific personnel.19 Specific national units might then develop or draw 
on their own capabilities but be reluctant to share their information. In the case of 
Somalia, the US fielded its own Intelligence Support Element, but this was not 
within the UN chain of command though information from it could be provided to 
the UN force commander. As a result, some national units in a mission might be 
better informed than the force commander.20 The sharing of information derived 
from national sources (e.g., NTM) could be hindered or at least partially blocked. 
Dorn has noted that: 

in UNPROFOR, a Canadian peacekeeper with NATO clearance received US satellite 
photographs (useful to determine his operational deployment) but he was not permitted to 
show the images to his UN commander, who was a French officer.21 

These varied problems have been recognized, and at least partially addressed, but 
much still remains to be done. The Brahimi Report proposes a much-strengthened 
information capability in New York, through the establishment of an Information 
and Strategic Analysis Secretariat, established as a subsidiary of the Executive 
Committee on Peace and Security (EISAS), and the development of Integrated 
Mission Task Forces.22 However, it provides no particular recommendations for the 
structuring of field commands, despite its suggestion of the development of brigade 
formations. Canada and Norway have recently agreed to try to help improve mission 
planning in the Secretariat.23 (Their offers of seconded personnel were apparently 
turned down.) The use of CSI by the UN could help to reduce some of these 
problems, such as some of the dependence on member states for information, and 
could improve aspects of planning, preparation, deployment and operations in the 
field. It could reduce, although possibly not eliminate, strains within the theatre 
from some units having an information advantage over the force commander. 
However, this litany of fundamental problems firmly establishes that merely access 
to CSI and related technologies for its exploitation will be ineffective in 
strengthening UN operations without associated significant improvements in UN 
C4I practice. 

Scenario 2: The leading nation 

A 'leading nation' model of UN operations has one state take a major role in 
organizing and managing the operation. For our purposes, this will be taken as a 
'sub-contracting' approach, in which the UN is dependent on such a state being 
willing and able to act.24 Of course this also assumes that this leader also has the 
leading intelligence capabilities, if political problems are to be avoided. The 
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'leading nation' is thus here assumed to be as well the leading intelligence nation.25 

It might seem that such a structure could avoid a number of problems arising in the 
first scenario. There is, however, potentially less here than meets the eye. Problems 
in the relations between this leader and the UN, and between this leader and other 
participating forces must still be addressed. As well, however, smooth operations 
within the leading nation's forces cannot be assumed. 

The first two sets of issues are readily enough identified. UN dependence on state 
capabilities - and the associated political and control issues this creates - would 
continue and could even be exacerbated under this model. Far from acquiring 
greater capabilities, whether for mission planning and preparation or for 
management of operations, existing UN capabilities in these areas could well 
atrophy instead. If a leading nation model worked, it would still leave uncovered 
those operations for which no leading nation, or at least none with the appropriate 
capabilities, could be found. As for relations between the leading nation and other 
forces participating in the mission, while there would be an improvement, one 
presumes, in the central intelligence apparatus in the field and between home 
capabilities of the leading nation and the field, relations among national units could 
continue to be a problem. Differentiating among various types and levels of 
releasability would be needed, to preserve important source and method 
information. This was an issue in Somalia.26 In the case of Bosnia, it led to 3 levels 
of intelligence: national only; NATO releasable; and IFOR releasable.27 

Considerable progress was made in this regard in Bosnia, the US Department of 
Defense noting at one point that the time for the sharing of imagery intelligence was 
reduced to 1.5 hours.28 Interoperability problems may also exist between leading 
nation technology and that available to other participants.29 So, too, might problems 
of differing doctrines, methods and organizations. 

The leading nation model points to some potential gains and problems, from a 
UN perspective, in the use of a CSI capability. The development of a UN CSI 
capability would enhance rather than undercut, existing UN capabilities. The use of 
'open source' imagery could reduce the problems of protecting sources which can 
hinder the sharing of NTM-based intelligence. Where a leading-nation model was 
not adopted, the use of CSI might at least reduce, although it would probably not 
eliminate, the disadvantageous position of a UN theatre commander not from an 
NTM-capable state. However, problems of organizing both the UN headquarters 
and the field for the effective use of CSI would still exist - including the problems 
of technical, doctrinal and other interoperability issues. 

These difficulties are underlined by their existence even within a technologically-
capable leading nation. The American experience in the Gulf War pointed to 
precisely such problems, among others.30 Coia, for example, notes that the Marine 
Expeditionary Force (MEF) was bitterly dissatisfied with the intelligence support it 
received. Its supporting intelligence unit deployed at significantly less than full 
strength, was overwhelmed by information and tended to revert to 'bean-counting 
and plotting positions,' had to compete with others for access to imagery resources, 
and had difficulties with its communications systems which affected its ability to 
supply imagery in hard copy to subordinate units. The imagery provided was often 
of poor quality, too slow to be useful, or 'often lacked reference grid locations, north 
arrows, photo interpreters' analytical annotations, and image dates'. At one point, 
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the MEF sent two officers to Washington to find any current imagery they could 
concerning an Iraqi unit." The development of an Intelligence Support Element, 
such as was deployed in Somalia, was one response to these problems. This unit 
apparently numbered about 100 people at most.32 Even so, there were still problems 
in Somalia.33 Some of these were resolved by the time of the US deployment in 
Bosnia.34 

A 'leading nation' approach might thus be of value both in practice and as a guide 
for other modes of organization. Such an approach can resolve some difficulties 
faced by the UN, but this in turn assumes that the internal operations of the leading 
nation are adequate, and that its ability to provide information to other participants 
is adequate. It leaves unresolved at best the questions of UN headquarters 
capabilities and of what is to be done when no appropriate leading nation offers 
itself for an operation. A UN CSI capability can directly address some of these 
issues. However, problems experienced within the leading nation also point to 
questions which would have to be addressed within a UN CSI capability, too. A 
resolution of these problems within a UN capability may not reach the highest 
military standards, and may face problems of interoperability, etc., itself. It may, 
however, still be good enough to be better than the absence of such a capability. 

Scenario 3: A UN headquarters capability 

The Brahimi Report, as already noted, presents a number of recommendations for 
the strengthening of the UN's headquarters capabilities. These include expanding 
the Department of Peacekeeping Operations, creating an Information and Strategic 
Analysis Secretariat, and developing Integrated Mission Task Forces for each 
operation. In presenting his initial proposals for the implementation of the report, 
the Secretary General stresses that the reforms at the UN headquarters level are to 
allow the 'better use' of information already within the UN system and of 'open 
source' information.35 The implementation proposals also intend to follow up on 
recommendations in the Report to involve mission leaders 'as early as possible' in 
the mission planning process.36 There is also interest in strengthening the UN's 
ability to access and use geographic database information.37 

These proposals do not of themselves speak of developing a CSI capability, but 
it will be assumed here that they could form a basis for one. However, strengthening 
the UN headquarters in this way does not necessarily imply a parallel strengthening 
of theatre commands. Thus, this scenario assumes simply a central UN capability, 
upon which theatre commands would be completely dependent. Even where in 
some circumstances a field CSI capability might make sense, depending on the scale 
and nature of the operation, in others it might not. In very general terms, this could 
correspond to a 'leading nation' model in which field commands and units are 
dependent on centrally-supplied imagery and analysis services. 

The size and staffing practices of such a central unit would be important 
questions. It would have to be large enough potentially to serve several missions at 
once: thus, it could require a surplus or 'surge' capacity. The scale of personnel, the 
terms of their service (e.g., secondment versus direct employment by the UN), and 
issues of personnel rotation would have to be addressed, as would the required 
training and skills. 
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The activities of such a central unit would depend on mission types and phases, 
and also on the nature of their connection, if any, to field commands. In the 
preparation and planning phase of a mission, and even into its deployment phase, 
CSI might be of use in assessing infrastructure (including transportation and 
communications links), mapping, locating refugee concentrations and planning 
their management, identifying or planning ceasefire lines and buffer zones, and 
other functions. Other possibilities, such as searching for mass graves in cases of 
actual or suspected large-scale human rights abuses, might require coordination 
with both appropriate field units and separate agencies, such as war crimes 
investigators. 

Where a field operation had no independent CSI capability, then either we must 
depart from an "all suck and no blow" orientation in order to feed information as 
needed to the field command, or we should restrict the sort of information acquired 
through the use of CSI to that directly relevant to UN headquarters and its specific 
functions. If the centre did provide information services for the field, then obviously 
that information would have to be timely and appropriate, being both quickly 
produced and oriented to the needs of the field command. Some of the problems 
faced by the MEF in the Gulf War become significant in this respect. The logic of 
running all such imagery through a central unit would hold only if these demands 
could be met. This model leaves unaddressed questions of how that information 
might be disseminated and used in the field. Nor are issues of interoperability and 
other compatibility problems among field units, and the entire question of a field 
command's C4I capabilities, dealt with. 

Scenario 4: An independent field capability 

Where Scenario 3 assumes a central capability but no separate field capability, this 
scenario assumes a field capability only. It appears to be, so to speak, the UN 
equivalent of the leading nation model in which units in the field directly tap 
imagery resources. Such an approach could entail the "downloading" of certain 
functions from the UN centre or, perhaps along the lines suggested in the Brahimi 
Report, the greater involvement of mission leaders in the planning and preparation 
phases. It would either leave unaddressed questions of how the centre would get 
access to needed CSI-derived information, or would depend on a feed from the field 
command. It would, of course, depend on the feasibility of a CSI feed directly to the 
field command, 'cutting out the middleman' or the necessity of a capability at the 
UN centre, and on an operation being large enough to warrant such a separate 
capability. 

Key problems in this scenario would arise in the theatre command's C4I 
capabilities and in the management of compatibility and interoperability problems 
within the multinational character of the force. Problems of personnel competence, 
and vulnerability to the rotation of either or both specific units or specific persons 
would have to be addressed. A 'military information' unit dependent on 
multinational staffing could face problems on both accounts, if critiques of past UN 
missions are accurate, while dependence on a single state to provide a coherent and 
competent unit for this function could still leave it vulnerable to both unit and 
personnel rotation, or even the withdrawal of that state from the mission altogether. 
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One alternative - drawing on a central UN unit for personnel and equipment 
deployable to the field as needed - might be worth entertaining but, like a central 
UN capability more generally, this unit would have to be capable of serving 
potentially several missions at once. 

The recommendation within the Brahimi Report for the development of coherent 
brigade-size formations38 could provide a structure within which to address some 
of these problems. Such units, drawing on several states, would train and deploy 
together. This could permit the development of sufficient familiarity among the 
units of differing states as to overcome some of the co-ordination problems they 
might otherwise face. Some interoperability problems, at least, might thus be 
identified and dealt with in advance. However, if several such units were developed, 
their training standards and interoperability issues would have to be addressed in a 
way compatible across brigades as well as within them if co-ordination problems 
were not simply to appear on a higher level. Moreover, if the capability to use CSI 
were to be if not uniform then at least roughly comparable across these units, then 
each would likely require at its command core the presence of troops with the 
requisite technology and sophistication. Thus, rather than bunching technologically-
capable states together, these might have to spread out to cover each such brigade. 
As well, the ability of the brigade to function would then depend on such states 
being willing to participate in specific missions. If individual states retain an ability 
to control their participation in specific deployments, either this could compromise 
the unit or alternative appropriate participants would need to be available. Again, 
drawing on some sort of central UN 'pool' could be an alternative here. 

The Brahimi Report does not address issues arising in field commands, or in its 
proposed brigade formations, in any detail. Some information, however, is available 
on the Standing High Readiness Brigade (SHIRBRIG) recently developed by a 
number of states.39 In SHIRBRIG's staffing, however, one finds only eight 
personnel in G2 (Military Information).40 Is this large enough to meet intelligence 
requirements even without an additional capability for CSI? How large would a 
minimal CSI capability have to be in order to justify deployment at the field level? 
Would it only make sense for operations above a brigade? As well, these personnel 
are drawn from a variety of states. One would hope that SHIRBRIG has resolved 
some of the problems noted in complaints about intelligence units in earlier UN 
operations, through its co-ordinated standards and training. Additionally, 
SHIRBRIG participants retain their ultimate national control over their forces. 

Outside of the development of a central but deployable pool, this scenario would 
actually fall somewhat short of a true UN field CSI capability; instead, it would 
really be based on access to deployed national capabilities placed at the service of 
the UN. This could increase its attractiveness to states, but at the cost of 
complications in the real availability and use of such a capability. It would mark a 
closer co-ordination among states, and to some degree the spreading of a 'leading 
nation' model, but would not in truth move much beyond that model. 

Scenario 5: A full UN capability 

This is the most ambitious and complex scenario, and the one in which the UN has 
the greatest independent capability. It requires a CSI capacity at both headquarters 
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and field levels, with not only some degree of specialization between them but 
probably also two-way information flows as needed. The relevant uses of and users 
for imagery and related information would vary with mission phase and type, and 
with specific information needs of the two levels. Giving both levels a degree of 
independent capability might reduce timeliness and utility problems, though it could 
also increase competition for resources and could inevitably be seen as creating a 
degree of duplication. It would require, of course, a resolution of difficulties at both 
levels, including difficulties identified in scenarios 2, 3 and 4, and the successful 
integration of their activities. Development not only of a central CSI capability but 
also of a pool of deployable personnel and equipment could be a step in this 
direction. This could help to reduce some problems of communication and 
interoperability between levels. 

Conclusion 

All five scenarios present important problems and possibilities for a UN CSI 
capability, not only in terms of the issues directly related to the use of imagery but 
also in terms of the larger C4I problems, and some others, that would have to be 
resolved. Perhaps the most significant scenario, however, is the second - the leading 
nation model. The three following it could all draw from aspects of this, though the 
development of coherent but still multinational brigade formations could introduce 
its own complications, as could the peculiarities of an international organization 
headquarters. From a technical-organizational point of view, studying issues arising 
from the use of imagery within a leading nation context - including in its 
interactions with other participants in a multinational force - could therefore be a 
particularly rewarding approach. Unfortunately, however, such a model could also 
generate the greatest political resistance, since it implies the greatest coherence and 
capability for the UN, and thus potentially the greatest test of Nye's 'Law of Inverse 
Salience.' Whether a politically-acceptable organization for a UN CSI capability 
could also meet the technical test of utility thus remains an open question. In that 
respect, the model of state-based independent field capabilities (scenario 4), 
combined but not necessarily well-integrated with some degree of a central 
headquarters capability, or a limited central capacity with little feed to the field 
(scenario 3), may be the more likely models if the UN has significant access to CSI 
at all. 
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