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This paper will analyze the problems and challenges for the present 
engagement of development cooperation in security and conflict 
environments, with a special but not exclusive emphasis on so-called 
post-conflict and post-war situations. Our main goal is to enhance 
analytical understanding and the related challenges for external actors as 
this is the basis for the development of adequate and viable instruments to 
deal with the related problems. In the first of the three main parts of the 
paper we will look at the key concepts and definitions related to contexts 
labelled ‘post-conflict’ – and their problematic usage. In section two we 
will discuss the characteristics and dynamics on the ground in the social 
space of post-war and post-conflict societies as the basis for some 
reflections on violence control and reduction in these contexts. Section 
three will change the perspective to the interventions of development 
cooperation and the analysis of various aspects of security concerns: 
security sector reform as a development concept, privatization of violence 
and its effects on the monopoly of force, and, finally, the security of aid 
workers in post-conflict countries and situations shaped by large-scale 
violence and insecurity. The final section puts forward some 
recommendations for development cooperation operating in these 
contexts. 
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Introduction – O rganized V iolence and T rends in the Security-
Development Nexus 

During the last two decades, development cooperation has been confronted with 
several broad trends of challenges and change in the international global order, 
related to the security situation and having a strong impact on its work. But patterns 
of violence, armed conflict and war have changed during the last decades, making 
clear-cut distinctions difficult. While violence is a common feature, its intensity, 
forms of organization and motives vary. International statistics on armed conflict and 
war show a significant decline in the number of wars during the last 15 years (e.g. 
HSR 2009/2010). These contexts are commonly labelled as ‘post-conflict’ – meaning 
that organized armed violence has either decreased significantly or has been formally 
terminated. This has become an important field of action for development 
cooperation, reflected in increasing levels of aid channelled through the United 
Nations and other donors for peace-building.1 But even in these contexts, violence 
and insecurity may be as endemic as in contexts of open armed conflict and more 
generally in fragile situations. International development cooperation confronts a set 
of contexts, sharing patterns of generalized violence and insecurity but differing by 
the way violence is framed and conceptualized. In his 2009 report on peace-building 
in the immediate aftermath of conflict, the UN Secretary-General (A/63/881 
S/2009/304, 6-7) emphasized that: “Basic security and safety — whether provided by 
the State or with international assistance — are essential to the population and to 
create the needed political space, and to enable the delivery of international 
assistance.”  

A growing number of reports and analyses have addressed the related problems, the 
most recent being the World Development Report 2011: Conflict, Security, and 
Development.  

While most of these investigations focus on specific problems related to the overall 
topic of security and development, they all struggle with a common set of problems 
and challenges: 

1. Violence is a Janus-faced phenomenon with complex causation mechanisms 
and dynamics, various actors and goals. Compared with conflicts defined as 
war, the last decades have seen a shift towards less organized, less political 
and more localized forms of violence (see section 1.). As neither traditional 

                                                 
1 Data are difficult to trace as OECD/DAC (2010) figures for official development assistance (ODA) 
group fragile and conflict states together. From the countries listed, 13 fall into the category of post-
war or post-conflict countries listed in Table 2 below. Those countries received a third of ODA in 
2008, Ethiopia leading the list with a share of 11%, followed by Pakistan, Uganda and Rwanda. In the 
case of Pakistan, the high levels of ODA are less related to its post-conflict status than to the 
international interest in stabilizing a country close to a regional conflict focus. 
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peacekeeping nor ‘one size fits all’ approaches seem to work, external actors 
need to adapt their interventions to these complex changes.2 

2. The high human and material costs of violence, coupled with an increasing 
number of refugees, led to the promotion of humanitarian aspects, including 
requests  for  ‘humanitarian  interventions’.  Where  conflict  and  insecurity 
prevail due to a lack of local capacities of the state, the international 
community has a ‘responsibility to protect’ and is called upon to intervene in 
the form of conflict management, mediation, emergency relief, development 
aid, peace-building, state-building etc. or – as a last resort – military 
intervention. 

3. The global context for these approaches is shaped by the inter-linkage 
between the quest for democracy and for security, encapsulated in state- 
building efforts. Policy approaches are based on global governance and the 
‘liberal  peace  paradigm’,  emphasizing  such  international  norms  as 
democracy, human rights, human security and development (Luckham 2003, 
3-4).3 

4. At the same time empirical evidence is growing  that  international  donors’ 
policies of transformation and democratization may or may not lead to more 
security and development in the long run (Luckham 2009) but breed fragility 
at different levels in the short run.4 

These trends and the tremendous challenges of conflicts and violence resulted in an 
intensive debate among development practitioners about the nexus of development 
and security. ‘No development without security, no security without development’ – 
the new dictum in development cooperation – led to the introduction of concepts of 
‘conflict  sensitivity’  and  to  implementing  programmes  directly  linked  to  conflict 
mitigation and prevention and security enhancement – most pronouncedly so in 
security sector reform (SSR), demobilization, disarmament and reintegration (DDR) 
of ex-combatants and mainstreaming of conflict sensitivity. But the spectrum of 
donors’  activities  in  these  complex contexts has  significantly  increased.  In a  recent 
study,  Ball  and  Hendrickson  (2009,  p.  13)  conclude:  “By  the  end  of  the 1990s, 
governance was a legitimate subject of discourse for the development donors, and 
that opened the door for discussions of security-sector governance and collaboration 
with security actors. What is more, participatory poverty assessments undertaken 

                                                 
2 See, inter alia, the Human Security Reports 2005 and 2009/2010 and the Global Burden of Armed 
Violence Report – Geneva Declaration (2008). This has led to a broader debate on Armed Violence 
Reduction (see OECD/DAC 2009).  
3 Taking the developments in Western Europe and Japan after World War II as a starting point, the 
liberal peace-building paradigm assumes that democratization and market economies are the 
foundations for pacification and security. See Paris (2004), for a critique Richmond 2006, Kurtenbach 
2010. 
4 There is sound statistical evidence that the process of democratization is rather prone to conflict 
(Hegre 2004). In post-conflict countries, both security governance and democratization remain 
contested issues and elections tend to polarize, thus creating new tensions. Elections typically produce 
winners and losers and the losers cannot be reconciled (Collier 2009). Walter (2010) shows that 
governance deficits are a main cause of armed conflict recurrence. 
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since the 1990s consistently identified the lack of security as a major concern for 
poor people, especially a) crime and violence, b) civil conflict and war, c) 
prosecution by the police, and d) lack of justice.”5 

Most of all, the UN took on a more active role in preventing, mitigating or ending 
conflict, adapting its strategies to the new contexts, mostly by expanding the 
spectrum of its interventions from traditional peacekeeping to peace-building. 
Traditionally, the UN was reluctant to deploy troops with a mandate authorizing the 
use of force. This has changed now. From its beginning in 1945 until the end of 1989, 
the UN had engaged in a total of 18 peace operations in over four decades; during the 
following two decades this figure increased to 44 peacekeeping operations, most of 
them with a robust military force. In 2010, the UN deployed over 123,000 
peacekeepers, almost 86,000 of them troops and military observers, 14,000 police 
and 23,000 civilians.6  

F igure 1: UN Peacekeepers: Uniformed Personnel, 1995 – 2010 

Uniformed personnel: troops, police, military observers, as of January each year 

Source: http://www.un.org/en/peacekeeping/contributors/ 

The number of military interventions increased significantly as did the number of 
deployed peacekeepers. These UN activities have enormous consequences for 
development aid. Programmes in countries or regions such as DRC, Darfur, Haiti, 
East Timor and others illustrate the close linkage, but also the complicated 
cooperation between strongly security-oriented programmes, partly with thousands of 
peacekeeping troops deployed, and development programmes that are geared to 

                                                 
5 However, while ‘soft’ security issues (human security, security governance) became attractive to the 
donor community,  the  ‘war  on  terror’  raised  the  spectre  of  a  renewed  focus  on  traditional  ‘hard’ 
security doctrines reminiscent of the Cold War era. 
6 UN Department of Peacekeeping Operations, http://www.un.org/en/peacekeeping/bnote.htm. 
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stabilizing a fragile peace process. 

The UN system has been increasingly overburdened by its peacekeeping agenda. A 
systematic review of the peacekeeping operations (UN General Assembly 2001) and 
the newly discovered ‘new regionalism’ (Hettne 2008) propose an intensified reliance 
on regional and sub-regional organizations to engage in peacekeeping and peace- 
building. The UN and regional arrangements are progressively more engaged in 
sharing responsibility for peacekeeping, especially in situations of state fragility and 
violence by non-state actors. Donor countries and multilateral institutions have aided 
regional organizations in capacity-building, especially in Africa, to enable them to 
function as peacekeepers and peace-builders. The motivation for the engagement of 
regional organizations in conflict prevention and resolution might seem compelling; 
however, the results are mixed. 

Regional organizations are supposed to have an immediate interest in promoting 
peace since inter-state and intra-state wars as well as other forms of violent conflicts 
normally affect the region through spill-over and destabilization. Experience shows 
that this logic is not always applied. Regional organizations disagree and often 
quarrel about the best approach to prevent violent conflict (Wulf and Debiel 2010). 
Nathan (2010, 10) concludes in a summary of an elaborate study of many regional 
organizations:  “Indeed,  the  most  striking  aspect  of  this  picture  is  the  variation  in 
effectiveness. The organizations range from being highly successful (i.e. the EU) to 
being completely ineffectual (i.e. SAARC) or largely ineffectual (i.e. SADC and 
IGAD). Within this spectrum there are organizations that have been effective in 
certain respects but not others (i.e. ASEAN) and institutions whose effectiveness has 
changed in different historical periods (i.e. the CSCE/OSCE).”7 

Peace-building efforts are usually complex and fragile. The peace process often 
requires a determined effort by local, national and international actors, especially in 
the face of ongoing violence and opposition from spoilers. International support 
through development aid is fundamentally political and therefore often involves high 
risks since usually empowerment of some political forces is at the expense of others, 
easily leading to new conflicts. 

This paper will analyze the problems and challenges for the present engagement of 
development cooperation in security and conflict environments, with a special but not 
exclusive emphasis on so-called post-conflict and post-war situations. Our main goal 
is to enhance analytical understanding and the related challenges for external actors 
as this is the basis for the development of adequate and viable instruments to deal 
with the related problems. Hence, we do not aim to assess existing toolkits or develop 
new ones because they have to be based on and adapted to the specific contexts 
through profound analysis. In the first of the three main parts of the paper (section 1.) 
we will look at the key terms and definitions related  to  contexts  labelled  ‘post-
conflict’ – and their problematic usage. This section presents the relevant concepts 

                                                 
7 For detailed case studies on the different regional organizations used by Nathan, see the webpage of 
the Crisis State Research Centre, LSE. http://www.crisisstates.com/Publications/phase2papers.htm. 
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and definitions of violence and its varied forms of organization as a necessary 
condition for the approximation to post-war or post-conflict contexts. Our conclusion 
is – given the continuation of armed violence in many countries after the end of intra- 
or inter-state war – that  the  term  ‘post-conflict’,  while  widely  used,  is  actually  a 
misnomer.  In  addition, we will  discuss  the  varied  usage  of  the  term  ‘security’  (the 
broader and the narrower concepts) and its manifold connection to development. 

We will then address in section 2. the dynamics on the ground in the social space of 
post-war and post-conflict societies and will analyse the characteristics of post-
conflict and situations of armed violence, the different forms of wars, the ending of 
conflict and their effects on violence and violent actors in post-conflict settings. As 
this paper aims to provide a conceptual basis for understanding the main 
characteristics and dynamics shaping the often chaotic developments on the ground, 
systematizing the different forms and expressions of violence is necessary. This is the 
basis for some thoughts on violence control and reduction in these contexts. In 
addition, we develop a rough typology of post-war and post-conflict social spaces 
shaped by changing and prevailing dynamics and power relations.  

Section 3. will change the perspective to the interventions of development 
cooperation and the analysis of various aspects of security concerns: security sector 
reform as a development concept, privatization of violence and its effects on the 
monopoly of force, and, finally, the security of aid workers. This section has a 
broader focus. It is not restricted to an analysis of security concerns in post-conflict 
but often – when appropriate – will draw on experiences of other than post-conflict 
countries. These are countries that are still entangled in large-scale violence or 
countries that have never experienced wars but are still challenged in their 
development by insecurity. This approach is due to our observation that insecurity is 
a typical characteristic of war-torn societies, fragile states and many post-conflict 
societies.8 Violent conflict can be perceived as a continuum rather than a bi-polar ‘in 
conflict’ versus ‘post-conflict’ phenomenon.  

The final section (4.) summarizes the results and puts forward some 
recommendations for development cooperation operating in these contexts. 

                                                 
8 The  OECD  defines  states  as  fragile  “when  state  structures  lack  political  will  and/or capacity to 
provide the basic functions needed for poverty reduction, development and to safeguard the security 
and  human  rights  of  their  populations”  (OECD  2007b).  In  a  more  recent  publication  the  lack  of 
legitimacy was added to this definition (OECD 2010). Although the OECD definition of state fragility 
is widely accepted now by the donor community, it does not clearly distinguish between situations of 
‘fragility’ and ‘underdevelopment’. All poor countries, including many post-conflict countries, suffer 
from the lack of capacity to reduce poverty, but not all are necessarily fragile. Some poor countries are 
in fact very resilient. They consolidate but do not necessarily become developmental and transform 
(Putzel 2010). Of course, there are specific forms of post-conflict fragility, but fragility does not 
necessarily mean that violence looms large. 
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1. Concepts and Definitions 

1.1. What is ‘post-conflict’? 

The  term  ‘post-conflict’  or  ‘post-conflict  situations’  is  usually  used when  a war  or 
violent conflict has ended – be that in the form of an armistice, a peace treaty, 
military victory, a negotiated settlement or an external intervention. However, there is 
no  accepted  definition  of  what  constitutes  a  situation,  country  or  society  of  ‘post-
conflict’.  Talking  to  practitioners about the specific challenges of working in 
countries where a war or armed conflict ended, most of them emphasize the 
difficulties in differentiating between these countries and those in conflict 
(Leonhard/Wulf 2010). Even in cases with certain patterns of stabilization, armed 
conflict or war can still go on in some geographical regions. Practical experience of 
aid workers as well as systematic empirical evidence show that very often, violence 
does not end with an armistice or a treaty and the structural causes of conflict often 
live on despite peace settlements. Violence and insecurity in post-conflict 
environments prove to be adaptive and often very resilient. Thus post-war or post-
conflict  situations  are  characterized  as  “neither war  nor  peace”  (Richards  2005)  or 
“no peace, no war” (Mac Ginty 2008) contexts where the use of violence might have 
been reduced but is nevertheless an option or a strategy for some actors.  

Among other challenges in these contexts, such as conflicting priorities or a lack of 
integrated approaches (Kurtenbach 2009), development cooperation faces the 
problem of how to cope with dynamic and high levels of insecurity that cannot be 
reduced to the problem of backslide into war or armed conflict. Hence, the 
widespread term of ‘post-war’ or ‘post-conflict’ contexts used currently in academic 
and policy debates is a misnomer.9 A necessary first step for the development of 
adequate strategies to cope with these situations is awareness of their complexity and 
the patterns that shape violence and insecurity in post-conflict and post-war 
situations.  

Nevertheless,  the  common  assumption  is  that  in  situations  classified  as  ‘post-
conflict’,  a dramatic  change has  taken place  and attractive windows of opportunity 
for development cooperation facilitating the development process are being opened. 
However, the record of post-conflict recovery is somewhat mixed, ranging from 
rather poor performances with relapses into violent conflict and the failure to recover 

                                                 
9 In relation to the consequences of war and armed conflict, the term ‘war-torn societies’ used by the 
UN Research Institute (UNRISD) in the mid-1990s is much more appropriate. Between 1994 and 
1998, UNRISD organized a research project called the War-torn Societies Project (WSP) focusing on 
the main problems of developing societies in their transition out of war. Based on an action/ 
participation-oriented methodology, the project was aimed not only at analysis but also the 
development of concrete proposals and strategies for internal as well as external actors. Case studies 
were elaborated on Eritrea, Mozambique, Guatemala and Somalia. On Guatemala, see Torres-
Rivas/Arévalo de León 1999. On the current debates, see inter alia Heathershaw/Lambach 2008 and 
the special issue of the Journal of Peace Research 2008 no.4, vol. 45; on the challenges for 
development cooperation Kurtenbach 2009 and Kurtenbach/Seiffert 2010. 
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to remarkable peace processes which have led societies out of the conflict trap,10 
enabling sustainable development to take place. Hence, the term ‘post-conflict’, taken 
verbatim, is often a misnomer, since violent conflict continues to play an important 
role even after conflict settlements have occurred. Despite the shortcomings of this 
term, we will  continue  to  refer  to  ‘post-conflict’  in  this  paper  since  the  term  is  so 
overwhelmingly applied, especially in the donor community. 

What we mean when we talk about post-war and post-conflict contexts depends to a 
high degree on our understanding of war and armed conflict. These terms are far from 
being defined on the basis of a shared understanding of the factors involved. For 
example,  the  term  ‘trade  wars’  does  not  imply  the  use  of  any  violence. As a 
consequence, it is necessary to understand how our framing of violence shapes our 
understanding of violence in and after contexts categorized as war or armed conflict. 

1.2. The Manifold Forms of V iolence 

Violence can appear in very different forms. A brief look at the newspapers shows a 
variety of meanings violence can have. Most people will agree that acts where one 
person or group harms or kills another one is an act of violence, regardless of whether 
this happens in the daily confrontations in Iraq or Afghanistan, in the favelas of Rio 
de Janeiro or in the private realm of the family between parents, children or spouses. 
Defining violence that is less direct is much more difficult as this does not necessarily 
include direct physical harm or material damage like so-called structural or cultural 
violence (see Galtung 1971, 1990, Heitmeyer/Soeffner 2004, Gugel 2006). In the 
following, the term violence will be used only for direct physical violence as 
defined by the World Health Organization (2002:5): “The intentional use of physical 
force or power, threatened or actual, against oneself, another person, or against a 
group or community, that either results in or has a high likelihood of resulting in 
injury, death, psychological harm, maldevelopment or deprivation.” 

Even under such a limited perspective, violence shows very different and manifold 
forms and expressions. Distinctions can be made according to criteria related to 
organization, relationship, space and goals, based on 

1. the level of organization of the perpetrators: individual versus collective 
violence; 

2.  the relationship between victim and perpetrator: intimate versus anonymous 
violence; 

3. the space where violence happens: domestic/private versus public or urban 
versus rural violence;  

4. the goals violence is used for: economic, social, political violence.11 

                                                 
10 Collier et al (2003) have coined this term for countries with recurrent cycles of violent conflict. 
While the specific data and patterns of conflict recurrence are part of a debate (Suhrke/Samset 2007), 
there is evidence that post-conflict countries pose a higher risk than other countries. 
11 The WHO (2002:7) uses a slightly different typology distinguishing between self-directed, 
interpersonal (family/partner, community) and collective (social, political, economic) forms of 
violence. 



Kurtenbach / Wulf – Violence and Security Concerns in Post-Conflict Situations 

 

 8 

Depending on the academic or policy focus, different forms of direct violence are 
analyzed and dealt with. The individual predisposition towards the use of violence 
has been researched primarily in social psychology while international politics 
traditionally focused on international wars between sovereign states. Inter-state war is 
a specific form of collective, anonymous, public and political violence. But even for 
international actors, violence has changed during the last decades due to the 
prevalence of internal wars and armed conflicts where economic and social 
motivations and a certain privatization of violence can be observed. These changing 
patterns of violence and warfare have lead to the discussion and investigation of so- 
called new wars, warlords and privatized armed actors (see, for example, Kaldor 
2001, Münkler 2002, Eppler 2002, Kurtenbach/Lock 2004, Wulf 2005). This 
discussion has drawn heavily on concepts and theories of political sociology and 
anthropology for understanding the related dynamics and everyday experiences of 
violence (e.g. Elwert 2004, Scheper-Hughes/Bourgois 2004, Kalyvas 2006). 12 

While there is general agreement that violence is a complex and multifaceted 
problem, framing violence as war, armed conflict or criminal behaviour has 
consequences for the approaches introduced to reduce, control and sanction violent 
behaviour. For international politics and cooperation, the classification of violence as 
war or armed conflict may allow mediation, while combating crime is a question for 
the (international and national) judiciary. 

So what are the central characteristics of violence that is defined as war? In social 
science research on war, two different definitions have been widely used over the last 
few decades. The quantitative approach establishes a certain number of casualties per 
year in combat. The best known of these approaches is that of the Correlates of War 
project – the mother of war statistics. It defines war as a serious armed conflict 
between at least two actors (one of which must be a recognized state) that leads to 
more than 1,000 violent deaths a year. The Uppsala Conflict Data Program (UCDP) 
is  based  on  the  same  definition  but  introduces  the  term  ‘minor  armed  conflict’  for 
those forms of violence causing between 25 and 999 directly related battleground 
deaths. Competing approaches use qualitative criteria like the Hamburg-based 
Arbeitsgemeinschaft Kriegsursachenforschung (AKUF), defines war as an armed 
mass conflict with a minimum degree of central organization and continuity between 
two or more actors and the participation of a state or para-state force on at least one 
side (see Gantzel/Schwinghammer 1995: 31ff).13 

Independently of other differences, all definitions attach importance to the fact that 
one party to the war has to represent or be closely related to a state, which reflects the 
reality of war during most decades of the 20th century. But in the wake of growing 

                                                 
12 Recent practitioners’  reports  and  publications  like  the  OECD/DAC  Armed  Violence  Reduction 
Report (2009), the recent yearbooks of the Small Arms Survey (Graduate Institute 2011), the Geneva 
Declaration Report (2008) and the most recent World Development Report (2011) have started a 
discussion on the implications of these changing patterns for international cooperation. For a short 
assessment see below.  
13 Chojnacki 2008 and Schreiber 2010 discuss the implications of definitions and the related 
differences between these databases. 
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globalization and transnationalization in the 21st century, the state has not only lost its 
dominant position in the world economy but has also forfeited its pre-eminence as an 
actor in collective violence. Thus the criterion of state involvement has become the 
subject of critique as different forms of privatized violence – from warlords to 
military companies – are  involved. The  identification of a war’s beginning and end 
has never been a simple task but it was much easier when the actors involved were 
sovereign states, state forces or insurgent groups. Comparing datasets based on 
different  definitions,  distinctions  in  the  ‘worlds  of  violence’  become  obvious 
(Eberwein/Chojnacki  2001),  although  the  most  obvious  are  differences  in  war’s 
beginning or end as these are recorded according to the changing intensity of 
violence used. Thus one dataset records different periods of armed conflict and war 
while others code this as a single ‘event’ or ‘episodes’. 

Closely related to the changing role of the state in collective violence is the 
discussion of the goals violent actors pursue. In relation to violent conflict labelled as 
‘war’, the classical definition by Clausewitz of “war as a continuation of politics by 
other means” prevails, while  the discussion of  ‘new wars’, warlords  and privatized 
actors focuses on economic motives and greed as a main goal. Thus there is a blurred 
line between war and crime. But the definition of violent crime is even more 
complicated as crime is a highly context-specific issue although international law 
provides some universal categories. But different forms of collective violence cannot 
be categorized according to their goals as crime does not necessarily imply the use of 
violence (see Naylor 2009, Andreas/Wallmann 2009 and Snyder/Duran-Martinez 
2009). 

While determining what constitutes a war or an armed conflict is difficult, the 
discussion on what constitutes peace is even more complicated. Currently, the debate 
is dominated by the hypothesis of (internal and international) democratic peace, 
which assumes that democratic regimes are more peaceful in their bilateral behaviour 
as well as internally because the use of violence is limited by the rule of law and by 
existing checks and balances through democratic control. Even if this might be true 
for the industrialized consolidated democracies of Western Europe and North 
America14, most  of  today’s  countries  after war  or  armed  conflict  do  not  qualify  as 
consolidated democracies but represent at best hybrid regimes which are far from 
reaching these normative goals.  

Obviously, a minimalist definition of post-war or post-conflict contexts depends on 
the definition of war and conflict. This is reflected in the different datasets on wars 
and armed conflicts. Using a quantitative criterion of 1,000 directly battle-related 
deaths per year like the UCDP, post-war begins when the number of casualties drops 
under this threshold, not necessarily ceasing totally. If violence escalates again over 
the 1,000 deaths threshold this is coded as a new war. The same procedure applies for 
armed conflict. More qualitatively oriented definitions code the end of war and 
conflict differently, e.g. when violence ceases to be a continuous pattern and is used 

                                                 
14 Among other arguments, critics emphasize that the path to peace has been very violent in these 
cases.  
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only sporadically by the warring factions irrespective of the number of casualties 
(Schreiber 2010). In both cases, coding is quite complicated. Other factors besides 
the level of violence indicating that a war or armed conflict have or might come to an 
end are different forms of agreements and external interventions. 

The following table shows the main criteria and arguments for distinctions between 
war, armed conflict and crime. 

Table 1: C riteria Used for F raming V iolence 

 Number of 
casualties 

Level of 
organization 

Relationship Space Goals 

War > 1,000 battle-
related deaths 

high anonymous public political, 
economic, 
social 

Armed 
conflict 

25 - 999 battle-
related deaths 

medium to high anonymous public political, 
economic, 
social 

Crime not defined none to high intimate to 
anonymous 

private 
and public 

economic, 
social 

© Kurtenbach 

As a consequence, the borders between war, armed conflict and different forms of 
crime have become blurred, lacking clear-cut distinctions. While the intensity of 
violence (that is the number of casualties) can serve as an indicator, relationships 
between perpetrators and victims as well as the identification of the goals must be 
based on qualitative analysis. These problems are not only relevant for statistical 
coding and the analysis of violence but have implications for the definition of post-
war  and  ‘post-conflict’ contexts as well as for the development of strategies of 
intervention by internal and external actors, among them development cooperation. 
International donors do not have an explicit or shared definition of post-war or ‘post-
conflict’  contexts.  Commonly, war and armed conflict are perceived as having a 
political motivation (grievance) offering possibilities for mediation and dialogue. On 
the other hand, violence conceptualized as crime (greed) mostly calls for criminal 
prosecution. Development cooperation can provide help and support in both cases but 
will do so using different instruments, procedures, sectoral approaches and toolkits. 

1.3. The Security Development Nexus 

One of the many challenging tasks in countries that have emerged from armed 
conflict or war remains the security dilemma, because, typically, in post-conflict and 
post-war situations the state does not have the capacity to ensure its monopoly of 
force to guarantee the security of its citizens.  

The challenges of conflict, violence, war and insecurity in developing countries are 
not a new phenomenon. What is relatively new is that the development community 
has identified the provision of basic security as a decisive factor for development. 
When large-scale violence ends, people’s need for security and other basic services 
continues. Establishing security and the rule of law and building confidence in the 
peace process are preconditions for effective development. And people usually have 
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high expectations of a peace dividend – improvement of everyday physical security 
being the most important. Development cannot take place unless people have security 
in their daily lives; hence, the provision of security is essential. Security is seen as the 
foundation for development in post-conflict situations. Similarly, the disaster relief-
development continuum underlines this security-development nexus.  

Security has traditionally been used in a narrow military or defence sense: 
defending  a  nation’s  or  an  alliance’s  territory  against  external  aggression.  In  the 
development context, security has a much broader meaning. UNDP, in its influential 
1994 Human Development Report (UNDP 1994, Human Security Centre, 2005), 
introduced  the principle of ‘human security’. This concept rests on the notion that 
the security of people rather than the security of a country or the territory of a state 
should be the centre of security policy. Human security incorporates broader 
political, economic and social issues, hence making it attractive to the development 
community.15 

But how to implement programmes aimed at achieving these broad goals? In post-
conflict contexts, timing and sequencing the priorities properly is a sensitive aspect of 
peace programmes. Early provision of security is important to avoid the relapse into 
conflict but delivery of basic services, such as food, water, health etc., is needed to 
meet  people’s  survival  needs.  Political  priorities,  like  elections  or  radical  market 
liberalization, if pushed too early, can endanger the fragile process of stabilizing 
peace. Self-critically, a recent report by the UN Secretary-General Ban Ki Moon on 
peace-building in the immediate aftermath of conflict emphasizes:  “In the past, 
national and international actors have arguably moved too quickly in some areas 
while moving too slowly in others, upsetting the balance between building 
confidence and exacerbating tensions” (UN General Assembly 2009, 7). 

The quest for security has become a cornerstone of development policy. This is also 
the case in post-conflict situations. As argued above, despite the classification of 
countries  as  ‘post-conflict’,  insecurity  is  often  still  all  too  present.  The  lack  of 
progress in coping with insecurity is often the greatest single threat to a peace process 
and a barrier to development. The UN Report concludes:  “The initial post-conflict 
period in most countries is characterized by significant insecurity and political 
uncertainty. We have learned that continued fragility and considerable volatility often 
accompany evolving peace processes. Stability in one part of a country may coexist 
alongside continued violence in other parts. Humanitarian crises and continued 
violations of human rights may continue to unfold beyond the formal cessation of 
hostilities. The end of conflict does not necessarily mean the arrival of peace: a lack 
of political consensus and trust often remains and the root causes of the conflict may 
persist” (UN General Assembly 2009, 4). Unfortunately, quite often the insecurity is 
not only experienced in the initial post-conflict period but is endemic in many 
countries. Hence the Armed Violence Report (OECD/DAC 2009: 14, 40-43) 

                                                 
15 We  refrain  here  from  summarizing  the  debate  on  ‘narrower’  (freedom  from  fear)  and  ‘broader’ 
(freedom from want) concepts of human security that featured prominently in the international 
discourse a few years ago. 
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explicitly acknowledges the necessity to address changing patterns of violence in 
post-conflict situations and identifies post-conflict  contexts  as  a  “new  landscape of 
insecurity”. 

Insecurity and the search for security in development cooperation have many facets 
and touch on such fundamental issues as the frequent lack of the state’s monopoly of 
force and international peace-building efforts. At present, two intrinsically 
contradictory concepts – democratically-oriented reform of the security sector, on the 
one hand, and the privatization of traditionally military and police functions, on the 
other – are key determinants of the way in which the state’s monopoly of legitimate 
violence is likely to be exercised in future. Both concepts are applied alternatively or 
sometimes simultaneously in post-conflict countries. But as these concepts are highly 
context-sensitive,  we  need  to  analyse  the  social  space  constituting  ‘post-conflict’ 
environments before going into more detail. 

2. The Social Space of Post-war and Post-conflict Societies – an 
Approximation 

Post-war and ‘post-conflict’ societies display high  levels of  instability,  fragility and 
inequality (Licklider 2001:697f) and are characterized by different, overlapping and 
interacting processes and dynamics. Hence they constitute a social space shaped by a 
variety of actors, dynamics and power relations and not just a change in conflict 
intensity. Developments on the ground are shaped by social change as well as by the 
consequences and aftermath of war and violence and external interventions and 
influences (Kurtenbach 2010). The consequences of violence are not limited to the 
number of battle-related deaths and the destruction of the social and economic 
infrastructure but include social relations disrupted and changed during war and 
armed conflict.  

While the reconstruction of the physical infrastructure may be possible in the short 
term depending on the availability of resources, other consequences of war and 
widespread violence will last much longer and are more difficult to overcome. Wood 
(2008) identifies six developments that shape the social fabric even after the end of 
war and armed conflict: patterns of political mobilization, military socialization, 
polarization of social identities, militarization of local authorities, changing patterns 
of gender roles and  the  fragmentation of  local economies. Examples of war’s  long-
lasting consequences are the use of stereotypes and prejudices in bilateral relations or 
deeply ingrained forms of ethnic, political or social polarization. For instance, during 
the 2003 national elections in Spain, we saw a revival of civil war identities 
throughout the country more than 60 years after the end of the war and more than 25 
years after the successful democratic transition. German history provides us with 
similar experiences of long-lasting legacies of war, violence and displacement. 

The road from war termination towards a situation qualifying as more than the 
absence of violence defined as war or armed conflict (not even introducing the much 
more complicated notion of peace) is long and accompanied by a series of problems, 
bottlenecks and setbacks. This is true even for the question of violence reduction in 
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post-war and post-conflict contexts serving as the most important marker between 
war or armed conflict and ‘peace’. While an analytical distinction between situations 
of war/armed conflict and non-war/non-armed conflict is reasonable (Brock 2004), 
most experiences on the ground show that the end of war or organized violent 
conflict is neither a rupture with the violent past nor a completely new beginning. At 
best, it presents a window of opportunity for change. Where in society these changes 
occur and how sustainable they are depends most of all on the power alignments 
produced by war shaping the modes of war/armed conflict termination. Hence 
distinctions between war, post-war and non-war situations are blurred. 

The following sections focus first on the patterns of the termination of armed 
violence and their consequences and then give an overview of the discussion of 
causes, dynamics and the framing of violence in the aftermath of armed conflict and 
war. 

2.1. Patterns of Wars’ and Armed Conflicts’ Termination 

Theoretically, there are various possibilities for war or conflict termination that are 
not mutually exclusive: military victory, external intervention, different forms of 
peace accords (that is a certain form of compromise between the parties), or the 
phasing out of violence below the threshold of war or armed conflict. 16 Results from 
the UCDP dataset on conflict termination (1946–2005) are interesting, although they 
have to be interpreted with care: 

 the majority of intra-state conflicts end without a decisive outcome; 

 intra-state conflicts are longer than inter-state conflicts regardless of outcome; 

 conflicts ending with a victory are shorter than others. 

During the last decades, there has been a significant change in the modes of war and 
armed conflict termination, closely related to the changing patterns of warfare: the 
number of military victories is diminishing while the number of settlements is 
increasing. 

The analyses of the UCDP and the AKUF databases (Schreiber 2009, 2010) both 
identify these changes in spite of different coding. During the Cold War, most intra-
state  wars  ended  with  a  victory,  whereas  today  the  dominant  pattern  is  “other 
outcomes”  (Kreutz  2010)  or  settlements  (Schreiber  2009:62).  According  to  AKUF 
data, between 1975 and 1988, 58.1 % of wars ended with a military victory; this 
share decreased to 50.9 % between 1989 and 1997 and to 38.9 % in the years 1998 to 

                                                 
16 The UCDP dataset codes four outcomes: victory, peace agreement, ceasefire agreement and others. 
Besides this classification there are serious problems in coding the end of war and armed conflict due 
to a lack of information (and the related time lag) as well as due to the features of many intra-state 
wars  that  are  “on-and-off  affairs  where  periods  of  peace  are  interrupted  by  episodes  of  fighting” 
(Kreutz 2010, 244). As a consequence, the  UCDP  dataset  has  a  much  higher  number  of  “conflict 
episodes” than other datasets where a war might encompass various conflict episodes. Destradi/Mehler 
(2010) opt for a qualitative approach to war termination, analyzing perceptions on the ground, which is 
also problematical beyond statistical use due to a lack of comparability and information. 
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2006. At the same time the percentage of settlements increased from 38.7 % (1975-
1988) to 45.5 % (1989-1997) and 58.3 % (1998-2006).  

While the termination of armed violence per se is seen as positive, the question 
remains whether and how the modes of war and conflict termination influence post-
war and post-conflict settings. This is not only relevant for the analysis of recurrence 
of war or armed conflict but also for the overall patterns shaping the context of post-
war and post-conflict societies. 

A victory by the government seems to reduce the risk of war or conflict recurrence 
(Kreutz 2010, 248) and establishes – at least in the short-term – clear-cut power 
relations. For centuries in Western Europe, internal wars have ended when one side 
was able to impose its dominance by military victory. Norbert Elias (1976) has called 
this “elimination contests” between elites and showed how this provided the basis for 
the establishment of modern national states with the monopoly of force. To a certain 
extent this pattern can also be found in some of the classic guerrilla wars of the 
second half of the 20th century although the balance of military power here was 
influenced by alignment to external powers like the United States or the Soviet 
Union. This has changed significantly since the end of the Cold War. Suhrke (2011, 
9) identifies a set of preconditions for and consequences of  a  victor’s  peace:  the 
nature of conflict is important as there are conflicts perceived as total and not 
allowing for compromise, e.g. ideological conflicts seeking to establish (or maintain) 
a specific social order. In these cases, post-war and post-conflict contexts show 
relatively high levels of control by the state (or its equivalent). Franco’s Spain after 
the civil war in 1939 is a case in point. 

The effects of settlements or agreements are more complex. In the best cases, they 
are a first step for necessary reforms or institutional change and the promotion of 
civil conflict resolution and sustainable development. But agreements can also lead to 
significant blockades when they are used simply to ‘freeze’ a conflict’s causes, either 
because they are not included in a settlement or because power relations do not allow 
for significant reforms and changes. On the other hand, it is obvious that – compared 
to a military victory – agreements lead to contexts with a high level of uncertainty 
and volatility, depending on the motivations for signing an agreement as well as on 
provisions and implementation. In a recent statistical study, Walter (2010) shows that 
governance and political institutions are highly relevant not only for war and armed 
conflict prevention but also for their recurrence.  

Cases where violence just phases out without formal provisions seem to be the least 
stable and most complex as violence can resume at any time without any party having 
to break their word or a formal agreement. 

While a military victory might provide the most stable environment for development 
cooperation, at least in the short and middle term, it poses other political risks and 
problems, as can be studied looking at Sri Lanka. During the last decade, many 
donors supported and funded peace processes in an attempt to end the war between 
the government and the Tamil Tigers. After the collapse of the negotiations and the 
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governments’ military victory, some donors started to phase out or redirect the focus 
of their work. 

The following table lists post-war and post-conflict countries where wars ended after 
2000 and the modes of termination (without the recurrence of war or armed conflict 
after 2008). 

Table 2: Post-conflict and Post-war Societies A fter 2000  

 Duration Modes of 
termination 

Africa 
Angola 1975-2002 victory (state) 
Burundi 1993-2006 agreement 
Ethiopia – Eritrea* 1998-2000 agreement 
Guinea 2000-2001 victory (state)  
Ivory Coast  2002-2004 agreement 
Liberia 2000-2003 agreement 
Rwanda 1997-2002 victory (state ) 
Senegal 1990-2004 agreement 
Sierra Leone 1991-2002 agreement 
Uganda 1995-2006 agreement 
Asia 
Indonesia (Aceh) 1999-2005 agreement 
Laos 2003-2005 victory (state) 
Nepal 1999-2006 agreement 
Uzbekistan 1999-2000 victory (state) 
Solomon Islands 1998-2000 agreement 
M E N A 
Iran (mujahideen) 2000 victory (state) 
Lebanon 1990-2000 

2006 
2007 

phasing out 
agreement 
victory (state) 

Pakistan 2005-2006 victory (state) 
* This is the only intra-state war in this period. 
Source: AKUF database 

Promoting negotiated settlements and monitoring their implementation has become a 
major task for the United Nations and other external actors. While settlements are 
negotiated in many wars and conflicts, many of them are either not signed or ratified 
or fail because some of the parties involved (or those not included) see a better 
chance to pursue their goals via violent means. On the other hand, agreements vary 
according to their scope: while some may just map out the provisions of a ceasefire, 
demobilization and disarmament of combatants, others may also provide a 
comprehensive agenda for change. There are normative arguments in favour of the 
comprehensiveness of peace accords, but empirical evidence that this makes peace 
processes more successful is scant.17 Most quantitative and qualitative studies 

                                                 
17 There is little – though increasing – research on the provisions of peace agreements in relation to 
specific issues. Most of this research is policy-oriented; on statebuilding, see Suhrke/Wimpelmann/ 
Dawes (2007), on education Dupuy (2008), governance Mezzera/Pavicic/Specker (2009), security 
sector reform Hutchful (2009), development cooperation Kurtenbach (2009), economic provisions (de 
Vries/Lange/Specker (2009). 
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investigating the effects of specific peace agreement provisions or institutional 
designs show highly ambiguous results.18 

Table 3: T ime Horizon and Scope of Peace Agreements 

Scope 
Time horizon nar row                comprehensive 

Short Addressing interests and needs of combatants                    broader 
society 

Coping with the 
consequences of 
war and violence 

ceasefire     
 DDR     
  reconstruction, 

reconciliation 
   

Broader process 
of transformation 
and social change 

   political reform  
    economic 

development 
     MDGs 

Long immediate needs                                   sustainable human 
development 

 Kurtenbach 2009 

Nevertheless, international actors favour agreements over military victory, mostly 
from a humanitarian perspective, aiming at the reduction of violence, displacement 
and gross human rights violations and based on changes of international law like the 
R2P agenda.19 Although from a normative perspective this is understandable, 
empirically it disregards the medium- and long-term consequences of unstable 
outcomes not only for the post-war and post-conflict societies but for the peace-
builders themselves. Focusing on the problems of permanent instability, US military 
strategist Edward Luttwak as early as 1999 started a debate advocating: “Give war a 
chance”.  Joel Migdal  (2001:137-150) makes a similar – although less polemical – 
argument indicating that today, many weak states survive due to international support 
while under other historical circumstances they would have fallen apart or been 
annexed. Put in another way, one could argue that the international community helps 
to produce a problem it seeks to solve via its state- and peace-building approach. But 
this is definitely not an option for development cooperation or international 
diplomacy  according  to  and  honouring  human  rights  treaties  and  norms  as  ‘the 
responsibility to protect’. 

As a consequence, most post-war and post-conflict environments are shaped by high 
levels of uncertainty towards future developments, making sound analysis of context 
a necessity for external actors supporting change and reform for poverty reduction 
and sustainable development. From a conceptual point of view, it is important to look 

                                                 
18 See Hoddie/Hartzell (2003) and Glassmyer/Sambanis (2008) on military integration of ex-
combatants; on democratization and elections Cawthra/Luckham (2003) Jarstadt/Sisk (2008) and 
Höglund et al. (2009). 
19 See International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty: The Responsibility to Protect 
(online: http://www.iciss.ca/pdf/Commission-Report.pdf). The UN Secretary-General’s  High-level 
Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change formulated a similar view in 2004 
(http://www.un.org/secureworld/report2.pdf).  

http://www.un.org/secureworld/report2.pdf
http://www.iciss.ca/pdf/Commission-Report.pdf
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at conflict and war as processes that are neither static nor one-dimensional, but 
shaped by specific and changing dynamics that influence the interests at stake as well 
as the outcomes. The formal end of war or armed conflict is just one of the 
factors shaping post-war and post-conflict spaces. It provides for windows of 
opportunity as well as for the breakdown of negotiation processes or agreements. 
Nevertheless, the social space of post-war and post-conflict societies is also shaped 
by the legacies of armed violence (e.g. the intensity and structure of violence), 
capacities of state and non-state institutions, relations between combatants and non-
combatants (their constituencies as well as beyond), and, last but not least, regional or 
international influences (UN missions, donors, but also economic cycles). The 
problem of continuing violence and insecurity in these contexts illustrates the 
complexity of these environments. 

Independent of the modes of termination, most observers perceive the end of an 
armed conflict or a war as an event that may be a turning point, promising the 
reduction – if not the termination – of organized armed violence. Thus expectations 
of internal and of external actors tend to be high. Nevertheless, post-war and post-
conflict contexts are not situated in a vacuum but are shaped by the legacies of 
violence (intensity, duration and structure of violence), the outcome (who wins, who 
loses) and the modes of war or conflict termination. All three factors interact and 
shape the specific contexts and influence the level and the forms of violence and 
insecurity on the ground. Hence violence can serve as an important marker. 

Post-war and post-conflict contexts can thus be distinguished according to at least 
two criteria:  

1. The level of war or conflict related violence, such as the number of battle-
related deaths but also violence against the civilian population or indirect conflict 
deaths and the amount of displacement giving us some rough indicators of the 
consequences and impact of widespread violence on society. 

2. The terms of termination – agreement, victory, phasing out, interventions – 
shaping the outcome of war and armed conflict as well as the specific political 
design of the post-war and post-conflict contexts. 

Internal as well as external actors like development cooperation will face quite 
different challenges and find diverse windows of opportunities according to the 
characteristics of these environments. To give just one example: the needs of a high 
number of internally displaced and traumatized people call for other priorities 
(resettlement, healing, etc.) than contexts with a small number of ex-combatants 
seeking demobilization and reintegration. 

2.2. V iolence in Post-war and Post-conflict Societies 

The debate on post-war and post-conflict societies has been dominated by the 
assumption that providing a minimum of physical security is the main condition for 
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peace processes and peace-building.20  Hence the analysis of the causes of violence in 
these contexts is a necessary basis for the framing of violence as well as for the 
development of strategies to control and reduce violence by internal and external 
actors. 

The analysis of violence in post-war and post-conflict societies has been dominated 
by the question of war or armed conflict recurrence, while other aspects only recently 
gained prominence. 

2.2.1. Backslide Into War and A rmed Conflict 

Two observations feed into the debate on war and armed conflict: on the one hand, 
many post-war and post-conflict countries do slide back into war or armed conflict 
although numbers are a matter of debate (see Suhrke/Samset 2007). On the other 
hand, violence in international politics is still only perceived and treated as a problem 
when defined as war or armed conflict (see Tilly 2003:18, Kurtenbach 2004). 
Nevertheless, the debate on war and conflict recurrence has identified various crucial 
aspects which are important for understanding the development in these contexts: 21 

First, there is the security gap, which emerges in relation to former combatants when 
there is no guarantee of their physical safety at the moment of handing over their 
weapons or leaving a territory under their control.22 If a peace accord does not 
address the related vulnerability and insecurity, there is a real danger of failure. 
Power-sharing between conflict parties, monitoring and guarantees from external 
actors can be important mechanisms in this regard (Mehler 2009). So-called 
‘spoilers’ are a significant group here, including ex-combatants but non-armed actors 
as well. 

Second, there are the activities of so-called spoilers: these are mostly the ones who 
are the first to lose out when the war ends. They can be ex-combatants who attempt 
either to prevent the signing of a peace accord or influence its content, or to change 
some of its provisions in the aftermath in order to better their own bargaining 
position. As a counter-mechanism, the inclusion of veto players is often suggested: 
these are actors who can veto the implementation of peace accords and make 
concessions, e.g. with respect to the prosecution of human rights violations. Hence 
peace-building practitioners opt for inclusive pacts which help to bring spoilers into 
an agreement, although not at any price. 

Third, the continuity of root causes of war as a source of continued or new violent 
conflict is under discussion. This is mostly but not exclusively related to ex-

                                                 
20 The underlying concept of security is restricted to the absence of physical harm while broader 
notions of human security are seen as long-term goals at best. 
21 See Hampson 1995, Snyder 1997, Walter/Snyder 1999, Darby/McGinty 2000, Darby 2001, Walter 
2002, Stedman/Rothchild/Cousens, 2002, Schneckener 2003, Collier et al. 2003. This topic is also at 
the core of the discussion on stabilization of post-war countries, in which state-building focuses on the 
restructuring of the security sector (military and police). See also Geneva Graduate Institute 2007, 
2010. 
22 On this aspect, see section 3. of this paper for a more detailed discussion. 
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combatants. Examples abound where structural conflict causes are related to 
engrained inequality or marginalization that cannot be overcome instantly, such as 
social inequality or discrimination based on ethnicity. 

Despite the depth of this research field, the perspective of recurrence of war and 
hence  on  ‘political’  violence  has  been  too  narrow  for  the  discussion  of  post-war 
violence because the concentration on the armed actors’ behaviour  leaves out other 
actors who might not have been directly involved in the armed conflict but pursue 
their own interests by resorting to violence, e.g. organized crime. At the same time, 
ongoing violence beyond the relapse into war has repercussions on the possibilities of 
non-violent actors, e.g. civil society organizations, as even selected acts of violence 
may reproduce a climate of fear and terror, reducing non-violent options for change 
(Kurtenbach 2009a). 

2.2.2. V iolence Beyond Recurrence 

It is only recently that the discussion on post-war violence has opened up a broader 
perspective.23 Darby (2006:4ff) identified two sources of violence beyond spoilers: 
violence exerted by state actors, who can be as divided as their adversaries, and 
violence ‘on the ground’, which consists of unorganized conflicts, riots or increasing 
criminality of paramilitary actors who transform into criminal networks. Organized 
violence takes place in a growing grey zone of violence that we have difficulty in 
assigning to one of these situations. At the same time, borders between the actors 
involved are often blurred as there is a lot of contact and interaction across borders 
(e.g. for economic reasons) and also because violence can be used in non-war 
situations to pursue certain aims. (Keen 2008:173-175) 

These issues are related to fundamental problems in post-war societies which until 
recently have been under-researched by academics and are underestimated by policy-
makers: the question of the establishment of at least minimal standards of public 
security  and  the  symbiotic  relationship  between  political  and  ‘criminal’  forms  of 
violence. These developments are closely related to the experience of war and to the 
deficits in the process of disarming, demobilizing and reintegrating ex-combatants as 
well as the entire population. Developments in Guatemala and Colombia are a case in 
point. 

Beall et al. (2010) focus on the changing locations of violence, introducing the term 
‘civic  conflict’  for  urbanized  forms  of collective violence. This spatial shift of 
violence is highly relevant for post-war and post-conflict societies because most wars 
lead to rapid urbanization as people seek refuge or are displaced by violence. While 
cities may be a safe heaven during war and armed conflict, this seems to change after 
war and armed conflict end.24 The reasons for this are manifold: state institutions 
responsible for social services and the provision of security are mostly absent in 

                                                 
23 See Darby 2001, 2006, Mac Ginty 2006, 2008, Keen 2008, Steenkamp 2009. 
24 Nevertheless, the consequences of urbanization are ambivalent as it also offers new opportunities for 
citizenship and civil engagement.  
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slums, and this provides opportunities for other actors (e.g. organized crime) to step 
in. The high density of urban spaces is another risk factor for violence. And last but 
not least, war and violent conflict change social relations, e.g. providing opportunities 
for women and youth to escape traditional gender- and age-based hierarchies. The 
rollback process after wars and conflicts end is highly conflict-prone. 

Other consequences and legacies of war and conflict increase the risk of violence 
in these societies too. There is a high level of firearms circulation that does not 
necessarily increase violence but constitutes a problem, given the lack of functioning 
state and non-state mechanisms of violence control and sanctioning. This leads to a 
high level of privatization and diffusion of violence. At the same time, violence shifts 
from the political sphere into society. The main actors are not merely gangs of former 
ex-combatants who secure their daily survival using their gun, lacking other options 
(and capabilities). The main actors also include criminal groups that might not have 
been directly involved in the war but have benefited from the (post-)war power 
vacuum. In addition, the increase in domestic violence in almost every post-war 
society is rooted in these developments. 

The assumption that there is a high risk of interpersonal violence in post-war and 
post-conflict contexts has a long academic tradition and has been investigated mostly 
for the aftermath of World War I and II. A quantitative analysis of 110 post-war 
societies between 1900 and 1970 finds some evidence for an increase in homicide 
after war’s  end  but  only  in  countries with  a  high  level  of  battle-related deaths and 
(interestingly) in those that won (Archer/Gartner 1976). Hoeffler and Collier (2004) 
choose another focus, investigating whether their model on the explanation of the 
causes of armed conflict also applies for homicide rates in post-war and post-conflict 
contexts. They find that there is a high level of congruence in the causation of both, 
although there are differences in the level of GDP (relevant inversely for wars – low 
– and homicide – high). Factors that are discussed as causing war, such as the number 
of young men and changing the political regime (democratization), seem to be more 
relevant for homicides than for armed conflict. At the same time, homicide rates 
seem only to increase in the immediate aftermath of war and armed conflict while 
decreasing to pre-war levels after a five-year period. As the statistical evidence is 
low, Hoeffler and Collier (2004) reckon that factors beyond statistical measurability 
(e.g. lack of effective policing) might be responsible for the post-war and post-
conflict increase in homicide rates. 

2.2.3. Patterns of Post-war and Post-conflict V iolence 

Summarizing the discussion on relevant risk factors for continuing or even increased 
violence in post-war and post-conflict societies, four developments seem to be 
important: 

First of all, neither military victory nor agreements, phasing out or external 
intervention tend to solve the causes of war and armed conflict in the short term. 
Thus violence may be reduced beneath the threshold of war or conflict definitions but 
can remain a daily social practice. Data from the Uppsala Conflict Data Program 
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show how violence in wars and armed conflicts varies over time, making the 
definition of armed conflicts’ or wars’ beginning and end difficult. 

Second,  the  design  of  war  and  armed  conflict’s  termination  can  be  a  source  of 
violence by spoilers who use violence to influence either the content of an agreement 
or  to  disrupt  its  implementation.  Suhrke  (2011:11)  labels  this  as  a  “loser’s  peace” 
where  “violence  is  unleashed  to  sabotage  the  new  order”.  The  present  situation  in 
Afghanistan illustrates the impact spoilers can have. Because of their influence in 
destabilizing the country, the Western powers are now preparing to channel money 
into a programme to offer a perspective to Taliban dropouts.25 

Third, even in war and armed conflict, violence is not restricted to the formal 
battlefield but takes various forms and logics covered under the umbrella of war or 
armed conflict. In his study on the ‘Logic of Violence in Civil War‘, Kalyvas (2006), 
based on very different historical and regional contexts, identifies the mixture of 
privatized, economic and political forms of violence and the resulting diverse logic of 
violence between the macro and the micro levels. Writing about Colombia, 
Waldmann (2002:2001ff) described this as a process of violence institutionalization. 
These quotidian violent practices will not end abruptly with the end of war or 
armed  conflict.  As Keen  (2010:10)  observes:  “A  ‘transition  from war  to  peace’  is 
unlikely to see a clean break from violence to consent, from theft to production, from 
repression to democracy, or from impunity to accountability.” 

And last but not least, war and widespread violence and the modes of their 
termination influence and change the societies. This applies to the territorial 
distribution of the population as well as to the social fabric and power relations. 
Violence is an important push factor for rapid urbanization, creating the risk of 
changing patterns of violence and continuously high levels of violence after the end 
of war and armed conflict. 

Hence the causes of violence in post-war and post-conflict contexts show patterns of 
continuity as well as patterns of change compared to war and armed conflict. This is 
the main reason for the changing forms and patterns of violence as well, complicating 
analysis and the development of intervention strategies. On the other hand, the 
framing of violence is decisive not only in relation to its legitimacy but also for the 
development of specific strategies to deal with it. 

2.3. F raming V iolence 

Commonly, the line between war or armed conflict-related violence and post-war or 
post-conflict violence is drawn according to the question of political goals, spoiler 
violence being an exception. Most other attempts to disaggregate and systematize the 
various forms of direct physical violence have only occasionally related directly to 

                                                 
25 For a background and details of the programme, see: 
http://www.spiegel.de/politik/ausland/0,1518,725516,00.html.  
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the debate on violence in post-war and post-conflict societies.26 Moser and Winton 
(2002) distinguish between political-institutional, economic and social violence 
representing different levels of organization and goals of violence. While political-
institutional violence is related to collective conflicts on power, economic violence 
resembles  common crime,  and  the  term  ‘social  violence’  is  related  to  interpersonal 
(mostly private) violence. Hence in post-war and post-conflict contexts, we would 
observe only economic and social violence, because otherwise there would be a 
recurrence of war or armed conflict. 

A different approach is introduced by the Geneva Declaration (2008:50-58)27, which 
distinguishes, in relation to the goals and the perpetrators, between political violence, 
routine state violence, economic and crime-related violence, community and informal 
justice and policing, post-war displacements and disputes. All these forms can be 
observed in war and armed conflict as well as in post-war and post-conflict situations, 
allowing us to identify patterns of continuity between these contexts of violence. But 
this typology does not allow us to analyze the interaction and interrelation between 
different forms of violence as it does not focus on continuity and change. Routine 
state violence against representatives of social or civil society organizations is a case 
in point, as even in cases where violence is selective it may contain a strong political 
message to the population, e.g. warning against political organization or participation 
in elections. 

Under the perspective of violence and insecurity, Suhrke (2011) has developed a 
typology of post-war and post-conflict environments distinguishing not between 
variation in the levels of violence but on the differences in its aims, actors and 
purposes. Thus in contexts of a victor’s peace, violence will mostly be related to the 
establishment and securing of the new order, pursued mainly by state agents and 
directed  against  the  opposition.  By  contrast,  in  a  loser’s  peace,  vigilante-type 
violence will be used to sabotage the new order, while the targets are members of the 
local or national elite. The two other categories Suhrke develops are labeled ‘divided 
peace’  and  ‘pacified peace’.  In  the  former, violence  is  restricted  to  certain areas in 
situations where agreements were not inclusive or did not reflect the balance of 
power on the ground. In the latter, settlement has been inclusive, allowing a high 

                                                 
26 Crime statistics differentiate between offences, e.g. homicide, assault and robbery, but do not 
include other factors like context or perpetrator. Tilly (2003:12-16) develops a typology of 
interpersonal violence based on two criteria: the extent of coordination among violent actors 
(individual versus collective organization) and the salience of short-run damage. Fox and Hoelscher 
2010 distinguish between social and political violence, assuming that social violence does not contest 
government authority. But even if this is the case, social violence does have serious implications for 
government authority and is political in the sense that it favours the persistence of the status quo (i.e. 
the unwillingness or inability of the government to achieve the monopoly of force) (see Kurtenbach 
2011). 
27 This typology is based on an unpublished background paper by Chaudhary and Suhrke for the 
Global Burden of Armed Violence Report. 
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level of consensus. While this typology includes important factors, it mostly relies on 
categories of violence’s continuation into war or armed conflict.28 

Although difficult empirically, distinctions between the forms and expressions of 
post-war and post-conflict are a prerequisite for the development of intervention 
strategies by internal and external actors aiming at violence reduction and control. 
Situational violence, i.e. violence which is dependent on specific situations such as 
the influence of drugs and alcohol, may be reduced or controlled by curfews. 
Economic violence might be reduced by social integration or compensation 
mechanisms, while social and political violence responds to political mechanisms of 
participation, dialogue and transparency.29 Hence it is essential to start with an 
analysis of the causes of violence in post-war and post-conflict situations. 

2.4. V iolence Control and Security 

2.4.1. V iolence Control in F ragile Situations 

Insecurity is a central feature of post-war and post-conflict spaces as different forms 
of violence coalesce while functioning mechanisms to provide security rarely exist. 
At the same time, security or insecurity, for both ex-combatants and the general 
public, is an important indicator for advances or setbacks in war and armed conflict 
termination. Nevertheless, most interventions have focused on former fighters, their 
security gap (Walter 2002) and their potential as spoilers, while few have addressed 
“public  safety  toward  protecting  citizens  rather  than  the  regime”  (Call/Stanley 
2001:152). Under a societal focus, internal and external interventions need to use a 
broad range of tools to reduce and control violence, including the promotion of both 
state and non-state mechanisms (SSR and judicial reform, civil conflict regulation). 
At the same time, there is growing evidence that supporting good governance is an 
essential instrument not only in coping with existing forms of violence but also in 
preventing new or further escalation of violence (Walter 2010, Fearon 2010). This 
means that sequencing – security first, governance and development second – is not 
the best option. Interventions should aim to work like a zipper, integrating the 
support for (citizen) security with good governance (above all, transparency and 
accountability) and development. Otherwise, these policies will rarely be sustainable 
even if security improves. Hence the main challenge in post-conflict and post-war 
contexts is to reduce violence by mechanisms based on the rule of law and 
democratic control – a necessary but complicated endeavour.30 

                                                 
28 For a typology including not only the goals but also the levels of organization and time horizons of 
violence, see Kurtenbach (2008). 
29 Most donor agencies have separate units working on conflict-related (organized, collective, perhaps 
political) and interpersonal (less organized, individual, political only when widespread) violence. This 
resembles divisions, in accordance with academic research traditions, between psychological, 
sociological and political science approaches to violence. On the ground, many of these approaches 
need to be integrated, as in the German youth violence prevention strategy. 
30 Colombia and the experiences in Bogotá and Medellín provide interesting evidence for an integrated 
approach. The improvement of security in Colombia over the past decade is based overwhelmingly on 
a reduction of homicides in these two cities. The main success factors here have been political 
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Theoretically, violence can be controlled through different mechanisms along the 
spectrum of external coercion (police, military) and internal control (norms, values, 
socialization). In war and armed conflict, these mechanisms are non-existent or at 
least damaged. The police and military forces of the state or its equivalent are mostly 
a central part of and party to the conflict. At the same time, long-lasting and 
widespread violence influences the existing norms and values, lowering the 
individual and collective threshold for using violence. Different academic disciplines 
agree that for youth, the personal experience or observation of violence is one of the 
fundamental risk factors for violent behaviour across all contexts (see, for example,  
Brett/Specht 2004, Dowdney 2005). 

The establishment of at least rudimentary forms of public security is a priority for 
most internal and external actors in post-war and post-conflict contexts. Programmes 
for the disarmament and demobilization of ex-combatants are designed as a first step 
in this direction for a broader process of security sector reform. But as neither former 
combatants nor a state’s security  forces are  the only actors  responsible for violence 
and insecurity, security must go beyond the reform or re-establishment of the state’s 
security forces.31 A second pillar of violence control that has become more prominent 
in post-war and post-conflict contexts is judicial reform. A functioning judiciary is 
essential not only for sanctioning violence but also as an indicator for the 
reinforcement of non-violent mechanisms of conflict regulation. 

Under the conditions of fragile post-war and post-conflict environments, the 
establishment of new, democratically controlled and accountable state organizations 
of security and an independent judiciary are hardly feasible on a short-term basis. 
This is one of the reasons for the relatively high level of violence that quantitative 
research has found in countries undergoing democratization, and which is described 
as a reversed U (see Hegre 2004): violence increases when existing forms of violence 
control and containment are destroyed and before new and functioning mechanisms 
are established. Processes of informalization and criminalization have an additional 
negative effect, undermining or blocking the necessary process of reform through 
either the threat and practice of violence or corruption. 

While violence may be directly related to preventing the establishment of these 
institutions (e.g. spoiler violence), supposedly ‘non-political’ forms of violence also 
undermine the establishment of new democratically controlled security organizations 
and rule of law-based institutions, which would sanction and control violence. 
Compared to war-related violence, violence might be selective – either used against 
reform-oriented police officers, judges, and prosecutors – but equally leads to the 
perpetuation of a climate of fear and distrust and thus favours asymmetrical social 
relations.  

                                                                                                                                           
coalitions working for a recovery of the public space and social inclusion (see Gutierrez Sanin et al 
2009). 
31 On  different  ‘markets  of  security’  in  post-war societies, see Lambach (2007). On transformation 
processes and security sector reform, see Cawthra/Luckham 2003, on post-war contexts Holm/Espen 
2000, Call/Staley 2001, Call/Cook 2003, Schnabel/Ehrhardt 2006, Call 2007. 
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From this perspective, violence control in post-war societies can be based on three 
different foundations: 

 The reconstruction of traditional forms of violence control, e.g. through 
authoritarian regimes. This seems to be the case in Cambodia and Mozambique 
with comparatively low levels of violence but more or less failed processes of 
democratization. 

 The modernization or reform of public security systems and the adaptation of 
the political regime to war-related changes. Success of violence reduction in this 
context depends on the integration or marginalization of potentially violent 
actors (spoilers or new actors of violence). Nicaragua is an interesting case in 
point, where a change of the political regime destroyed the pre-existing 
repressive security apparatus and established a new one without fundamentally 
changing the societal foundations. 

 The rupture of the existing order and the establishment of a fundamentally new 
and different system. Here, two versions can be distinguished: 

a) the establishment of new states through independence or secession, as was the 
case in Timor L’Este or Namibia; or 

b) heavy footstep interventions, e.g. the establishment of international interim 
administrations or protectorates; Haiti and the Balkans are interesting 
examples. 

Future development in these cases will ultimately depend on the question whether 
long-term path-dependent developments recur or whether the changes acquire 
momentum. In Haiti, the UN mission made considerable progress on the destruction 
of armed groups (before the earthquake) but it remains to be seen whether this 
process is stable enough when the UN troops leave the country. The fragile situation 
in Timor L’Este regarding violence control is obvious. 

2.4.2. Concepts of External Actors 

As violence and insecurity are major challenges in different contexts (among them 
post-conflict spaces) for external interventions in general and development 
cooperation specifically, there have been a series of studies and publications aiming 
to  broaden  the  existing  toolkit.  The  most  relevant  of  these  are  the  OECD/DAC’s 
publication on Armed Violence Reduction (2009) and the World Development 
Report 2011: Conflict, Security, and Development. 

The most recent Small Arms Survey (Graduate Institute 2011) has a specific focus. 
The proliferation of small arms and light weapons is threatening since these are the 
weapons that are often used in conflicts. According to the Small Arms Survey, “the 
unchecked spread of these weapons has exacerbated inter- and intra-state conflicts, 
contributed to human rights violations, undermined political and economic 
development, destabilized communities, and devastated the lives of millions of 
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people.”32 The survey concludes that better information on the flow of these weapons 
is required in order to cope with this challenge. The 2011 report examines various 
aspects of the provision of security and looks specifically at private security 
companies and their stocks of firearms (see below).  

The AVR (2009) focuses on armed violence in different contexts – among them post-
conflict contexts as one of the ‘new landscapes of insecurity’. But while the number 
of wars has decreased over the past decades, armed violence is still a major threat to 
development and security. This perception has become very prominent lately based 
on the observations of the Global Burden of Armed Violence Report (Geneva 
Declaration 2008), which claims that currently two thirds of the victims of armed 
violence die outside of collectively organized armed conflicts. Other reports note 
similar trends and see political violence, in the form of wars and armed conflicts, as 
being on the retreat (SIPRI 2011) and also point to shrinking costs of war (Human 
Security Centre 2010), while other patterns of violence, namely from gangs and 
organized crime, are on the increase (Human Security Report Project 2011). The 
problem with these observations is that useful data on wars and major armed conflicts 
are available but there are no systematic collections of current and historical data on 
different forms of violence (see Brzoska 2007). As a result, it is impossible to 
determine if there really are changing patterns of violence or just a change in 
awareness. Historiographical studies on violence and war show, for example, that 
there have been very different forms of violence in war beyond the “master cleavage” 
(Kalyvas 2006): rape and atrocities or massacres of civilians (women, children, non-
combatants) are not new. What has changed is our increased awareness of, and focus 
on, these forms of violence due to international norms and standards prohibiting 
certain forms of violence. 

Nevertheless, this focus is important in post-conflict contexts. While the AVR report 
identifies different policy and programming gaps (like the inadequate capacity to deal 
with the convergence of conflict and criminal violence, difficulties of programming 
above and below state level, or inexperienced programming in urban areas), it does 
not address the political problem of the framing of violence. This is a major challenge 
for donors as it is highly politicized in post-conflict contexts, legitimizing or 
criminalizing the use of force as well as certain policies of violence reduction. 
Outside support for specific policy approaches (like a tough stance on youth) may be 
counterproductive, fuelling and institutionalizing violence. 

The WDR 2011 has similar problems. It does not use the  term  ‘post-conflict’  but 
focuses on  ‘recurring  cycles of violence’  and on violence prevention and  recovery. 
While these perspectives are useful and necessary, they too fail to address the specific 
political problems of post-conflict social spaces (see section 2. above). The emphasis 
in the WDR on trust, institution-building and jobs is a good example. While these are 
issues of high importance, the main problem in post-conflict contexts is to identify 
actors willing and most of all capable of addressing the necessary reforms. While 
most will do so on a rhetorical level, implementation of reforms is politically very 

                                                 
32 Small Arms Survey Website: http://www.smallarmssurvey.org/about-us/mission.html. 
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sensitive as it may change existing power relations and access to and control of 
resources  (human and material). While  ‘inclusive  enough’  coalitions are important, 
other actor constellations may dominate. 

Although it is evident – and there is some statistical proof (see Walter’s 2010 
background paper for the WDR) – that institutions and confidence in the way they 
function are important to prevent violence, the main challenges in post-conflict 
contexts are related to power relations and power asymmetries impacting not only on 
the design of these institutions but also on the way they work. The persistence of war 
economies after war’s end is a case in point. The related structures (and actors) do not 
only control economic resources (which could be used for development) but also 
influence the institutions and the political system (e.g. via corruption) and may 
provide jobs in the informal or criminal economy for young people. The challenge for 
development cooperation in these contexts is to find suitable entry points for 
addressing the related problems in an integrated way. 

The WDR identifies four tracks to improve global responses, but only one (track 1: 
investing in citizen security, justice, and jobs) addresses the specific problems of 
violence-ridden contexts, while the other three focus on inter-agency cooperation and 
the organization of support. But the adaptation of instruments and procedures to deal 
with post-conflict violence and insecurity will only bear fruit if and when the 
underlying political problems and dynamics are understood. The following discussion 
of security sector reform and disarmament, demilitarization and reintegration 
approaches shows this. 

From the perspective of violence reduction and coping with insecurity, internal and 
external actors – including development cooperation – in these contexts will face 
different challenges, as well as windows of opportunities. Hence a sound analysis is a 
precondition for the identification of strategies and interventions. From a societal 
perspective and including patterns of social change, the following table summarizes 
the above considerations and helps to identify patterns of continuity and change. 
Violence and insecurity in post-war and post-conflict societies can be framed in an 
onion pattern or a stage model where different layers of risk factors can (but not 
necessarily do) accumulate or can be reduced or controlled. The level of post-war and 
post-conflict violence on the ground will depend on the capacities of actors in state 
and society to implement the necessary policies. 
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Table 4: V iolence and V iolence Control in Post-war and Post-conflict Contexts 

V iolence related to the 
dynamics of 

Causes and risk factors Possibilities for violence 
control and reduction 

Unresolved conflicts and 
causes of war and armed 
conflict 

Vertical and horizontal inequality, 
lack of participation, identity 
issues, etc. 

Civil conflict regulation and 
prevention 

Legacies of widespread 
violence 

Disruption of social fabric, rapid 
urbanization, polarization 

Reconciliation, promotion of 
inclusive forms of social 
cohesion  

Consequences of conflict and 
war termination and its modes 

Regime change, power vacuum, 
winners and losers 

International presence, 
mechanisms of compensation 

While this section has analyzed the complex environment in post-conflict and post-
war societies, the following will change the perspective and deal with the different 
approaches developed by external actors to cope with insecurity in contexts in 
between war and peace. 

3. Security, Insecurity and the Monopoly of Force 

We have argued in the introduction that there has been a shift towards less organized, 
less political and more localized forms of violence. This has implications for security 
(or insecurity) in many countries. International politics in general and development 
aid in particular have reacted since this situation poses a challenge to the functioning 
of the international system, regional and national security and the implementation of 
development projects. 

The costs of violence have become a focus of attention and a number of concepts 
have been designed to cope with this challenge: peacekeeping and peace-building, 
democratization and humanitarian intervention, state- and institution-building, reform 
of state institutions and transformation of societal structures. 

Security sector reform (SSR), included in many peace agreements, is one of these 
new concepts, particularly in post-conflict. It is one of the major donor-driven 
attempts to grapple with insecurity and is included in many reconstruction, 
reconciliation and political reform programmes described above (see Table 3). SSR 
programmes in countries with inadequate or weak institutions of governance are 
intended to boost the efficiency of the security sector and subject it to civilian and, as 
far as possible, democratic control.  

Privatization of security provision is another important new development. As a 
reaction to prevailing insecurity, both governments and private actors task companies 
(private military and security companies) with providing protection. But in contrast to 
security sector reform, the privatization (or commercialization) of many functions of 
the armed forces or police has been pursued as part of a wider process of deregulation 
and outsourcing of government functions. This policy can entail conflicting goals: 
security  sector  reform  is  about  strengthening  the  state’s  monopoly  of  force; 
privatization, by contrast, partly outsources this monopoly to private actors. We will 
look at the trend to privatize and commercialize security and consider what this 
means for economic cooperation. 
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When development cooperation became engaged in security issues, naturally the 
relationship between military and non-military actors also emerged on the agenda, 
occasionally in controversial forms. Civil-military cooperation is a popular but 
contested concept in an area in which the different logics of the military and 
development offer new opportunities but also seem to clash in critical situations.  

Since the level of violence plays an important role in post-war and post-conflict 
societies (see section 2.2. above), the security issue is of great importance for the 
effective operation of development programmes, including its effects on the security 
of aid workers. Violence control and the provision of security are a significant frame 
of reference for implementing development cooperation. However, as we have 
argued above, functioning mechanisms to provide security are often absent in post-
conflict societies. The following section will address these issues in the light of recent 
experiences. 

3.1. Security Sector Reform: A Popular Concept 

3.1.1. Concepts and Approaches 

The development approach most directly related to coping with insecurity in post-
conflict situations is security sector reform (SSR) and demobilization, disarmament 
and reintegration of ex-combatants (DDR), considered here as part of SSR. The 
concept of SSR is a sub-theme of the wider security and development nexus, which 
has framed the debate on global development since the mid-1990s. SSR is a relatively 
recent concept in state transformation, development and post-conflict peace-building. 
SSR is called for when large-scale violence or war has ended. The advance of SSR in 
development is the result of the concepts of democratizing societies, good 
governance with transparency and accountability, peaceful transformation of societies 
and human security, which have made inroads in security thinking (Ball et al 2003).  

Security sector reform addresses security problems and tries to improve the situation 
through institutional reforms. It seeks to align the contributions of military, 
diplomatic, development and security actors. Civilian (and possibly also democratic) 
control over security forces is crucial for the provision of security in the interests of 
the population. Democratic decision-making requires transparency and 
accountability. Thus, the public at large needs to be involved. Hence, the crux of the 
reform of the security sector is the development of both effective civil oversight and 
creation of institutions capable of providing security.  
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Box 1: Four Core Objectives of SSR  

As defined by the OECD/DAC Handbook on Security System Reform: 
 
-  Establishment of effective governance, oversight and accountability in the security 

system; 
-  Improved delivery of security and justice services; 
-  Development of local leadership and ownership of the reform process; 
-  Sustainability of justice and security service delivery. 
 
OECD/DAC 2007a, 21. 

The concept of security sector reform has become increasingly popular since it was 
first put forward to a larger public in a speech by Clare Short, then United Kingdom 
Minister for International Development, in London in 1998 (Short 1999). Its appeal 
lies in the visionary integration of a number of objectives under one intellectual roof: 
the reduction of military expenditures and their redirection to development 
purposes;33 security-relevant development; donor activities in conflict prevention and 
post-conflict situations; arms control agendas; and improvement in the efficiency and 
effectiveness of governance over those institutions charged with the provision of 
security (Brzoska 2003). 

In short, security sector reforms aims at (1) developing a clear institutional 
framework for the provision of security that integrates security and development 
policy and includes all relevant actors; (2) strengthening the governance of security 
institutions; and (3) building capable and professional security forces, accountable to 
civil authorities (OECD 2007a). 

3.1.2. Objectives 

SSR is driven by the understanding that an ineffective and poorly governed security 
sector is a major obstacle to peace, stability, poverty reduction, sustainable 
development, rule of law, good governance, and respect for human rights. The 
underlying assumption is that responsible and accountable security forces reduce the 
risk of conflict.  

In recent years, the Development Assistance Committee of the Organisation for 
Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD/DAC) has provided principles and 
guidelines for SSR (OECD 2007a). The OECD/DAC emphasizes that there are many 
sub-sectors of the security sector which reform should address. Quantitatively, the 
armed forces are by far the largest part of the security sector. Other potential reform 
sub-sectors in which core security sector actors operate are police, gendarmeries, 
paramilitary forces, presidential guards, intelligence services, coastguards, border 
guards, customs and immigration, reserves, correctional services and the judiciary, 

                                                 
33 There are no systematic studies available which have verified that such a redirection of funds has 
actually taken place. The potential afforded by the reallocation of resources from military to 
development purposes was presented as the core argument in the famous Brandt Report by the 
Independent Commission on International Development Issues, published in 1980. 
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but also civil society, NGOs, media and ombudsmen. In other concepts, non-statutory 
forces – liberation or guerrilla armies, private bodyguard units, private security 
companies, and militias – are included and emphasis is laid on the role of civil 
society.  

Over the past few years, the debate on security sector reform has gathered momentum 
within the international donor community and in developing countries. Donors have 
recognized that a process of sustainable development cannot ignore the security 
sector and its actors. In the past, external support for the security sector was often 
provided (military assistance) or withheld for strategic and political reasons. In recent 
years, donors have emphasized that sustainable development and peace-building must 
be based on strengthening governance in the security sector in order to remove the 
barriers to the state’s ability to provide security for its citizens as well as the threats to 
citizens’ security. 

A comprehensive concept of SSR addresses four dimensions (Brzoska 2000, Wulf 
2000, 19-23):  

 The political dimension: democratic, civilian oversight of the security sector 
forces.  

 The economic dimension: the allocation of resources. Reform includes 
identifying needs and key objectives, determining what is affordable, prioritizing 
resource allocation and ensuring the efficient and effective use of resources. 

 The social dimension: the actual guarantee of citizens’ security. 

 The institutional dimension: the structure of the security sector (its right-sizing) 
and the institutional separation of the various forces and institutions.  

SSR should take place in post-conflict situations, according to the established norms, 
in order to overcome the security deficit and to assist in peace- and state-building. 
SSR and especially the OECD Handbook on SSR (OECD/DAC 2007a) are largely 
donor-driven projects which aim to reshape the security and justice sectors in client 
states in the Weberian-Westphalian format.  

More specifically, security-related programmes overcome the legacies of violence, 
the weakness of the state monopoly of force and the lack of civil society’s oversight 
capacities, promote the integration of ex-combatants and small arms control, and 
support the establishment of the rule of law in order to combat crime and violence 
(Wulf 2010, Table 4). It has been argued that the focus on the crimes committed 
during the conflict could set reform back. In Nepal, for example, despite some 
external assistance since the peace accord in 2006, there has not been much progress 
in SSR and ex-rebels are still based in cantonments and have not been reintegrated. 
The  two  formerly warring sides’ positions appear  to be  as entrenched as they were 
during the conflict (ICG 2010, 3). 
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3.1.3. Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration (DDR) 

SSR is sometimes defined to include disarmament, demobilization and reintegration 
(DDR) of former combatants and initiatives relating to small arms and light weapons 
(SALW). This aspect of SSR is primarily seen as a violence reduction agenda. Post-
conflict demobilization and disarmament of ex-combatants have long been 
understood as a key component of re-establishing peace and stability (Muggah and 
Krause 2009). However, a narrow focus on disarming ex-combatants (or on the 
collection of arms) fails to understand the various different categories of violence 
before, during and after war. 

DDR programmes are the result of two distinct developments: (1) drastic personnel 
reductions in the armed forces after the end of the Cold War and (2) reform and 
restructuring of the armed forces after the end of conflicts.  

DDR programmes came to prominence after the end of the Cold War when many 
armed forces reduced their personnel drastically. Worldwide reduction of military 
personnel in the decade following the end of the Cold War amounted to a total of 
over 6.7 million people (from 28.3 to 21.6 million). Demobilization in developing 
countries led to a shrinkage of armed forces personnel in the order of 2.7 million 
soldiers (from 17 to 14.3 million). Due to the magnitude of the reduction, the task 
was enormous and not all demobilized personnel were properly disarmed, nor did all 
of them find alternative civilian employment. 

F igure 2: Reduction in Military Personnel, 1990 – 2000 (in millions) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: BICC 2002, p. 163 

Numerous additional DDR programmes were initiated during the last decade, 
particularly in countries where conflicts ended, with a strong focus on African 
nations. The UN Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration Resource Centre 
list  several  ongoing  UN  DDR  operations  in  Africa  (Côte  d’Ivoire,  Democratic 
Republic of the Congo, Sudan), special political missions and DDR (Burundi, Central 
African Republic, Somalia) and two concluded DDR programmes (Liberia and Sierra 
Leone).34 A new and seldom-applied approach in the 1970s and 1980s, DDR has now 

                                                 
34 http://www.unddr.org/index.php 
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become a regular feature of UN peacekeeping operations. According to a recent 
statistic, more than 50 programmes have been initiated, the majority in Africa (see 
Table 5). 

Table 5: Geographical Distribution of DDR , 1974 - 2009 

Region Number of operations 
Africa 
Central America 
Caribbean 
South America 
Asia 
Pacific 
Balkans 

34 
3 
2 
1 
8 
2 
2 

Source: Muggah and Krause 2009, 138 

The disarmament phase recognizes that former combatants (regular forces, militias, 
or rebel groups) often keep their weapons and thus continue to be a source of armed 
violence. Disarmament and demobilization are meant to eliminate short-term threats 
to security and stability. The reintegration phase is the most complicated since the ex-
combatants are not easy to reintegrate into civilian economic and social life, 
especially when they have no skills alongside their military training. Sometimes they 
are marginalized even if the forces they served in were undefeated. Both analysts and 
practitioners have recognized that factors such as the general state of the post-war 
economy and the willingness of the communities to welcome their sons (and 
sometimes daughters) back from war play a critical role (Kingma 2009, 70). 
Economic opportunities, access to land, non-military skills development etc. are key 
factors in the success of DDR and are concrete entry points for economic cooperation 
programmes and for sustainable development relating to DDR.  

Box 2: Competing Goals of E conomic Cooperation in DDR Support 

A central dilemma and a conflicting goal of development policy in support of DDR is 
whether to specifically target ex-combatants – given the usual scarcity of resources – 
or to provide broader community-based support. Rapid stabilization of a fragile peace 
process or reduction of armed violence can probably best be achieved by direct 
assistance to ex-combatants, but this can also create discontent in the wider public. In 
such situations, there is a need to strictly apply ‘do-no-harm’ principles. This plays an 
important role in places where the numbers of conflict-affected persons such as 
returning refugees or internally displaced persons (IDPs) are much larger than the 
number of ex-combatants; this is the case in the war-torn societies in West Africa, for 
example. The choice is between two potentially competing objectives: eliminating 
short-term threats to stability, and the broader stability and development goal. It is 
essential to find some sort of a balance between supporting former fighters and 
civilians affected by the violent conflicts. 
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3.1.4. Principles of Reform 

It is very difficult to generalize about the nature and the required steps of security 
sector reform, since the specific political, economic and social conditions and 
regional constellations need to be taken into account. The context in which the 
security sector is to be reformed is vital, and the differences in the various countries 
are as critical as their commonalities. The reform has technical components 
(especially the institutional dimension with training and capacity-building) but it is 
not simply aimed at making the security and justice services more efficient and 
effective.  

SSR is profoundly political. The reform focuses on the state’s most sensitive sector; 
power relations are questioned and vested interests are challenged. Not all the goals 
are automatically subscribed to by the international or the local actors. On the 
contrary, there is the danger that SSR can be used for military and strategic purposes 
that are often in conflict with the development agenda. At the local level, in the areas 
of governance, post-conflict and high-criminality situations, resistance to reform 
must be expected since vested interest are targeted by SSR. Therefore, it is important 
to work with the right partners. In post-conflict countries, SSR is partly welcomed, 
while in some parts of the world it is seen as an imposition of Western values, 
methods and approaches in an area that lies at the heart of national security concerns. 
Security sector actors have often played dubious roles that might disqualify them, 
such as the military juntas in Latin America. In many cases, partnership in security 
sector reform will be more complicated than in other fields of foreign policy or 
economic cooperation. It might even be necessary for maintaining the integrity of 
development cooperation to reduce or even decline cooperation – for instance with a 
corrupt judicial apparatus – or to turn down training programmes for the armed forces 
where there is a risk that direct military assistance may promote or legitimize 
activities that endanger human security.  

Local ownership and consideration of the causes of conflict are cornerstones in SSR. 
Local ownership means that the reform process is shaped and driven by local actors. 
The literature and donor standards have embraced this principle and look at it as a 
precondition for sustainability of the reform. In practice, however, the principle is 
sometimes very difficult to apply (Nathan 2008). In addition, ambitions to reform the 
security sector have to consider the underlying causes of violence for such 
programmes to succeed. Removing these causes of violence and wars confronting 
many societies and laying the basis for peace and development can only be a long-
term endeavour. Security sector reform mainly addresses the symptoms of violent 
conflicts and aims at short or medium term adjustments to facilitate the long-term 
process.  

Gender mainstreaming is important in SSR. Men are often over-represented in the 
security sector, and many issues that directly affect women, girls and marginalized 
men and boys are often neglected in SSR reforms. The OECD/DAC has specifically 
addressed this issue in its Handbook on Security Sector Reform (OECD/DAC 2007a, 
section 9). 
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A holistic approach, policy coherence and setting of priorities are needed. Tackling 
the interconnected problems of weak governance, poor economic performance, 
insecurity and poverty, SSR requires a holistic approach. As a result, the OECD/DAC 
has formulated the need for a whole-of-government approach in SSR. But donor 
policy coherence is often lacking. Donor policies are often not harmonized, but in 
many cases are diametrically opposed. Many international organizations that promote 
democracy as a universal norm do not necessarily adhere to these norms. The real 
litmus test in security sector reform for donors is the question of whether defence 
relations (especially arms export interests) are considered within their security sector 
reform programmes. None of the major donors seem willing to do this but pursue 
their arms export interests through their economic and foreign trade ministries and 
agencies while their foreign offices and economic cooperation agencies pursue the 
security sector reform agenda. Policy-makers have to set priorities. They must weigh 
up many different but relevant objectives, like poverty reduction, improvement of 
health situations, improvement of water supply, etc., against the need for security 
sector reform. Measures to increase public security can require the allocation of 
substantial resources – resources that might be needed for other programmes. Given 
the scarcity of funds, it will be necessary to set priorities. 

3.1.5. Results of Reform and T ransformation 

The situation in many countries, including post-conflict countries, urgently in need of 
security sector reform is not exactly an enabling environment.35 Violent conflict has 
remained endemic, despite intense efforts, in a number of regions. However, to 
expect peace to stabilize a society without touching the security sector is wishful 
thinking.  

The engagement in security sector reform has taught some lessons to both the 
international community and the countries undergoing reform. Traditional military 
and police assistance programmes of the Cold War period have little in common with 
the requirements of security sector reform. Among the most important lessons 
learned by the international community are  

 the need to acknowledge that countries and, more so, communities have 
legitimate security needs,  

 the necessity of comprehensive and coherent external assistance, 

 the need to secure the commitment of national and local leadership, 

 the indispensability of carefully designed confidence-building measures in 
overcoming the suspicion between the security forces and the civilian 
population, 

                                                 
35 For case studies on security sector reform across the globe, see the edited volumes of 
Schnabel/Erhardt 2006, Muggah 2008, Berdal 2009, Toft 2010, DCAF Yearbooks. An additional 
source is the website of the Global Facilitation Network for Security Sector Reform, which includes 
numerous publications and case studies (http://www.ssrnetwork.net/regions/southeast.php). 
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 the requirement for a long-term perspective and commitment, not least to ensure 
a continuum from reintegration of ex-combatants to sustainable development, 

 the requirement to establish a civilian-led governance structure, and  

 the danger of misusing SSR and development assistance for non-development 
purposes.  

Security sector reform, so far, has a mixed record in post-conflict societies because 
the externally brokered and assisted reform has primarily addressed the warring 
parties with the most direct involvement in violence, rather than the forces 
advocating peace. This again points to potentially competing goals of development 
policy. Such a short-term focus was often necessary to secure the end of hostilities. 
Nevertheless, it seems that fundamental changes in society, like a regime change or 
the end of war, are a solid ground for far-reaching reforms, while relatively stable 
societies are slow to implement security sector reforms seriously. Five remaining, 
often unresolved issues are the cause of a continued disjuncture (Ball and 
Hendrickson 2009, Bryden and Olonisakin 2010, Wulf 2010): 

1. Only limited knowledge about the success or failure of SSR measures is 
available. There have been a number of evaluations of SSR programmes, but no 
systematic review of the SSR agenda of the last dozen years has been carried out. 
Instead, SSR is promoted (mainly by the donor countries and organizations) with 
a heavy normative emphasis on democratic control, civilian oversight and 
development orientation.  

2. There  is  an  uneven  ‘buy-in’  to  the  SSR  policy  agenda.  Some  governments in 
donor countries are more forthcoming in promoting SSR; others emphasize the 
political sensitivity of the security sector, especially regarding the reform of the 
armed forces and intelligence services, and are cautious in their engagement. 
Many governments in recipient countries are not fully committed to SSR. They 
pay lip service to democratic accountability and human rights at best and actively 
resist them at worst. In Africa, Asia, Central and Eastern Europe and Latin 
America, SSR often remains peripheral to government agendas. Some progress 
has been made by embedding SSR principles in regional and global governance 
institutions (e.g. African Union, European Commission, UN) (African Union 
2006, European Commission 2006, UN Secretary-General 2008). 

3. The concept of SSR is not always clear. A growing number of issues related to 
security have been relabelled as SSR; the approach has thus been diluted. The 
issue of what or who should be included in SSR remains contested. 

4. There are differing donor interests, objectives, working cultures and practices 
which have made it difficult to harmonize international policies in the security 
arena. The UK government department responsible for development, DFID, for 
example, strongly supports security sector reform as an important development 
issue. In the United States, in contrast, work on SSR has been driven in large part 
by the US Department of Defense and has been carried out, to a significant 
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degree, by private contractors. The German government has pursued a cautious 
approach and has carefully screened when and when not to engage in SSR. 

5. Due to the ‘war on terror’, US government policy favours countries that  join in 
this  ‘war’  (most  typically Pakistan). Many of  these countries are aid-dependent 
and rely on external military assistance for their armed forces. This leads to an 
emphasis on tradition ‘hard’ security approaches while ‘soft’ security issues (like 
governance and civilian control of the security actors) are a constituent element 
of SSR. 

3.2. Privatizing Security: Endanger ing the State Monopoly of Force 

3.2.1. Deregulating Security 

The approach to privatizing security tasks differs completely from security sector 
reform. Privatization of traditional armed and police forces’ functions is a deliberate 
policy to use actors and their know-how outside the public domain; security sector 
reform  is  intended  to  strengthen  the  state’s  monopoly  of  force.  The  trend  to 
commercialize security has direct and indirect repercussions for development 
cooperation since the type of security provision (public or private) and the 
institutionalization of the state monopoly of force (or its delegation to private actors) 
are distinct governance issues. Governance, in turn, has increasingly been recognized 
as an important field for economic cooperation.  

Two different forms of privatizing security can be discerned. First, more and more 
often, warlords, organized crime, militias, rebels and even youth gangs and child 
soldiers act in wars and violent conflicts. This process has been classified as ‘bottom-
up’ privatization of violence, which is largely due to the failure of states, with many 
governments no longer capable of guaranteeing law and order due to the weakness of 
their police and armed forces. Second, in parallel to this bottom-up privatization, 
another  form  of  ‘top-down’  privatization  (or  commercialization)  is  taking  place: 
deliberately, planned, propagated and implemented by some governments, it entails 
the outsourcing of police and military functions to private companies (Singer 2003; 
Avant 2005; Wulf 2005; Alexandra et al. 2008). 

These two forms of privatization of security, both of them not entirely new, have 
different implications in post-conflict,  although  they  are  often  connected.  ‘Bottom- 
up’  privatization  is  often  a  legacy  of  previous wars, and governments in unstable 
situations find it difficult to deal with these private security actors adequately. In 
many post-conflict countries, this form of activity by private violent actors continues 
to pose problems for the transition of the society from war to peace. The various 
forms and causes of this violence have been described above (see section 2.). 

‘Top-down’ privatization  is pursued by various governments – especially in the US 
and the United Kingdom – as a targeted policy to privatize traditional military and 
police  functions.  In  line  with  the  concept  of  the  ‘lean  state’,  which  involves 
deregulation of many sectors and restriction of the state’s role to core competences, 
the wave of privatization and outsourcing has not stopped at the gates of military 
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bases and police institutions. While the first form illustrates the limitations of the 
state monopoly of force, the second form actually delegates the state monopoly of 
force to private actors, often without the necessary public control mechanisms in 
place. 

The deliberate ‘top-down’ commercialization and the contracting of private military 
and security firms are the result of both push and pull factors. Over the past decade, 
many governments have found it increasingly difficult to recruit enough qualified 
uniformed personnel for their combat and post-conflict operations. They have 
consequently come to depend more and more on private military and security 
companies for training, repair and maintenance of weapons systems and vehicles, for 
the collection of intelligence, for interrogation of prisoners of war, for asset 
protection and for supplying food and clean uniforms to troops and police personnel 
in the operational theatre. Hundreds of private military and security companies have 
sprung up, keen to cash in on this opportunity.  

Contractors are not only hired to provide support during pre-war preparation and in 
war, but increasingly do so in post-war programmes as well. Life in many post-
conflict countries is dangerous. The reasons for the insecure situation are manifold. 
The  problem  of  insecurity  is  solved  in  the  ‘classical’  concept  of  state-building 
through disarmament of private citizens or groups and the establishment of a state 
monopoly of force. This has not yet been achieved in cases like Afghanistan or the 
Democratic Republic of the Congo, but it is also far from perfect in cases like Nepal 
(with continuing political divergences), Sri Lanka (where the root causes of the 
conflict have not been removed), Somalia (where the state literally collapsed) or in 
Colombia and Mexico (where the state is not fully in control of certain territories). 
The privatization phenomenon can be observed in many other countries too. 

Precise data on the size and duration of external interventions like peacekeeping 
operations of the UN or other bodies like ISAF in Afghanistan or the AU in East 
Africa are readily available in the public domain. While such interventions, intended 
to stabilize the country and to provide security, are often in the focus of attention, 
private military  and  security  firms’  activities  remain, with  the  exception  of  regular 
scandals, mostly outside public visibility and are insufficiently controlled. Based on a 
review of 70 countries, the Small Arms Survey 2011 estimates that the formal private 
security sector employs between 19.5 and 25.5 million people worldwide – more than 
the number of police officers at the global level. The Small Arms Survey team 
estimates, on the basis of extrapolated case studies, that private security companies 
hold between 1.7 and 3.7 million firearms worldwide (Graduate Institute 2011, 
Chapter 4). 

3.2.2. The Case of A fghanistan 

The privatization  trend  in Afghanistan,  in  reality  a  combination  of  the  ‘bottom-up’ 
and  ‘top-down’  approaches,  illustrates  the  dilemma  that is not unfamiliar in many 
countries, although not as drastically as in Afghanistan. The worsening security 
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situation, a result of insurgencies, is countered both by deploying more military 
forces and police and by hiring private security actors in their tens of thousands.  

For the development and humanitarian community to work effectively, a minimum of 
security is required. This security cannot at present be provided by the Afghan and 
foreign governments’ own security personnel, be they armed forces or police. Private 
military and security companies offer their services and many local and foreign 
institutions, including development organizations and NGOs, have accepted such 
services, even including armed protection in some instances.  

Afghanistan is at present the most interesting market for privatized security: large and 
small companies as well as individual war adventurers quickly realized that 
Afghanistan’s  war  chest  offers  ample  opportunities  to make money.  Large  foreign 
companies and Afghan clan leaders run many of these private firms (Sherman and 
DiDomenico 2009, 1). At the same time, the reputable companies do have something 
to offer, which is why development organizations make use of their services. Nobody 
really knows how many of these contractors, often also labelled as mercenaries, are 
working for the Afghan government in Kabul, for the armed forces at the frontline or 
for development and humanitarian organizations in logistics and in property or 
personal protection. Many of the contractors are armed and dressed in self-styled 
company uniforms. Afghanistan has tighter regulations than many other countries, 
including Iraq; nevertheless, their role remains suspect (Sherman and DiDomenico 
2009, 2). A report by the US Congressional Research Service quotes analysts who 
conclude that regulations governing private security companies (PSCs) are only 
enforced in Kabul; “outside Kabul there is no government reach at present and local 
governors,  chiefs  of  police,  and  politicians  run  their  own  illegal  PSCs”  (Schwartz 
2010, 4). 

It is questionable whether the concept of sending more troops and police to stabilize 
Afghanistan or to create reliable state institutions will be successful. Military actions 
are usually followed by new insurgencies. The disarmament of non-state actors – a 
precondition to create a state monopoly of force – was not successful in the past. 
Mujahedeen leaders, warlords and other local leaders are now ‘privatizing’ the state 
security apparatus. Their power rests on their inclusion in central government as well 
as on income from the war economy (large amounts of aid disappear through 
corruption from which the war lords and even the Taliban profit) and shadow 
economy (drugs). More than 63,000 Afghan fighters took part in the official 
disarmament, demobilization and reintegration programme between 2004 and 2006. 
But only one quarter of those demobilized found permanent civilian jobs (Ruttig 
2008, 21). As in many countries, the third phase of the DDR programme, 
reintegration, did not work well in Afghanistan. Also, the disarmament programme 
was implemented half-heartedly. Members of some of the militias became auxiliary 
police, others have retained both their weapons and their status as illegal armed 
groups until today, and others were hired by private military and security firms. 

 US Congress report by the Commission on Wartime Contracting in Iraq and 
Afghanistan  illustrates  the  dimension  of  this  ‘secret’  force.  According  to  the 
Commission (2009, 16), the number of contract personnel of the Pentagon amounted 
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to 242,647 people in Asia in the 2nd quarter of 2009. Of these, 133,610 were 
contracted in Iraq, 68,197 in Afghanistan and 41,850 in other South Asian countries. 
One year later, the number in Afghanistan is estimated to be around 70,000 
(Schwartz, 2010, 4). Not all of them are armed. But their number has increased 
considerably over the past year and a Congressional Research Report (Schwartz 
2010) reports the number of armed security contractors for March 2010 as 16,398, an 
increase of 217% in a period of nine months. 

F igure 3: Number of A rmed Security Contractors of the US Department of 
Defense (D O D) in A fghanistan 

Source: Schwartz, 2010, p. 11, based on DOD data 

 

Jobs at private military and security companies are attractive. The contractors are 
much better paid and better armed than the members of the Afghan armed forces or 
the police. 

It is not just the Pentagon that contracts these firms; the same is true of other ISAF 
armed forces, Afghan ministries and civilian NGOs. Nobody knows exactly how 
many are employed in Afghanistan – not even the UN, which is the official 
coordinating body for reconstruction, nor the US and Afghan governments. The 
above-mentioned report by the US Congress Commission on Wartime Contracting in 
Iraq and Afghanistan mentions that more than 80% of the contractors are not US 
citizens. The companies recruit worldwide: primarily, of course, in Afghanistan, but 
also in Chile, Russia, Germany, Fiji, Nepal, South Africa, Kosovo etc. Young men 
with war experience and training in special operations, members of special forces, 
rebel groups and militias are particularly sought after. The companies tender for 
contracts and hire chains of sub-contractors. Who is deployed where and for what 
purpose is usually beyond the control of the contracting authority. Companies act as a 
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state within  the state and US DOD officials  “believe  that poor contractor oversight 
has significantly contributed to contractor abuses” (Schwartz 2010, II). 

The findings of the congressional report (Commission on Wartime Contracting 2009, 
17) illustrate the lack of control and accountability. The report revealingly states: 
“There is still no clear picture of who the contractors are, what services they provide, 
which contracts they perform, and what their support costs are,” despite the fact that 
they are hired by the Department of Defense. A lot remains in the dark and neither 
the hearings in Congress, nor public criticism and casulties36 among the contractors 
have led to a reversal of privatizing military and other security tasks. More and more 
security-relevant missions are carried out by private companies, some with dubious 
reputations, as the scandals surrounding US companies, such as Blackwater, now re-
named Xe, illustrate. 

According  to  the  ‘new  strategy’,  announced  at  the  January  2010  London  Afghan 
conference, police training and capacity-building are priorities now. But this has been 
practised since 2004 by the US companies Dyncorp and MPRI. They offer two- to 
eight-week crash courses in police services in which they train thousands of Afghans, 
mainly in anti-terror fighting. The reason for these company activities is a lack of 
police in the Western countries who are willing to volunteer for the dangerous job in 
Afghanistan. Past experience has shown that those trained and their weapons can end 
up with the Taliban.37 

3.2.3. Reasons for the Privatization Boom 

Iraq and Afghanistan are extreme examples, but by no means unique. Whether it is 
engagement in the anti-drug campaign in Colombia, the former civil war in the West 
African country of Sierra Leone, in the conflict zone in the Great Lakes region of 
Central Africa, or in the Balkans – the ‘specialists’ are always involved.  

Originally, the US Department of Defense had contracted private companies to save 
money. The private sector, according to the New Public Management paradigm, 
works more efficiently than the armed forces. But in the meantime, doubts are being 
cast on this belief of cost efficiency. The Commission on Wartime Contracting in 
Iraq and  Afghanistan  (2009,  27)  offers  some  painful  conclusions:  “Based  on  an 
analysis of data covering some $43 billion in high-value awards to 15 contractors in 
Iraq and Afghanistan, we learned that roughly 30 percent of contractor business 
systems audited by the Defense Contract Audit Agency contained significant 
deficiencies… Contractor  billing  systems  and  estimating  systems were  deficient  at 
even greater rates – 50 and 42 percent, respectively.” Companies charge for services 
that nobody can really control. 

                                                 
36 According to DOD, from June 2009 to April 2010, 260 private security contractor personnel 
working for DOD were killed in Afghanistan, compared to 324 US troops killed over the same period 
(Schwartz 2010, 12). 
37 Given the complex situation in Afghanistan, not only the private actors but also state and 
multilateral organizations are faced with the phenomenon that the results of their engagement might 
benefit the Taliban. 
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Despite these findings, it can be expected that further contracts will be signed with 
private military and security firms in the future. The criticism at home about the 
military engagement in Iraq, Afghanistan and elsewhere and about the deployment of 
more soldiers and police is becoming increasingly vocal in many countries. These 
privately organized alternative power centres might possibly improve the security of 
foreign troops, diplomats and expatriates in the short term. This policy, however, is a 
long-term burden at the expense of the authority of the governments in developing 
countries since their monopoly of force is questioned. Furthermore, it also usually 
takes place at the expense of the security of the local population who cannot afford to 
hire private security firms for their personal protection. 

As private military/security companies are not part of a clearly demarcated industry 
and there is no standard classification of companies operating in this sector, no firm 
statements can be made about their growth over the past decade. However, empirical 
evidence (such as companies’ internet presence, media reports, and the debate within 
the military) points to rapid and substantial growth. A key factor driving this industry 
growth is that some military and police forces are over-burdened by the increasing 
number of tasks in conflict and post-conflict situations. Hence, there is an increasing 
demand for such services. Besides this demand-side factor, many other military, 
economic, political, and ideological reasons for the commercialization or 
privatization  of  the  state’s monopoly  of  force  can  also  be  identified,  including  the 
availability of skilled personnel (often ex-combatants)  and  the  governments’ 
deliberately planned privatization (Wulf 2005). 

Most German NGOs have no systematic policies regarding the use of private military 
or security firms for their protection. In most cases they decide on the spot ad hoc 
according to needs. Often this started simply by hiring guards for property protection 
individually,  generally on  the basis of  their  embassy’s policy. GTZ (now GIZ) has 
issued a paper entitled “Empfehlungen der GTZ Krisenleitstelle für die Nutzung von 
privaten  Sicherheitsfirmen”,  (GTZ  2009). The paper presents the different options 
and calls for minimum requirements of transparency and accountability when hiring 
such firms. The GTZ Krisenleitstelle advises its field offices to check not only the 
security  companies’  professional  capabilities,  but  also  to  request  references  and 
monitor the reputation of the companies concerned. The field offices are particularly 
advised to check the companies’ policies regarding the use of force and weapons and 
if  the companies have subscribed to the code of conduct of the security companies’ 
professional associations (GTZ 2009, 8-9). The final decision to hire security 
companies rests with the field offices. Given the often localized forms of violence 
and the weak structures of the public security services, development organizations 
may face a dilemma, as an interviewee emphasized: “If in countries with high crime 
rates the situation gets too dangerous and you cannot rely on the police – you might 
even end up at the police station and face the very same people in police uniform that 
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have attacked you – you have to consider hiring the services of companies. If the 
state does not possess the monopoly of force, what can we do?”38 

3.2.4. The Need for Regulation of Private A ctors 

Privatizing security services is exactly the opposite of a state monopoly of force. This 
policy contradicts the concept of creating efficient state institutions. Only when such 
firms are tightly and systematically regulated and controlled – an impossible task, 
given the weak state structures in most post-conflict countries – should the state 
delegate security services to private actors. In present circumstances, such companies 
are rivals or opponents of state authorities, although they often offer services to 
organizations looking for protection. 

Their services might be urgently required. Nevertheless, from a governance policy 
perspective, this trend is highly problematical. The key to the modern ‘Westphalian’ 
nation-state is the monopoly of legitimate, organized force. As one of its core 
functions, the modern state has a duty to ensure the security of its citizens based on 
the rule of law; indeed, this is regarded as one of the main achievements of a civilized 
society.39 Privatizing security functions raises fundamental issues about the future of 
the  state’s  monopoly  of  force.  The  clear  trend  towards  outsourcing entails the 
delegation of the state’s monopoly of force without adequate regulation of the private 
actors entrusted with these tasks. 

The fact is that neither the national laws nor international law provide an adequate 
legal basis on which to exercise oversight of private military and security firms and 
their employees, or call them to account for violations. Soldiers are subject to 
military jurisdiction, and international treaties such as the 1949 Geneva Convention 
and its 1977 additional protocols can also be applied to the armed forces. But these 
rules do not apply to private military contractors. The Swiss government has recently 
taken the initiative and drafted a Global Code of Conduct for Private Security 
Companies and Private Military Companies and has invited other governments, 
industry representatives and NGOs to join its initiative.40 

Regulations are urgently needed. At present, the private military and security 
companies exercise military or police powers, but are generally not accountable or 
subject to public oversight or legislation. The law of the market prevails. Even the 
Afghan President, Hamid Karzai, whose government has hired such companies for 
personal protection, has threatened recently to cancel all contracts with private 
security firms, since they hire too many local people at the expense of an effective 
Afghan police force. In principle, companies can offer their services to anyone 
willing to pay. Various options are available for controlling the burgeoning and 
unregulated activities of private military companies, including a total ban, reliance on 

                                                 
38 Interview with a representative of a German development agency. 
39 Criticisms of this model and its transfer to developing countries are based on sound arguments. See, 
for example, Boege, Brown, Clements and Nolan 2009. 
40 http://www.dcaf.ch/privatisation-security/PSC%20-%202010-10-08%20-
%20International%20Code%20of%20Conduct_final.pdf. 
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self-regulation by the companies themselves, registration, licensing or international 
and national regulations or sanctions. 

There are various partly complementary options for the regulation of private military 
companies, summarized in the table below:41 

Table 6: Options for the Regulation of Private Military and Security Companies 

Type of 
ar rangement 

Goal Advantages and disadvantages 

Total ban Prohibits private military and 
security companies from 
operating in war and conflict 
situations 

Difficult to enforce on 
extraterritorial basis; 
prohibits useful activities as well 

Self-regulation Adoption of a code of conduct Easy to adopt; non-binding; 
‘black sheep’ do not adhere to the 
code  

Revision of the 
Geneva 
Convention 

Regulation of activities of 
private military firms; ban on 
specific activities  

Clarifies the status of companies 
and their employees in situations 
of war; unsatisfactory 
compromise likely, however 

Licensing 
regime 

Control of activities of private 
military firms; ban on specific 
activities 

Only licensed companies 
permitted to operate; as with arms 
exports, does not preclude 
violations and scandals 

Registration Transparency with regard to 
companies’ activities 

More transparency; easy to 
manage; governments must take 
action to prohibit specific 
activities 

International 
registration 

Transparency and verification 
of activities 

More transparency; problematical 
cases probably not covered 

Blacklists Sanctions against companies Introduction possible with 
minimal bureaucracy, but 
monitoring is complex; ‘naming 
and shaming’ of black sheep; may 
prevent persistent offenders from 
attracting further business 

 H . Wulf 

Unless regulations are introduced, private military companies can only be held 
accountable by their clients and owners or shareholders. All the control mechanisms 
mentioned in the table above have flaws and trade-offs and are not easy to 
implement. In some cases, they require comprehensive controls, which, in turn, 
necessitate a sufficiently well-developed institutional structure. In order to go some 
way towards systematizing the current complexity, at a minimum, regulations of the 
type applicable to arms exports are required, although the rules on arms transfers 
highlight just how inadequate the legal bases are.  

                                                 
41 The advantages and disadvantages and their varying national and international reach are elaborated 
in: Wulf 2010, 122-124. 
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3.3. Security of Development A id Workers: Demanding Challenges 

3.3.1. Increasing Incidents 

The impact of insecurity on humanitarian and development operations is of growing 
concern to governments and organizations in this area of activity since the risk of 
casualties has consistently grown. Attacks against aid workers have sharply increased 
over the last few years. During the years 2008 and 2009, over 500 humanitarian and 
aid workers were attacked (260 in 2008 and 278 in 2009); 122 were killed in 2008 
and 102 in 2009.42 Most of these attacks were politically motivated and almost two 
thirds of the attacks in 2008 are believed to be the work of armed opposition groups. 
Of course, criminal motives (common banditry, kidnapping and ransom etc.) play an 
important role as well (Stoddard, Harmer and DiDomenico 2009, 4-5). 

F igure 4: A ttacks on A id Workers, 1997 – 2008 

Source: Stoddard, Harmer and DiDomenico (2009, 11); for the year 2009 UNICE F , quoted in Radtke 
(2010, 367). 

The three most critical environments for aid work – Sudan (Darfur), Afghanistan and 
Somalia – accounted for more than 60% of all violent incidents and aid worker 
victims while the attack rate in most other countries has been decreasing in recent 
years (Stoddard, Harmer and DiDomenico 2009, 4). A development agency 
representative considers the risk in the Eastern part of the DRC to be extremely high. 
“Some of our staff more or less follow the rebels in an effort to demobilize them. It is 
a breath-taking task for the organization to do something for their security.”43 

The fact that the major problems are concentrated in only a few extreme cases and 
that for all other countries the dangers have not increased is good news for aid 
organizations. But this still leaves them with important challenges. 

The targets of such attacks are international governmental as well as non-

                                                 
42 Not included in this number are attacks against UN peacekeeping personnel. 
43 Interview with a representative of a German development agency. 
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governmental organizations; their international staff (expatriates), consultants and 
local staff have been attacked. While incidents have occurred in previous decades as 
well, the attitude of most organizations in the past was to deal with such attacks on an 
ad hoc  basis.  It was  emphasized  in  an  interview  in  our  research  project:  “Actually 
German development cooperation has not thought much about the security of its staff 
in previous decades – it was not a central issue. It was hoped that nothing serious 
would happen and that we could rely on the Foreign Office’s crisis management.”44 
In the meantime, dangerous environments have become more common, especially 
politically motivated attacks after 9/11. Hence, development organizations have 
begun to take action in order to minimize the risks to their staff.  

The German development organization KfW (banking group) focuses on three 
aspects in its security management: (1) crime (which is prevalent in a number of 
countries and regions), (2) internal political tensions (which have repercussions on 
the security situation) and (3) the increasing terrorist threat – and in addition – a 
possible fourth aspect: natural disasters (earthquakes etc.).45 

3.3.2. Reactions of Humanitarian and Development Agencies 

In principle, humanitarian and development agencies have different ways of 
minimizing risk at their disposal, all of which entail difficult trade-offs and involve 
tricky decisions.  

F irst, most attractive  to NGOs is a passive or  ‘soft’  acceptance approach, namely 
emphasizing the humanitarian character of their work. Humanitarian organizations 
have made significant efforts to pursue an active acceptance approach by 
emphasizing their mandates and strict adherence to humanitarian principles and by 
reaching out to reliable local partners and forging agreements with potential 
aggressors. The success of this strategy is contested. Stoddard, Harmer and 
DiDomenico (2009, 6) conclude on the basis of their elaborate database on incidents 
against  aid workers:  “The most  recent  evidence  continues  to  show  that  even  those 
agencies that make considerable efforts to disassociate themselves from political 
actors and project an image of neutrality have not been immune from attack…”.  

In an interview, the representative of a German NGO emphasized the necessity of 
working only with reliable local partners, a strategy that they have successfully 
pursued in countries like Pakistan and Afghanistan. “Our partner organizations have 
hundreds of employees who work on a decentralized basis in many parts of the 
country. They are increasingly at risk. They have experienced several incidents. In 
some cases, 50 persons were kidnapped and had to be freed in arduous negotiations.” 
In the interview, he emphasized two additional aspects: firstly, that their partner 
organization is a strong and independent local NGO with its own structures and 
policies and in the case of the kidnapping, they, and not the German NGO, negotiated 
with the kidnappers. Secondly, the Afghan partner organization clearly states that not 

                                                 
44 Interview with a representative of a German development organization during our research project. 
45 Interview with a KfW representative during our research project. 
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all of the attacks were carried out by the Taliban but that the government is 
responsible for a large number of the attacks, because the NGO programme interfered 
with the well-functioning drug trade in which governors are engaged.46 

Nic Lee, Director of the Afghan NGO Safety Office, an independent NGO safety 
coordination project supported by the EU and the governments of Switzerland and 
Norway, assumes that armed opposition groups in Afghanistan “now see some self-
interest in not attacking impartial NGOs as they are likely to attempt to 
instrumentalize our activities for their own purposes in the near future.” In response 
to the changed security environment in Afghanistan, Lee reiterates point-blank to 
member organizations “the importance of not engaging in civil-military coordination 
activities.”47 A similar conclusion, although more cautiously formulated, comes from 
a  representative  of  the  development  organization  Welthungerhilfe:  “Mixing  of 
humanitarian and military mandates creates, in the view of most NGOs, great 
difficulties for the acceptance approach” (Radtke 2010, 369).  

Stoddard and colleagues (Stoddard, Harmer and DiDomenico (2009, 6) speculate that 
disassociation from the military or political actors is not a solution: “We would posit 
that aid organisations are being attacked not just because they are perceived to be 
cooperating with Western political actors, but because they are perceived as wholly a 
part of the Western agenda.” The official (governmental) development organizations 
have no possibility of disassociating themselves from Western political actors even if 
they wanted to. 

A second, more active, possibility for risk minimization is increased protection. 
Many organizations now have established security policies and procedures. GIZ, for 
example, has set up a crisis management unit (‘Krisenleitstelle’) and has appointed a 
full-time  crisis  manager  (‘Krisenbeauftragte/r‘).  KfW  has  established  a  crisis  and 
emergency management system (‘Krisen- und Notfallmanagement’).48 Most agencies 
stress the need for prevention, i.e. early recognition and evaluation of potential risks 
are required to pursue preventive action.49 Many agencies have trained more staff in 
crisis and incident management, have offered specialized security training to more 
violence-exposed roles within their organization, and have developed handbooks or 
policy guidelines.  

Most of these protective measures are, of course, required in the field. They range 
from personal behaviour (for example during travel or in and around the living 
quarters) to protection of property (offices and living quarters), to guidelines for 

                                                 
46 Interviews in the course of the research project. 
47 Quarterly Data Report for the 1st quarter 2010, 
http://www.afgnso.org/2010Q/ANSO%20Quarterly%20Data%20Report%20(Q1%202010).pdf. 
48 See also the GTZ policy paper ‘Personelle Sicherheit im Auslandseinsatz’ with detailed guidelines 
on responsibilities, communication channels at headquarters and the field offices addressed to both 
international (expatriate) and local personnel. The GTZ/GIZ has established a Risk Management 
Office in Afghanistan and Nepal. The Afghanistan project, funded by the BMZ, was established for 
the benefit of other German development institutions as well: KfW, DED, Inwent, CIM and others 
with a total of about 1400 employees. 
49 Emphasized, for example, by KfW. 

http://www.afgnso.org/2010Q/ANSO%20Quarterly%20Data%20Report%20(Q1%202010).pdf
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fieldwork (short-term information on field visits), to specially protected vehicles and 
armed protection. Agencies’ policies had to be extended to partner organizations and 
even beneficiaries since even the recipients of aid have come under attack (for 
example, girls and women attempting to access education in Afghanistan). 

All these measures drive up programme costs, and so far, there is little consistency in 
security budgeting. As a matter of fact, the general budgetary rules applied by the 
German Federal Ministry for Economic Development and Cooperation (BMZ) do not 
provide a specific budget line for security. Except for extreme cases, as in 
Afghanistan, security costs have to be budgeted within the regular country 
programme budget.50 Others, like the World Bank, DFID or USAID, “have financing 
of security already more clearly arranged and have taken measures to improve 
security in their field programmes.”51 

A third type of reaction to minimizing security risks adopted in a number of cases is a 
low-profile approach with remote management of programmes. The idea is to 
manage programmes from the agency’s central office in an attempt to ensure that aid 
and humanitarian assistance continue to reach beneficiaries. In such situations the 
agency withdraws or at least limits the international staff and shifts more or all 
responsibilities for programme implementation to local partners or local staff. The 
assumption is that local staff are less at risk than the highly visible expatriates. 
However, the attack rate against local employees of international aid organizations 
has increased as well in the most dangerous environments. In addition, development 
organizations worry that this could be understood as a negative signal both by partner 
organizations and their own team.52 Such a decision therefore requires careful 
consideration. Most organizations emphasize that such an approach is at best a short-
term measure and contradicts the above-mentioned ‘acceptance’ approach. 

Fourth and finally, organizations have completely withdrawn from the dangerous 
environment, usually as a reaction to the killing of their aid workers. This means the 
end of aid delivery. Of course, this reaction remains the exception. 

3.3.3. Inter-Agency Cooperation 

Humanitarian and development organizations are faced with similar challenges and 
security concerns about their staff. This has led to cooperation among them in an 
effort to cope with insecurity. Following the recommendations by the UN-sponsored 
Inter-Agency Standing Committee, a Taskforce on Collaborative Approaches to Field 
Security was formed to explore ways of tackling the increasing insecurity in field 
missions.  In  2006,  a  paper  entitled  ‘Saving  Lives  Together.  A  Framework  for 
Improving  Security Arrangements Among  IGOs, NGOs  and UN  in  the  Field’ was 

                                                 
50 The only study known to us on the cost of security for aid workers is Stoddard and Harmer (2010). 
51 Interview with a German development organization. 
52 Emphasized in an interview with a German development organization. 
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published.53 The paper calls  for  the  initiation  of  a  dialogue  with  ‘unconventional’ 
interlocutors in zones of conflict and the establishment of a code of conduct. It also 
makes recommendations for action, and suggests pilot countries for collaborative 
action. 

Different forms of networks have been established in several high-risk countries. 
Since the security situation in Afghanistan is so precarious, security issues can no 
longer be sidelined (de Graaff, Foster, Nijssen 2010). The Afghanistan NGO Safety 
Office (ANSO) was the first to be set up and is now used for other environments as a 
model. The network provides documentation on incidents and gives background 
information to NGOs on coping with the insecure situation.54 A similar network, the 
Gaza Strip NGO Safety Office Project (GANSO) has been established as a CARE 
International project with the aim of providing relevant information and analysis to 
the NGO community in order to implement their projects safely.55 The Somalia NGO 
Consortium, founded in 1999 in Nairobi as an NGO coordination body, has 
established the NGO Safety Programme, aimed at reducing risks to programme 
personnel operating in Somalia. It functions as a security focal point to ensure 
development of tailored security support services.56 The European Interagency 
Security Forum (EISF) is a platform for security focal points from European 
humanitarian agencies operating internationally. It encourages NGOs to collectively 
improve security management practice.57 

These networks have attracted wide participation by NGOs. One of the important 
aspects of security management is the documentation of incidents, so that lessons can 
be learned. This was strongly emphasized in one of our interviews and it was 
mentioned that it has taken a long time to find acceptance and funding for staff 
security-related issues. 

                                                 
53 http://www.google.de/search?hl=de&source=hp&q=Saving+Lives+Together%3A+A+Framework 
+for+improving+Security+Arrangements+Among+IGOs%2C+NGOs+and+UN+in+the+Field&aq=f&
aqi=&aql=&oq=&gs_rfai=. 
54 http://www.afgnso.org/.  
55 http://www.gaza-nso.org/?p=page&id=1.  
56 http://www.somaliangoconsortium.org/spas.php.  
57 http://www.eisf.eu/about/.  

http://www.eisf.eu/about/
http://www.google.de/search?hl=de&source=hp&q=Saving+Lives+Together%253A+A+Framework%20+for+improving+Security+Arrangements+Among+IGOs%252C+NGOs+and+UN+in+the+Field&aq=f&aqi=&aql=&oq=&gs_rfai
http://www.google.de/search?hl=de&source=hp&q=Saving+Lives+Together%253A+A+Framework%20+for+improving+Security+Arrangements+Among+IGOs%252C+NGOs+and+UN+in+the+Field&aq=f&aqi=&aql=&oq=&gs_rfai
http://www.google.de/search?hl=de&source=hp&q=Saving+Lives+Together%253A+A+Framework%20+for+improving+Security+Arrangements+Among+IGOs%252C+NGOs+and+UN+in+the+Field&aq=f&aqi=&aql=&oq=&gs_rfai
http://www.afgnso.org/
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4. Conclusion  

4.1. (In-)Security in Post-conflict and Post-war Contexts 

The term post-conflict, taken verbatim, sends the wrong message for development 
cooperation, since neither conflict nor violence might be ended or reduced. While 
physical  violence  is  not  endemic  in  all  ‘post-conflict’  countries,  it  is  a  problem  in 
many of those societies beyond the relapse into armed conflict. These conflict-prone 
situations have important repercussions for development aid, which need to be taken 
into consideration in programming and implementation. Post-war and post-conflict 
environments are shaped by three factors which development cooperation must take 
into account, because they may either offer opportunities or create restrictions for its 
strategies and procedures: 

a) patterns of war or armed conflict termination (military victory – agreements – 
phasing out) influence not only the overall stability of the environment but also 
available partner structures and thus the (im-)possibilities for alignment; 

b) the intensity and structure of war or conflict-related violence (who was a 
perpetrator, who was a victim, where did violence happen?) must be taken into 
account as they are an important indicator for patterns of social cohesion (or their 
lack) and for the existence of insecurity (e.g. traumatization of specific social 
groups); 

c) the extent and form of post-war/post-conflict violence (political – criminal – 
social) need to be disaggregated (who classifies violence and why?) as this is an 
important indicator for the overall perspectives of peace processes or war 
termination. At the same time, this analysis provides a basis for the development 
of intervention strategies as well as for prevention. 

Thus one of the many challenging tasks in countries that have emerged from war is 
continued insecurity. The development community has increasingly addressed this 
issue (development-security nexus), has developed concepts (conflict sensitivity, 
post-conflict needs assessment) and implemented programmes and projects 
(specifically SSR, DDR, peace funds, risk assessment offices) to address security and 
conflict-relevant issues as well as peace stabilization processes. 

It has been recognized by the international community that the initial post-conflict 
period in most countries is characterized by significant insecurity and political 
instability. Unfortunately, practical experience shows that this insecurity is often not 
limited to an initial period only. These findings must be acknowledged and taken into 
consideration in development cooperation programmes. 

Understanding the complex causes and dynamics of post-war and post-conflict 
violence is a necessary precondition for developing adequate strategies to reduce and 
control violence. At the same time the framing of violence has to be analyzed 
according to the specific context, as it is highly dependent on the existing power 
relations, winners and losers. Taking patterns of violence and insecurity as a starting 
point, post-war and post-conflict societies can be differentiated along four patterns 
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that may be closely interrelated on the ground. Challenges and priorities for 
development cooperation and instruments will vary accordingly:  

 a risk of relapse into armed conflict: providing incentives for stabilizing will be 
the priority e.g. incentives for DDR, supporting win-win situations not just for 
ex-combatants but at a societal level; 

 development of new patterns of violence: supporting conflict-sensitive 
transformation processes, preventing and countering negative dynamics (e.g. the 
entanglement of old and new forms of violence); 

 stagnation (neither war nor peace): creating incentives for violence reduction; 

 significant reduction of violence: the relevant question for stability in this 
situation is how violence reduction is accomplished, as mere repression will not 
be sustainable in the long term. 

4.2. Donor Approaches and Priorities 

State-building has emerged in recent years as one of the central concepts of 
development assistance in post-war and post-conflict situations. The record of state- 
building in post-conflict recovery, however, is at best mixed. Quite frequently, state- 
building is not achieved and state institutions are too weak to enforce a state 
monopoly of force. It seems that the volatility of the state-building concept due to 
continued insecurity is often underestimated. 

Regional organizations have increasingly been tasked with peace-building 
responsibilities and donors have assisted some of them to strengthen their capacities. 
Given the internal heterogeneity of some key regional organizations and their 
members (especially the divergences in political values), it seems that the regional 
organizations’ actual potential in peacekeeping is somewhat overestimated. 

Disarmament, demobilization and reintegration of ex-combatants (DDR) are rightly 
considered an important aspect of development in order to stabilize the peace process 
and reduce or avoid violence. The reintegration of ex-combatants in particular has a 
rather mixed record of results. DDR has been only partly successful in reducing 
violence, and reintegration of ex-combatants has often failed due to limited 
employment opportunities. It is necessary to recognize the limitations of such 
programmes and find some sort of a balance in supporting former fighters and 
civilians affected by the violent conflicts. 

Security sector reform (SSR) has been promoted strongly as a core development 
concept. This is largely based on normative concepts among the development 
community. SSR rightly aims to stabilize society, as stability is not possible without 
the security sector. However, the reform focuses on a sensitive area of governance as 
power relations are profoundly challenged. A few issues of security sector reform 
remain unresolved and require more attention from development cooperation, 
namely: a limited knowledge base on the success and failure of SSR (a systematic 
overall evaluation is needed), an uneven ‘buy-in’ into SSR policy (harmonization of 
policies is required), dilution of the SSR concept (not everything that is labelled SSR 
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is SSR in reality), differing donor interests, and non-development concepts 
sometimes framing the SSR agenda (‘war on terror’, arms exports). 

Violence control in these contexts needs a second pillar based on civil conflict 
regulation and the empowerment of civil society organizations, most of all in relation 
to transparency and control of old, reformed or new state security forces. 

Privatization of security has become a dominant trend in both conflict and post-
conflict  situations.  The  ‘bottom-up’  privatization  of  violence  (warlords,  spoilers, 
gangs etc.) is a particularly demanding challenge for development cooperation in 
post-conflict situations and the dilemma of finding the right partners is obvious. 
‘Top-down’ privatization is deliberately planned through contracting private military 
and security firms. The responsible private security companies offer services that 
development agencies are looking for. However, the general trend of privatizing 
security is certainly not without problems since the necessary public control is 
lacking. Privatization of security services can undermine and often has undermined 
the state’s monopoly of force. This policy contradicts the concept of creating efficient 
state institutions. There is a need to regulate the activities of such firms. It is 
recommended that development agencies develop criteria on when and where to hire 
and, in addition, take particular care when contracting such companies. The 
democratically-oriented reform of the security sector and the privatization of 
traditional military and police functions are two intrinsically contradictory concepts. 
The  former  attempts  to  strengthen  the  state’s  monopoly  of  force,  while  the  latter 
delegates  the  state’s  functions  to  private  actors  without  properly  controlling them. 
Both concepts are applied in post-conflict countries.  

A key decision for development programmes relates to the sensitive issue of timing 
and sequencing the priorities properly in the immediate aftermath of war or conflict, 
i.e. during the early phase of a peace process. It is important to decide if direct 
assistance to stabilize the peace process (for example in the form of assistance to ex-
combatants or in establishing a peace fund) should be prioritized indirectly by 
delivering basic services such as food, water, health, infrastructure, etc. In most post-
conflict  settings,  this  is  not  an  ‘either  or’  decision;  instead  a  balanced  programme 
including both direct and indirect assistance to the peace process is required.58 

Attacks on aid workers have increased considerably in recent years. Sixty percent of 
all incidents have occurred in only three countries (Afghanistan, Sudan/Darfur and 
Somalia). In most other countries, the security of aid workers is less at risk, although 
not without its challenges. Development agencies need to take this aspect seriously. 
Provisions for training of personnel, other protective measures (including 
establishment of crisis management systems, development of guidelines and toolkits) 
are essential. In addition, there is a need to address the security of aid workers from a 
general budgetary approach, so that appropriate action does not suffer from inflexible 
or insufficient budgets. 

                                                 
58 The World Development Report suggests addressing security, justice and job creation first. 



Kurtenbach / Wulf – Violence and Security Concerns in Post-Conflict Situations 

 

 53 

5. Bibliography 

 African Union. 2006. African Union Policy on Post-Conflict Reconstruction and Development. 
Adopted by the Executive Council of Ministers of the African Union, Banjul, The Gambia, July.  

 A K U F  (Arbeitsgemeinschaft Kriegsursachenforschung): http://www.sozialwiss.uni-hamburg.de/ 
publish/Ipw/Akuf/index.htm 

 Alexandra, Andrew, Deane-Peter Baker and Marina Caparini (eds.). 2008. Private Military and 
Security Companies. Ethics, Policies and Civil-Military Relations, London. 

 Andreas, Peter and Joel Wallmann. 2009. Illicit markets and violence: what is the relationship? 
Crime, Law, and Social Change 52.3, 225-229. 

 A rcher , Dane and Rosemary Gartner . 1976. Violent Acts and Violent Times: A Comparative 
Approach to Postwar Homicide Rates, in: American Sociological Review, Vol 41, No. 6, pp. 937-963, 

 Avant, Deborah. 2005. The Market for Force, Cambridge. 
 Ball, Nicole and Dylan Hendrickson. 2009. Trends in Security Sector Reform (SSR): Policy, Practice 

and Research. Conflict Security and Development Group. Kings College. London. CSDG Papers No. 
20. March. http://www.securityanddevelopment.org/pdf/CSDG%20Paper%2020.pdf 

 Ball, Nicole, J. K ayode Fayemi, Funmi O lonisakin, Rocklyn Williams, with Martin Rupia. 2003. 
Governance in the Security Sector, in: Nicolas van de Walle and Nicole Ball (eds), Beyond Structural 
Adjustment, Palgrave, 263 – 304. 

 Beall, Jo, Tom Goodfellow and Dennis Rodgers 2010: Cities, Conflict and State Fragility, 
unpublished paper presented at the conference of the Crisis Research centre, LSE 13-15 September. 

 Berdal, Mats (ed.). 2009. Reintegrating armed groups after conflict  
politics, violence and transition. London: Routledge. 

 Boege, Volker , Anne B rown, K evin C lements and Anna Nolan 2009: On Hybrid Political Orders 
and Emerging States: What is Failing – States in the Global South or Research and Politics in the 
West?, in: Martina Fischer  and Beatrix Schmelzle (eds.) Building Peace in the Absence of States: 
Challenging the Discourse on State Failure.  Berghof Dialogue Series, Nr. 8, Berlin. pp. 15 – 35. 

 Bonn International Center for Conversion. 2002. Conversion Survey 2002. Nomos. Baden-Baden.  
 Brett, Rachel and I rma Specht. 2004. Young Soldiers. Why they choose to Fight. Boulder, Colorado  
 Brock , Lothar . 2004. Alt und neu, Krieg und Gewalt: Heuristische und normative Aspekte 

kategorialer Unterscheidungen, in: Sabine Kurtenbach/Peter Lock (eds.) 2004: Kriege als (Über-) 
Lebenswelten. Schattenglobalisierung, Kriegsökonomien und Inseln der Zivilität. SEF Eine Welt Band 
Nr. 17. Bonn, S.11-19 

 Brock , Lothar . 2003. Humanitäre Hilfe – eine Geisel der Außen- und Sicherheitspolitik?, in: Medico 
International (ed.), Macht und Ohnmacht der Hilfe, Frankfurt/Main, Medico Report 25, pp. 58 – 63. 

 Bryden, A lan and Funmi O lonisakin. 2010. Enabling Security Sector Transformation in Africa, in: 
Alan Bryden and Funmi Olonisakin (eds.), Security Sector Transformation in Africa. DCAF Yearbook 
2010, chapter 12, forthcoming. 

 Brzoska, M ichael. 2000. The concept of security sector reform, in: Herbert Wulf (ed.) Security Sector 
Reform. Bonn International Center for Conversion (BICC). June, 6 – 13. 

 Brzoska, M ichael. 2003. Security sector reform in development donor perspective: origins, theory and 
practice. Geneva Center for the Democratic Control of the Armed Forces (DCAF). Occasional Paper 4. 
Geneva. November. 

 Brzoska, M ichael. 2007. Collective violence beyond the standard definition of armed conflicts, in: 
SIPRI Yearbook 2007, pp. 94-106 

 Bundesregierung. 2010. 3. Bericht der Bundesregieung über die Umsetzung des Aktionsplans “Zivile 
Krisenprävention, Konfliktlösung und Friedenskonsolidierung”, Berlin, Juni. http://www.auswaertiges-
amt.de/diplo/de/Aussenpolitik/Themen/ Krisenpraevention/Downloads/100623-
AktionsplanKrisenpraevention2010.pdf.  

 Buzan, Bar ry. 2007. People, States and Fear, The European Consortium for Political Research. 
 Call, Charles (ed.). 2007. Constructing Justice and Security after War, Washington D.C. 
 Call, Charles T . and Susan E . Cook . 2003. On Democratization and Peacebuilding, in: Global 

Governance, 9 (2); 233-246. 
 Call, Charles and William Stanley. 2001. Protecting the people: Public security choices after civil 

wars, in: Global Governance (7), pp. 151-172. 
 Cawthra, Gavin and Robin Luckham (eds.). 2003. Governing Insecurity. Democratic Control of 

Military and Security Establishments in transitional Democracies, London/New York  
 Chojnacki, Sven. 2008. Wandel der Gewaltformen im internationalen System, 1946-2006, DSF-

Forschung, Heft 14, Osnabrück 
 Collier, Paul. 2009. Wars, Guns, and Votes: Democracy in Dangerous Places. Bodley Head (UK). 

http://heinonlinebackup.com/hol-cgi-bin/get_pdf.cgi?handle=hein.journals/glogo7&section=19
http://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/diplo/de/Aussenpolitik/Themen/%20Krisenpraevention/Downloads/100623-AktionsplanKrisenpraevention2010.pdf
http://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/diplo/de/Aussenpolitik/Themen/%20Krisenpraevention/Downloads/100623-AktionsplanKrisenpraevention2010.pdf
http://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/diplo/de/Aussenpolitik/Themen/%20Krisenpraevention/Downloads/100623-AktionsplanKrisenpraevention2010.pdf
http://heinonlinebackup.com/hol-cgi-bin/get_pdf.cgi?handle=hein.journals/glogo7&section=19


Kurtenbach / Wulf – Violence and Security Concerns in Post-Conflict Situations 

 

 54 

 Collier , Paul, Lani E lliott, Håvard Hegre, Anke Hoeffler , Marta Reynal –Querol and Nicholas 
Sambanis. 2003. Breaking the Conflict Trap. Civil War and Development Policy, Washington D.C. 

 Commission on Wartime Contracting in I raq and Afghanistan. 2009. At What Cost? Interim 
Report, Washington, June. http://www.wartimecontracting.gov/docs/CWC_ 
Interim_Report_At_What_Cost_06-10-09.pdf. 

 Darby, John (ed.). 2006. Violence and Reconstruction. Notre Dame, Ind. 
 Darby, John and Roger Mac G inty (eds). 2000. The Management of Peace Processes. London, New 

York 
 De G raaff, Rens, E rin Foster and Stefanie Ni jssen. 2010. Human Security in Afghanistan. August. 

http://www.reliefweb.int/rw/RWFiles2010.nsf/FilesByRWDocUnidFilename/FERB-88FJ79-
full_report.pdf/$File/full_report.pdf 

 Destradi, Sandra and Andreas M ehler . 2010. Wann, wie und warum enden Kriege? GIGA Focus 
Global Nr.4, Hamburg 

 Dowdney, Luke. 2005. Neither War nor Peace. International Comparisons of children and youth in 
organized armed violence. Rio de Janeiro, www.coav.org.br/publique/ media/ NeitherWarnorPeace.pdf 
(Zugriff 4.6.05) 

 Dupuy, K endra. 2008. Education in Peace Agreements, 1989–2005, in: Conflict Resolution Quarterly, 
Vol. 26, no. 2, Winter, pp.149-166. 

 Eberwein, Wolf-Dieter and Sven Chojnacki. 2001. Scientific Necessity and Political Utility. A 
Comparison of Data on Violent Conflicts. Wissenschaftszentrum Berlin. Arbeitsgruppe Internationale 
Politik P 01-304. Berlin 

 E lias, Norbert. 1976. Über den Prozeß der Zivilisation. 2 Bände. Frankfurt am Main. (Orig. 1937/39) 
 E lwert, Georg. 2004. Anthropologische Perspektiven auf Konflikt, in: Eckert, Julia M. (ed.): 

Anthropologie der Konflikte, Georg Elwerts konflikttheoretische Thesen in der Diskussion, Bielefeld: 
transcript, S. 26-38 

 Eppler E rhard. 2002. Vom Gewaltmonopol zum Gewaltmarkt? Die Privatisierung und 
Kommerzialisierung der Gewalt. Frankfurt am Main. Suhrkamp. 

 European Commission. 2006. A Concept for European Community Support for Security Sector 
Reform, COM, 253 Final, Brussels, 24 May. 

 Federal M inistry of Defence. 2006. White Paper 2006 on German Security Policy and the Future of 
the Bundeswehr, http://www.bmvg.de/fileserving/PortalFiles/ 
C1256EF40036B05B/W26UWAMT995INFODE/W%202006%20eng%20DS.pdf. 

 Fox, Sean and K ristian Hoelscher . 2010. The Political Economy of Social Violence. Theory and 
Evidence from a Cross Country Study. Crisis States Working Papers Series No.2, Working Paper No. 
72. 

 Galtung, Johan. 1971. Gewalt, Frieden und Friedensforschung, in: Dieter Senghaas (ed.) 1971: 
Kritische Friedensforschung. Frankfurt am Main , pp. 55-104. 

 Galtung, Johan. 1990. Cultural Violence, in:  Journal of Peace Research, Vol. 27, No. 3 (Aug.), pp. 
291-305 

 Gantzel, K laus Jürgen and Thorsten Schwinghammer . 1995. Die Kriege nach dem Zweiten 
Weltkrieg 1945-1992, Daten und Tendenzen, Hamburg/Münster: Lit. 

 Gebauer , Thomas. 2010. Zivil-militärische Zusammenarbeit. NGOs im Kontext der Militarisierung 
des Humanitären, in: Johannes M. Becker and Herbert Wulf (eds.), Afghanistan: Ein Krieg in der 
Sackgasse, Münster, LIT Verlag, pp. 145-160. 

 Geneva Centre for the Democratic Control of the A rmed Forces. DCAF Yearbook, various issues.  
 Geneva Declaration. 2008. Report on the Burden of Armed Violence, Geneva. 
 Glassmyer , K ather ine and Nicholas Sambanis. 2008. Rebel – Military Integration and Civil War 

Termination, in: Journal of Peace Research, vol. 45 no. 3, pp. 365-384. 
 G raduate Institute of International Studies. 2007. Small Arms Survey. Guns and the City. Oxford. 
 G raduate Institute of International Studies. 2011. Small Arms Survey. States of Security. Oxford. 
 G raduate Institute of International Studies. 2010. Small Arms Survey. Gangs, Groups and Guns. 

Oxford. 
 G T Z . 2009. Empfehlungen der GTZ Krisenleitstelle für die Nutzung von privaten Sicherheitsfirmen. 

Eschborn 11 November (unpublished paper). 
 Gugel, Günther. 2006. Gewalt und Gewaltprävention. Grundfragen, Grundlagen, Ansätze und 

Handlungsfelder von Gewaltprävention und ihre Bedeutung für Entwicklungszusammenarbeit. 
Sektorvorhaben Bildung und Konfliktbearbeitung, Gesellschaft für Technische Zusammenarbeit (GTZ)/ 
Institut für Friedenspädagogik Tübingen, Tübingen 

 Gutier rez Sanin, F rancisco, Maria T eresa Pinto, Juan Carlos A renas, Tania Guzman and Maria 
T eresa Gutier rez. 2009. Politics and Security in Three Colombian Cities  ,LSE Crisis States 
Programme, Working Paper No. 44 (series 2).   

http://www.bmvg.de/fileserving/PortalFiles/
http://www.wartimecontracting.gov/docs/CWC_%20Interim_Report_At_What_Cost_06-10-09.pdf
http://www.wartimecontracting.gov/docs/CWC_%20Interim_Report_At_What_Cost_06-10-09.pdf
http://vg02.met.vgwort.de/na/dad7166d3cb1423a8c2cedcc03daeb47?l=http://www.giga-hamburg.de/dl/download.php?d=/content/publikationen/pdf/gf_global_1004.pdf
http://www.coav.org.br/publique/


Kurtenbach / Wulf – Violence and Security Concerns in Post-Conflict Situations 

 

 55 

 Hampson, Fen. 1995. Nurturing Peace. Why Settlements Succeed or Fail, Washington D.C. 
 Heathershaw, John and Daniel Lambach. 2008. Introduction: Post-Conflict Spaces in International 

Relations, in: Journal of Intervention and Statebuilding, 2(3), pp.269-90.  
 Hegre, Hårvad. 2004. Disentangling Democracy and Development as Determinants of Armed 

Conflict, Oslo (www.csae.ox.ac.uk/conferences/2004-BB/papers/Hegre-CSAE-BB2004.pdf;17.05.05). 
 Heitmeyer , Wilhelm and Hans-Georg Soeffner (eds.). 2004. Gewalt. Entwicklungen, Strukturen, 

Frankfurt am Main. Suhrkamp 
 Hettne, B jörn. 2008. Security Regionalism in Theory and Practice, in: H.G. Brauch et al. (eds), 

Globalization and Environmental Challenges. Berlin/Heidelberg: Springer. 
 Hoddie, Matthew and Caroline Hartzell 2003. Civil War Settlements and the Implementation of 

Military Power-Sharing Arrangements.  in: Journal of Peace Research May 2003 vol. 40 no. 3, pp. 303-
320. 

 Hoeffler , Anke and Paul Collier . 2004. Murder by Numbers: Socio-Economic Determinants of 
Homicide and Civil War. Centre for the Study of African Economies, Department of Economics, 
Oxford. Unpublished paper available online: http://129.3.20.41/eps/dev/papers/0409/0409048.pdf 

 Höglund, K ristine, Anna K . Jarstad and Mimmi Söderberg Kovacs. 2009: The predicament of 
elections in war-torn societies, in: Democratization, Vol. 16, No. 3, pp. 530–557. 

 Holm, Tor Tanke and Espen Barth E ide (eds.) 2000. Peacekeeping and Police Reform, London.  
 Human Security Centre. 2005. Human Security Report 2005. http://www.hsrgroup.org/human-

security-reports/2005/overview.aspx. 
 Human Security Centre. 2010. Human Security Report. 2009/2010, http://www.hsrgroup.org/human-

security-reports/20092010/text.aspx. 
 Human Security Review Project. 2011. http://www.hsrgroup.org/human-security-reports/human-

security-report.aspx. 
 I C G (International C risis G roup). 2010. Nepal: Peace and Justice. Asia Report No. 184. 14 January. 

http://www.crisisgroup.org/en/regions/asia/south-asia/nepal/184-nepal-peace-and-justice.aspx.  
 I C ISS (International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty). 2001. The 

Responsibility to Protect. http://www.iciss.ca/pdf/Commission-Report.pdf.  
 Jarstad, Anna K . and T imothy D . Sisk (eds.). 2008. From War to Democracy. Dilemmas of 

Peacebuilding. Cambridge. 
 K aldor , Mary. 2001. New & Old Wars. Organized Violence in a Global Era. Oxford, 2nd Ed. 2001 
 K alyvas, Stathis. 2006. The Logic of Violence in Civil Wars, Cambridge 
 K een, David. 2001. War and Peace: What’s the Difference? In: Adekeye Adebajo/Chandra Lekha 

Siram (eds.): Managing Armed Conflicts in the 21st Century. Special issue of International 
Peacekeeping 7 (4), S. 1-22 

 K ingma, K ees. 2009. From Conversion to Peacebuilding: A Reassessment of Demobilization and 
Reintegration in Africa, in Michael Brzoska and Axel Krohn (eds.), Overcoming Armed Violence in a 
Complex World. Budrich UniPress, Opladen. 

 K reutz, Joakim. 2010. How and when armed conflicts end: Introducing the UCDP Conflict 
Termination dataset, in: Journal of Peace Research, vol. 47 no. 2, pp. 243-250. 

 K urtenbach, Sabine. 2004. Nachhaltige Strategien zum Umgang externer Akteure mit Gewalt, in: 
Sabine Kurtenbach/Peter Lock (eds.): Kriege als (Über-)Lebenswelten: Schattenglobalisierung, 
Kriegsökonomien und Inseln der Zivilität.  Eine Welt Band Nr. 16. Dietz, Bonn, pp. 306-322. 

 K urtenbach, Sabine. 2005. „Gewalt, Kriminalität und Krieg – zur symbiotischen Verbindung 
verschiedener Gewaltformen und den Problemen ihrer Einhegung“. Sicherheit als öffentliches Gut. 
Eds. Matthias Basedau, Hanspeter Mattes and Anika Oettler. Hamburg: Deutsches Übersee Institut.pp. 
209-228 

 K urtenbach, Sabine. 2008. Youth Violence in Post-War Societies – Conceptual Considerations on 
Continuity and Change of Violence. Working Paper No. 1, Political and Societal Fractures after War. 
INEF, Duisburg 

 K urtenbach, Sabine. 2009. The Role of Development Cooperation in the Context of Peace 
Negotiations and Peace Agreements. Study commissioned by GTZ/BMZ for INCAF. 

 K urtenbach, Sabine. 2009a. Violence and Civil Society Peacebuilding, in: IPRA (ed.): Building 
Sustainable Futures. Enacting Peace and Development, Leuven Conference Proceedings. pp. 195-201. 

 K urtenbach, Sabine. 2010. Why is Liberal Peace-building so Difficult? Some Lessons from Central 
America, in: European Review of Latin American and Caribbean Studies, No. 88, April, S. 95-110 

 K urtenbach, Sabine. 2011. El lado político de la „Violencia a-política“, in: Günther Maihold and 
Werner Mackenbach (eds.): La transformación de la violencia en América Latina 

 K urtenbach, Sabine and Matthias Seiffert. 2010. Development Cooperation after War and Violent 
Conflict. Debates and Challenges, INEF-Report 100, Duisburg: Institut für Entwicklung und Frieden 

http://www.sef-bonn.org/download/publikationen/eine_welt/ewb_16_einleitung-kurtenbach-lock_de.pdf
http://www.hsrgroup.org/human-security-reports/2005/overview.aspx
http://www.hsrgroup.org/human-security-reports/2005/overview.aspx
http://www.crisisgroup.org/en/regions/asia/south-asia/nepal/184-nepal-peace-and-justice.aspx
http://www.iciss.ca/pdf/Commission-Report.pdf
http://jpr.sagepub.com/content/47/2/243.abstract
http://jpr.sagepub.com/content/47/2/243.abstract
http://www.sef-bonn.org/download/publikationen/eine_welt/ewb_16_einleitung-kurtenbach-lock_de.pdf


Kurtenbach / Wulf – Violence and Security Concerns in Post-Conflict Situations 

 

 56 

 Laipson, E llen B . 2007. Can the USG and NGOs Do More?, posted on the website of the CIA. 
https://www.cia.gov/library/center-for-the-study-of-intelligence/csi-publications/csi-
studies/studies/vol49no4/USG_NGOs_5.htm. 

 Lambach, Daniel. 2007. Oligopolies of Violence in Post-Conflict Societies; GIGA Working-Paper Nr. 
62, Hamburg. 

 L eonhardt, Manuela and Herbert Wulf. 2010. Erfahrungen mit den gängigen Instrumenten und 
Verfahren der EZ in Post-Konflikt-Situationen. Die Problemsicht der Akteure. Duisburg: Institut für 
Entwicklung und Frieden (Forschungs- und Beratungsprojekt: „Instrumente und Verfahren der 
deutschen EZ in Post-Konflikt-Situationen – Internes Projektpapier Nr. 1). 

 L icklider , Roy. 2001. Obstacles to Peace Settlements, in: Chester A. Crocker, Fen Osler Hampson, and 
Pamela Aall (eds.), Turbulent Peace. The Challenges of Managing International Conflict. Washington 
D.C. 2. Ed. Crocker et al. 2001, S. 697-718 

 Luckham, Robin and Eboe Hutchful. 2010. Democratic and War-to-Peace Transitions and Security 
Transformation in Africa, in: Alan Bryden and Funmi Olonisakin (eds.), Security Sector 
Transformation in Africa. DCAF Yearbook 2010, chapter 2, forthcoming. 

 Luckham, Robin. 2003. Democratic Strategies for Security in Transition and Conflict, in: Gavin 
Cawthra and Robin Luckham (eds.) Governing Insecurity. Zed Books. London, pp. 3 – 28. 

 Luckham, Robin. 2009. Democracy and security: A Shotgun marriage?, Global Consortium on 
Security Transformation Working Paper No. 8, GCST/FLACSO, Santiago; 
www.securitytransformation.org/images/publicaciones/34_WP8_-_Robin_Luckham.pdf. 

 Mac G inty, Roger . 2006. Post-Accord Crime, in: John Darby (ed.) 2006: Violence and 
Reconstruction. Notre Dame, Ind., pp.101-119. 

 Mac G inty, Roger . 2008. No War, No Peace: The Rejuvenation of Stalled Peace Processes and Peace 
Accords. Basingstoke: Palgrave. 

 M ehler , Andreas. 2009. Peace and Power sharing in Africa: a not so obvious relationship, in: African 
Affairs, Vol. 108, No. 432 (June 2009), 453-473 

 M ezzera, Marco, M ichael Pavicic, and L eontine Specker . 2009. Governance Components in Peace 
Agreements: Fundamental Elements of State and Peace Building? Netherlands Institute of International 
Relations, Clingendael, Conflict Research Unit.  

 Moser , Caroline and A lisa Winton. 2002. Violencia en la Región América Central. Informe 
elaborado para DfID y ASDI. 

 Muggah, Robert (ed.). 2009. Security and Post-Conflict Reconstruction. London: Routledge. 
 Muggah, Robert and K eith K rause. 2009. Closing the Gap Between Peace Operations and Post-

Conflict Insecurity: Towards a Violence Reduction Agenda, in: International Peacekeeping, Vol. 16, 
No. 1. February 2009, pp. 136 – 150. 

 Münkler , Herfr ied. 2002. Die neuen Kriege. Reinbek bei Hamburg. 
 Nathan, Laurie. 2008. The Challenge of Local Ownership of SSR: From Donor Rhetoric to Practice. 

in: Timothy Donais (ed.) Local Ownership and Security Sector Reform. DCAF Yearbook 2008. LIT, 
Münster, 19 – 36. 

 Nathan, Laurie. 2010. Forums for Peacemaking: The Mixed Promise of Regional Organisations. 
Paper Presented at the conference of the Crisis States Research Centre, LSE, 13-15 September 2010.  

 Naylor , R .T . 2009. Violence and illegal economic activity: a deconstruction, in: Crime, Law, and 
Social Change Vol. 52, Nr.3, S. 231-242 

 Niebel, Dirk . 2010. “Krisenprävention ist das Ziel”. Interview of E+Z, Vol. 51, No. 10, pp. 364 – 366. 
 O E C D . 1997. Civilian and Military Means of Providing and Supporting Humanitarian Assistance 

During Conflict: A Comparative Analysis. Paris: Document DCD/DAC(97)19. 
 O E C D . 2007a. OECD DAC Handbook on Security Systems Reform. Supporting Security and Justice. 

Paris. http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/43/25/38406485.pdf.  
 O E C D . 2007b. Principles for Good International Engagement in Fragile States and Situations. Paris. 
 O E C D/D A C . 2009. Armed Violence Reduction. Enabling Development. Paris.  
 O E C D . 2010. Do No Harm: International Support for Statebuilding. Paris. 
 O E C D/D A C . 2010. Annual Report: Resource Flows to Fragile and Conflict Affected States, Paris. 
 O X F A M . 2009. The Cost of War. Afghan Experiences of Conflict, 1978 – 2009. 

http://www.oxfam.org.uk/resources/policy/conflict_disasters/downloads/the-cost-of-war-
afghanistan.pdf. 

 Putzel, James. 2010. Why Development Actors Need a Better Definition of ‘State Fragility’, in Policy 
Directions, Crisis States Research Centre, LSE, London. 

 Radtke, K atrin. 2010. Vielfach gefährdete Hilfe, in: E+Z, Vol. 51, No. 10, pp. 367 – 369. 
 Ruttig, Thomas. 2007. Afghanistan: Institutionen ohne Demokratie. Strukturelle Schwächen des 

Staatsaufbaus und Ansätze für eine politische Stabilisierung. Stiftung Wissenschaft und Politik, Berlin, 
SWP-Studie 17, June. 

http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/43/25/38406485.pdf
http://www.securitytransformation.org/images/publicaciones/34_WP8_-_Robin_Luckham.pdf


Kurtenbach / Wulf – Violence and Security Concerns in Post-Conflict Situations 

 

 57 

 Scheper-Hughes, Nancy and Philippe Bourgois (eds.). 2004. Violence in war and peace. Oxford: 
Blackwell Publ. 

 Schnabel, A lbrecht and Hans-Georg E rhart (eds.). 2006. Security Sector Reform and Post-Conflict 
Peacebuilding. Tokyo, New York, Paris: United Nations University Press. 

 Schneckener , Ulr ich. 2003. Warum manche den Frieden nicht wollen. Eine Soziologie der 
„Störenfriede“. FG 10-Arbeitspapier 1 SWP, Berlin. 

 Schreiber , Wolfgang. 2009. Kriegsbeendende Faktoren. in: Felix Gerdes (ed.): Verregelung der 
Gewalt. AKUF Arbeitspapier Nr.6 Hamburg, pp. 59-68. 

 Schreiber , Wolfgang. 2010. Wie Kriege enden, in: Österreichisches Studienzentrum für Frieden und 
Konfliktlösung (ed.): Krieg im Abseits. „Vergessene Kriege“ zwischen Schatten und Licht oder das 
Duell im Morgengrauen um Ökonomie, Medien und Politik, Bd. 60 

 Schwartz, Moshe. 2010. The Department of Defense’s Use of Private Security Contractors in Iraq and 
Afghanistan: Background, Analysis, and Options for Congress. Congressional Research Service, 
Washington, D.C., June 22, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R40835.pdf.  

 Sherman, Jake und V ictoria DiDomenico. 2009. The Public Cost of Private Security in Afghanistan, 
in: Briefing Paper. Center on International Cooperation. New York University, September, 
http://www.cic.nyu.edu/afghanistan/pubcost_sherman_vididom.pdf. 

 Short, C lare. 1999. Security sector reform and the elimination of poverty. A speech held at the Centre 
for Defence Studies, King’s College London. March. 

 Singer , Peter W . 2003. Corporate Warriors. The Rise of the Privatized Military Industry. Ithaka:  
Cornell University Press. 

 Snyder , Jack . 1997. Spoiler Problems in Peace Processes, in: International Security Vol. 22. No.2, S. 
5-53 

 Snyder , Richard and Angelica Duran-Martinez. 2009. Does illegality breed violence? Drug 
trafficking and state-sponsored protection rackets. Crime, Law, and Social Change 52.3 (2009) 253-273 

 Stedman, Stephen John, Donald Rothchild and E lisabeth M . Cousens (eds.). 2002. Ending Civil 
Wars. The Implementation of Peace Agreements. Boulder, Col. 

 Steenkamp, Christina. 2009. Violence and Post-War Reconstruction: Managing Insecurity in the 
Aftermath of Peace Accords. London, New York: Tauris IB. 

 Stoddard, Abby and Adele Harmer . 2010. Supporting Security for Humanitarian Action. Montreux. 
March. http://www.aidworkersecurity.org/resources/SupportingSecurity 
forHumanitarianActionMarch20104.pdf 

 Stoddard, Abby, Adele Harmer and V ictoria DiDomenico. 2009. Providing aid in insecure 
environments: 2009 Update. Overseas Development Institute. Humanitarian Policy Group. Policy Brief 
34. http://www.odi.org.uk/resources/download/3250.pdf.  

 Suhrke, Astr i. 2011.  Introduction: The Peace in Between, in: Astri Suhrke/Mats Berdal (eds.): The 
Peace in Between: Post-war Violence and Peacebuilding. London: Routledge, forthcoming. 

 Suhrke, Astr i and Ingrid Samset. 2007. What’s in a Figure? Estimating Recurrence of Civil War, in: 
International Peacekeeping, 14 (2): 195-203. 

 Suhrke, Astr i, Torunn Wimpelmann, and Marcia Dawes. 2007. Peace Processes and Statebuilding: 
Economic and Institutional Provisions of Peace Agreements.  Chr. Michelsen Institute. 

 T illy, Charles. 2003. The Politics of Collective Violence. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
 Toft Duffy, Monica. 2010. Securing the peace: the durable settlement of civil wars. Princeton : 

Princeton Univ. Pr. 
 Torres-Rivas, Edelberto and Bernardo A révalo de L eón 1999: Del conflicto al diálogo. El WSP en 

Guatemala. Guatemala-City. 
 U C DP (Uppsala/Prio A rmed Conflict Dataset). 2006. The Battle Deaths Dataset, 1946−2005, 

Version 2.01 Documentation of Coding Decisions by Bethany Lacina, Patrick Meier, and Martin 
Schüepp. Centre for the Study of Civil War (CSCW), International Peace Research Institute, Oslo 
(PRIO). 

 UNDP. 1994. The Human Development Report. New York. 
 United Nations General Assembly. 2001. Comprehensive Review of the Whole Question of 

Peacekeeping Operations in all their Aspects. Report of the Special Committee on Peacekeeping 
Operation. New York (A/55/1024), 31 July [Brahimi Report]. 

 United Nations General Assembly. 2009. Report of the Secretary-General on peacebuilding in the 
immediate aftermath of conflict. New York (A/63/881–S/2009/304), 11 June. 

 United Nations H igh-level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change. 2004. A More Secure World: 
Our Shared Responsibility. New York. 

 United Nations, Secretary General. 2008. Securing peace and development: the role of the United 
Nations in supporting security sector reform. Report to the General Assembly and the Security Council. 
New York 21 January (A/62/659-S/2008/39). 

http://www.odi.org.uk/resources/download/3250.pdf
http://books.google.de/books?hl=de&lr=&id=YVyFcM6akOUC&oi=fnd&pg=PR10&dq=Scheper-Hughes/+Bourgois+&ots=3O1BsbqMRW&sig=oBaymMzthSNYPuCcaNLcfPoqJac
http://www.cic.nyu.edu/afghanistan/pubcost_sherman_vididom.pdf
http://www.aidworkersecurity.org/resources/SupportingSecurity%20forHumanitarianActionMarch20104.pdf
http://www.aidworkersecurity.org/resources/SupportingSecurity%20forHumanitarianActionMarch20104.pdf


Kurtenbach / Wulf – Violence and Security Concerns in Post-Conflict Situations 

 

 58 

 V E NR O – V erband Entwicklungspolitik Deutscher Nichtregierungsorganisationen. 2009. Fünf 
Jahre deutsche PRTs in Afghanistan. January, 
http://www.venro.org/fileadmin/Publikationen/Afghanistan-Positionspapier_PRT.pdf.  

 V E NR O 2003. Streitkräfte als humanitäre Helfer? Bonn: VENRO Position Paper, May. 
http://www.venro.org/fileadmin/Publikationen/arbeitspapiere/PositionspapierStreitkraefteundhumanitae
reHilfe.pdf.  

 Wagner , Jürgen. 2010. Prototyp Afghanistan: „Comprehensive Approach“ und Zivil-militärische 
Aufstandsbekämpfung der NATO, in: Johannes M. Becker and Herbert Wulf (eds.), Afghanistan: Ein 
Krieg in der Sackgasse, Münster, LIT Verlag, pp. 101-119. 

 Waldmann, Peter . 2002. Der anomische Staat. Über Recht, öffentliche Sicherheit und Alltag in 
Lateinamerika, Opladen: Leske & Budrich. 

 Walter , Barbara. 2002. Committing to Peace. The Successful Settlement of Civil Wars. Princeton, 
Oxford. Princeton University Press. 

 Walter , Barbara F . 2010. Conflict Relapse and the Sustainability of Post-Conflict Peace, World 
Development Report 2001 Background Paper, Washington, D.C.: World Bank. 

 Walter , Barbara F . and Jack Snyder (eds.). 1999. Civil Wars, Insecurity, and Intervention. New 
York. Columbia University Press. 

 W H O . 2002. World Report on Violence and Health. 2002. Genf. 
 Wood, E lisabeth Jean. 2008. The Social Process of Civil War: The Wartime Transformation of Social 

Networks, in: American Review of Political Science, 11, pp. 539-561. 
 Wulf, Herbert and Tobias Debiel. 2010. Systemic Disconnects: Why Regional Organizations Fail to 

Use Early Warning and Response Mechanisms, in: Global Governance, Vol. 16, No. 4, 525–547. 
 Wulf, Herbert. 2000. Security Sector Reform in Developing Countries. Deutsche Gesellschaft für 

Technische Zusammenarbeit (GTZ). Eschborn. 
 Wulf, Herbert. 2005. Internationalizing and Privatizing War and Peace. Palgrave Macmillan, 

Basingstoke, 2005 
 Wulf, Herbert. 2010. Militärische Sicherheit zwischen Aufrüstung, Demokratisierung und 

Privatisierung, in: Tobias Debiel, Dirk Messner, Franz Nuscheler, Michèle Roth and Cornelia Ulbert 
(eds), Globale Trends 2010, Frankfurt/Main, pp. 105-126.  

http://www.venro.org/fileadmin/Publikationen/arbeitspapiere/PositionspapierStreitkraefteundhumanitaereHilfe.pdf
http://www.venro.org/fileadmin/Publikationen/Afghanistan-Positionspapier_PRT.pdf
http://www.venro.org/fileadmin/Publikationen/arbeitspapiere/PositionspapierStreitkraefteundhumanitaereHilfe.pdf


Research and Advisory Project „Instruments and Procedures of German 

F0G0H%/I0#'!)%%/01.'"%#!"#!$%&'()%#*"+'!,"'-.'"%#&2

$<4J6E5!$;@A?EC5?487=!

E1<7$.A&8*4)B&A-.$),)F16/4)!$<A$<7)GHIJHK()L-"6$.8$)&.3)B$81<-7=)@".8$<.5)-.)M"572@".;-87)B-71&7-".50)
Duisburg: Institute for  Development and Peace (Research and Advisory Project „Instruments and Proce‑

31<$5)"/)?$<#&.)N$>$6"%#$.7)@""%$<&7-".)-.)M"572@".;-87)B-71&7-".5O)2)M<"P$87)F"<C-.')M&%$<)Q"0)RK0

M$8*4) X-<'-7) GHIJIK() M<"'<&##"<-$.7-$<7$) ?$#$-.58*&/75Y.&.:-$<1.'() Z#%6-C&7-".$.) /[<) M"572E".;-C72
B-71&7-".$.0) G\-7$<&71<5713-$K0)N1-5A1<'() Z.57-717) /[<)].79-8C61.')1.3)^<-$3$.) G^"<58*1.'52)1.3)X$<&‑
71.'5%<"P$C7)_Z.57<1#$.7$)1.3)L$</&*<$.)3$<)3$1758*$.)]`)-.)M"572E".;-C72B-71&7-".$.O)2)M<"P$87)F"<‑
C-.')M&%$<)Q"0)HK0

\$".*&<374)V&.1$6&),)M$8*4)X-<'-7),)!-6:4)V&<C15)GHIJIK()_Z.57<1#$.7$O)1.3)_L$</&*<$.O)3$<)3$1758*$.)
]`)-.)M"572E".;-C72B-71&7-".$.0)E".:$%7%&%-$<):1#)X$'<-D5>$<57a.3.-50)N1-5A1<'()Z.57-717)/[<)].79-8C‑
61.')1.3)^<-$3$.)G^"<58*1.'52)1.3)X$<&71.'5%<"P$C7)_Z.57<1#$.7$)1.3)L$</&*<$.)3$<)3$1758*$.)]`)-.)
M"572E".;-C72B-71&7-".$.O)2)M<"P$87)F"<C-.')M&%$<)Q"0)JK0

$1%K0+'(L%I0/.M0=!NO/=PP/%&'+%#*"+'Q#0'P



RS"'%1=
© Institute for  Development and Peace, INEF

\"7*&<57<&b$)cR)))N)2)TdIcd)N1-5A1<'
M*".$)eTS)GHIRK)RdS)TTHI)))^&f)eTS)GHIRK)RdS)TTHc

]2V&-6()-.$/25$Cg-.$/01.-231$03$
!"#$%&'$()*+%(,,-.$/01.-231$03$

T,>3=!UVW(X(UXUYZW([\([

FACULTY OF 

SOCIAL SCIENCES 

The Institute for Development and Peace (INEF), Duisburg

h*$) Z.57-717$) /"<)N$>$6"%#$.7)&.3)M$&8$) GZQ]^K4)9*-8*)9&5) /"1.3$3) -.)JSSI4) -5) &.) -.57-717$)"/) 7*$)
U.->$<5-7=)"/)N1-5A1<'2]55$.) G^&8167=)"/)B"8-&6)B8-$.8$5K)9-7*)&)57<".') /"815)".)%"6-8=2<$6&7$3)&.3)
%"6-8=2<$6$>&.7) <$5$&<8*0) Z7) 86"5$6=) 8"66&A"<&7$5)9-7*) 7*$)N$>$6"%#$.7)&.3)M$&8$)^"1.3&7-".) GB]^K4)
X"..4)$57&A6-5*$3)-.)JSij)&7)7*$)-.-7-&7->$)"/)/"<#$<)?$<#&.)8*&.8$66"<)&.3)Q"A$6)%$&8$)%<-:$)9-..$<)
F-66=)X<&.370)ZQ]^)8"#A-.$5)A&5-8)<$5$&<8*)9-7*)&%%6-$3)&.3)%"6-8=2<$6&7$3)<$5$&<8*)-.)7*$)/"66"9-.')
&<$&5()?6"A&6)?">$<.&.8$)&.3)!1#&.)B$81<-7=4)^<&'-6$)B7&7$54)@<-5-5)M<$>$.7-".)&.3)@->-6-&.)@".;-87)
V&.&'$#$.74)N$>$6"%#$.74)!1#&.)W-'*75)&.3)@"<%"<&7$)B"8-&6)W$5%".5-A-6-7=0

F"10+'%1&!.#S!R]0+-'"G0!>%.1S

N-<$87"<()M<"/0)N<0)h"A-&5)N$A-$6
]f$817->$)N-<$87"<()N<0)@"<.$6-&)U6A$<7

]f$817->$)X"&<3()M<"/0)N<0)h"A-&5)N$A-$6)G5%"C$5%$<5".Kk)M<"/0)N<0)@*<-57"/)!&<7#&..)G3$%17=)5%"C$5‑
%$<5".Kk)M<"/0)N<0)E&<62W13"6/)E"<7$)GN$&.)"/)7*$)^&8167=)"/)B"8-&6)B8-$.8$5Kk)N<0)X<-'-+$)!&##k)M<"/0)
N<0)h*"#&5)!$A$<$<k)M<"/0)N<0)@6&15)\$''$9-$k)V&f)V$b6-.'k)M<"/0)N<0)N-<C)V$55.$<k)M<"/0)N<0)F$<.$<)
M&58*&k)M<"/0)N<0)B15&..$)M-8C$6k)U<516&)B8*[<#&..k)M<"/0)E&<$.)B*-<$4)M*Nk)M<"/0)N<0)!&<&63)F$6:$<k)
&3>-5"<5()M<"/0)N<0)V-8*&$6)X"*.$74)<$7-<$3)3$%&<7#$.7)*$&3)"/)7*$)^$3$<&6)V-.-57<=)/"<)]8"."#-8)@"‑
"%$<&7-".)&.3)N$>$6"%#$.7)GXV`Kk)M<"/0)$#0)N<0)l7*#&<)!&A$<6k)M<"/0)$#0)N<0)M$7$<)V$=.5k)M<"/0)$#0)
N<0)^<&.:)Q158*$6$<


