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In this issue . . . Paul Cornish examines the links between poverty and conflict in light

of the events of 11 September. Comfort Ero assesses the international response to the regional

complexities of the war in Sierra Leone, while Dylan Hendrickson looks at the state of play

in regard to the security-sector-reform agenda.

One question likely to occupy historians and

political scientists for many years to come is

whether anyone actually predicted the end of

the Cold War. The question is also – to employ

that most irritating of clichés – ‘academic’.

Judging by the widespread shock and disbelief

which met the collapse of the Berlin Wall in

1989, the winding up of the Warsaw Pact and

then the dissolution of the Soviet Union, any

analyst clever enough to have anticipated such

events singularly failed to get their message

across and to have policy shaped accordingly.

Or was it that governments, policy-makers and

opinion-formers failed to listen closely enough

to the research and analysis community? The

Cold War, after all, seemed to be a self-sufficient

and self-perpetuating framework for rational

decision-making. To contemplate its ending

would have meant exchanging the predictable

for a wholly unknown and uncomfortable

policy-making environment.

A broadly similar phenomenon can be obser-

ved in relation to the 11 September atrocities.

For years, a small group of analysts and writers

had been warning of the dangers of ‘asymmetric

warfare’. Confronted by overwhelming econ-

omic and military might, an opponent would

simply ignore the rules and expectations and

fight by exploiting the vulnerabilities of an open

society and by making use of unconventional

tactics and armaments (even weapons of mass

destruction). Following the events of 11 Septem-

ber, and what appeared in late October to be a

sustained bacteriological assault in the US, it

seems that warnings of asymmetric warfare

were serious and prescient, and rather more

than the off-beat musings of Nostradamus-like

figures in think-tanks and universities. In some

cases, the warnings were heard and acted on;

how much worse would the atrocity in New

York have been, were it not for the World Trade

Center disaster evacuation plan? But part of the

shock of 11 September lies in the feeling that it

had been explained to us: we knew what was

possible, we had ‘seen the movies’, but we did

not (or could not) prevent the disaster that had

been telegraphed for 10 years or more.

This sense of shock, tinged with irony, has

been felt elsewhere in the post-11 September

audit. Much of the analysis and reflection that

has taken place since the attacks on the US has

centred on the proposition (for some, surpri-
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singly novel) that economic underdevelopment

and deprivation could have something to do

with the antipathy directed against the US and

the West more broadly.

Conflict, security and
asymmetric development
Analysis of the relationship between conflict

and security on the one hand, and what might

be termed ‘asymmetric development’ on the

other hand, has become something of a policy/

academic sub-discipline in recent years. Weak

states, corrupt, kleptocratic governments and

collapsed economies have locked millions of

people into desperate and seemingly inescap-

able poverty. Oxfam research has shown that

roughly 20% of the world’s population resides

in the world’s 50 poorest states, and between

them this group accounts for less than 2% of

global income. Armed conflict between rival

factions, warlords and criminal organisations,

and the depredations of inadequately controlled

armed forces, all contribute to this structural

deprivation. Deprivation, in turn, contributes

to yet more conflict, as groups and individuals

choose violent, desperate methods to ensure

their survival. Establishing a firm, causal conn-

ection between poverty and conflict will always

be difficult. After all, how many explanations

could there be for the resort to violence and

armed warfare? But the circumstantial evidence

for such a connection is persuasive, and has

steadily acquired authority internationally.

Tellingly, research by the Organisation for

Economic Co-operation and Development has

shown that of the 34 countries furthest from

achieving international development goals, 22

are affected by current or recent conflict. 

International aid organisations, donor govern-

ments and non-governmental organisations

need no lessons on the importance of well-

focused development aid. Nor does there seem

to be any lack of sensitivity within the inter-

national development assistance community as

to the probable relationship between under-

development and conflict. Where there does

seem to be a sense of surprise, however, is in

the realisation that conflict arising out of social,

political and economic underdevelopment has

now been directed against ‘us’ – the West, the

donors, the expert ‘managers’ of the interna-

tional system.

Economic causes of terrorism
If we can say that there are economic causes of

conflict, does it not follow (and should we all

not have realised) that there are also ‘economic

causes of terrorism’? There are several difficul-

ties with this proposition. First, it sounds like

an argument which begins with an explanation

but ends with an excuse for the 11 September

attacks. Second, whereas establishing a causal

relationship between underdevelopment and

conflict is difficult (however plausible), to seek

something similar for terrorism is to enter

much murkier waters. Of course, behind every

terrorist organisation and operation there must

be a financial, recruiting and training infra-

structure that can be identified and interdicted.

In some cases, this infrastructure will be traced

to developing countries and regions. But to do

so merely describes the circumstances of the

operation, rather than establish a necessary

relationship between terrorism and under-

development. Finally, to pursue the ‘economic

causes of terrorism’ runs the risk of narrowing

analysis, excluding many other relevant consid-

erations and responses – diplomatic, military,

development and humanitarian. The disaffec-

tion which has been revealed since 11 September

seems as much a matter of economics and

social deprivation as of general discontent with

US foreign policy in the Middle East and

elsewhere.

Conflict and development analysts and inter-

national aid practitioners will have much to say
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and do in the aftermath of 11 September. If

some of their analysis and activity is directed at

establishing a firm, causal relationship between

the terrorist attacks and economic and social

underdevelopment, then it seems unlikely that

their message will be heard with much sympa-

thy or interest in the US and other Western

governments. The crisis is stark, urgent and

fast-moving, and is fuelled with the evidence of

11 September.

Yet the circumstances of underdevelopment

do matter, and must be uncovered and debated,

particularly when (as we must) we begin to

look forward to the reconstruction of ordered

political life, internationally and domestically

in Afghanistan and other countries. In the

1980s, UK Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher

spoke of the need to deprive terrorist groups

of the ‘oxygen of publicity’. Perversely, the result

– whereby terrorist leaders and spokesmen

appeared on television but with their voices

over-dubbed – was no shortage of publicity for

terrorists, and even ridicule for the UK govern-

ment. Since 11 September, some of the ‘oxygen’

for international terrorism could now be said

to be deprivation, disease, inequality, ill-health,

debt, corruption, crime and so forth. This

connection seems plausible and perhaps even

likely, albeit difficult to prove and almost cert-

ainly not a complete answer to the problem.

Nevertheless, by depriving terrorist organisa-

tions of this oxygen, through continuing

vigorously with well-targeted development

assistance, there is at least a chance that Western

governments will be more successful than

Thatcher, and a certainty that many in the

underdeveloped world will continue to benefit.

In policy terms, this entails listening closely to

those who argue that in urgent times such as

these we must nevertheless keep an eye to the

future and to the need for recovery from

conflict. While it may make military sense to

destroy transport and communications infra-

structure and to use area weapons, such as

cluster bombs, taking a longer-term view

towards reconstruction and development may

lead to different conclusions.

Conclusion
Can we think strategically? Do we want to? In

the early 1990s, immediately after the end of

the Cold War, a tide of optimism and idealism

swept through the United Nations, other inter-

national organisations and national govern-

ments. Summarised in the expression ‘peace-

building’, the mood of the moment was a

variation on a very familiar theme: real peace

is much more than stability, order and the

absence of war; peace is transformative, about

individual and societal progress and fulfilment;

and peace within and between societies is as

much about justice as anything else. This is an

inspiring idea, but by no means easy to capture

and exploit in concrete policy terms. Not least,

of course, because we’ve heard it all before. And

it’s all rather academic.

Paul Cornish, Director
Conflict, Security and Development Group
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Afghan refugees flee into Pakistan across
the Chaman border crossing, October 2001
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Sierra Leone:
addressing
regional
dynamics

Sierra Leone has made unexpected progress

following the near collapse of the Lomé Peace

Agreement in May 2000 and the subsequent

unraveling of the United Nations Mission to

Sierra Leone (). Recent developments

include the disarmament of the rebel Revolu-

tionary United Front () and the Civil

Defence Force, aided by the gradual but robust

deployment of  troops. The presence

of  forces has also allowed for the progressive

extension of government authority throughout

the country. Notable too has been the deploy-

ment of the Sierra Leone police to several 

strongholds. There is significant optimism

among the main international actors (the ,

the Economic Community of West African

States () and Britain) that the peace

process will continue to advance to allow elec-

tions to take place on 14 May 2002.

Pressure on Charles Taylor
The changes in Sierra Leone’s fortunes are not

down to the ’s willingness to comply with

the peace process. Rather, it has been forced to

negotiate due to regional and international

pressure on President Charles Taylor of Liberia,

the ’s main sponsor. This pressure includes

 sanctions that were passed in March 2000.

Curbing Taylor’s regional exploits may mean

that the greatest element of instability is

removed from West Africa. However, the inter-

national community needs to manage carefully

its weakening of Taylor’s position to avoid a

return to full-scale fighting. Any moves, inclu-

ding more pressure on Taylor’s key supporters

(Burkina Faso, China, Côte d’Ivoire and France)

should be combined with supporting pro-

democracy elements within civil society to fill a

potential power vacuum in Liberia.

Policy response
The international community finally recognised

the extent of the regional complexities surroun-

ding Sierra Leone’s conflict when fighting broke

out in October 2000 on the borders of the

countries comprising the Mano River Union

() – Guinea, Liberia and Sierra Leone.

These clashes intensified the demand for a more

comprehensive approach to tackling instability

in West Africa.

At the bilateral level, Britain took the decision

in March 2001 to make the High Commission

in Freetown the centre of activity, while shifting

its consulate service from Dakar (Senegal) to

Conakry (Guinea). A military defence attaché

based in Freetown has also been travelling to

Conakry to provide ‘advice’ to the Guinean

government. The official British strategy is to

try to prevent the continued exploitation of

Sierra Leone’s borders by the  and its allies,

and gradually to deploy soldiers trained in

border regions.

At the regional level,  has been

encouraging dialogue between the leaders of

the . Regional analysts remain sceptical

about whether any heads-of-state meeting will

reduce regional tensions and there is distrust

on all sides.

From country to sub-regional
approaches
Since fighting intensified between the 

countries, the  has searched for a sub-

regional solution. A  inter-agency Task Force

on the West African Sub-region was established

in late 2000 to provide a co-ordinated and

coherent response. Among its key recommen-

dations was the need to shift from a country-
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focused to a sub-regional approach with closer

collaboration with . It emphasised the

need to develop an integrationist framework

that addressed the growing link between pover-

ty, governance and security. It also suggested

that a  office for West Africa be set up and

headed by a Special Representative of the 

Secretary-General. This has largely met with

Security Council approval.

Other significant players advocating a more

integrated and regionalised perspective in West

Africa include the World Bank and the Euro-

pean Union, which is funding four 

zonal observation bureaux to serve as pre-

emptive mechanisms for conflict prevention.

The focus on the regional implications is

welcome, although a little late when judged

against the consistent warnings of the rippling

effects of conflicts in the region. However, this

shift must not lose sight of country-specific

problems. While there might be similar patterns

forming in terms of grievances across regions,

the dynamics and nature of conflict mean that

each country requires a different set of policy

responses. Moreover, lessons learnt from similar

attempts in Central Africa illustrate that states

are not prepared to compromise their security

for a sub-regional solution that does not meet

their concerns or threatens their power.

Conclusion
The trend toward devising a more integrated

regional approach is a significant step in add-

ressing a number of interconnected conflicts,

although attempts to ensure a concrete and

dynamic regional response are highly depen-

dent on how much pressure the international

community can maintain on Taylor. Mixed

messages and inconsistency are likely to work

in his favour. Already, there are signs that the

international community is wavering.

A sub-regional approach – as noted in the

October 2001 International Crisis Group report,

Sierra Leone: Managing Certainty – requires

that sanctions against Taylor remain in place at

least until the May 2002 elections.  By then Tay-

lor will have had ample opportunity to demon-

strate whether he has had a real change of heart.

Comfort Ero
Director, Sierra Leone Project, Freetown
International Crisis Group
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A British corporal instructs Sierra Leonean soldiers before they go on patrol, December 2000
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Security-sector
reform: state
of play

Security-sector reform () is the policy

framework that a growing number of donors

are using to give practical expression to the

broadening concept of security. The overall

aim of  is to enable governments to provide

for security and stability within policy and

budgetary constraints that are consistent with

national development goals. Two features of the

‘new’ security agenda set it apart from past

security assistance approaches: the conviction

that the protection of citizens should rank

alongside national defence as the primary goal

of state security policy; the acknowledgement

that there are different means of achieving

security objectives. The traditional reliance on

(primarily military) instruments of force

should be complemented more effectively with

diplomatic, economic, legal, political and social

mechanisms, and greater preventive action.

How successful have donors been in opera-

tionalising ? While  is now squarely on

the development agenda, there is still not a

shared understanding within the international

aid community of what the term means or what

the objectives should be. This has made it diffi-

cult to achieve a coherent donor approach.

Policy developments
There have been five significant achievements

in terms of mainstreaming  into develop-

ment policy:

• First, the rationale for considering  as a

development issue has been clearly established.

The debate within the wider development

community is no longer about whether to be

concerned about what happens in the security

sector, but rather if resources should be devoted

to this problem – given other competing dem-

ands – and how to achieve maximum impact.

• Second, the case for a comprehensive app-

roach to  has also been accepted. There is

awareness that a wide range of civil and security

institutions have an integral role to play in

formulating, implementing and monitoring

security policy and that reforms have the best

chance of success when they focus on strength-

ening the policy process as a whole rather than

individual security-sector components.

• Third, more attention is now being paid to

local ownership. Past security assistance appro-

aches were largely top-down, technocratic in

nature, and based on Western models. The

case for local initiatives is not primarily about

being sensitive to cultural differences – as

important as this is – but about recognising

that  is an inherently political matter and

must be internally-driven if it is to succeed.

• Fourth, the dual imperatives of national

ownership and sustainability are forcing donors

to rethink how they deliver assistance. There is

growing recognition of the need to shift from

short-term, project-based approaches, relying

on the transfer of technical skills and solutions,

to longer-term, programme-based support that

facilitates national strategic-reform efforts.

• Finally, there is an emerging ‘division of

labour’ that has arisen as a response to the need

for cross-cutting policy initiatives and joined-

up action by donors. Development actors are

defining a role in the civilian domain that refl-

ects their comparative advantages in  and

legal restrictions on the use of development

funds. Meanwhile, defence establishments in

donor countries have more scope to engage

directly with military forces.

Despite these achievements, donors continue

to face real challenges in providing  assist-

ance – whether targeted at the uniformed

security services or at the civilian policy sectors
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– in a manner that effectively supports the wider

agenda of developing national capacity to form-

ulate and implement security policy effectively.

Operational dilemmas
In the ‘wider’ approach to , it is acknowledg-

ed that strengthening the overall institutional

framework for managing security policy is key

to ensuring that states can respond to security

problems in the most cost-effective way. Achiev-

ing this objective will typically involve a number

of inter-linked political and policy challenges.

Issues of accountability and transparency are

as important as those of efficiency and effective-

ness.  It is therefore not enough just to strength-

en democratic control over the security forces

and to bring their activities within the regulat-

ory framework that applies to the other public

sectors. Security forces also need the appropri-

ate training, equipment, management struc-

tures and leadership if they are to fulfil their

legitimate security functions in a satisfactory

and efficient manner.

In practice, most donors adopt a ‘narrow’

approach to  and approach these challenges

in a piece-meal fashion. This reflects both a

tendency of donors to define  narrowly in

line with their specific institutional mandates

and the difficulties of achieving strategic co-

ordination within the wider aid community. It

also highlights the political sensitivity of 

and the difficult work environments, particu-

larly in countries emerging from war. ,

therefore, tends to consist of a wide range of

short-term activities – designed to manage

crises and restore basic state capacity – that are

not explicitly linked to the wider reform agenda

either in design or in practice.

Development actors, for their part, tend to

place greatest emphasis on accountability and

transparency issues. This reveals their primary

interest in the social and economic sectors and,

hence, how states allocate resources. The secur-

ity forces are often seen as part of the ‘security’

problem and a drain on scarce public funds –

therefore priority is placed on  demobilising

security forces and reducing security spending.

Emphasis is also placed on strengthening demo-

cratic civilian control over the security forces

which is seen as a pre-requisite for achieving a

well-functioning security sector.

International actors who support military

and police reforms come from a different per-

spective. Because they are motivated by the

more immediate challenges of restoring security

Activities to professionalise

the security services and to

strengthen the relevant

civilian oversight bodies

are important components

of , although neither is

sufficient in itself

and stability, they often provide training assist-

ance and equipment at the expense of initiatives

that target the wider institutional environment

in which the security forces operate. While it is

recognised that creating an enabling institu-

tional framework is ultimately necessary to

sustain reforms, direct engagement with the

security forces is rightly seen as necessary to

‘buy-in’ their support for this process.

Activities to professionalise the security

services and to strengthen the relevant civilian

oversight bodies are important components of

, although neither is sufficient in itself.

Recent experiences suggest that the aid comm-

unity faces difficulties in linking and sequencing

these different activities in a coherent manner.
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Moreover, there has not been enough thinking

about how external activities can support the

development of a national vision for reform

and a strategic policymaking culture that cuts

across all sectors. Where the institutional frame-

work is weak, donors tend to exert close control

over national policymaking, which may ultim-

ately undermine the development of local

political coalitions to sustain reform processes

and result in policies that are not consistent

with national interests.

Policy challenges
Outsiders often have a poor understanding of

the formal and informal rules that influence

state provision of security. A mechanistic

application of external models betrays the com-

plex range of organisational influences and

interactions at work. The simple distinctions

that many donors make between the ‘internal’

and ‘external’ security functions of the state, for

instance, do not fit with the reality in many

countries where the security forces overlap, are

organised to meet the needs of political élites,

or have been privatised.  initiatives that are

designed to manage security spending more

effectively or improve public security will often

require measures that cut across a range of

policy sectors.

Greater acknowledgement is also needed that

many of the countries being encouraged to

undertake  are not ready for fundamental

institutional reforms. , as currently conceiv-

ed and approached, assumes a minimum

democratic framework, a set of functioning

institutions, and a basic human-resource

capacity – conditions that often do not exist.

This is the case in countries emerging from

protracted wars, where basic administrative

competence must be restored, and in places

where the military is a dominant political and

economic actor. Restoring political stability and

negotiating exit strategies for the military

requires strong political engagement by the

international community, in addition to the

provision of technical assistance. More creative

thinking is required about how to support these

difficult political transitions. In many cases,

the starting point for  may be to address

problems outside the security sector relating to

wider questions of administrative capacity or

the external environment.

A third challenge is to link  more closely

with a wider economic and political framework

that donors are promoting. Past experience,

particularly in Africa, demonstrates that macro-

economic stabilisation and structural-adjust-

ment programmes have an immense impact

on security at large, the stability of govern-

ments, and their scope to undertake . On

the political front, it is also evident that demo-

cratisation processes are themselves extremely

destabilising, particularly when they are

aggressively promoted from outside before the

internal conditions for multi-party politics are

in place. Views expressed by the poor, that over-

whelmingly identify security as a top priority,

provide a strong case for developing a more

cautious and integrated approach to economic,

political and security reform.

 is not a template for providing external

assistance, but offers a general framework for

analysing security problems and designing

donor interventions. There is the greatest

potential for  where it is driven by strong

internal dynamics and supported from outside.

Given the diverse institutional mandates and

interests of the donors involved in  today,

achieving a more coherent international

approach will necessitate developing a shared

understanding of the objectives of  and

how these should be promoted.

Dylan Hendrickson
Research Fellow
Conflict, Security and Development Group
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Conflict-
assessment
methodology

The Conflict, Security and Development Group

() is participating in a United Nations

Development Programme () project to

design and field-test a conflict-assessment

methodology.  has set itself the goal of

promoting ‘the vision of a development resp-

onse to crisis prevention and recovery’, and of

mainstreaming ‘the crisis prevention perspec-

tive into all of its development work’. The

Emergency Response Division () is working

to further the cause of intra- and intra-

 policy coherence in response to crisis and

post-conflict situations, and to ensure that

 plays a more pivotal role within the 

system.

The conflict-assessment methodology will

provide a standardised framework with which

to describe, evaluate and analyse conflict indi-

cators in development situations.

The main challenge is to devise a framework

that can recognise, identify and describe con-

flict in a way that is both systematic and locally

relevant and responsive. It must also be trans-

ferable to enable the local assessment to be fed

into, and understood by, , and the broader

 peace-operations community. This brief

article describes the background to the project,

its aims and ’s involvement.

The ’s approach to conflict, security,

crisis prevention and recovery is set out in its

October 2001 paper, Emergency Response Divis-

ion Strategic Framework.  According to the

paper, the ’s mission is ‘to enhance ’s

efforts in poverty reduction and sustainable

development by working with partners to

reduce the incidence and impact of disasters

and violent conflicts, and establish the solid

foundations for peace and recovery from crises’.

The  work plan has four main ‘clusters’:

conflict and security; disaster reduction and

recovery; transition to recovery; and operations

support.

The conflict and security cluster has a simple

aim: ‘to reduce the incidence and impact of

armed conflict’.  The first (of four) headline

objectives of this cluster is to ‘develop and

implement policies and programmes that incor-

porate conflict prevention and peace-building

perspectives into development and to stren-

gthen international collaborative systems for

peace-building and conflict-prevention’.  The

second aim is to ‘strengthen governance

institutional frameworks and the rule of law’

by promoting security-sector transformation

and institutional reform.  The third is to ‘reduce

the humanitarian and development impact of

small arms proliferation and availability’. And

the final goal is to ‘develop national capacities

to reduce the impact of mines on affected

communities’.

With the support of the UK Department for

International Development (), the project

to develop and test ’s conflict-assessment

methodology as part of the cluster began in

September 2001. The first step was to prepare a

working draft of a conflict-assessment metho-

dology. Work already undertaken by 

provided a good starting point.  Following two

field tests – in Somalia and Guatemala in

November and December 2001 respectively –

the draft methodology will undergo its first

revision in January 2002. A second set of field

tests will take place in spring 2002, followed by

second round of revisions in workshops and

seminars. By early summer 2002 the methodol-

ogy will be ready to be operationalised by a

new team of specialists currently being recru-

ited. The end purpose of the conflict-assessment

methodology is to deliver ‘substantive technical
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advisory services to Country Offices on conflict

assessment, prevention and peace-building’.

The  is contributing to the conflict-

assessment methodology by helping to plan,

manage and staff the field tests, and by partici-

pating in the revision process.  As the project

moves forward, the  will be involved in

capacity-building, acting as a conduit through

which the  can invite independent analysts

and specialists to participate in the project.

The  is seeking to build up a specialised

database of analysts with a background in

conflict-assessment theory and methodology

and with relevant field experience. Individuals

who might be available to assist with field tests

in spring and early summer 2002 are invited to

contact the Director, Conflict Security and

Development Group, King’s College London

(see p. 12 for contact information).

Paul Cornish, Director
Conflict, Security and Development Group

CIMIC doctrine

Modern military campaigns have always had a

civilian dimension. Occupying military forces,

unless they are focused solely on rape, looting

and devastation, usually seek some form of

civilian acceptance. In the post-1945 era, how-

ever, civil-military relations has increasingly

grown in importance to the extent that it has

become a major part of military doctrine. This

article seeks to examine the context in which

this doctrinal discussion has developed and to

point the way toward a more coherent doctrine

at the international level.

Civil-military co-operation () has

become a formal  concept that, in Europe

at least, has generally replaced the older term

Civil Affairs (). As a concept it remains rather

loose and fluid, although its importance in

doctrines pertaining to modern peace-support

operations (s) is now widely recognised. For

instance, the UK Ministry of Defence’s Joint

Warfare Publication Peace Support Operations

emphasises how the ‘interface’ between military

and civilian organisations has become a ‘central

feature’ of s.

 represents an updating of older doc-

trines of deployment in what are often termed

‘low-intensity conflicts’ (s). It tends, there-

fore, to be a more up-dated version of an older

‘hearts-and-minds’ philosophy that was

concerned with winning civilian support in

counter-insurgency operations during the era

of decolonisation and Cold War ideological

rivalries.  also relates to post-Cold War

humanitarian intervention by Western states

directed at economic, social and military secur-

ity in fractured or ‘failed’ states.

As yet, there is no commonly accepted 

doctrine at the international level, reflecting

the fact that national militaries have developed

Conflict, Security & Development

The Centre for Defence Studies published the

second edition of the Journal of Conflict,

Security & Development in September 2001.

Articles include ‘The politics of war and debt

relief in Uganda’ by William Reno, ‘Terrorism,

the  and the conflict in Sri Lanka’ by

Ravinatha Aryasinha, ‘A critical assessment of

Britain’s Africa policy’ by Comfort Ero and ‘A

policy critique of / and demobilisa-

tion’ by Johanna Mendelson Forman and

Manuel Carballo.

Subscription rates for the  and the rest of

the world respectively are £30 or £40/$60

(individual), £75 or £85/$127.50 (institutional)

and £18 or £25/$37.50 (student) per annum.

For more information, visit csdg.kcl.ac.uk or

contact Richard Jones on +44 (0)207 848

2947 or by e-mail at rick.jones@kcl.ac.uk.
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a varied series of relationships with civilian org-

anisations. The term has come to mean different

things at different levels of government and

command. This is exemplified most starkly in

the creation in the US army of dedicated 

staff (usually reservists) serving in support of

civil-military operations (). In the UK, in

contrast, civil affairs or  is a more general

issue that is dealt with in a specialised series of

areas. As with other European states, there are

no dedicated  forces and only a few 

specialists; advisers, though, are ready to oper-

ate in designated  centres in support of a

military operation.

In these circumstances, it is not surprising

that some confusion has arisen over the mean-

ing of , as it is interpreted in different ways

to serve a wide array of political and admini-

strative purposes. It is probably easiest, there-

fore, to understand  in three basic ways.

First, it is a general term used to indicate the

existence of civilian control over the military.

In this sense it serves as an indicator of the

degree to which a society is free from military

domination of the state. Here  refers to

relationships between the military arm of a

society and its organs of government (executive,

legislature and judiciary). If this works properly

then  relates in a general way to the opera-

tion of constitutionally-bound government

defined by structures of accountability. In the

past 20 years, such usage of the phrase has

referred to societies like Argentina, Chile and

Indonesia which have undergone varying

degrees of democratic transition from military

government.

The second meaning of the term  refers

to civil-military-planning processes at the stra-

tegic political level. Here it relates to more

general discussion (in the UK at least) to ideas

of ‘joined-up government’ between the Depart-

ment for International Development, the Mini-

stry of Defence and the Foreign and Common-

wealth Office. In the US, by contrast,  at

this level refers to inter-agency planning as

defined by Presidential Decision Directive

() 56 ‘Inter Agency Planning in Complex

Contingency Planning’. Internationally, CIMIC

in this sense relates to ideas of closer harmonis-

ation of planning processes between the Euro-

pean Union (), United Nations (), Organ-

isation for Security and Co-operation in Europe

(), Western European Union () and

North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (),

especially in relation to complex emergencies

in Bosnia and Kosovo. In this context,  is

less a coherent doctrine than a process of closer

association between different groups of

planners in government and international

organisations.

Finally,  refers to operational and tac-

tical co-operation and co-ordination between

military units and non-governmental organis-

ations, international organisations and the

indigenous population in the field where some

degree of harmonisation of managerial practice

is required.  relates to the need for closer

coordination between the military and civilian

organisations in managing relief operations as

well as peacekeeping and s in complex

emergencies.

It is evident that there is some need, within

Western militaries at least, for the development

of a clear  doctrine that can underpin

s and overcome as far as possible the diver-

sity of different national military traditions. A

clear statement of Western doctrine on 

will undoubtedly enhance the prospects for

the formulation of   doctrine which

will form part of a doctrine of humanitarian

intervention that can underpin operations

under Chapter  of the  Charter.

Paul Rich, Senior Research Fellow
Centre for Defence Studies
King’s College London
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