Security Sector Reform Workshop Report:
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The reform of the security sectors is a key preoccupation for researchers as well as policymakers.
As an international donor supporting research on issues of peace and conflict in the South,
IDRC’s Peace, Conflict and Development (PCD) program initiative funded a number of projects
on security sector reform (SSR), primarily in Sub-Saharan Africa and Central America. As the
field of peacebuilding continues to evolve, so too is the environment for SSR-related research and
policymaking, particularly since the attacks of September 11, 2001 and the renewed emphasis on
more “traditional” security concerns. IDRC’s Peace Conflict and Development (PCD) program
initiative and hosted a workshop in November 2005 to further explore current SSR research, the
evolution of the SSR research agenda, and future avenues for research.

For the purposes of this workshop, the security sector is understood to include armed forces,
police and gendarmerie, intelligence services, judicial and penal institutions, as well as elected
and duly appointed civil authorities responsible for control and oversight. Security sector reform
focuses mainly on governance and democratic oversight, including the potential role for civil
society, as opposed to strengthening the operational capability of security forces and related
institutions.

The objectives of the workshop were:

o To take stock of recent PCD-supported projects in the area of security sector reform
(including the reform of the justice and penal systems), with regard to the results achieved, as
well as the particular challenges and requirements for carrying out research in this area.

« To better understand current trends in the field of security sector reform, in terms of relevant
policy developments as well as scholarly debates, particularly with regard to the impact of the
9/11 attacks, the perceived shift away from human security and towards more traditional
security concerns, as well as the potential redirection of Official Development Assistance
(ODA) flows for these purposes.

« To ascertain which parts of the security sector reform research agenda remain valid, and to
map out possible new programming directions, taking account of the trends and developments
mentioned above, as well as existing research support and capacity building efforts by others,
identifying gaps and opportunities, and potential synergies.

« To help researchers gain a better understanding of SSR-related work in other world regions,
and to identify potential synergies and possibilities for collaborative work.

« To raise awareness among policymakers and broader civil society regarding IDRC-supported
research in the area of security sector reform.

In order to meet the objectives set out, the workshop was divided into three sections (see agenda
in Annex 1). First, Nicole Ball and Dylan Hendrickson presented a background paper on the
evolution of the SSR policy agenda, current trends in security sector reform, and an assessment of
current research and potential future directions for SSR research. Second, IDRC partners from



three geographical regions presented their research and discussed future avenues for SSR
research. Third, the workshop closed with evaluations of selected PCD-funded SSR research
projects. The evaluations provided PCD with an opportunity to take stock of recent IDRC-
supported projects on SSR, identify strengths and challenges of current research in two regions
(Guatemala and Africa), as well as suggest potential avenues for future research. All papers are
available on IDRC’s Peace, Conflict and Development webpage at the following address:
http://www.idrc.ca/ev_en.php?ID=83409 201&ID2=DO_TOPIC.

Workshop Summary and New Avenues for Research

Outlined below is a summary of potential new research topics and research modalities that
emerged from the workshop panels. A key challenge for PCD will be to address the need for
policy-based research while recognizing the continued importance of research that contributes to
the broader SSR research agenda and the current debate on security sector reform. PCD could
address this challenge with a multi-pronged approach:

1) Capacity building: Capacity building is needed for local researchers, especially in Africa,
Asia, and the Middle East. Participants recommended that PCD use a modality of longer-
term institutional funding geared to capacity building rather than project-based, short-term
funding in order to support more indigenous research.

2) Collaboration and networking: Many participants noted that the research community
could benefit from south-south research networks and comparative regional studies. For
example, it would be useful to compare internal and external incentives for reform at the
national level. PCD could have a role in establishing contact between various regional
institutions, encourage collaboration with regional organizations, or point out SSR
research methodologies or tools that have been developed in other regions.

3) Empirical research: There is a need for more case studies and comparative work on actual
SSR processes, their progress and setbacks, with a focus on local and community
ownership, and interweaving throughout class, ethnicity and gender aspects in order to
understand the factors that influence the outcome of SSR. There is no unique blueprint for
successful security sector reform, and SSR research should examine local needs and
challenges, as well as context-relevant reform sequencing. Specifically,

e How security is viewed at the community level, including gendered aspects of
security, and how communities prioritise different forms of security.

e Better understanding of the spectrum of safety and security issues facing societies, and
how local level problems relating to poverty and insecurity in communities are linked
to the trans-national security concerns.

e The individual country’s particular incentive structure (internal and external) to
conduct SSR, including economic, political, institutional, and social make-up.

e Research on the politics and the political economy of SSR processes, including the
relationship between neo-liberal economic policies and justice and security policies,
particularly under authoritarian regimes.

e Establishing new roles for the army and other security sectors following reform.



4)

5)

6)

Donor priorities: Another series of potential research topics addressed the role of donors
and donor priorities in the SSR agenda, as well as the effect of 9/11 on donor agendas; for
example, the OECD DAC’s April 2004 policy paper has set working principles, including
an emphasis on governance. DFID also identifies SSR has a central pillar of sustainable
development and poverty reduction. However, in practice, there are still very few policies
on SSR in OECD countries, and SSR remains peripheral in non-OECD countries. There
was agreement during the discussion that SSR has not been mainstreamed within donor
practices and that it is not a main donor priority. Civilian oversight is especially deficient:
donor emphasis remains on training and reforming the management of security services,
while very little work has been done on civilian oversight capacity. On a related issue,
recipient countries may see more incentives in pursuing counterterrorism measures
advocated by some donors (and joining the allies of the “war on terror”) rather than
pursuing a holistic SSR policy.

Potential research topics include:

e C(ritical research, especially from a Southern perspective, on the (in-) coherence and
problems of donor SSR programmes.

e The link between the emerging developmental approach to SSR (with its emphasis on
governance) and the operational requirements for restructuring and reform supported
by non-development actors.

e How 9/11 and the ensuing international response has affected the behaviour and
priorities of security actors in developing countries, particularly those which have
signed up to the ‘war-on-terror’. Critical research questions include, to what extent
and in what ways is the war on terror undermining recent gains in the SSR agenda?
And How to understand the common ground between the SSR agenda and counter-
terrorism?

Holistic perspective on SSR: There is a need to “cross-fertilize” SSR research by using an
integral approach, as is emphasized in the OECD DAC’s SSR agenda. One way of
addressing this is to use a “SSR+" modality:

e Context-specific studies of the relationship between human rights and SSR, including
addressing inequities related to gender, class and ethnicity.

e SSR and transitional justice programs, including accountability for human rights
abuses.

e SSR and DDR, including concerns about armed non-state actors in a
negotiations/post-conflict context, the proliferation of small arms, and the
transformation of state-based political conflict into criminality and non-state violence.

e The challenges of establishing a regulatory framework for private actors at national,
regional, and international levels, particularly in a context where many weak states are
in practice abdicating their responsibilities for regulation in favour of market forces.
The impact that informal institutional factors have on security decision-making
processes.

e The non-military security sector, such as policing.

Other new avenues for research included:
Mental health issues and SSR workers.



e Security and gender/masculinity.

Panel One: Current Trends and Future Directions in SSR

This panel started the discussion to help PCD better target its research around issues of security
and insecurity and to support its future programming on security sector reform. The participants
examined the evolution of SSR research, current trends in SSR research and its application, as
well as ways forward/new areas for research. A paper written by the two presenters, Nicole Ball
(Centre for International Policy) and Dylan Hendrickson (King’s College London), anchored the
discussion.

The panellists kicked off the discussion with the evolution of the SSR agenda. Following the
Cold War, the concept of security expanded to include a human element; at the same time, trade
and development became central to the foreign policy of many OECD countries. However, many
participants agreed that following 9/11, foreign policy concerns have focused again more
narrowly on national security, and the operational effectiveness of security forces has superseded
all other issues (including development, human rights, equity, etc.). On the other hand, some
participants argued that counter-terrorism was far from a new phenomenon in many countries,
including Northern Ireland and Israel, and that the concept of a “roll-back” in SSR is not
particularly useful in those contexts. Some qualification of the “9/11 effect” may be necessary.
While the security challenges of counter-terrorism have been present in some countries prior to
9/11, many more countries must now deal with a ubiquitous enemy. There is a need to research
the effects of 9/11 and the international response in terms of security for developing countries.

The term “SSR” itself was questioned during the panel. Some participants argued that the term
has been co-opted by major powers carrying out military restructuring in other countries.
Moreover, some participants argued that SSR is a predominantly euro-centric concept that has
little resonance in the countries where SSR is conducted. While the concept of SSR and its
components are still considered useful for researchers, the term may now be corrupt. Some
participants suggested the adoption of a new term to emphasize democratic security sector
governance. Other participants argued that dropping the term SSR would allow it to be further
“9/11-1zed”; moreover, some participants argued that the term was useful since it achieved a
dialogue between various groups interested in the issue. There was finally a tentative consensus
that the term SSR should be revived, instead of discarded.

Governance in SSR was also discussed. While good governance is considered a fundamental
pillar of successful security sector reform, many countries that are undergoing SSR are not fully
democratic. In this environment, civilian oversight may be difficult to achieve and civil society
may not be able to mobilize around SSR issues. There are serious issues of credibility and
accountability at the state level that must also be addressed in conjunction with SSR. In cases of
civil war, most casualties occur at the hands of governments. Insecurity arises when there is
ineffective security or repressive security bodies. It is important to look at the context in which
SSR is conducted.

Another point of discussion was the role of donors and donor priorities in SSR; for example, the
OECD DAC’s April 2004 policy paper has set working principles for SSR, including an
emphasis on governance, and DFID identifies SSR as a central pillar of sustainable development
and poverty reduction. However, in practice, there are still very few policies on SSR in OECD



countries, and SSR remains peripheral in non-OECD countries. There was agreement during the
discussion that SSR has not been mainstreamed within donor practices and that SSR is not a main
donor priority. Civilian oversight is especially deficient: donor emphasis remains on training and
reforming management of security services, while very little work has been done on civilian
capacity. A related issue is that some recipient countries have more incentives to pursue the
counterterrorism measures advocated by some donors (and joining the allies of the “war on
terror”’) than pursuing a holistic SSR policy.

Donors also influence the research agenda. Presenters noted that much of the SSR research has
been policy-oriented to suit the needs of donors, and that it is often normative and technocratic.
There is a need for empirical research that examines how SSR is conducted and perceived in
various contexts, and how it does or does nor address gender and class concerns. Participants
lauded the role of donors such as IDRC and the Ford Foundation in addressing more people-
centered issues and capacity building for SSR researchers. Indeed, weakness of many developing
countries in carrying out SSR research, including advocacy-based and policy-influencing
research, was noted throughout the workshop. In order to increase capacity, some participants
argued that donors, like IDRC, should provide long-term funding, instead of solely project-based
funding.

A point where opinions diverged is on the breadth of the SSR research agenda. Some participants
felt that there was a need to “cross-fertilize” SSR research by using an integral approach, as is
emphasized in the OECD DAC’s SSR agenda. For example, research could use a “SSR+”
modality by looking at the intersect between SSR and justice/accountability, or SSR and
development. On the other hand, some participants felt that a more holistic approach could
exclude a focus on some of the more interesting areas of research. Another participant noted that
a discussion of SSR and human rights in Afghanistan would obstruct the progress of SSR, since
so many individuals involved in governance and security sector reform are also guilty of human
rights violations.

Panel Two: Latin America

Latin America has experienced increased democratization and reduced conflict in the last decade.
Nevertheless, there are still significant obstacles to the implementation of peace processes and
security sector reform. The region is still experiencing poverty, inequality, drug trafficking and
terrorism; democracy remains weak and some states are failing. Carmen Rosa de Ledn-Escribano
presented IEPADES’s research on the defense budget and security sector reform in Guatemala,
and Luis Ramirez Garcia (ICCPG) presented on a judicial observatory project in Guatemala
following the civil war and the peace process.

Participants discussed the role of 9/11 in transforming SSR in Latin America. Some argued that
the security demands of the “war on terror” supersede the needs of many peace processes in Latin
America. For example, countries such as Guatemala have not experienced an increased risk of
terrorism (rather, their more pressing security issues include drug trafficking and illegal
migration), but there is a fear in Guatemala that the post-9/11 environment will allow for the
return to the civil war’s national security apparatus.

The discussion also centered on the factors for successful SSR in Latin America. One presenter
described a three-part requirement: political will, normative transformation of the judicial system,



and addressing culturally- and historically-ingrained aspects of the security sector. In Central
America, armies were historically the state’s strongest sector. More recently, the role of the army
has shifted from internal security to foreign policy (and back) in a long, non-linear process. For
example, the armies may still be involved in the battle against youth gang violence internally,
while simultaneously focusing more on international security issues. A major obstacle is to
ensure that various security sector apparatus have the incentives to professionalize.

Participants agreed that reforms must go beyond the security apparatus: the region is experiencing
a proliferation of small arms, increased urban violence, and domestic violence. These problems
may require a more holistic approach to ensure that positive changes are sustainable. For
example, without proper health and education services for youth, the problem of youth gang
violence may worsen. Participants also agreed that the sustainability of SSR in Latin America
would depend on increasing citizen participation in SSR, and successful democratic and
transparent reforms. However, a civil society role in examining security issues is repressed in
some countries. An additional obstacle in many countries is that the state is failing and is having
difficulty in implementing security sector reform; in this time of globalization, countries may find
it easier to carry out economic rather than political reforms. Overall, participants argued that it
was important to ensure that SSR is economically viable and democratic.

The role of donors was also discussed. An important issue in Guatemala is the intermittent flow
of international aid, which has delayed reforms. Also, it was unclear whether the funds spent
would achieve real change: for example, SSR funds could be spent to build a courthouse, without
effectively achieving security sector reform. There is need to look at qualitative changes in the
security sectors, and not just quantitative numbers on aid flows.

The breadth of SSR research in Latin America was also examined. PCD-supported researchers
conducted sectoral research, specifically on the defense budget and the judicial observatory, only
two aspects of a wide range of SSR topics in Guatemala. New avenues for research in Latin
America and the Caribbean could include options for increasing citizen participation, the
proliferation of small arms and drug trafficking, the privatization of security, and the effects of
both economic liberalization and 9/11 on the SSR processes in LAC, and by the same token on
peace processes in the region. Moreover, Latin America is very diverse; it is important to contrast
case studies (in this case, Guatemala) with general findings. The challenge is therefore not to miss
out on other important issues and different contexts. Presenters also noted that cross-regional
networks would be very useful for this purpose.

Panel Three: Africa

During this panel, Eboe Hutchful (ASDR) and Wuyi Omitoogun (SIPRI) presented their research
on budgeting for the military sector in Africa; the focus was on the decision-making process
surrounding defence budgets. Participants discussed the challenges of SSR research in Africa.
First, there is a significant lack of capacity for researchers. For example, the presenters said that
3,000 researchers were trained on analysis of military expenditures, but it is unclear where these
researchers are now. There is therefore not only a need for capacity building but also a need to
track these trained researchers. Second, there is a lack of empirical research on the SSR process
in Africa and its lessons learned. The research presented in this panel worked on a limited set of
case studies; as the researchers explained, research on the military budget is very sensitive and
many countries may not be open to that research. Participants noted that it is important to be



aware of context-specific conditions and constraints of African countries, notably the
Francophone/Anglophone and East/West/South variations. Third, there is a need for further
research on the tools provided for the analysis of security sector reform, including the handbook
produced as an output for this research.

The role of donors was further explored. First, donors could train parliamentarians and members
of civil society on SSR. The presenters noted a lack of “security literacy” in the parliaments and
in civil society. Militaries tend to set defence budgets independently and on an incremental basis,
rather than base it on wider governmental policies or strategies. The security sector is not up for
discussion in parliaments, since it is not considered the arena of the non-military sector of
government. This translates into a lack of oversight, accountability and contestability. Part of the
challenge is striking the right balance between the need for secrecy over certain details of the
security policy, while allowing for sufficient transparency for democratic oversight. This is
especially a challenge in non-democratic countries. Second, some participants noted that many
donors are more interested in building the military in Africa, rather than, for example, building
the capacity of the African Union in security. Others noted that donors emphasized a rapid
deployment force for the African Union, but that this force has never been deployed. It was
therefore suggested that those donors examine critically how they spend their SSR funds. Third,
there was a discussion of where SSR fits in the list of donor priorities. Some participants noted
that it is difficult to ensure that SSR is a priority for donors and that it be considered as relevant
as poverty and HIV/AIDS. However, participants also acknowledged the increased interest in
post-conflict work from donors like DFID.

Panel Four: Middle East and Asia

In this panel, Riefqi Muna (Global Facilitation Network) presented his paper “Military Reform in
the Post-Authoritarian Regime in Indonesia”. Hani Albasoos (Bradford Action for Refugees),
unable to attend, provided a paper on Palestinian Security as well (available at
http://www.idrc.ca/en/ev-83409-201-1-DO_TOPIC.html). The SSR research community in Asia
and the Middle East is growing, but it is still very small. This is especially true for Palestine.

Muna and the participants emphasized the importance of contextualizing SSR. In Indonesia, the
military is present in nearly all areas of society: social, economic, and political. It is essential to
understand how the security sector is institutionalized in order to understand how it can be
reformed. Participants also voiced an interest in understanding the context-specific incentives for
reform. For example, Indonesia has not forged alliances with other countries and is not in dire
need for aid; security sector reform is therefore nationally driven. One participant noted that
while the SSR process should be indigenous, external pressure could be deployed strategically.
Others wondered whether poorer countries would be more susceptible to external influence in
SSR. Cross-regional studies may be useful to better understand these dynamics.

Participants also highlighted other topics that could be researched in conjunction with SSR. First
is the political economy of SSR: the cost of reforms and how they are funded, etc. Second,
significant legal reforms may be necessary before achieving the needed Security sector reform.
Muna noted that in Indonesia, 13 laws must be revised in order to change the role of the military.
Third is the presence of internal threats. Participants noted that the military tends to be less
professionalized when there are more internal threats to security, including domestic terrorism.
Fourth is the political context, notably the political system, political parties, and the powers of the



military (which may be very significant even after democratization). Fifth, participants noted a
need to understand civilian attitudes concerning SSR and increase the local knowledge of the
topic. For example, in Indonesia, civil society is generally not strong enough to influence policy
on SSR.

Panel Five: Evaluation of PCD-supported Research on Security sector reform

The presenters on this panel produced evaluations of PCD-funded research on Security sector
reform. Sam G. Amoo looked at projects in Kenya, South Africa, Ghana and Nigeria. Jenny
Pearce (University of Bradford) examined three projects in Guatemala. The purpose of this panel
was to further contribute to the discussion of PCD-funded research by identifying the strengths
and challenges of current research in two regions (Guatemala and Africa), as well as suggest
potential avenues for future research.

In Africa, issues of capacity building were particularly salient. It was argued that capacity
building is best achieved through long-term funding rather than short-term, project-based
funding. It was also noted that security agencies, especially the military, would benefit from
capacity building in SSR, a positive step since reform is often seen as an assault on military
resources. Other research priorities in the region include creating links with regional
organizations and the development of user-friendly tools and manuals.

In Guatemala, presenters discussed serious obstacles to local ownership of SSR. Some
participants questioned whether citizenship is even on the table in Guatemala. For example,
human rights activists are often persecuted. Moreover, research must influence a policy arena that
is very fragile; the state’s capacity for policy implementation is often not very strong. Many
participants emphasized the need for research on the new roles of the military following SSR and
how this will affect the reform process: will it stay involved with internal security problems like
terrorism? Will it focus on foreign policy issues? Will it become more aggressively involved in
natural disaster relief? Another participant argued that most of the research so far has focused on
the military while ignoring all other security sectors, including policing. Many participants also
talked about the need for further research on the privatization of security, the proliferation of
small arms, and the displacement of violence from the state to non-state actors in post-conflict
environments.

There were several common issues to both regions. Both presenters noted that SSR would only be
successful and sustainable if there is more local ownership. This is difficult in a context where
research is mostly conducted in specific areas; for example, although IDRC is one of the few
donor organizations that pays more than lip service to local ownership, Guatemala-based research
is located mainly in the capital region. Similarly in Africa, researchers are mostly working in the
southern and western regions of the continent. There is a need for more creative dissemination
methods that will reach a public outside of the research-policy nexus, such as better-targeted,
user-friendly manuals that “translate” research to the wider public.

The breadth of SSR research topics was explored for both regions, notably how to balance policy-
oriented research while contributing to the larger research agenda and debate. A presenter noted
that since the link between research and policy is not automatic, research should be designed and
targeted for specific policy outcomes. Many participants instead focused on the need to expand
the research agenda itself, especially in Guatemala where research teams have examined specific



aspects of SSR. One suggested topic is linking human rights more aggressively to SSR; these two
research communities may not interact as much as they should, and this may inhibit the SSR
research agenda. Another suggested topic was the relationship between SSR and the International
Criminal Court, which stipulates that countries must change internal laws on war crimes, crimes
against humanity, etc. This obligation could lead to significant legal and institutional changes that
would affect the process of security sector reform.

By taking a more holistic approach, SSR researchers could have a hand in conceptualizing what
SSR should achieve, so that the discussion is not left to the “Right” in those countries. Many
participants also noted the importance of focusing on the efficacy of security sector reform and
the risk for reversal of SSR.

Conclusion/Wrap-Up

The objectives of the workshop were met in various ways. The background paper and the
subsequent discussion provided a broad overview of the SSR agenda, its evolution (especially in
the face of 9/11 and its consequences), and new areas for research as well as the aspects of
current research that should be pursued further. The regional panels and the evaluations allowed
PCD to take stock of the research it has supported on SSR as well as identify new areas for
research in the region. Moreover, these panels drew commonalities between regions, for example
between African and Central America, which are experiencing different stages of security sector
reform. Following the workshop, PCD will have the opportunity to consider the options resulting
from the workshops in future programming.

There will be further opportunities to raise awareness on SSR issues. Papers presented at this
workshop are available on the PCD website at http://www.idrc.ca/en/ev-83409-201-1-
DO_TOPIC.html. Furthermore, the Journal for Development and Peacebuilding issued a call for
papers on SSR for an upcoming special issue, to be co-edited with IDRC staff.
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Annex 1: WORKSHOP AGENDA
New Directions in Security Sector Reform
November 3 & 4, 2005
IDRC Headquarters, Ottawa - 14" Floor Auditorium

Registration
Introduction: Maureen O’Neil, President, IDRC

Current Trends and Future Direction in Security Sector Reform
Presenters:

Nicole Ball, Centre for International Policy

Dylan Hendrickson, King’s College

Break

Discussant: Mark Sedra, Foreign Affairs Canada
Discussant: Paddy Hillyard, School of Sociology, Social
Policy and Social Work at Queen's University Belfast.

Question and Answer
Moderator: Len Le Roux, Institute for Security Studies

Lunch

Latin America

Presenters:

Carmen Rosa de Leon Escribano, Instituto de Ensefianza para el Desarrollo
Sostenible — IEPADES

Luis Ramirez, Institute for Comparative Studies and Criminal Law in Guatemala

Discussant: Jairo Hernandez- Milian, FLACSO Secretariat

Question and Answer
Moderator: Alberto Florez, Peace, Conflict and Development, IDRC

Break

Africa

Presenters:

Eboe Hutchful, Africa Security Dialogue and Research

Kayode Fayemi, Centre for Democracy and Development

Discussant: Anthoni van Nieuwkerk, Centre for Defence and Security
Management — University of Witwatersand

Question and Answer
Moderator: Anicia La La

Close: Gerd Schonwalder, Peace, Conflict and Development, IDRC
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DAY TWO
9:00 a.m.

9:15 a.m.

10:00 a.m.

11:00 a.m.

11:30 a.m.

12:00 p.m.

12:45 p.m.

1:00 p.m.

Recap of Day One: Gerd Schonwalder, Peace Conflict and Development, IDRC

Middle East and Asia
Presenters:
Reifki Muna, Global Facilitation Network for Security Sector Reform

Discussant: Robin Luckham, International Development Studies, University of
Sussex

Question and Answer
Moderator: Pamela Scholey

Break

IDRC supported research on Security Sector Reform
Presenters:

Jenny Pearce

Sam Amoo

Question and Answer

Moderator: TBC

Closing Remarks: Brent Herbert-Copley, Director, Social and Economic Policy,
IDRC

Lunch

11



