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1. Executive Summary 
 

 

 

As agreed by Member States at the 2005 World Summit, the Responsibility to Protect (R2P) 

rests on three pillars: the responsibility of the State to protect its own population from 

genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity; the duty of the 

international community to provide States with assistance and capacity-building; and the 

international community’s responsibility to take timely and decisive action, in accordance with 

Chapters VI, VII and VIII of the UN Charter, in cases where the State is manifestly failing in its 

responsibility to protect.  The pillars are not sequential and each pillar is of equal importance.  

In his recent report on Implementing the Responsibility to Protect the UN Secretary-General 

set out a balanced and comprehensive range of ideas of translating the principle from words 

to deeds.  As the Secretary-General noted, more work is needed to understand and clarify the 

measures that States might take to exercise their R2P through each of the three pillars.   

 

Of the three pillars, the measures that States, regional and sub-regional arrangements and 

the UN might take to exercise their pillar two responsibilities are least well understood.  The 

range of possible assistance that might be provided to State extends from small scale 

bilateral partnerships relating to technical matters, to different forms of targeted development 

assistance, to comprehensive and multifaceted assistance arrangements.  The key thing that 

unites all of these measures is that they involve partnerships and require the express 

invitation of the host State.  In short, pillar two activities are primarily concerned with assisting 

the State to exercise its responsibility to protect.  By doing so, pillar two actively strengthens 

the State and its sovereignty.  In the past decade, there has been a flourishing of global 

partnerships aimed at strengthening States.  Much of this activity make a direct contribution to 

helping States exercise their R2P and should therefore be properly understood as pillar two 

activities.   

 

This case study report briefly considers one such example – the Regional Assistance Mission 

to the Solomon Islands (RAMSI).  Deployed at the request of the Solomon Islands 

government and organised under the auspices of the Pacific Islands Forum, RAMSI assisted 

the government in restoring law and order, disarming armed groups and ensuring that the 

Islands’ criminals were tried under the criminal justice system.  Over time, RAMSI has 

transitioned into a broader capacity-building partnership aimed at helping the government to 

build and sustain the rule of law, good governance, local conflict resolution mechanisms, and 

economic development.  As such, although it has encountered many challenges, RAMSI 







                                          RAMSI and Pillar Two of the Responsibility to Protect 
 

11 

 

4. RAMSI in the Solomon Islands: Pillar 
Two in Action 

 

 
The Solomon Islands achieved independence from Britain in 1978. Through the 1980s and 

1990s, however, the local economy gradually deteriorated thanks largely to a combination of 

corruption, mismanagement and global economic factors. Within this context of growing 

economic hardship, ethnic resentment was fuelled by the ongoing migration of Malaitan 

populations from the island of Malaita to the island of Guadalcanal (which contains the 

national capital of the Solomon Islands, Honiara). In late 1998, the Guadalcanal Revolutionary 

Army/Isatabu Freedom Movement (IFM) embarked on a campaign of violence and 

intimidation against Malaitans, forcing some 20,000 to flee. Malaitans responded by forming 

the Malaita Eagle Force (MEF) which countered IFM attacks and demanded—and sometimes 

violently claimed—compensation for the destruction of Malaitan owned property. In 2001, 

Australia brokered the Townsville Agreement which provided for provincial elections overseen 

by an International Peace Monitoring Team (IPMT), comprising 49 people. Sir Allan 

Kemakaze was elected Prime Minister, but the IPMT failed to prevent the ex-militias from 

continuing to form criminal gangs and withdrew in June 2002. The situation continued to 

deteriorate into lawlessness and in July 2003, Kemakaze requested Australian assistance in 

restoring law and order and disarming the IFM militia and criminal gangs.27  It is crucial to 

stress at this point that the impetus for RAMSI came from the Solomon Islands government 

itself, responsibly recognising that it required international assistance to maintain the rule of 

law and protect the population in its care. 

 

The catalyst for Australia’s decision to work with the Pacific Islands Forum in assisting the 

Solomon Islands, was the release of a report in June 2003 by the Australian Strategic Policy 

Institute (ASPI).28 The report claimed that the collapse of the government in the Solomon 

Islands posed an important threat to Australian security because it would make the Solomon 

Islands a potential haven for organized international criminals and, more worryingly, terrorists. 

A few days after the report was released, the Australian government called for the 

establishment of the Regional Assistance Mission to the Solomon Islands (RAMSI), 

augmenting the security arguments put forward by ASPI with a humanitarian case for 

action.29 To strengthen the mission’s legitimacy and capability, Australia proposed a 

multinational force, comprising elements from New Zealand as well as other Pacific Island 

states (Fiji, Papua New Guinea, Samoa, Tonga, and Vanuatu).  The mission was launched 

pursuant to the Biketawa Declaration, adopted by the Pacific Islands Forum in 2000, which 
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set out a regional framework for security cooperation which included mutual support for good 

governance and democratic processes, recognition of indigenous rights, and a process for 

addressing crises. In addition to RAMSI, the Biketawa Declaration has been invoked in 

relation to the Pacific Regional Assistance Program in Nauru (PRAN, established in 2005) 

and regional election observation missions in Bougainville, the Solomon Islands and Fiji have 

been conducted under this framework.  As such, through the Biketawa Declaration, the 

Pacific Islands Forum has established a regional mechanism for providing assistance to 

States and addressing emerging crises in a consensual fashion, creating a regional capacity 

for exercising pillar two of the R2P. More forceful measures undertaken under pillar three 

would require the authorisation of the UN Security Council, as set out in the World Summit 

Outcome Document.    

 

The peace operation was authorised by an agreement signed by the Solomon Islands 

government and each of the contributors to the mission on 24 July 2003. The agreement 

noted that the peace operation had been formally requested by the Solomon Islands 

government and had been endorsed by the PIF, encompassing all the region’s island states. 

It went on to precisely delineate the new force’s mandate, chain of command, and rules of 

engagement. Both the agreement and RAMSI itself had the strong support of the 

overwhelming majority of Solomon Islanders.  

 

RAMSI began work on 24 July 2003. The initial RAMSI operation comprised 2,225 military, 

police and civilian personnel. Among their number were 325 police officers. The political head 

of the mission was Nick Warner, a well-respected diplomat from Australia’s Department of 

Foreign Affairs and Trade. RAMSI had two primary phases. In phase one, it was tasked with 

restoring law and order. This involved ending criminal impunity and disarming the militia and 

criminal gangs. Although the whole mission was characterised as ‘police led’, the reality is 

that during this first phase, different parts of the mission were led by different agencies.30 The 

military contingent of RAMSI led efforts to disarm the militia and criminal groups. By 

November 2003, they had removed from circulation 3,700 weapons, including 660 high-

powered weapons. In August 2003, one of the most notorious criminal leaders and 

destabilising factors in the country, Harold Keke surrendered to RAMSI – effectively removing 

the risk of armed conflict. Meanwhile, RAMSI’s police contingent focused on investigating 

crimes committed by militias and criminals with the aim of ending impunity and strengthening 

the Royal Solomon Islands Police (RSIP) as a precursor to enhancing its capacity to maintain 

law and order. By the end of 2003, 733 people had been arrested on 1,168 charges.31 

Restoring order, disarming potential belligerents, and weeding out corruption – the first phase 

of the operation – was therefore completed relatively successfully. 

 

Phase two was more complex and protracted. This aimed to build the capacity of the 

Solomon Islands government to maintain law and order and facilitate the resolution of the 
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conflict. During this phase, the military component was withdrawn almost entirely and the 

focus of the mission came to rest on 200 or so police officers. Their mission was further 

broken down into eight distinct phases, which included: 

 

• Detailed specification of institutional problems in the Solomon Islands’ law and justice 

system; 

• Community-relationship building measures; 

• Identification, mentoring and coaching of key RSIP personnel; 

• Identification of gaps between what the authorities ought to be able to accomplish in 

an effective and legitimate manner and what they could actually accomplish given 

present capacity; 

• Establishment of transparent institutional processes; 

• Development of a meaningful exit strategy.32  

 

Throughout 2005, steady progress was made. High-profile cases were successfully brought 

to trial and the RAMSI police component handed over primary responsibility for policing 

almost entirely to the RSIP. The wider nation-building and conflict resolution parts of the 

mission proved less successful, as the April 2006 riots demonstrated. 

 

In April 2006, riots broke out in the capital city of Honiara. These were fuelled by a mixture of 

political intrigue and racism which sent the capital city into a temporary states of lawlessness. 

The unrest, which went largely unchecked for days by the RSIP, exposed the limits of 

capacity-building and it was left to the international police contingent to protect 

parliamentarians and gradually restore order. With assistance, the RSIP was able to prevent 

the spread of violence but the international contingent sustained 31 casualties, including five 

serious injuries and the destruction of eleven vehicles.33 In the aftermath of the riots, 

capacity-building efforts resumed and several prominent Solomon Islanders were prosecuted 

for their part in the violence. This alone suggests that progress was made in relation to 

capacity-building in the justice sector but that the system remained fragile and required 

external assistance to respond to crises such as rioting and widespread disorder. 

 

The RAMSI experience illustrates many of the benefits of regional assistance operations that 

are aimed at helping States exercise their Responsibility to Protect, thereby strengthening 

their sovereignty and State capacity. Some specific operational lessons are detailed in the 

box below. The mission proved relatively successful largely due to its rapid deployment, 

significant capabilities and the consent and cooperation of the Solomon Islands 

government.34 Although consent and cooperation played an important role in this case, it 

should be observed that there are circumstances in which the commission of genocide and 

mass atrocities may require the international community to act in a ‘timely and decisive 

manner’, and in accordance with Chapter VII of the UN Charter, without the consent of the 
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host State, as agreed in the World Summit Outcome Document, and that in cases such as 

this the lack of consent would not determine the ability of the mission to protect civilians at 

immediate risk.  In the case of RAMSI, both the military and police contingents fared relatively 

well in the Solomon Islands because they were able to rapidly remove potential 

troublemakers and bring prominent criminals to trial. Similarly, the 2006 riots did not escalate 

or spread beyond Honiara because RAMSI was able to provide timely support to the RSIP.  

Most significant, however, was the way in which effective regional assistance was mobilised 

in response to a request from the Solomon Islands government and that this assistance was 

specifically aimed at strengthening State capacity.  Although significant problems remain, 

RAMSI helped the government restore the rule of law and build its police and justice capacity, 

reduce violent conflict and the risk its escalation, whilst improving the government’s capacity 

to respond to new and emergent challenges.   

 

In short, it is precisely this type of activity that is envisaged by the UN Secretary-General in 

relation to pillar two of the Responsibility to Protect.  The Solomon Islands acted as a 

responsible sovereign by requesting international assistance when it recognised that it would 

be unable to stem the descent into violence alone and the Pacific community discharged its 

duty to assist.  The result was a significant improvement in conditions in the Solomon Islands, 

the strengthening of the State, and an equally significant reduction in the likelihood of 

escalating violence and harm to the civilian population.   

 

 



                                          RAMSI and Pillar Two of the Responsibility to Protect 
 

15 

 
 

5. Conclusion 
 

 

 
Although it continues to confront significant challenges, RAMSI provides an excellent example 

of how a comprehensive approach to pillar two, adopted in full partnership with the State, can 

play a significant role in averting crises and supporting capacity building.  In addition to this 

general point, there are several specific operational lessons that can be learned, as the 

repertoire of measures specific to pillar two are developed. These are detailed in the box 

below.  

 

Operational Lessons Learned 

 

What can be learned from the RAMSI experience? 

 

1. Success depends on rapid deployment and high levels of capacity (McMullan and Peebles 

2006: 6). The military and police contingent fared relatively well in the Solomon Islands 

because both were able to rapidly remove potential trouble- makers and bring prominent 

criminals to trial.  Similarly, the 2006 riots did not escalate or spread because RAMSI was 

able to provide immediate support to the RSIP. 

 

2. Capacity-building is a long-term and complex endeavour.  Although rapid gains might be 

made, fragile justice systems are likely to require external support for a considerable period 

of time.  This support is likely to involve both on-going training - including funding and the 

provision of equipment - and policing support to respond rapidly to crises.  This finding is 

also supported by the experience in Timor-Leste.  If authorities and international agencies 

are quick to respond to outbreaks of violence they are likely to have less of a negative 

impact on gains in rule of law and civilian protection in the long-term, than if response rates 

are slow. 

 

3. It is important to integrate the civilian, military and police components of a mission.  The 

military and police components of RAMSI were very well integrated and the two phases 

helped produce a smooth transition from a military-focused to a police-focused mission.  

This was not entirely without problems and some of the actors involved have identified the 

need for greater interoperability.  The difficulty of coordination is magnified when missions 

are multinational in character.   
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4. Success is defined by capacity-building.  Ultimately, whether or not the military, police and 

civilian mission succeeds will depend on the ability of the RSIP and the wider justice system 

in the Solomon Islands to sustain an efficient, effective and legitimate system of law and 

order.  They will only be able to do this if the capacity building side of the IDG’s 

engagement with the Solomon Islands succeeds.  Ultimately, therefore, all other aspects of 

the policing and military mission should contribute to this overarching goal.  

 

5. International engagement can play a crucial role in assisting states to disarm and 

demobilize armed groups that undermine stability and the rule of law, and threaten the 

civilian population.  On the one hand, international actors can act as impartial mediators, 

helping to establish the trust needed to persuade parties to disarm. On the other hand, they 

can provide technical expertise to augment the State’s own efforts.  Such engagement has 

a directly positive impact on stability and immediately reduces the threat of escalation.  
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