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International Alert

Violent conflict poses important challenges to the European Union (EU). Growth in
terrorism and organized crime such as the illicit trafficking in people, drugs and weapons, rampant
migration diminish Europe’s stability and prosperity. Armed conflict further undermines the EU’s
ability to meet its external assistance objectives in development, poverty reduction, promotion of
democracy and human rights, energy security as well as in trade and investment. The prevention
of violent conflict and peace-building are therefore critical goals for the EU, which it has the
resources, capacity and emerging expertise to address.

The EU’s potential in this area stems largely from its wide range of economic and political
instruments as well as its presence in over 120 countries (a third of which are affected by conflict).
However, these strengths of the EU also constitute its biggest weakness. EU policy and action
remains fragmented in a field that demands coherence and coordination within and between
institutions.

This fragmentation is evident across the full spectrum of peace-building and small arms and
light weapons (SALW) issues. SALW cannot be seen solely as a single issue to be controlled and
regulated (although this too is important); rather it needs to be viewed as a driver, trigger and
symptom of wider social, economic and political challenges. Addressing the problem of SALW
therefore needs to begin with a recognition of these complex dynamics as a basis for developing a
comprehensive package of measures that have to be located within a wider peace-building
process. This paper aims to situate SALW, and the EU’s approaches to them, within this process
and provide recommendations on how the multiple challenges and dilemmas posed by SALW can
be integrated into a comprehensive EU conflict prevention and peace-building strategy.

Understanding the EU’s existing commitments in respect of SALW must be the starting point
for exploring its broader role in curbing the threats posed by SALW. These commitments
encompass both specific policies and the instruments established within the EU as implementation
mechanisms. Clearly, the extent to which current policy translates into practice, and practice itself
is consistent with policy (and consistently applied), is a critical part of maximising the EU’s
potential in this area.

The EU is subject to a number of major agreements that are relevant to the regulation of
SALW. The multi-layered nature of SALW means that some agreements are important with



regards to arms exports, others in respect of the protection of EU populations, and yet more relate
broadly to conflict prevention and development.

. The Programme of Action (PoA), adopted at the UN Conference on Preventing, Combating,
and Eradicating the lllicit Trade in Small Arms and Light Weapons in All its Aspects in July
2001, is the main framework for the further elaboration and development of international
cooperation in SALW control. The UN PoA defines some of the norms and principles that
guide the work of the international community on SALW issues. It establishes that the
consequences of SALW proliferation and misuse are multiple and that long-term and
sustainable approaches are necessary to tackle this issue. It underlines the importance of
conflict prevention, development, crime control and public health in the fight against SALW
proliferation. However, in the process of negotiating consensus, many of the important
dimensions of SALW proliferation had to be sacrificed, including the issue of export controls
in relation to non state actors and the vital issue of civilian possession of SALW.*

. The European Convention on the Control of the Acquisition and Possession of Firearms by
Individuals was adopted in June 1978 and entered into force in July 1982. The Convention
establishes a system for controlling the movements of firearms (including SALW) from one
country to another in two ways: notification and double authorization. This initiative has
subsequently been augmented by the EU Code of Conduct on Arms Sales. All EU Member
States subscribe to the Code of Conduct that was adopted in June 1998. A further 13 non-
EU countries chose to associate themselves with the principles of this Code of Conduct two
months after it was agreed. It is a politically, but not legally binding document and therefore
does not require implementation or ratification. The Code includes eight criteria, through
which the members pledge not to export weapons that would exacerbate regional tensions
or conflict, be used in internal repression or human rights violations. The Code also
prohibits the export of land mines but fails to address other critical issues such as
international arms brokering, licensed production agreements, end-user certification and
monitoring.?

. As part of the Wassenaar Arrangement (WA), EU states are required to ensure, through their
national policies, that transfers of arms and dual-use goods and technologies do not
contribute to the development or enhancement of military capabilities that undermine
international and regional security and stability, and are not diverted to support such
capabilities. The WA information exchange requirements involve semi-annual notifications
of arms transfers, covering seven categories derived from the UN Register of Conventional
Arms. In December 2002, the WA Member States adopted the ‘Best Practice Guidelines for
Exports of Small Arms and Light Weapons’. The Guidelines point at the need to adopt
legislation and ensure its implementation in such areas as evaluation of SALW exports,
exports licensing, re-export/re-transfer, unlicensed manufacture, requirements to the
potential SALW recipients, and SALW marking, record-keeping and cooperation.®

. The European Union Joint Action on SALW was signed in December 1998; in July 2002 it
was replaced with the new Joint Action that incorporated a regulation regarding
ammunition. This document is legally binding for EU Member States and is implemented
through national laws and procedures. The Joint Action aims, first, to combat, and
contribute to ending, the destabilizing accumulation and spread of small arms, second, to
contribute to the reduction of existing accumulations of these weapons and their
ammunition to levels consistent with countries’ legitimate security needs, and third, to help
solve the problems caused by such accumulations.*

. Finally, EU Member States are also governed by a number of OSCE agreements, which,
while only politically binding, are still important in terms of ensuring coherence across the
EU. These include the OSCE Document on SALW which, inter alia, commits signatories to



combating illicit trafficking and controlling the spread and accumulation of SALW; the
OSCE Principles on Conventional Arms Transfers which require states to consider a number
of factors, including ones relating to human rights, in their decisions on arms transfers; the
OSCE Document on Stockpiles of Conventional Ammunition which provides practical
procedures and mechanisms for the destruction of surplus stockpiles of ammunition.

The EU has a broad range of policy instruments available to address the gamut of supply
and demand issues that exacerbate the destructive global impact of SALW. Currently however, EU
instruments are at best incoherent, and at worst aggressively competitive with one another. The
current court case taken by the Commission against the Council with regard to SALW
competencies represents the extreme case in incoherence. As a result, the EU cannot respond
effectively to the crosscutting nature and with the long-term vision required to effectively
implement a coherent SALW policy and is, in practice punching below its weight. The
fundamental challenge therefore is addressing the EU’s strategic deficit in conflict prevention and
peace-building, into which small arms should be an integral part.

The EU’s various instruments and institutions are divided into three “pillars”, each with a
specific type of mandate (see Table 1). This compartmentalized structure means that incoherence
is practically inherent in any EU initiative not wholly contained in a single pillar. Unfortunately,
SALW cuts across all three pillars. Budget and implementation responsibilities for SALW-related
issues vary across this pillar structure. Justice and Home Affairs issues (pillar 3) dictate issues
relevant to SALW control such as border control and legislation on money laundering within the
Union. It is, however under the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) that responsibility for
SALW funding lies and through which security sector reform (SSR) initiatives are supported via
European Security and Defence (ESDP) civil and military police missions. By their political nature,
CFSP funding and mission support are relatively short-term. These initiatives are structurally and
strategically divorced from longer-term initiatives related to SALW under European Community
funding (pillar 1). These include disarmament, demobilization and reintegration (DDR),
democracy and human rights initiatives and wider development and rehabilitation activities
funded through direct budget support and support to NGOs.

The Commission are the implementers for CFSP-funded (excluding ESDP) and Community-
funded small arms initiatives. With the current process of deconcentration of Commission
decision making to its in-country delegations, these coherence issues could be amplified,
particularly where delegations lack capacity and expertise.> Any new initiative to promote the
expansion or integration of small arm initiatives into broader Community programming must,
therefore consider strengthening the capacity of delegations through better recruitment processes
and training (e.g. in relation to small arms analysis, consultation with civil society, monitoring etc).

Tablel provides an overview and examples of the use of instruments for addressing small
arms issues across the EU pillar structure.



Tablel: EU Instruments related to small arm and light weapons

Pillar 1 European Community
Policy

Pillar 2 Common Foreign and
Security Policy

Pillar 3 Justice and Home
Affairs

No EC budget line exists for
SALW specifically,
nevertheless, European
Community initiatives support
a range of activities that are
directly and indirectly related
to small arms, these include:

e Providing financial support
to third countries for the
development of small arms
national action plans (e.g.
with the Tanzanian
Government).

e SALW/DDR initiatives as
non-focal lines in some
country strategy papers (e.g.
DDR funding through the
9™ European Development
Funds to Eritrea).

e Funding to regional DDR
programmes in West Africa
(via UN and ECOWAS) and
the African Great(er) Lakes
(via the World Bank Multi-
country Demobilization and
Reintegration Programme,
MDRP).

e Support to DDR projects in
Uganda and Sierra Leone
(via ECHO) and Congo-
Brazzaville (via the Rapid
Reaction Mechanism, RRM)

e Support on police, public
order, organized crime,
integrated border
management, migration and
judicial reform (e.g. to the
Western Balkans countries
under the Stabilization and
Association Process).

e A range of humanitarian,
development and
rehabilitation projects in
countries affected by SALW
issues.

SALW-related projects are
financed through the CFSP
budget under a specific article
“non-proliferation and
disarmament”, toward which
€720,000 was committed for
2005. Since 2000, this has
included:

« Providing expertise for the
Clearinghouse Project
relating in South East Europe
(via UNDP)

e Destruction of ammunition
in Albania (via NATO)

e Equipment for the Special
Coordination Centre in
South Ossetia, Georgia (via
the OSCE)

» Police and customs officials
training; equipment;
destruction of weapons and
stockpile management,
standardization of legislation
in South America and the
Caribbean (via UN-LIREC)

e European Security and
Defence Policy (ESDP)
missions are currently
supporting SSR processes
including the EU Police
Missions in Bosnia (EUPM)
and Kinshasa, DR Congo
(EUPOL).

The EU’s JHA policy aims to
create an area of freedom,
security and justice across the
25 Member States. The
concept covers issues like
fundamental rights, asylum
and immigration, managing
the EU’s external frontiers and
close cooperation between
national police, judicial and
customs authorities. This
includes:

e Co-operation between
national police forces,
especially within the
framework of Europol.

e Common legislation on
terrorism, money
laundering, corruption,
trading in human beings,
drug production and
trafficking.

e Working with partner
countries, notably the US,
Russia and countries in the
Mediterranean region, as
well as international
organizations, on devising
policies and implementing
measures to consolidate its
area of freedom, security
and justice.




With the exception of Cambodia, the CFSP-funded initiatives have tended to be relatively
small and short term with mixed success. The only long-term, integrated SALW initiative
supported by the EU is EU ASAC (European Union’s Assistance on Curbing Small Arm and Light
Weapons) with the Cambodian Government. This, also the only SALW project managed by the
EU itself, is an integrated programme involving legal assistance in drafting arms law, weapons
collection and destruction, building of safe storage facilities and weapons-for-development
schemes.

The “human security approach” that recognizes the linkages between development, security
and governance/corruption in the design of the project reflects a more holistic and sustainable
approach. EU ASAC could provide a useful model for future EU small arms initiatives. Box 1
outlines the project approach and highlights some key lessons.




RECOMMENDATIONS

If the EU wishes to strengthen its conflict prevention and peace-building impact, its
programming design must become more integrated. This should be supported by the
establishment of a budget line for SSR in specific post-conflict situations on the ground, within the
Community budget. While the Rapid Reaction Mechanism (RRM) already provides support in this
regard, its very design is short term and crisis-focused. A budget line that can commit to the same
timelines as those in the country and regional strategy papers is needed.®

Too often, it is the longer-term rehabilitation and peace-building aspects of small arms work
that are over-looked. This budget-line should, therefore support job creation, trust and
confidence-building initiatives between the security sector and local populations; conflict-sensitive
micro-finance projects associated with weapons collection, and reintegration processes associated
with DDR, including support to host communities. This could sit either under the Stability or the
Development Instrument in the new Financial Perspectives.

The more technical expertise of disarmament and security sector reform will, of course still
reside within ESDP civil and military capabilities. The Civil-Military Cell must therefore take
forward the EU’s commitment in the Action Plan on Civilian Aspects of ESDP to strengthen its SSR
and DDR expertise, and to develop SSR and DDR concepts (see section 4 below). This must be
undertaken, however in close collaboration with Commission and Member State representatives
and include security sector, democratic governance and development competencies.

In summary, the EU should:

. Strengthen the capacity of delegations through better recruitment processes and training in
conflict analysis and planning—including small arms analysis, consultation and monitoring
processes.

. Establish a budget line for security sector reform within the Community budget that reflects
the real-life extended timelines of SSR processes and fits in with the timetable of
country/regional strategies. This would specifically address the long-term, structural causes
of arms use and proliferation;

. Develop new, overarching SSR and DDR concepts through a cross-institutional process,
based on the idea of a strategic peace-building framework.

CONTEXTUALISING SALW AS PART OF A PEACE-BUILDING STRATEGY

Developing the structural conditions, attitudes and modes of political behaviour that enable
peaceful, stable and prosperous social and economic development demands a wide range of
policy instruments and practical interventions. To understand this, it is useful to break peace-



building down into its component parts. One way of doing so is by presenting peace-building as a
palette.’

The Peacebuilding Palette

Security

v and reintegration of combatants

v and reintegration of child combatants

= small arms and light weapons

Socio-econormic

Political Framework
Foundations

Reconciliation and Justice

- dinlogue between leaders of anlagonisiic groups
- prass roots dialopguoe

& ather bridge-building activities

= Truth and Rec wiliation Commissions

e prauma therapy and healing

This framework not only provides a basis for highlighting the more specific components of
peace-building but also for illustrating the linkages between them. Unless the constituent parts are
connected conceptually in analysis, planning and implementation, the overall impact will be
limited. For example, DDR processes can only be successful if stockpiles of arms can be properly
policed; if there are alternative employment options for ex-combatants than the gun; if
communities can reintegrate ex-combatants and reconcile their grievances; if the political elite
can and will release control over its security forces and ensure an end to impunity.

Few issues are as crosscutting and complex in their nature and impact as SALW. They are a
key tool and driver of conflict, terrorism and organized criminality on the one hand but also
critical to a state’s capacity to provide for the security of its people. Therefore while they are
important as early warning indicators as well as key ingredients in most conflicts, and as such
should be controlled, they are also legitimate products which sovereign governments need access
to and so can not be banned in a similar way to land mines. The dilemma this poses is how to
prevent or avoid the illegal and destructive uses of SALW whilst not infringing state sovereignty
through undermining its ability to provide security. The first step in this is to understand the
relationship between SALW and broader socio-cultural, economic and political issues.

SALW AND TRAFFICKING
The relationship between SALW and trafficking is a complex one. SALW play a key role in

all aspects of trafficking, not just as a trafficked commodity but as a means of facilitating trafficking
of other commodities. Therefore, the issue is not just about the trafficking of SALW per se but is



also about how the availability of SALW facilitate other forms of trafficking, be it drugs, diamonds
or humans. Increasingly it is being recognized that there are major linkages between various forms
of trafficking—qguns, drugs and humans, along with other commodities.

The issue of SALW in relation to trafficking is therefore explicitly about the trafficking of
weapons and the impact this has on the communities and areas where the weapons end up but is
also implicitly about the role SALW play in facilitating other forms of trafficking. In addition to the
evidence showing close linkages between SALW, drug and precious mineral trafficking specifically
and more tentatively to transnational organized crime and terrorism, there is increasing anecdotal
evidence that the same criminal networks are also used for trafficking in women and girls.? In
Bangladesh it was also reported that trafficking of women has increased with the increase in arms
smuggling.

The OSCE has taken the lead in looking in more depth at the linkages between the different
recognized forms of trafficking including drugs, humans and SALW. They organized a conference
in 2003, which brought together those involved in tracking and controlling these different forms of
trafficking.® The conference recognized the rise of trans-national organized crime, the trafficking of
illicit goods, the provision of illegal services and the expansion of illegal markets as the shadow
side of globalization and inter-dependence. Different scenarios were identified, which showed
that while some trafficking organizations engage in multiple commodity trafficking, others will
specialize in particular activities, such as developing skills, mechanisms, routes and corrupt
linkages peculiar to one focus product. It was also evident that some groups will move from one
form of trafficking to another, often in response to changing market opportunities. For example, in
the Balkans, with the cessation of the conflict, some groups, which had been involved in arms
trafficking, began to focus on trafficking in women. Women freed from trafficking rackets in
Liberia were able to verify that those involved in the human trafficking were also dealing in
SALW.*°

There are lessons that can be shared across the various approaches to different forms of
trafficking, in order to develop a joined up strategy for improved control and monitoring.**
Building on the PoA’s emphasis on the importance of international efforts and co-operation aimed
at combating illicit trade from both a supply and demand perspective,* there is a need for co-
operation discussions to also focus on addressing the gender-based human security needs of those
drawn into these networks through economic or survival necessity. This requires broader
collaboration and engagement of the social and economic development sector.*®

The various forms of trafficking can have significant and widespread impacts on the
economics, social cohesion and security of a country as well as its development potential. The
trafficking of SALW specifically has the potential to fuel conflict, violence and human rights abuses
amongst other things.

This is the reform of the security sector (police, military, intelligence services etc) and their
oversight actors (parliamentarians, judiciary, civil society groups etc). SSR is intended to build the
Security Sectors adherence to openness, human rights and civilian control and as such is a vital
part of good governance. This is an important development issue that is strongly interlinked with
that of SALW it is also essential in promoting good governance and transparency.



Several Member States, especially Germany, the Netherlands and the UK, along with the
OECD-DAC see SSR as a key element in development strategy especially in countries transiting
from authoritarian governments and following a conflict. This is because, if you take a human
centred approach to security, the security sector is essential in ensuring public safety and therefore
investor confidence and also due to the important negative impact a corrupt or inefficient security
sector has on good governance. Essentially without a functional security sector any investment is
endangered and there will need to be an increased spending on private security companies to fill
the gap.

The most important way in which SSR impacts on SALW control is that of being a driver for
SALW demand. Namely, in a situation where state security forces are, at best incapable of
providing security to the civilian population and, at worst are a direct threat to the security of the
general population, civilians will seek to protect themselves and if possible will seek access to
SALW. More generally if the security forces are incompetent or corrupt there will be much greater
leakage from government SALW stockpiles as well as more porous borders because of inadequate
customs checks. Therefore, in many situations the security sector can also be a key source of
SALW to the general population. This most famously occurred in the 1990s in Albania when the
general population emptied the state SALW stockpiles. National Commissions as promoted by the
PoA, are an excellent example of the joined up approach to security, which SSR advocates given
that they are inter-governmental and also often have a civil society input.

However Gramsh, Albania also provides one of the better documented pilot projects
of weapons for development. Approximately 6,000 weapons and 137 tons of ammunition were
collected and in exchange roads, street lighting and a radio- telephone system were installed.
Women were particularly active in public information and awareness-raising about the initiative.™

Small arms and light weapons play an important role in exacerbating the impact of social
and community violence. The presence of SALW in a community can result in an increase in the
use of SALW in domestic and other forms of violence. While violence comes in all forms, SALW
can greatly ease the method of killing an individual as well as making it possible to kill large
numbers of people in a rapid period.

Domestic violence entails any violence targeted at family members or friends within a
household. The correlation between the incidence of domestic violence and levels of SALW
possession is strong; a particularly worrying trend is that the possession of firearms in the
household means that an occurrence of domestic violence is more likely to end in fatality.
Domestic violence is a significant issue in states with high levels of civilian possession of firearms,
such as Sweden. A recent Canadian study found that 40% of women killed by their husbands are
shot to death; most (80%) are killed with legally owned guns. Indeed, a legally held gun in the
home is more likely to be used to intimidate or physically injure family members than to be used
against an outside intruder.

The issue of domestic violence is a core area where the blurring between use of licit small
arms and illicit small arms is clearly illustrated. Despite the emphasis among law enforcement on
illegal handguns and crime, legal firearms are the primary weapons used in domestic homicides.
The likelihood that domestic violence will result in homicide dramatically increases when there is
a firearm in the house. For example, security forces and private security guards are usually issued
a licit firearm, which they may hold in their possession when off-duty. Research has shown that
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these firearms are often used in domestic violence incidents against the wife or partner of the
security guard.™

While gun related domestic violence also occurs in peaceful settings, it increases during and
after conflict. After a conflict officially ends, guns circulate in the community. Post-conflict stress,
combined with economic prospects and a reduction in basic services, contribute to the dynamics
of domestic violence after war. In Cambodia in the mid 1990s, as many as 75 per cent of women
in one study experienced domestic violence, often at the hands of men who had kept the small
arms they used during the war.™®

Whilst an important starting point, attempting to regulate the supply and flow of small arms
through international agreements is not enough. Until and unless this crosscutting issue has been
mainstreamed into wider EU external relations (aid, trade, security, diplomacy) and regional
policy, then the demand—and hence the supply—for small arms will never be addressed in a
sustainable manner.

In EU conflict prevention policy, there are frequent references to SALW, SSR and DDR.
However, the EU has a mixed record of mainstreaming small arms issues. Below is outlined some
of the key crosscutting policy commitments made and where some of the key gaps lie.

EU Programme for the Prevention of Violent Conflicts, 2001: The Programme makes both
explicit commitment to “support the ratification and implementation of agreements to tackle the
problem posed by unregulated spread of small arms and light weapons”, as well as commitment
to addressing the broader structural issues in a longer term, holistic and preventive approach.
“The Council will examine how instruments for disarmament, arms control and non-proliferation,
including confidence- and security- building measures, can be used more systematically for
preventive purposes, including as means for early warning and post-conflict stabilization and as an

element in the political dialogue™.*’

Communication from the Commission on Conflict Prevention, 2001: SALW are recognized
as a crosscutting issue and argued to be “the weapons of mass destruction of the poor”*® Within
its competences, the Commission commits to playing an increasingly active role in the control of
the spread of SALW, in SSR and DDR processes.

Council Common Position concerning conflict prevention, management and resolution in
Africa: Common Guidelines, 2004: The Common Position recognizes SALW as a contributing
factor to instability and commits the EU to cooperate and support the implementation of arms
embargoes and other relevant decisions by the UNSC; to support and actively respect regional
initiatives, and to encourage associate countries to align themselves with principles adopted and
measures taken by the EU.™

EU-ACP Cotonou Agreement, 2000: The Cotonou Agreement is an aid, trade and
diplomatic agreement between the EU and 77 African Caribbean and Pacific countries. Within
broader principles on peace-building, conflict prevention and resolution, Article 11 commits to
providing “support for the promotion and application of agreed standards and codes of conduct”
on the arms trade, as well as to “addressing an excessive and uncontrolled spread, illegal

trafficking and accumulation of small arms and light weapons”.?



11

Action Plan for Civilian Aspects of ESDP, 2004: The Action Plan aims at strengthening EU
capacity to bring all necessary civilian resources to bear in crisis and post-crisis situations. It
recommends increased expertise in SSR and DDR in EU missions, as well as the exploration of
concept development for DDR and SSR to strengthen EU coordination in this area.

The EU has strong policy regulations in place on SALW specifically and although EU conflict
prevention policy also makes consistent reference to the role of SALW in exacerbating violent
conflict, important gaps remain:

. European Security Strategy (ESS): The ESS is the EU’s common vision for its role in global
security. It outlines a new security environment in which the EU is a global actor seeking to
build a ‘fairer, safer and more united world’, at which conflict prevention is at its heart. The
Strategy outlines five key threats: terrorism, WMD proliferation, organized crime, regional
conflicts and state failure. SALW are, however totally absent from the strategy. This is
despite the fact that SALW are the main weapons of choice used by non-state actors and
that the ESS states that the ‘privatization of force’ is a key element in the ‘radical threat’
confronting the EU.?*

. EU Development Policy Statement (DPS), 2000: Although the DPS does make a link
between poverty and conflict, security issues (including SALW) are absent from the 2000
Statement. Since 2000, EU conflict prevention and development programming has
progressed through, for example the inclusion of conflict indicators in the development of
Country Strategy Papers. The current review of the DPS provides an opportunity to
meaningfully integrate conflict-sensitive and peace-building perspectives into wider EU
Development Policy—without undermining its longer-term poverty reduction focus.

. Common Positions on SSR and DDR policy: Currently no common EU position or strategy
exists for SSR and DDR. An inter-institutional strategy that maps out available instruments
and processes and how they should be used in a coherent approach would be a valuable
contribution to EU policy.

In addition to a lack of horizontal coherence between different EU external relations
policies, there is also the shared challenge of a lack of vertical coherence between EU and
Member States’ national policy. In relation to armament issues, for example the Council of
Ministers is the only EU body to make decisions, therefore the EU as such does not play any
independent role in managing arms transfers into or out of Member States.?” In relation to
development, despite a common EU Development policy and statement, bilateral development
agencies are under no obligation to share analyses, undertake joint planning etc. As a result, a
recipient country may have to deal with 15 Member States, in addition to EC donor reporting
mechanisms, making it an inefficient and unproductive process.

Not all EU policies are legally binding (e.g. the Council Common Position on Arms
Brokering). For those that are, this provides opportunity for a more coherent, transparent and
accountable system. However, the lack of consistency in the interpretation of, for example the
Code of Conduct (a legally binding document) at a national level has left it open to abuse. Two
pertinent examples would be the sale of two military helicopters and other “non-lethal military”
equipment by the UK and the sale of 1500 rifles by the Belgium Government to the Government
of Nepal last year—a country suffering from violent conflict. The EU must monitor and be
prepared to act vocally against a Member State whose national policy contravenes the principles
of those signed up to at an EU level.
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The EU should:

. Publish an independent monitoring report on Member State arms transfers;

. Explicitly define the criteria for “non-lethal” in the Code of Conduct;

. Ensure small arms and conflict prevention perspectives are mainstreamed into the review of
the Development Policy Statement;

. Develop a Common Position on Fragile States / Action Plan—that includes addressing
SALW where appropriate;

. Agree Council Common Positions on SSR, including DDR. These should cover the range of
activities involved, when they may be used and how they should be used in a coherent
framework across the institutions.

Given that SALW impact on women, men, boys and girls in different ways,?* understanding
the gender dimensions of SALW is also critical to developing appropriate responses; responses
which reflect the different attitudes to, usages of and impacts from SALW and related issues.

As with SALW generally, the EU has developed a clear policy framework to guide its
approach to the issue of gender mainstreaming. However, the same problems of genuine
commitment, implementation and coordination persist. A number of resolutions and guidelines
exist which explicitly call on the EU and Member States to integrate gender issues into conflict
prevention policy and practice. Although they vary in their comprehensiveness and in the extent
to which they place real obligations on Member States, they do provide a basis for promoting
gender-sensitive approaches to SALW issues within the EU. Of these, perhaps the two most
important are:

. The European Parliament resolution on the participation of women in peaceful conflict
resolution, (2000/2025(INI)). Besides more generally calling on the Commission, the
Council and Member States to gender sensitize peace, security and reconstruction initiatives
and operations from planning to implementation, it specifically refers to gender and DDR
and in section Ill, 20 and specifically calls on the Commission and the Member States to:

(@ ensure that both women and men benefit from reconstruction initiatives, specifically
that female ex-combatants are not excluded or made worse off from demobilization
programmes,

(b) set aside a specific percentage of demobilization and reconstruction funds for
women’s political and economic empowerment,

() pay particular attention to the specific rehabilitation needs of girl soldiers within
demobilization initiatives;

. The Council Common Position concerning conflict prevention, management and
resolution in Africa and repealing Common Position 2001/374/CFSP (Jan.2004,
5628/04) has references to gender, SALW proliferation and DDR. Article 9 affirms the EU’s
commitment to implement United Nations Security Council Resolution 1325 on women,
peace and security, through ensuring that a gender perspective informs planning,
implementing and evaluating the impact of conflict, the needs of the different actors in
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conflict and the level and nature of participation in decision-making throughout the
different phases of the conflict. Meanwhile, Article 10 specifically refers to SALW, DDR and
gender, stating that ‘the EU shall... continue and consolidate its support for tackling the
problems of the destabilising accumulation and uncontrolled spread of small arms ... [as well
as] enhance its support for the disarmament and sustainable reintegration of demobilized ex-
combatants with particular attention to gender-based needs and the needs of children
recruited to take part in military activities.’

RECOMMENDATIONS

Although women are often portrayed as the primary victims, in fact men are both the main
perpetrators of SALW misuse and the main victims (according to the World Health Organization
(WHO) 90% of SALW homicide victims are men). Civilian young men are dying in
disproportionate numbers to any other group in the world, usually at the hands of other young
men.?** Women and girls meanwhile are generally both survivors and carers but also targets of
violence, especially sexual violence, perpetrated at the point of a gun. In turn this creates a knock-
on dynamic in which women seek access to guns as a means of protecting themselves.

However, these gender distinctions are further blurred in times of conflict with women and
girls taking up arms, both voluntarily and forcibly. In Nepal it is estimated that one third of the
Mauoist fighters are women; equally women combatants formed a significant percentage of combat
forces in Sri Lanka, El Salvador, Namibia and Eritrea. In addition, women and girls are often
‘combatant associates’, used as informers, weapons smugglers, cooks and sex slaves while boys
often are used as porters. In neither case, however, have the specific and different needs of
women, girls and boys been included in most recent DDR processes (see Box 2). The
consequences of this are most apparent in post-conflict environments where support for male ex-
combatants is prioritized despite the greater economic burden placed on women and girls as a
result of demographic and social changes.
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Thus, both the supply and demand dynamics of SALW are highly gendered. Gender allows
us to understand and tackle the root causes of SALW proliferation more effectively by addressing
the social, cultural and political dynamics that fuel the SALW trade. In order to develop
appropriate and targeted methods of control and prevention, it is necessary to look at different
roles men, women, boys and girls play in SALW proliferation and to generate gender-
disaggregated data collection to this end. In addition, women and other marginalized groups need
to be represented in decision-making related to SALW and DDR at all levels, in order to ensure
gender inclusiveness in these processes.

The EU should:

. Commit to full implementation of the European Parliament resolution on the participation
of women in peaceful conflict resolution;

. Promote gender training for those implementing SALW or DDR activities to ensure inclusive
disarmament;

. Include ‘combatant associates’ in definitions for combatants in DDR programmes;

. Ensure gender is included explicitly in EU conflict assessment methodologies and
frameworks, and gender specialists are included in fact-finding missions and pilot preventive
strategies;

Even with the restructuring of the EU’s budgeting process under the Financial Perspectives
and the potential structuring of EU external actions under a joint External Actions Service,? this
alone will not overcome the challenge of coherence in the EU. A strategic peace-building
approach that mainstreams small arms issues will only be possible if EU conflict assessment
methodologies and planning processes are also properly developed. This requires the
development of joint analysis, planning and implementation processes that cut across structural
divides.

No EU analytical or strategic framework exists for small arms specifically. Nevertheless, the
EU has made great strides over the past few years in developing a wide range of processes and
tools for conflict analysis and strategic planning into which small arms issues have, to a large extent
been mainstreamed. However, it is how these tools are used and by whom that really dictates the
quality of analysis and programming. This section will outline the key EU analytical tools and
processes available and provide some analysis of their value in developing context-specific,
holistic approaches to small arms.

Fact-finding missions are deployed by the Rapid Reaction Mechanism (RRM) and the EU
Military Staff (EUMS). In 2004, for example EUMS fact-finding missions were deployed to
Baghdad, Basra and Darfur with the aim to undertake joint civil-military analyses and to reach
joint decisions on funding and delegation of tasks.

Conflict prevention teams are Commission-led, multi-disciplinary teams deployed with the
aim to assess potential conflict issues and propose medium-term conflict prevention strategies to
be integrated into planned co-operation activities (in the framework of country/regional strategy

papers).
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The Check-list for Root Causes of Conflict provides a range of indicators against which Desk
Officers and Delegation staff can undertake contextual analysis of the potential/actual conflict
dynamics of a third country. These address questions related to: legitimacy of the state, rule of law,
respect for fundamental rights, civil society and media, relations between communities and
dispute-solving mechanisms, sound economic management, social and regional inequalities and
geopolitical situation (including the ability of the state to control arms trafficking).

Country Conflict Assessments (CCA) are detailed, analytical documents updated annually by
Desk Officers and Delegations for the majority of EU partner countries. They are designed to
encourage a culture of prevention and to inform the country strategy papers, reviewed every five
years. One indicator is dedicated specifically to the uncontrolled flow of SALW; other indicators
address broader but related socio-economic, security and governance issues (e.g. non-civilian
control of security forces, presence of criminal gangs set up by former combatants, visibility of
poverty and marginalization in absolute terms).

Watchlists are the primary early warning tool within the Council. These are Council-owned,
confidential documents, reviewed every six months and only seen by Heads of State and Foreign
Ministries. Their objective is to provide short, succinct information on countries, either in or with
the potential to fall into crisis, in order to encourage joined-up actions within the European
Council of Ministers, and across Member State foreign policies.?’

Preventive strategies are designed by the Council Regional Working Groups with input from
the Commission to assess how best to use the EU’s full range of policy instruments (diplomatic,
development, trade) to prevent instability at a country level. In line with the Gotenburg
commitment,® this initiative was designed to “give a more operational spin to the watchlist
exercise by working on pilot preventive strategies that would look primarily into how to turn early
warning into early action”.® The strategies include three levels of analysis: a holistic assessment of
root causes of conflicts; a comprehensive evaluation of possible EU leverage to address those root
causes; and a prioritization of policy options.

Country and Regional Strategy papers (CSP/RSP) are the EU’s primary programming
documents for allocation and implementation of external aid at the country and regional level.
Developed in collaboration with Delegations, the partner state and civil society, they have made
major steps in developing a strategic, joined up approach that is built on joint ownership with the
recipient country. Conflict prevention—including SALW issues where appropriate—are
systematically integrated as a ‘non-focal’ co-operation area (see Table 1).

The EU has an impressive range of analytical tools and processes to hand. The inclusion of
small arms as an indicator for potential or actual violence in those analyses is promising. The
broader indicators are also vital for the EU’s better understanding of the structural and proximate
causes for SALW misuse. However, in planning any small arms related initiative specially, more
detailed indicators are essential.

For the purposes of SALW planning, for example the inclusion of gender-specific indicators
related to the treatment of women alone in the CCAs is not enough. More specific indicators that
relate to the behaviour and motivations for both men and women for carrying guns, or in
supporting a gun culture, and how this effects society at a household and community level is
essential.
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The process for undertaking such an analysis is also crucial for a meaningful outcome. It is
important for all EU analysis and programming documents to be informed by those affected
conflict, and indeed by small arms. This includes consultation in a conflict-sensitive manner with a
range of civil society and business representatives, including men and women—as perpetrators,
supporters and victims of violence.

Under the Cotonou Agreement, the EU is obliged to consult with local civil society in
prioritising needs and negotiating the programming documents.® This is a progressive addition to
EU external relations policy. However, in practice this does not take place on a systematic basis
due to a lack of understanding and capacity in both delegation staff and civil society.

Civil society liaison points should be systematically identified in every delegation.
Guidelines and training tools for analysis and planning of small arms initiatives for desk officers
and delegations staff should also be developed as part of a broader EU strategic peace-building
training package.

Aside from strengthening the capacities of EU staff for understanding and undertaking
conflict analyses, the greatest challenge lies in the application of those analyses. This requires
systematic consultation and sharing of analyses to inform joined up planning across EU institutions.

Even where analytical processes are more systematized (e.g. CCA), their efficacy varies. It is
not uncommon, for example for country/ regional desk officers to tick the boxes without relating
to it their own analysis, planning or operational work in-field.** Nevertheless, a “conflict
prevention perspective” is said to have been mainstreamed across 70 per cent of country strategy
papers™**—however it is not clear what this statement actually means nor to what extent CCA
have contributed. A systematic review of the impact of CCA on CSP and on mainstreaming
conflict prevention across the Commission’s institutional culture is therefore needed.

Similarly, country conflict assessments appear to have little impact of the outcome of the
watchlist. This is, in part due to the fact the watchlists are fairly short term in their outlook—being
produced every six months and designed to trigger Member States to act. It also reflects the EU’s
institutional and cultural divides that inhibit linking short-term crisis management with longer-term
conflict prevention.

The piloting of preventive strategies was an attempt at overcoming this challenge. However,
this potentially very progressive approach to strategic analysis and programming has failed to meet
expectations. Of the eight pilot countries nominated, all but two have been put on hold.* Their
implementation has been hampered by a lack of commitment from the Delegations (who were
not involved in the planning stages) and a lack of Council and Member State buy-in to the process.
There is an urgent need to resuscitate the process and learn lessons from the failure of the
previous pilot studies.

Alternative processes should also be investigated. For example, strategies could be designed
through joint assessment and planning missions to a country or region. One model to draw lessons
from could be the EC-UNDP joint mission to West Africa in 2004. In preparation for developing
regional strategies and peace and security support programmes for ECOWAS, the mission aimed
to assess “ECOWAS’ capacity and needs in the area of peace-building and conflict prevention so
as to develop possible synergies between the two organizations”.** The mission included
representatives from UNDP, the EC (from the Conflict Prevention Unit and the Delegation) and
four member states, including the Presidency. Some civil society representatives were also
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consulted. This model could provide a more operational alternative that engages all institutions,
and engaged Member States.

The EU should:

. Establish Civil Society Co-ordinators in delegations to strengthen information sharing and to
inform country conflict assessments, country strategy papers and the ‘watchlist’;

. Develop guidelines and training tools for analysis and planning of small arms initiatives for
desk officers and delegations staff as part of a broader EU strategic peace-building training
package—ensuring gender-sensitivity is made explicit;

. Encourage working groups, with support from desk officers, to undertake impact
assessments of the CCA on CSP to promote the systematic mainstreaming of conflict
prevention through the strategies;

. Ensure the CCA better inform watchlists through regular reporting by desk officers to the
PSC;

. Resuscitate the pilot preventive strategy process by setting up a taskforce lead initially by
the Presidency, the Council’s Africa Working Group and representatives from the
Directorate General for external relations (DG Relex) and the Directorate General for
Development (GD Dev), drawing lessons learned from this and other models.

As this paper demonstrates, the crosscutting nature of SALW demands a comprehensive and
holistic approach by the EU and the wider international community: an approach rooted in
conflict analysis, informed by gender dynamics and reflected in specific EU policies and
instruments which recognize the imperative of coherence and coordination.

Although important, the current focus on control and regulation has never (and most
probably never will) proved adequate for curbing the multiple destructive and conflict-generating
impacts of SALW. The complexity of the issues demands a strategic response, which explicitly
links security, development and governance. The peace-building framework outlined in this paper
emphasizes the need to develop connecting mechanisms and approaches, which address the
wider social, economic and political dimensions of SALW. Until and unless this happens, SALW
will continue to plague those countries and societies struggling to move themselves out of the
vicious cycles of violence and conflict in which they find themselves.

Implementing the Programme of Action 2003: Action by States and Civil Society. UK: IANSA, 2001,
p. 18.

Final analysis: EU Code of Conduct on the Arms Trade. Downloaded from http://www.basicint.org/
WT/armsexp/EUcode-final.htm.

Comprehensive information on the Wassenaar Arrangement can be found on its website
WWW.wassenaar.org.

Council Joint Action on the European Union’s contribution to combating the destabilising
accumulation and spread of small arms and light weapons. Downloaded from
http://europa.eu.int/eur-lex/pri/en/oj/dat/2002/1_191/I 19120020719en00010004.pdf.
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Should the External Action Service be implemented (depending on ratification of the Constitution),
this would support greater coherence in-field as Delegations would be EU rather than EC embassies
alone.

Country and regional strategy papers are designed for a five-year period in collaboration with the
partner country.

Smith, Dan. Towards a Strategic Framework for Peacebuilding: Getting Their Act Together, Oslo,
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Liberia: UNMIL’s Crackdown on Trafficking Puts Women at Risk, Refugees International Bulletin,
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Security Toolkit, September 2004.
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Economic Forum—Discussion Paper for Working Group B, 14 May 2003.

Refugees International Bulletin. “Liberia: UNMIL’s Crackdown on Trafficking Puts Women at Risk”,
May 10, 2004

This is another area, which requires further research, recognising that information is limited, due to
the clandestine nature of trafficking networks.

See PoA Preamble paragraph 7; and under Il Preventing, combating and eradicating the illicit trade in
Small Arms and Light Weapons and All Its Aspects, paragraph 27

This would further support the implementation of the General Assembly Resolution 55/25 of 15
November 2000, where the United Nations Convention against Transnational Organized Crime, the
Protocol to Prevent, Suppress and Punish Trafficking in Persons, Especially Women and Children,
referred to in Annex 2 of the PoA, 2001.

Kushti Nora  Weapons in Exchange  for Development  Albania, 2000 at
http://www.iansa.org/documetns/un/gramsh/update_undp.htm

The gun on the kitchen table’, South Africa 2004.

Putting Gender on the Small Arms and Light Weapons Agenda, UK: International Alert, 2005.

EU Programme for the Prevention of Violent Conflicts, 2001:

- “the capacities of the Union will, as needs are identified, be strengthened by developing
instruments in areas such as expertise on human rights and democracy, fact-finding missions,
disarmament, demobilization and reintegration (DDR), and demining;

- the Council will examine how instruments for disarmament, arms control and non-proliferation,
including confidence- and security building measures, can be used more systematically for preventive
purposes, including as means for early warning and post-conflict stabilization and as element in the
political dialogue, whilst avoiding duplication of the activities of regional and international
organization;

- The EU will support the ratification and implementation of agreements to tackle the problem posed
by unregulated spread of small arms and light weapons in all its aspects, including the proposed UN
Programme of Action”.

See Communication from the Commission on Conflict Prevention Brussels, 11.04.2001 COM(2001)
211 final, p.17. http://europa.eu.int/comm/external_relations/cfsp/news/com2001 211 en.pdf

The Common Paosition on ‘Conflict Prevention and Resolution in Africa’ June 1997, Article 7

EU-ACP Cotonou Agreement, 2000, Article 11

European Union Institute for Strategic Studies, ‘A Secure Europe in a better World: European
Security Strategy’, Paris: EU-ISS, 2003 p.13. Available at: http://www.iss-eu.org/solana/solanae.pdf
The two major working groups under the Council of Ministers in which Member States discuss these
matters, are the Working Groups on Small Arms (CODUN), on conventional arms (COARM) and on
armaments policy (POLARM).

Gender roles and relations are also specific to a given culture and affected by other forms of
differentiation such as age, ethnicity, class, caste, religion and socio-economic status.

Johnston, N. (et al), Putting a Human Face on the Problem of Small Arms Proliferation: Gender
Implications for the Effective Implementation of the UN Programme of Action to Prevent, Combat and
Eradicate the lllicit Trade in Small Arms and Light Weapons in All its Aspects, UK: International Alert,
February 2005,
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See Anderlini, Sanam and Mazurana, Dyan “Boys and girls who also carried guns”, op-ed for the
International Herald Tribune March 12, 2004 http://www.peacewomen.org/news/International/
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The EAS is a proposal in the yet to be ratified Constitution for a joint secretariat that could include
external relations units from the Council Secretariat, the Commission and Member States under a
“double-hatted” EU Foreign Minister.

Sources for the watchlists include Member State intelligence, the Policy Unit (for political
intelligence), the EU Military Staff (military intelligence), the Civilian Committee on Crisis
Management (civilian intelligence) and the Commission’s Conflict Prevention Unit (economic and
humanitarian intelligence from DG Dev, ECHO and Relex Desk Officers).

“The Council will pursue coherent and comprehensive preventive strategies, using appropriate
existing instruments and taking into account ongoing actions, in order to identify challenges, set clear
objectives, allocate adequate resources and ensure co-operation with external partners. The
implementation of the preventive strategies will be monitored by the Council, drawing on
contributions from the Secretary General/High Representative and the Commission”, EU Programme
for the Prevention of Violent Conflicts, endorsed by the Gotenburg European Council, June 2001.
Internal EU document.

Cotonou ACP-EU Aid and Trade Partnership Agreement, June 2000Cotonou is an aid and trade
agreement between the EU and 77 African, Caribbean and Pacific countries.

The desk officer will, instead send the document to the Conflict Prevention Unit, who upload the
information to a database and do their own separate analysis.

This is according to the Inter-Quality Service Group (IQSG), a unit in DG Dev that monitors,
coordinates and facilitates policy coherence from a development perspective across the Commission.
Guinea-Bissau and Guinea Conakry remain as on-going pilot strategies. The pilot strategies in Nigeria,
Sri Lanka, Indonesia, Bolivia, Haiti and Turkmenistan have been halted.

Draft Mission report, May 2004.
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All modern armed conflicts generate residual hazardous items, in the form of mines and
other explosive remnants of war (ERW), and through unchecked distribution of small arms and
light weapons (SALW). These constitute a real and tangible threat to the lives and livelihoods of
individuals and communities, and create serious obstacles to attempts to rebuild war-torn
communities. Controlling and removing them is therefore a key element in establishing and
sustaining peace, which in turn is a precondition for sustainable social and economic
development. Actions to control and remove mines, ERW and SALW have a concrete and
beneficial effects on people’s daily lives: they also have a deeper significance, by dismantling and
demobilizing instruments of war that belligerent parties are hesitant to give up unless an enduring
peace is planned or foreseen.

It is generally assumed that the peace-building efforts that start once conflict ends naturally
and automatically benefit from mine and ERW action? and SALW programmes. This paper briefly
examines the relationship between the peace-building and mine/ERW and disarmament sectors,
and identifies the concrete analytical and field-based linkages, synergies, potential complicating
factors, and means of complementarity and integration between the two sectors. The paper
argues that the efficacy and impact of mine/ERW action, SALW programmes, and peace-building
are strengthened, not diluted, through greater mutual recognition of roles and responsibilities,
cooperation, and integration.® However, we also contend that the current ad hoc and
instrumentalist approach of mine/ERW action, and to a lesser degree of SALW action, toward
peace-building (and vice versa) can only be counteracted if policymakers and practitioners from
all sectors actively plan for the functional integration in the implementation of the activities. This
may be achieved through awareness of how the sectors can concretely and constructively interact;
knowledge of what the other actors in the field are doing; an understanding of their own role and
its broader impact—including potential unintended consequences; and openness to different
methods, means of coordination, and participatory approaches.

There is no single way to deal with the complex problem arising from mines/ERW and the
unchecked distribution of SALW. Small arms, mines, unexploded ordnance (UXOs), ammunition,
and other explosive remnants of war share similar features, such as the technical capacity to
maim, Kill and coerce people, but are also distinguished by specific characteristics that determine
the parameters for the actions needed to address the problems. Nevertheless, we argue that the
common features justify an attempt to see actions to reduce the humanitarian impact from mines,
ERW, and SALW as a functionally integrated field, and not as isolated fields of knowledge and
actions. This view partly reflects the fact that Fafo’s main and most recent experience is from the
mine action field, as opposed to SALW. We contend, however, that our findings from research
into how mine action relates to peace-building are, to a large degree, also relevant to SALW
actions. We also urge actors from the peace-building, mine/ERW, and SALW communities to
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themselves look beyond organizational or sectoral borders and increase their strategic and
programmatic cooperation and coordination.

The relationship between peace-building and broader development efforts is not addressed
extensively in this paper. It is difficult to draw clear boundaries between peace-building and
development programmes, as they tend to overlap; but as a rule of thumb, they can be
differentiated by the time horizons of the activities and by specific policies and practices involved.
Peace-building tends to be viewed, rather unhelpfully, as a shorter-term project undertaken in
immediate proximity to a period of conflict. In addition, peace-building encompasses governance,
security, and justice/rule of law projects, in addition to poverty alleviation and other economic
issues typical to development activities. Our work here is predicated on the assumption that,
because successful peace-building is a component (if not pre-requisite) of long term development,
any improvement to peace-building planning and implementation implies a strengthening of
development efforts; however, as noted above, we do not focus specifically on development in
this paper.

It is important to emphasize that establishing connections between, and arguing for greater
cooperation and integration of, mine/ERW action, SALW action, and peace-building is not
intended to subordinate one objective to the other. Our purpose is simply to show how the
sectors already interact, and how these linkages could be practically strengthened and improved
to mutual benefit and in pursuit of a common goal: sustained peace and security in areas
emerging from conflict.

In the following sections, we will briefly examine the challenges and activities involved in
reducing the impact from mines, ERW, and SALW, and in peace-building, followed by a short
discussion and critique of the growing literature focusing on those sectors.

Actions to reduce the impact from mines and ERW are commonly referred to as
humanitarian mine action (HMA). HMA is a relatively new endeavour, beginning in the late 1980s
in Afghanistan, and has since become a key activity in many countries undergoing or emerging
from conflict. Previously, mine clearance was conducted entirely by militaries; humanitarian mine
action, in contrast, is performed largely by civilian organizations—chiefly nongovernmental
organizations (NGOs)—where the prefix “humanitarian” refers to the clearing of mines for
humanitarian (rather than strategic or military) reasons, as well as the standards and practices used
by these organizations. In this context, the term “humanitarian” does not primarily make claims
about the impartiality, neutrality, or independence of the actors involved. Thus, national militaries
can conduct humanitarian mine action so long as they follow the prescribed standards and
procedures, even though militaries are clearly not impartial, neutral, independent, or
humanitarian organizations.

According to the International Mine Action Standards (IMAS), promulgated by the United
Nations, mine action refers to “activities which aim to reduce the social, economic and
environmental impact of mines and UXO... The objective of mine action is to reduce the risk
from landmines to a level where people can live safely; in which economic, social, and health
development can occur free from the constraints imposed by landmine contamination, and in
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which victims’ needs can be addressed”.* This definition is useful because it emphasises that

landmines and UXO are not just physical threats, but also impediments to development and post-
conflict reconstruction—for example, by preventing the productive use of land and infrastructure
rehabilitation. The presence of mines also has negative impacts on social and crosslines
rehabilitation and recovery, by keeping citizens in a state of fear and distrust.

Explosive remnants of war are defined by Article 2 of Protocol V to the Convention on
Certain Conventional Weapons as “unexploded ordnance and abandoned explosive ordnance,”
where “unexploded ordnance” is understood as munitions (e.g. bombs, shells, mortars, grenades,
etc.) that were used but did not detonate as intended.®

In practice, mine action agencies will strive to safely remove and destroy all kinds of mines
and ERW that surface within their areas of operation, regardless of where the specific weapon or
explosive belongs institutionally in a regulatory context. Many mine action operations are rooted
in the political efforts to ban landmines, partly codified in the 1997 Anti-Personnel Mine (APM)
Ban Convention, but that background does not limit their operations to mines only: most mine
action agencies will also attempt to collect and receive, store, or destroy SALW that surface within
their operational areas. That said, such operations would, in most instances, be undertaken as
additional tasks to their main responsibilities. Because these organizations are funded mainly from
designated mine action budgets, extensive SALW management—however relevant to the security
environment—may create certain administrative problems. Accordingly, some mine action
agencies have recently started using separate SALW management responses.®

The category of small arms and light weapons is incredibly broad, potentially including all
“weapons that can be carried by an individual”’ ranging from pistols, revolvers, and rifles to more
military-style weapons like machine guns, light mortars, handheld rocket-propelled grenade (RPG)
launchers, and shoulder-fired surface-to-air missiles. SALW could also encompass anti-personnel
mines, but in this paper we are distinguishing between APM and SALW, for the reason that APM
clearly fall into the domain of mine action while other small arms and light weapons traditionally
have not—instead being the focus of disarmament and buy-back programmes. We use SALW to
refer to civilian and military-style weapons in circulation outside of official (law enforcement and
military/peacekeeping or security services) control.

The proliferation of SALW in conflict and post-conflict societies is a serious security, social,
and political challenge on macro (national and regional) and micro (individual and community)
levels. It also foments criminality—including the consolidation and spread of transnational
organised crime networks—and easily enables vigilantism, thus undermining the rule of law. The
situation in Iraq following the 2003 invasion is one example of the destabilizing potential of large
numbers of SALW; the failed attempt to disarm militias in Liberia in late 2003, another.

Yet the small arms community has been mainly policy-oriented, with less technical field
experience than the mine/ERW sector in dealing with the hard end of the problem: the safe
removal and destruction of the arms themselves. In this respect, it is problematic that there is no
unifying comprehensive legal or political framework in which to deal with the problem of small
arms. The field lacks a mobilizing focus: unlike anti-personnel mines, there are no international
conventions banning the production, use, or proliferation of SALW.
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Operationally, furthermore, there are no commonly agreed standards, like IMAS, and few if
any international organizations undertaking coherent actions to collect and destroy SALW
comparable to what is seen in the mine action community. Instead, national and local
organizations and authorities, together with various United Nations programmes, play a larger
role, and activities are mainly conducted according to guidelines or best practices developed and
promoted by individual organizations.® While the Programme of Action to Prevent, Combat and
Eradicate the lllicit Trade in Small Arms and Light Weapons in All Its Aspects (agreed to at the July
2001 United Nations Conference on the lllicit Trade in Small Arms and Light Weapons in All Its
Aspects) laid out a wide-ranging set of commitments for national governments that would greatly
help prevent and reduce the negative impact of these weapons,® its success will hinge on broad
adoption and implementation.

What is being done about the collection and control of SALW in peace-building or post-
conflict environments often occurs under the auspices of designated UN-led programmes for
disarmament, demobilization, and reintegration (DDR), which are intended to facilitate the
transition of combatants from conflict activities to civilian life. The United Nations defines
disarmament as “the collection, control, and disposal of small arms, ammunition, explosives and
light and heavy weapons of combatants and often also of the civilian population”; demobilization
as “the process by which armed forces (government and/or opposition or factional forces) either
downsize or completely disband, as part of a broader transformation from war to peace ... [this
typically] involves the assembly, quartering, disarmament, administration and discharge of former
combatants, who may receive some form of compensation and other assistance to encourage
their transition to civilian lives”; and reintegration programmes as “assistance measures provided
to former combatants that would increase the potential for their and their families’, economic and
social reintegration into civil society”.'® Although originally conceived of as a continuum—uwith
disarmament first, demobilization beginning when disarmament is achieved, and reintegration
starting when demobilization finishes—this notion of strict chronological continuity is increasingly
questioned in principle, if still evident in practice.'* Disarmament and demobilization are
primarily understood and practiced as military processes and funded through assessed funds.*
Conversely, reintegration is a less technical, less studied, and less understood process that
depends on voluntary funding and, in fact, is usually funded by the affected countries themselves;
for these reasons, reintegration tends to fall by the wayside.

Despite the fact that disarmament and demobilization receive more consistent funding and
programmatic attention, the technical and procedural challenges of destroying or
decommissioning arms in a safe and transparent manner once collected are still not met. There is
a certain paradox at work: international and national military forces will probably have the
technical skills needed to destroy SALW, but their very presence may intimidate people or raise
fears of improper disposal, thus mitigating against the surrender of arms; whereas NGOs may have
the skills and networks needed to communicate with and convince groups and individuals that
possess SALW, but often not the technical skills or capacity to dispose of SALW themselves.
Interestingly, some ex-combatants have been excluded from DDR programmes—such as Sierra
Leone’s—that require ex-combatants to either hand in a weapon or demobilise with their unit (be
claimed by a commander); most of those excluded claim that they no longer had a weapon to
turn in, either because they had shared weapons throughout the conflict or had otherwise lost
access to their weapon after the conflict ended.*® This illustrates another paradox for post-conflict
disarmament: eligibility requirements for DDR programmes that are too stringent will
unintentionally disqualify ex-combatants; while eligibility requirements that are more relaxed will
undermine the effectiveness of the operation. Furthermore, although DDR programmes may be
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effective in inducing individual fighters to disarm, they are not in themselves typically equipped to
find and procure arms caches maintained by more organised (criminal or political) elements.

In contrast to mine/ERW action and disarmament, peace-building is a somewhat less precise
concept, often confused or conflated with peace implementation, nation-building, peacekeeping,
peace enforcement, democratization, or post-conflict reconstruction.** For the sake of clarity, this
report relies on the definition of peace-building contained in the Joint Utstein Study of Peace-
building as an attempt “... to encourage the development of the structural conditions, attitudes
and modes of political behaviour that may permit peaceful, stable and ultimately prosperous
social and economic development. Peace-building activities are designed to contribute to ending
or avoiding armed conflict and may be carried out during armed conflict, in its wake, or as an
attempt to prevent an anticipated armed conflict from starting”.”® The fact that peace-building
encompasses activities that occur before, during, and after conflicts is particularly key in relation
to mine/ERW action, which can also be started in areas where peace processes are underway but
comprehensive peace agreements have not been signed.

Peace-building activities are conducted across sectors and by a multiplicity of actors.
Analytically and in practice, four pillars of activity are cumulatively considered to comprise peace-
building: security; governance; justice and reconciliation; and economic and social well being.®
Key tasks for practitioners include: DDR; the provision of civilian security through police and
judicial reform; local capacity-building for human rights and reconciliation; the demilitarization of
politics and holding of elections in a reasonably fair and free process; the rapid revival of the
economy to create a “peace dividend”; and the creation of the “economic foundations necessary
to sustain peace”.'’

As implemented, peace-building is activity-oriented rather than process- or policy-oriented—
in other words, peace-building in practice is typically comprised of discrete activities undertaken
in various sectors by various actors and bound, to a greater or lesser extent, by the overarching
goal of “building peace” rather than a more concise or tailored strategy.'® Coordination between
the many activities and sectors can therefore be challenging. Turf wars are common, and uniform
progress—across sectors and throughout the entire affected area—is rare.

Mines and ERW, on one side, and SALW, on the other, present quite different challenges.
Mines and ERW are dealt with through the fairly coherent field of activities that constitute
humanitarian mine action, defined by standards and procedures that are accepted and adhered
to by the vast majority of mine action agencies. Responses to SALW occur in a much less
integrated way, guided by a combination of practical experience, collections of best practices, and,
to a certain extent, national guidelines—often, as previously mentioned, under the umbrella of
UN-led DDR programmes. The mine action field is dominated by a handful of large, highly
specialised NGOs, UN agencies, military forces or units, and private companies. On the SALW
side, the international NGO presence is not as dominant as within mine action, and local and
national organizations in affected areas probably have a larger role.

Mine action consists of five complementary pillars: humanitarian demining (including
surveying, mapping, marking and clearing); mine risk education (MRE); stockpile destruction;
victim assistance, including rehabilitation and reintegration; and advocacy, which is primarily
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centred around the framework established by the 1997 Anti-Personnel Mine Ban Convention. As
noted above, the civil society component of humanitarian mine action is unusually strong. Mine
action as a sector is characterised by well-defined and functioning structures and frameworks for
communication and coordination between HMA personnel at different organizations and working
on different pillars. This cohesiveness is valuable and also quite unusual: peace-building and
related activities—such as peacekeeping or peace implementation, including DDR programmes—
are not typically as structurally coherent or well coordinated.

Indeed, as mentioned above, there remains a strategic deficit at the heart of peace-building.
Shepard Forman, a prominent commentator on peace-building and peace implementation issues,
notes:

At the present time, there is no authoritative governing mechanism for setting the broad
strategic objectives, developing and maintaining institutional preparedness, or providing
oversight for either conflict prevention or post-conflict reconstruction and peace-building.
While peacekeeping operations are characterised by common objectives and unity of
command, peace-building to date has been largely an amalgam of projects devoid of a
mutually agreed strategy and coherent plan of action. Multiple agencies, both
intergovernmental and bilateral, are subject to diverse decision-making bodies, and they
plan and implement programmes based on their discrete and sometimes contradictory
political objectives and operational doctrines...The assets and capacities of all of these
actors are critical to the successful outcome of multidimensional peace-building; yet, there
is no systematic way to optimise their roles as part of a holistic, coherent strategy to meet
both short and long term peace-building objectives.*

This strategic and coordination problem is evident in the implementation of DDR
programmes. As noted above, DDR programmes are important, but often under-resourced,
elements of post-conflict reconstruction; reintegration particularly suffers from lack of attention
and resources. Yet despite a clear need to further develop knowledge and best practices in the
area of reintegration, it is in most cases not fully integrated into economic programmes such as
infrastructure development and job creation, despite the obvious synergies that exist. This is
unfortunate because, for ex-combatants, the challenge is not just training them to learn new skills:
it is providing them with the opportunity to operate within and contribute toward an inclusive and
peaceful society, so that they don’t fall back into the same deleterious patterns of exclusion and
marginalization that fed the conflict in the first place.

Programmes aiming to combat SALW face similar difficulties, owing to the sheer scale and
transnational nature of the problem, as well as the lack of a cohesive and binding framework in
which to conduct such activities (noted above). Because SALW projects—such as buy-back
programmes, weapons amnesties, and disarmament as part of DDR—deal not just with
regulation, monitoring, enforcement, and disposal issues, but also deep-seated social and cultural
issues related to weapon ownership and lived security and insecurity, they need to be approached
in a more strategic, coherent, and holistic way in order to be effective.

In many respects, the three sectors of mine/ERW action, SALW action, and peace-building
operate quite separately of each other. However, based on our research into both mine action
and peace-building, and to a lesser degree SALW action, we contend that each of these three
sectors stand to gain from increased cooperation with the others. Mine/ERW action and SALW
action are designed to tackle different sets of problems, but with some common features. Each
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sector has its strengths and weaknesses, and would gain from more systematic efforts to identify
what these may be and how, in particular, the comparative advantages of each can be
operationalized for improved efficiency in both sectors. A similar exercise of identifying synergies,
leveraging comparative strengths, and improving coordination between the two mines/ arms
sectors and the peace-building sector could also generate important gains in implementation
capability and outcomes.

For example, the technical aspects of mine/ERW action, such as surveying, mapping, marking
and clearing, all require negotiations for access with the relevant state authorities or non-state
actors (NSAs), which require essentially political skills in sensitive areas. In spite of this, mine/ERW
action is generally ascribed in the peace-building literature to the security area, together with
DDR and SALW actions. However, this classification endorses too narrow a conception of
mine/ERW action, thus marginalizing and undermining the potential positive effects of mine
action for peace-building.

This point can be illustrated by recasting Smith’s “Peace-building palette”.?® The “palette” is
essentially a description of 19 different policy instruments and activities that policymakers have at
their disposal grouped into four sectors.

Table 1: The Peace-building Palette®

Security Political framework
= Humanitarian mine action = Democratization
= Disarmament, demobilization and = Good governance
reintegration of combatants = Institution building
= Security sector reform = Human rights
= Tackling SALW problems
Socio-economic foundations Reconciliation and justice
= Physical reconstruction = Dialogue between leaders of antagonistic
= Economic reconstruction groups
= Infrastructure of health and education = Grass roots dialogue

= Repatriation and return of refugees and = Other bridge-building activities
IDPs Truth and reconciliation commissions
= Food security Trauma therapy and healing

Applying to the peace-building palette all five components of HMA reveals how mine/ERW
action may have broader and more beneficial implications for peace-building. Indeed, the various
elements of mine action have important, tangible political, economic, social, and justice and
rehabilitation ramifications—in addition to the obvious security gains—which have not yet been
fully realised in the literature or in the field. Mine action contributes to the political objectives of
peace-building by building and strengthening national and local institutions and competence (for
example, through national Mine Action Centres (MAC)); supporting a critical and active role for
civil society in spheres that were exclusively military; constructively engaging with current or
former non-state actors; and, through advocacy, promoting normative frameworks based on the
primacy of human rights and international humanitarian law (IHL).
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Mine action also has demonstrable socio-economic effects, by improving food security and
enabling infrastructure to be reconstructed, livelihoods reclaimed, and income generated —
especially in agricultural areas, where demined land can again be put to productive use, but
secondarily among former combatants who can be trained and employed as deminers as part of a
reintegration package.? Furthermore, mine action is critically related to the issue of return for
refugees and internally displaced people (IDPs).?

Reconciliation and rehabilitation are also facilitated through aspects of mine action, chiefly
mine risk education—which, in addition to raising awareness about the threats posed by mines
and ERW, provides a forum in which open communication and information-sharing can occur—
and victim assistance, particularly in the form of crosslines rehabilitation and therapy programmes
for landmine survivors. Stockpile destruction can also have a strong confidence-building and
reconciliation impact, and can occur in conjunction with collection and destruction of SALW.
Finally, physical clearance of mines can be instrumental to rehabilitation and justice efforts, as
seen in Bosnia-Herzegovina, where the demining of booby-trapped mass graves allowed for the
recovery of remains and for identification and evidence-gathering to occur.

Adapting Smith’s peace-building model to encompass all aspects of HMA results in what we
call the “mine action peace-building palette”.>* This matrix demonstrates how mine action does
not just comprise one aspect of the security component of peace-building, but is also, to a large
extent, integral to the other elements of peace-building. Undoubtedly, mine action—and the
wide-ranging benefits it confers—warrants broader recognition in peace-building beyond the
security arena where it usually is placed.

Table 2: “The Mine Action Peace-building Palette”*

Security Political framework

= Marking, fencing and clearance of = Institution and competence building;
minefields planning, diplomacy, advocacy and

= DDR : Stockpile destruction, removal of management
instruments of war, employment for = Human rights and IHL. Mine action is firmly
former combatants based on HR approach and implementation

= Potential to engage with SALW challenges | of IHL
= Role for active and critical civil society
= Engagement with non state actors

Socio-economic foundations Reconciliation and justice
= Physical reconstruction = Dialogue between former opponents
= Economic reconstruction = Opening up of public space
= Infrastructure of health and education = Trauma therapy and healing—victim
= Repatriation and return of refugees and assistance
IDPs = Facilitation of evidence gathering (on war
= Food security crimes)

We have not attempted a similar exercise with SALW action but, given that social, cultural,
political, and financial complexities within the SALW area are not less than with the mine/ERW
area, and that there is considerable overlap between the two sectors, it is likely that a similar
“SALW Peace-building Palette” can be developed.
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The mine action peace-building palette is not intended to be a rigid framework or separation
and parsing of responsibilities. Its point is simply to demonstrate that there is considerable
potential for improved performance within all sectors, particularly if more emphasis is placed on
the functional integration of the implementation of the activities in the field.

The relationship between mine action, ERW, and peace-building is the subject of a growing
body of literature. Thus far this literature has focused on establishing that mine action does, in fact,
have peace-building effects, and exploring the nature of those effects, ramifications, and
dilemmas, including politicization and prioritization issues that will be discussed below.?
Although the literature is helpful in laying the groundwork upon which future integrative efforts
can build, it takes an oddly narrow view of mine action, by engaging primarily with outputs
derived from surveying, mapping, marking, and clearing while generally ignoring the other pillars.
Neglecting the constructive peace-building effects, outlined briefly above, of mine risk education,
victim assistance, stockpile destruction, and advocacy misses a vital opportunity to broaden and
deepen the links between and benefits of both sectors on a concrete, community-centric level.

In short, it appears that much of the current literature on mine action and peace-building is
chiefly concerned with macro effects—the benefits derived from engaging with high-level actors
or conducting large infrastructure recovery projects—while ignoring the micro impacts stemming
from smaller scale, culturally sensitive projects grounded in participatory approaches, which are
constitutive of mine risk education, victim assistance, and advocacy.?” This trend undervalues the
diversity of mine action and the ways in which all of its elements can be used to best effect. It is
also indicative of the continuing disparities between the two sectors. Given the relative newness of
attempts to link mine action and peace-building, the persistence of a cognitive gap on both sides
is understandable. Different sectors operate on the basis of different mindsets and assumptions,
which have yet to be fully engaged or interrogated in the mine action-peace-building literature or
in practice.

Similarly problematic in terms of furthering collaboration between the sectors is the
incidentalist approach that sometimes characterizes mine action’s approach to peace-building.?
In such an approach, the impact on peace-building is not so much misunderstood as seen as
incidental—a pleasant bonus that is very much secondary to the mine action objective at hand.
This reveals an assumption that mine action is automatically a boon for peace-building, regardless
of how it is conducted;* it could even be taken by people resistant to increasing and formalizing
inter-sectoral cooperation to imply that greater collaboration between the two fields is
unnecessary. This would be a fallacy. If mine action and peace-building are to have meaningful,
lasting synergistic effects, they must be deliberately anticipated and programmed for in a
cooperative fashion by both sides. The natural overlap that occurs between the two fields is not
sufficient to secure good outcomes in all cases, nor does it guarantee that an activity that benefits
one sector will always benefit the other.

For its part, the peace-building literature is no better—indeed, apart from the
acknowledgement of DDR programmes as a post-conflict requirement, the knowledge gap is just
as acute, if not more so, on the peace-building side of the equation. Smith’s peace-building
palette is, in this sense, somewhat exceptional by highlighting mine action as one of the main
policy instruments available; Conversely, much of the prominent grey literature on peace-building
or peace implementation mentions mine action and small arms issues only very peripherally, if at
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all.* Yet the omission of these issues is not just a problem in the literature: it also has practical,
costly, and potentially dangerous implications. As noted by a participant in the Fafo/Landmine
Action consultation on mine action and peace-building in Sri Lanka, it is not unprecedented for
peace-building projects to be planned without awareness of or regard to the mine situation in the
area. This oversight can understandably cause tension among HMA personnel and local citizens if
demining teams and resources are subsequently diverted from planned work to instead clear the
project site, particularly when—as happened in the situation our participant described—there is
no funding in the budget to pay for it.>* Clearly there is great scope for improvement in raising the
awareness and sensitivity of peace-building actors and analysts to mine action.

Finally, it should be noted that, despite the potential benefits outlined above, there is
resistance in some quarters, particularly on the mine action side, to the greater integration of mine
action and peace-building.* Yet our argument—supported by engagement with practitioners and
evidence from the field—is exactly the converse: that greater integration, undertaken in an
informed and conscientious manner, will not dilute the effectiveness of either but, to the contrary,
will strengthen them by taking better advantage of the synergies that exist and the range of
methods and resources available on both sides that have thus far been ignored or under-utilised.

This endeavour is not far-fetched; its success will be more or less a function of the willingness
of the two sectors to work with each other, share knowledge and information, and adopt new or
adapt existing approaches. Simply shifting perceptions can spark new opportunities for
collaboration. For example, in our practitioner roundtables, we found that using the notion of the
mine action-peace-building palette as a jumping off point for discussion was very useful in getting
practitioners from both sides to think creatively about the linkages between the sectors, and how
they could be facilitated and fleshed out in practice. By reconceptualizing ERW and SALW actions
as a vital components in all aspects of peace-building, not just security, one can quite easily
identify ways to significantly improve the effectiveness, reach, and impact of the work being done
on the ground. In the same manner—mine/ERW action and SALW—action that takes place in a
conflict transformation context should be seen with that broader political context—and not just as
isolated technical activities. Making this argument does not imply the subordination of one sector
or agenda to another, nor does it mean that the unique and technical aspects of mine action will
be diminished. We contend simply that denying the linkages between mine action, arms
collection and control, and peace-building—or claiming that they’re merely secondary or
distracting—is to be wilfully obtuse, particularly in light of ongoing concern over the future of
mine action funding.*®

Mine, ERW, and SALW actions in situations of open, suspended, or terminated conflicts
have the potential to support peace-building efforts. Improved cooperation should take place on
many levels, and actors on all sides should look beyond organizational and sectoral borders in
order to facilitate this. Such cooperation is dependent on some changes in current practices and
policies among both implementing actors and policymakers and decision-makers. The European
Community and its member states are major and key actors within these areas, as donors and as
participants to all the relevant policy processes. Therefore, the EC has a possibility to introduce
and encourage changes in the implementation, as well as in policy.
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In general, European Commission (EC) and EU Member States should ensure that mandates
for peace-building operations facilitate increased functional integration in the
implementation of Mine/ERW-action, SALW-action and Peace-building efforts.

EC and EU Member States should ensure that funding for peace-building operations reflect
real needs for improved human security on the ground, not dictated by institutional
mandates.

EC and EU Member States, in close consultations with international and local practitioners,
should encourage projects in affected areas that cross the sectoral borders between
mine/ERW action, SALW action and peace-building actions.

EC and EU Member States should support initiatives aimed at identifying how the
mines/ERW and SALW sectors can improve in terms of cooperation, relevance, and
efficiency in conflict and post-conflict situations. Particular focus should be on concrete
actions in the field that actually reduce the threats from arms, mines, and ERW to civilians.
EC and EU Member states should view mines/ERW and SALW actions in areas that still are
in conflict as potential entry points for supporting conflict transformation. Funding for
appropriate mine/ERW and SALW actions should not be contingent on comprehensive
political peace agreements.

EC and EU Member states should ensure that support for peace-building and other projects
in conflict and post-conflict areas includes an assessment of needed mine/ERW action.

EC and Member States should pursue coherence when supporting mine action and
disarmament, demobilization & reintegration programmes and projects planned and
implemented by the United Nations and the World Bank and other international and
regional organizations in post-conflict situations.

EC and EU Member State supported arms and mines projects in the same geographical
areas should be reviewed to ensure that they are mutually supporting, in spite of being
planned and implemented by different actors.

EC and EU Member States should pursue or develop policy options aimed at reducing
problems at their source, including policies that stop or significantly reduce the use of
munitions that are likely to become ERW and significantly reducing the legal and illegal flow
of SALW from its territories.

Kathleen M. Jennings is a researcher and Christian H. Ruge is senior advisor with Fafo’s New Security
Programme, see www.newsecurity.info. Mark Taylor provided valuable comments to this paper.

In this paper, we have chosen to use the term “mine/ERW action” for all activities designed to reduce
the negative impact from mines and ERW to individuals and communities. This includes all actions
commonly known as or encompassed by humanitarian mine action.

This paper is based in part on a project undertaken by Fafo and Landmine Action UK called “Mine
Action Contributions to Peace-building”. The project organised a series of mine action—peace-
building roundtables with national and international mine action and peace-building practitioners in
Sri Lanka, Sudan, and Bosnia-Herzegovina. The roundtables were designed to generate substantive
discussion based on and informed by the participants’ own experiences, so as to generate more
insights into the inter-relationships between the two sectors that reflects concrete, on-the-ground
experience. Support for the project was provided by the Governments of Norway, Switzerland, and
Canada.

International Mine Action Standards (IMAS), 04 10, Edition 2, Standard 3.124, 1 January 2003, p. 16
www.mineactionstandards.org.
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Richard Moyes and Dave Tinning

This essay explores the tension between informal responses to explosive remnants of war
(ERW) contamination (as embodied in certain practices of ERW affected populations) and the
formal structures of the mine action sector. It examines dynamics of the mine action sector as an
aggregate of diverse functions. It looks at the pattern of recent ordnance handling accidents, and
the structures that underpin these accidents, amongst the population in a specific area of
Cambodia. The paper then highlights the disjuncture between the standard operational models of
the mine action sector and the forces that are resulting in these accidents. The paper goes on to
assert that an enhanced response to this problem might come from the assimilation of traditional
functions of the mine action sector into other programmes of development assistance, which
would enhance the ‘instrumental’ value of these functions. It suggests that mine action’s current
assertions to form a coherent sector may run counter to the best interests of affected populations.

Unexploded ordnance (UXO), and to some extent abandoned explosive ordnance (AXO),
will present a persistent form of contamination wherever modern conflict has taken place.* The
main negative impacts of this contamination are deaths and injuries that result from detonations of
the ordnance, or secondary impacts that result from fear of initiating such detonations. By
comparison with anti-personnel mine contamination these secondary impacts (as experienced for
example in terms of 'land denial) are not so severe. Local people will generally work around
ordnance contamination or they engage with the ordnance in an effort to control or manage the
risk to which they or others are exposed. These forms of management, either through avoidance
or engagement, are generally possible because ordnance is often found lying on the surface (it is
visible) and because ordnance is not so likely to detonate as a result of accidental contact.? In
addition to patterns of risk management, people commonly seek to extract economic value from
ordnance, usually through the sale of metal components. Patterns of risk management and
economic exploitation vary between communities and societies on the basis of their overall
‘resilience’—those economic and societal structures that allow people to avoid risk.?

The ‘mine action sector’ is the array of institutions, financial relations and emerging
bureaucratic forms that purport to address the impact of post-conflict mine and ordnance
contamination. The sector has developed rapidly since the early 1990s and it has enjoyed an
uneasy relationship with broader forms of post-conflict assistance (such as development
programming).* The sector was initially dominated by a sense of technical specialization,
reinforced by reliance on an expatriate staff base of former military personnel. For a time a
‘development’ focus wrestled to become the dominant organizing principle. However, over
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recent years the dominance of the military/technical perspectives has been overtaken not by a
development focus but by the desire for formal bureaucratic definition of the sector and its
practices. The emergence of this formal bureaucracy is most apparent in the International Mine
Action Standards (IMAS), obligations and anxieties regarding insurance and, encapsulating these,
the national coordinating function often seen as a requirement for mine action implementation.

The sector’s own definition of itself—of ‘mine action’—is based on five pillars: humanitarian
demining, mine risk education, advocacy against anti-personnel mine use, victim assistance and
stockpile destruction.® These are a disparate set of activities brought together in a common claim
on the financial resources mobilised to address the impact of mine contamination (and often
ordnance contamination also). Whilst some components share a degree of common technical
ground (such as the explosives engineering commonality between landmine clearance, ordnance
disposal and stockpile destruction) the different components brought together as mine action can
also stand separately—often as elements of other sectors or areas of practice with which they have
greater real commonality. Thus, for instance, survivor assistance has been struggling as a
component of mine action because in its technical details, and in its macro level context, it has
little to do with mines and ordnance and much more to do with health services and social
constructions of disability. In a similar, though less stark way, ‘stockpile destruction’ is primarily
about treaty implementation and perhaps improved control of military structures®—it has little
immediate similarity with the processes by which a post-conflict community is helped in managing
the threat of landmine contamination on its agricultural land. Advocacy against mine use is also
primarily about treaty implementation, development of civil society and issues of state
responsibility. Mine risk education, in its pedagogic or participatory practices is more closely
related to health education, community safety planning or development needs assessment than it
is to landmine clearance.” These disparate elements cohere around landmine clearance which is
the most individual function within mine action and the one that has been the greatest focus of
resource mobilization.

Whilst these elements may assert their commonality under the term ‘mine action’ it is a
nominal meeting of different humanitarian functions. These functions have shared in a common
endeavour but each can (or could) be seen equally to share in common endeavour with other
parallel practices. We highlight here that the mine action sector is an artificial construct because
we are going to go on to argue that other development programmes need to appropriate some of
the objectives and functions of the mine action sector if a more effective programme of post-
conflict assistance is to be developed. Such a process must necessarily clash with those forces that
currently seek to bind the mine action sector together.

The latest developments of the formal bureaucracy of mine action are a natural extension of
the guiding principles of the earliest mine action field operations. Almost all mine action field
operations have asserted the authority of their staff to engage directly with the mine or ordnance
contamination, and at the same time have asserted the effective 'illegality”® of such engagement on
the part of local people. Assertion of an effective monopoly over engagement with explosive
contaminants has been a hallmark of the formal mine action sector. Such a monopolising drive
has been a common component of professionalization in many spheres. As part of this process,
developments such as IMAS serve to dictate the terms and conditions that must be met in order
for an operation to continue to enjoy the benefits of that monopoly in a given country
environment (as any number of codes of practice serve to ensure minimum standards in other
professional contexts.) The stated purpose of such codification and regulation is of course the
protection of the public against malpractice by those claiming professional status.
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A corollary of this formalization is a developing perception of the 'informal' mine action
practices of local people in mine and ordnance affected environments. The two most clearly
delineated examples of these 'informal’ practises have been the phenomenon of ‘village demining'
and 'tampering' with ordnance. Analyses of these issues have generally developed out into a
critique of the formal mine action sector.® This is almost inevitable given that the practices under
study ('village demining', tampering’) are given a name and a meaning in dialectical opposition to
the formal sector's assertion of its monopoly over direct engagement with mines and ordnance;
that these practices stood in opposition to this monopoly was one reason for them being
constructed as 'problems' in need of further analysis in the first place.*

From mine action's inception, ordnance contamination has been addressed as a component
of mine action programming. However, as the sector's name suggests, ordnance has generally
taken second place to the challenge of alleviating the impact of anti-personnel mines. It was the
severe impact of anti-personnel mines on post-conflict populations that precipitated the
establishment of specialist mine action organizations. It was this contamination that was a focus
for civil society campaigning, the advocacy of Princess Diana, the legal innovation of the Ottawa
Mine Ban Treaty and the award of the Nobel Peace Prize. Mines dominate the discourse of post-
conflict contamination. In many countries, ordnance accidents are reported externally under the
catch all title of 'mine’ accidents.

There has however been a general recognition that over time different operational
structures are appropriate for addressing mine and ordnance contamination (in particular the use
of responsive mobile teams to address ordnance contamination). There is also recognition that the
long-term prognoses for mine and ordnance contamination may be different in any given
environment. No governments would sign up to such a commitment as Article V of the Ottawa
Treaty with respect to ordnance contamination: in Poland, for example, in 2003, over 10,000
reports of ordnance contamination were responded to by the national authorities—this some 50
years since the cessation of hostilities.** The long-term prognosis of residual ordnance
contamination (which does not represent an acute threat) is very important to this analysis. In
general, mine action programmes have failed to effectively recognize and plan for the long-term
need for capacity to manage this threat and have created operational structures that are separate
from regular institutions of the state and operating at significantly higher costs than could be borne
by such regular institutions.

International donors, including the EU and various individual member states, have been
providing resources for mine action activities in Cambodia since 1991, aiming to release land,
reduce casualties, and increase the potential for social and economic development within affected
communities. The Cambodian Mine Action Authority has a vision “to move toward zero impact
from landmines and UXO by 2012” and “to have a Cambodia free from the negative
humanitarian and socio-economic impacts of landmines/UXO by 2020.”*? 1t is also stated that
“even beyond this period, it is probable that a reduced capability, with smaller and more mobile
demining teams, will be needed to deal with smaller or lower priority clearance tasks and

numerous UXO for possibly as long as a further 50 years”.*3

There have been two primary mechanisms for addressing ordnance contamination through
the formal mine action sector:
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. Explosive ordnance disposal (EOD) teams run by national or international mine action
agencies as part of a specialist mine action capacity (e.g. not integrated into any other state
structures such as the army or the police);

. Mine risk education (MRE) undertaken in schools and through mobile teams. This work is
undertaken by mine action agencies, through government education channels and by
broader development organizations. MRE generally promotes the key messages that
ordnance is dangerous and that people should not touch suspicious items but report them
for destruction by the EOD capacity.

Despite the ongoing application of formal mine action responses to ordnance
contamination (ordnance disposal teams and a widespread mine risk education process)
Cambodia continues to present annual ordnance-related casualty rates at as high a level as any
country in the world. Whilst the number of casualties from landmines declined during the period
1999-2003, casualties from ERW remained at a more or less stable level. In recent years the
number of ERW related casualties has actually risen. The majority of ERW deaths and injuries
(around 75-80% of such casualties each year during the period 1999-2003) were attributed to a
combination of ‘tampering' activities (deliberate handling of ordnance) and ‘bystanding’ by those
at the scene of such incidents.** Tampering, as we have noted, is one of those informal practices
by which local people breach the monopoly that the mine action sector asserts over contact with
explosive contaminants.

As we have indicated above, 'tampering' or deliberate handling of live ordnance has been
an object of study for the mine action sector and such analysis has contributed to an ongoing
critique of the sector. This section of our essay presents new case-study analysis from Battambang
Province Cambodia. This provides an opportunity for us to restate some basic elements of the
established critique, whilst presenting new material that reinforces and further illuminates that
critique.

We draw here on a focussed data-set from Battambang Province Cambodia. This analysis is
based on research and field work conducted by Dave Tinning.*® This research analysed casualty
data, interviewed accident survivors and provided further insights into key economic and
community structures. It is particularly valuable because it is drawn from a part of Cambodia that
was not a focus for study in the Tampering report® and it includes data for 2004. This data and
analysis provides new insights into local practices and economic structures whilst supporting the
broad direction and central conclusions of the previous report. The small sample size of the data
discussed here must therefore be seen in the context of its coherence with larger data sets looked
at in the Tampering report.
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Figure 1: Reported casualties, Battambang Province

Figure 1, based on CMVIS data'’, shows that casualties for both mines and ordnance in
Battambang Province rose in 2004 from previous years. Within Battambang, a significant
proportion of the increase in UXO casualties from 2003 to 2004 is accounted for by an increase
in the specific districts of Samlot and Rattanak Mondol.*® The casualty data illustrated here should
be understood in the context of national level trends over the last five years that have seen mine
accidents falling but UXO accidents staying at more or less the same level and then rising recently.

This increase in casualties was experienced in areas to which mine action assets had been
deployed with the specific objective of bringing down UXO casualties through effective ordnance
disposal operations. So why, with the absence of renewed conflict and the continued
implementation of ordnance disposal operations, are UXO casualties rising rather than falling? On
the basis of the analysis below we assert that traditional mine action responses are ineffective at
further bringing down casualties in this context because they are focussed on ordnance as an
external threat when it is the internal vulnerabilities that bring people into contact with the
ordnance that are the primary reason for the accidents.

Two fundamental issues are clearly apparent regarding UXO accidents from the CMVIS data
for Battambang in 2004. Firstly, most of the casualties result from people deliberately engaging
with items of ordnance (e.g. from people handling ordnance that they find). Secondly, the great
majority of the casualties are male rather than female.

Some 60% of ERW casualties were recorded as deliberately engaging with ERW at the time
of their accident. A further 11% responded that they were injured whilst 'bystanding’. This
generally refers to observing others deliberately handling ERW, and being injured in the same
accident.” In this data-set all the bystanding casualties were injured in incidents in which at least
one other casualty was recorded as 'deliberately handling'.

The 'deliberate handling' category of the CMVIS data has a number of subsections that
provide more accurate information on the casualties’ motivation at the time of the accident,
including the intention to sell it, move it, fish with it, play with it etc. Of the casualties we are
focussing on here, 19 responded that there were handling the ERW in order to sell it. Following
this, eight stated they intended to use the item for fishing, and the remaining 17 were split across
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other categories. Although there is known to be some market for explosives most salvaging is
focussed on the sale of metal.

Tinning’s research undertaken for this report found that amongst the sample of casualties
interviewed, the percentage of respondents reporting their motivation to sell the item was less
than the CMVIS data (32% of the total compared to 43%)®. Casualties were reluctant to admit to
selling ordnance as a motivation, instead often claiming they struck the item by accident or were
trying to move it to a safer location. Understandably, respondents were disinclined to discuss
behaviour that may be criminal and that flaunts the directives (do not touch ordnance) of mine
action NGO'’s active in the area. This provides further indication of how the discourse of the mine
action sector (and more broadly of the Cambodian Government) serves to condition the
relationship of local people to external analysis and scrutiny.

With 80% of casualties being male, gender is one of the key conditioning factors in such
accidents. This data is striking because it suggests strong and prevalent cultural distinctions
between men and women are modifying the way in which these groups are exposed to risk. It
demands that we pose one straightforward question: if half of the population find it so easy to
avoid these accidents, why can accident levels not be dramatically reduced overall? This is
fundamental because it emphasises that ERW accidents do not result primarily from the (external)
threat of the ordnance but from (internal) vulnerability, which dictates exposure to the threat.?
However, current funding and mine action practices are targeted primarily at addressing the
external threat. Vulnerability is generally constructed in simplistic and narrow terms and local
capacity to manage the threat is usually constructed as inappropriate or illegal. We do not discuss
gender further in this essay, having little additional data to add to the analysis in the Tampering
report. The key point for this analysis is that the gender split evidences that wholesale social
filtering of the ordnance threat.

This pattern has been apparent for some ten years now but little has been done to address
the key questions that such a pattern poses. If the threat of ordnance is so clearly focussed within
the casualty data then we should examine the social and economic forces that are functioning as
the lens.

In this section we present a brief analysis of issues relating to salvaging from ordnance for
sale into the scrap metal trade in Rattanak Mondol and Samlot districts. It should be noted that
this is not the only social or economic function that brings people into contact with live ordnance
nor is this analysis a thorough evaluation of the scrap metal trade itself.??

In Rattanak Mondol and Samlot there were no villages visited during the research that
lacked the ability to sell scrap metal for cash. No other secondary income activity can provide this
access to money on a daily basis and within the location of the village. This makes the scrap metal
trade one of the most important economic structures within these communities.

This study found that the most common practice amongst ordnance handlers (not all people
involved in the scrap metal trade collect live ordnance of course) was to search for UXO in the
forest or around their chamkar (agricultural) land, and then return it to the village for dismantling.
Some 13 of the 28 reported recent casualties from this area had their accident within the village.
In order for it to be saleable to the dealers the item must be dismantled (the fuse and main
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explosive charge must be removed). Following the lead of the Thai smelting companies (where
the vast majority of Cambodian scrap ends up), the item then needs to be cut into smaller pieces
to show that it is safe. Ten of the respondents admitted that their accident occurred when trying
to remove the fuse, either by unscrewing it or using tools to dislodge it.

In general, collecting scrap as a secondary income is at its peak toward the end of the dry
season—nbetween January and April. Local access to surrounding areas is at its best during this
period, and villagers travel further during these months in order to open up new land, take
advantage of forest resources (collecting wood, resin, wild fruits) and search for scrap metal. This
period also includes the leanest periods in the annual agrarian economic cycle. It is important to
note that the ‘pull factor’ of access to the broader scrap metal trade is often removed during the
wet season due to financial risks associated with contracted haulage. As a result the market for
scrap metal is generally depressed out of season.

Rural poverty is widespread in Cambodia. An Asian Development Bank (2002) project
document highlights Rattanak Mondol and Samlot as being particularly vulnerable: “having more
than 40% food-insecure households in the six districts of the four north-western provinces [...]:
Svay Check in Banteay Meanchey, Rattanak Mondol and Samlot in Battambang, Samraong and
Banteay Ampil in Oddar Meanchey, and Varin in Siem Reap.”

In those villages where particularly high accident rates occurred (Peam Ta, Raksmey Songka,
Ta Krouk, Srae Sdao) villagers are predominantly involved in either working their own chamkar
land, or being employed as labourers on other peoples’ land. The village authorities confirmed
that less than 20% of the families in the village cultivated rice. Chamkar crops in Rattanak Mondol
and Samlot generally produce peanuts, sesame, soybeans, corn and green beans. These crops
must are harvested and sold at the market in order to produce income, primarily to buy rice. Rice
harvests can be kept and used year round, whereas chamkar produce cannot. Prior to a new
harvest villagers can experience food shortage situations, particularly toward the end of the dry
season.

In Rattanak Mondol and Samlot, this was compounded in 2004 by poor returns on crops. U
Chandy, village chief of Raksmey Sonkga in Sdau commune reported that a usual crop yield might
be 3 tonnes of produce per hectare, in 2004 due to a lack of rain, only 2-300 kilos per hectare
was harvested. Such changes highlight the dynamic nature of vulnerability for a community or for
individuals and such changes can dramatically change the value of scrap metal salvaging as an
input into the household economy.

Rural poverty, and specifically the effect of poor harvests and low incomes is clearly a broad
economic and rural development issue. However, there is a causal link between these problems
and the need for secondary income to bridge food gaps. Many ERW accidents in this context
should therefore be seen primarily as an articulation of poverty and should be addressed as such.
There is a strong danger that by conceptualising such accidents as resulting primarily from the
presence of ordnance (as is the current tendency of the dominant mine action discourse) the real
meaning of these accidents is lost to the broader development community.

The availability of scrap metal in these regions and the relative ease in collecting it was
continuously cited as a reason for the prominence of the trade in these two districts. None of the
Ai Chai® dealers interviewed in these locations were from the area, yet they were willing to travel
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significant distances to target remote villages in Samlot (for example) to exploit the abundance of
scrap. Sleh Loh, a dealer living in Battambang town would travel four hours by moto each day in
order to collect metal in Ta Krouk commune, Samlot. He stated that 10 other dealers would target
the same villages each day, and that 50% of the metal he collected was derived from ordnance.
He would target this location due to people being particularly poor, the scarcity of work and the
resultant willingness of the villagers to collect scrap to sell to him. A common response from
villagers, local authorities and Mine Action organizations was that some Ai Chai were particularly
unscrupulous, and would encourage villagers and especially children to render items safe for sale.
A village chief claimed that one such dealer had told children how to remove fuses and explosives
from live ordnance. As Ai Chai dealers are rarely members of the communities they work in, it can
be argued that their sense of social responsibility to these communities is weak. Mine action
organizations have also raised this point in trying to focus awareness and education activities to
these dealers.

There is a danger again here that mine action responses fall back on models of ‘awareness’
and ‘education’ when the real requirement is to empower communities to exert authority and
sanction over these external drivers of risk behaviour. By blaming the Ai Chai dealers, villagers
(and in particular village chiefs) can accord with the messages of the dominant discourse by
asserting that the problem resides with these outsiders. This tends to distract away from the fact
that the community’s failure to demand responsible behaviour from the Ai Chai dealer is actually
indicative of vulnerability or lack of resilience on their part. Whilst blaming these outsiders,
communities are often complicit in their activities though silence and inaction at the very least.
Almost all formal mine action responses serve to exacerbate this problem by asserting that
solutions lie in the hands of external bodies—external educators, ordnance disposal teams and the
like. Thus little is being done to empower communities in relation to their own problems. Despite
the value of scrap to the community economy, the Ai Chai dealers are not powerful people. That
these people are not being made to operate in accordance with some agreed standard of
behaviour is testimony to lack of will or lack of sense of self-efficacy on the part of these
communities. These are the shortcomings that should be the focus of external assistance.

The mine action sector has generally relied on the application of pre-determined responses.
If ineffective, this can create a tension between the dominant but failing discourse of the mine
action sector (and complicit authorities such as the police, health workers, village chiefs) and the
actuality of local knowledge and practice. This expresses itself in a problematic relationship
between the two camps that makes it more difficult to understand and address underlying
problems. For many, adherence to the dominant discourse becomes more important than the
analysis of reality, leading local people to assert a need for ‘education’ in response to incidents
where lack of knowledge was clearly not an underlying factor.?* In such situations we see the
power of the rhetoric of mine action to dictate perceptions of where the solutions must lie.

Battambang has traditionally been seen as Cambodia’s ‘bread-basket’. Rich and fertile land
has meant it has long been area to which migrants gravitate; almost 40% of Battambang Province’s
population are internal migrants who came in search of improved access to land. Samlot was
perhaps the most conflict affected district in the country. According to local authorities, people
are continuing to migrate to Samlot and Rattanak Mondol in order to claim chamkar land,
resulting in extensive deforestation in some communes. This inflow results in people trying to
open up new land, finding ERW items and being presented with the opportunity to interact with
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live ordnance, to clear it from their chamkar and with the potential to earn money after rendering
it saleable.

As we have noted, new settlers are generally economic migrants and as a result they will
often be amongst the poorest members of their new community. Economic opportunities are very
limited and social integration within the communes is weak. Respondents in this study reported
handling ERW to be anti-social behaviour as it endangers others and negates the work and
message of development organizations.”> A common response from village chiefs when asked
about villagers who handle ERW was that many people used to do it, but now it is just the new
villagers who disregard the message from outside organizations and local authorities. That these
new arrivals may be amongst the most economically marginal would support the theory that they
will place a greater reliance on income from scrap metal salvaging. Such a response may also be
offered in order to demonstrate strong leadership amongst the more established villagers, and
adherence to law and the messages of outside organizations. The fact that new settlers were
blamed may also be indicative of social exclusion; being on the fringes of society may make
people susceptible to acting in non-socially sanctioned ways, which in turn reinforces exclusion.?

We have been illustrating in these sections above a number of key points regarding forces
that shape vulnerability to the external threat of ordnance. In particular we have highlighted the
strength of economic opportunity presented by scrap metal as a component of the rural economy
and certain issues of social exclusion that may provide further evidence regarding vulnerability or
may be indicative of other issues to do with different discourses of authority. We have also noted
the importance of looking beyond the simplistic models of education toward empowering
communities to exert their own control over risk taking behaviour that they do not sanction.

This argument is bringing us round again to a familiar point within the analysis of mine
action where it is asserted that ‘economic necessity’ amongst the local population is blocking the
adoption of the safe behaviours being recommended. Even though we construct such risk-taking
behaviour as a necessity, however, the mine action sector has consistently avoided forms of
engagement that suggest any acceptance of this behaviour. This avoidance is generally explained
as resulting from a fear of encouraging risky behaviour or of being held responsible for any
negative outcomes that result. This is a smoke-screen that serves to hide the fact that we don’t
know what best to tell people in such circumstances and that telling people what to do is the only
model of assistance that we have got. If mine action agencies gave out messages that suggested
that all items of ordnance could be safely dismantled by some simple process this certainly would
be negligent—but that is not the proposition. The challenge here is to recognize that it is the
model of us telling local people what to do that is the real problem, not the imagined liabilities
that would arise from the misapplication of this model.

Ordnance still present a widespread external threat in the rural environment in Cambodia.
This threat most commonly manifests itself when people engage with the ordnance for some
reason. People’s decisions to engage with the ordnance are likely to be driven by some forms of
vulnerability or capacity, most likely in combination. The purpose of the detailed examination of
data in the previous section is to illustrate that it is these ‘internal’ vulnerabilities or capacities that
are the overriding force governing the likelihood of people engaging with ordnance. As a result
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they are the overriding force governing the likelihood of people suffering an accident resulting
from ordnance contamination. The currently available international data suggests that this is the
case in a wide range of environments.

In this regard, efforts to address the impact of ordnance contamination, like efforts to
address SALW, should examine the social, political, economic and environmental contexts that
support continued engagement with ordnance (or continued desire to obtain or retain weapons.)
Current mine action sector models for addressing ERW contamination focus on the external threat
and consider the internal vulnerabilities as falling under the development sector. The
development sector, on the other hand, perceives ERW casualties as coming under the mine
action sector and does not take ownership of this problem. The broader structures of
development assistance have yet to take ownership of mine action functions as integrated
components of their operations.

Whilst the mine action sector’s current responses may be incapable of driving accidents
down past a certain level in the face of economic forces this does not mean that there is no value
to the process of ordnance disposal. Logically, if ordnance disposal is continued for a sufficient
period the time will come when all ordnance is removed and UXO related accidents become
impossible. The question is how long would it take to get to such a state and what resources are
required in order to get there? We have already noted that the Cambodian Mine Action
Authority®’ has stated that “even beyond [2020], it is probable that a reduced capability, with
smaller and more mobile demining teams, will be needed to deal with smaller or lower priority
clearance tasks and numerous UXO for possibly as long as a further 50 years”.? The evidence of
countries subject to conflict during World War |l would support such an assumption—with
ordnance continuing to be found on an ongoing basis every year.

However, any demand for further resources to address this problem must also be seen in
the context of other pressing demands within Cambodia (including landmine contamination) and
the intrinsic effectiveness of the solutions available to address those demands. Given that ERW
accidents are substantially a manifestation of poverty they amount to a relatively small proportion
of poverty driven morbidity in Cambodia every year by comparison with such factors as infant
mortality, malaria, AIDS etc. Even road traffic accidents kill and injure perhaps 15 times as many
people per annum in Cambodia as are killed and injured in ordnance accidents. If the intrinsic
effectiveness of the mechanisms for addressing the long-term impact of ordnance contamination
are currently weak there are two key options that can be taken forward:

. Development of models for community empowerment and policing—rather than
perpetuating the risk education model of the mine action sector. This should be undertaken
not with a focus solely on ordnance but as part of a broader ‘community safety’
development.

. Enhancing the instrumental value of the ordnance disposal function by ensuring that it is
undertaken as part of a broader process of development assistance (such as assistance to the
military or the police).?® In this way the process of building capacity has a benefit to bodies
that have a broader and longer-term role within society than the artificially isolated
institutions of the mine action sector. The purpose here is to maximise the ‘instrumental’ as
well as the ‘intrinsic’ value of supporting these function as a form of external assistance.*

The models and discourse of the mine action sector may be too entrenched now in
Cambodia to allow for an effective exploration of alternative models or a transition to
implementation through genuine state bodies—but the lessons that can be learned from this



45

environment should have application elsewhere (in particular lessons learned would be applicable
to environments of substantial residual contamination which will necessarily persist at some level
for decades). None of this is to say that the standards, methods and the like of the mine action
sector are not extremely useful for organizing such functions as landmine clearance and ordnance
disposal. But assertions that these should continue to be marshalled and controlled as part of a
coherent sector may ultimately block effective support to affected populations. Certain functions
of the mine action sector need to be appropriated and undertaken as components of broader
assistance—not as separate subcontracted entities but as mechanisms for maximising the
instrumental value of these functions. In order to achieve this however, broader programmes of
assistance need to identify and appreciate the capacity of mine action functions to be used not
solely in terms of their intrinsic value but also in terms of their instrumental value. Programmes
addressing SALW offer a possible framework for undertaking such functions as EOD as part of a
broader process of developing capacity and accountability in such institutions as the police and
the military. They also have the capacity to look at the development of Arms Law legislation in the
light of the relationship between impoverished rural communities and economic structures such
as the scrap metal trade. Such programmes could look at local level determinations of acceptable
and unacceptable behaviour as part of broader initiates to develop community safety, supported
by community policing. The most effective non-emergency responses to ERW will come not from
the mine action ‘sector’ but from mine action functions embedded within programmes with a
broader developmental vision.
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‘Tampering,” on the other hand is a term derived from casualty surveillance and became an object of
study primarily because of its high incidence in casualty surveillance data in certain environments. It
should be noted that informal demining and tampering do not amount to an exhaustive list of
informal mine action practices.

Moyes [ed.,] (2005), op. cit p. 43.

CMAA (2004), National Mine Action Strategy 2004, Secretariat General of the CMAA, Cambodia
Mine Action and Victim Assistance Authority, Phnom Penh, p. 4.
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Tinning (2005), The rise in live ordnance casualties in Samlot and Rattanak Mondol Districts, 2004,
research and discussion paper, Phnom Penh.
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It is notable that casualties resulting from landmines also increased by 18% in Samlot and Rattanak
Mondol from 2003 to 2004. Although a considerable increase, this is within the parameters of the
fluctuations seen at district level over the previous years. Far more significant is the 69% increase in
ERW related casualties for these two districts over the same period.

Moyes (2004), op. cit.

The CMVIS data is probably more accurate due to the experience of their staff and rigour of the
investigation process they have been undertaking in this area. Interviews with Cambodian Red Cross
staff determined that each accident was fully investigated by experienced data gatherers. Hean
Chaem, senior data gather for Rattanak Mondol and Samlot described the data collection process as
an investigation involving numerous interviews with not just the casualty but friends, neighbours, and
village authorities.

It is important to recognise the complexity of such a term as ‘vulnerability.” With regards to this
gender split of casualties it may be forces that would generally be constructed as ‘capacity’ within the
population (i.e. bravery, technical knowledge and the like) which make men more likely to engage
with ordnance and thus have accidents.

For more detail see Moyes (2004), op.cit., and Tinning (2005), op. cit.

Ai Chai dealers are those people who purchase scrap (often of all sorts — not just metal) that has been
collected by villagers.

Moyes (2004), op. cit., pp. 80-82.

This is strongly reinforced by KAP survey data in Moyes (2004), op. cit.

The same cyclical relationship has been noted in the West with respect to youth delinquency and
social exclusion (see for example Paskell 2004).

CMAA (2004), op. cit., p. 4.

Ibid., p. 6.

Too often efforts to integrate mine action and development programming have purely focussed on
the intrinsic benefits of the mine action components without maximising the instrumental benefits.
Thus a mine action capacity may be paid to clear and area of land that will subsequently be used for
some physical development project. Under such a structure, however, the mine action component
may be wholly separate from the other elements of the development process.

See Patterson in Maslen (2004), op. cit., p. 106 and elsewhere.



MAINSTREAMING SALW, LANDMINE, AND ERW ISSUES WITHIN DEVELOPMENT
AND HUMANITARIAN PROCESSES AND INSTITUTIONS

Andrew Sherriff

INTRODUCTION

This paper is concerned with how the European Union (EU) can support humanitarian and
development agencies to address issues related to Small Arms and Light Weapons (SALW),
landmines and Explosive Remnants of War (ERW) (to be known hereafter collectively as
SALW/L/ERW) more effectively. It will place these in relation to:

1. Global tends in the development field particularly those related to “security and
development”;

2. Lessons that can be learned from pitfalls and practice of mainstreaming of conflict
sensitivity;

3. Lessons learned on the development of institutional capacity and strategic alliances.
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The EU and analysts in the field have recognized the crosscutting nature of SALW/L/ERW for
some time. The causes and dynamics of violent conflict are a complex mix of socio-cultural,
economic, political, and security factors that are usually prevalent in inter-linked local, national
and regional levels. Specifically focused and narrowly defined SALW/L/ERW efforts cannot hope
to address conflict and development alone. Therefore SALW/L/ERW efforts that are linked or
integrated into wider peace-building and development processes have a better chance of a
sustainable impact. The management and implementation of this more comprehensive approach
is much harder in practice.

The transformation of violent conflict into sustainable peace and the establishment of the
rule of law must be predominately the role of national political institutions and the societies in
conflict themselves. However, international development and humanitarian agencies (ID&HA)
have a powerful set of resources and experience that can be used to support this end. A creative
mix of approaches addressing not only the consequences of SALW/L/ERW, but also the causes of
violent conflict is required for maximising the full leverage of the EU and European institutions on
any situation directly, or indirectly through the international community. The importance of this
type of multi-dimensional approach has been noted time and time again in EU policy statements
from the European Security Strategy," to the EU Programme of Action on the Prevention of Violent
Conflict? and the Communication from the Commission on Conflict Prevention.? It has also been
noted in more specific EU policies and actions in regard to SALW/L/ERW.*

It may be tempting to conclude that policy trends on the global scale have very little to do
with the day-to-day operational considerations of ID&HA. These trends do, however, dictate
higher political focus, the allocation of financial resources as well as the policy parameters that
ID&HA and specifically the European Commission (EC) must work within. In recent years, specific
global trends have had an important impact within the development and humanitarian fields, and
therefore have had an effect on SALW/L/ERW related issues. This paper groups and outlines four.

The drivers and entry points for ID&HA engagement on SALW/L/ERW are impacted by
these macro political agendas, which at times conflict, but are not always mutually exclusive.
Indeed, sometimes they coexist uneasily within EU Member States government bureaucracies
(and EU institutions). These agendas are referred to in this paper as the renewed security agenda
(RSA), the conflict prevention to peace-building agenda (CPPA), the human security agenda (HSA),
and the poverty-focused development agenda (PFDA). Development institutions and donor
governments more widely tend to be affected to a greater or lesser degree by each agenda, with
the RSA having more weight with Foreign and Defence Ministries and the PFDA having more
weight with development agencies.® In the case of European institutions, this means that the RSA
in more prevalent within the Council Secretariat and the Directorate General for External
Relations (DG Relex) while the PFDA has more weight with DG Dev and ECHO. Although in
recent years it is also important to note that the EU and European institutions have made
considerable progress in developing and advancing the conflict prevention to peace-building
agenda (CPPA).°

The renewed security agenda implicitly or explicitly promotes the primacy of “national”
“security, that is the security of “the state” as the central concern (rather than security of the
individual). The RSA views development and humanitarian action as assisting in the promotion of
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national security goals.” Undoubtedly the catalyst for the re-emergence of this agenda was the
9/11 attacks, and the resulting response in terms of “Global War or Terror”. However, the heritage
of this approach (if not the specific issues engaged within it) dates from the Cold War, hence the
terminology of the renewed security agenda. While the RSA may be dominant within the
overarching approach to current international relations, it is highly influential but not dominant
within the humanitarian and development spheres.

The conflict prevention to peace-building agenda (CPPA) is not nearly as powerful globally
as the RSA, but is of particular interest because it is relevant to a wide range of SALW/L/ERW
issues. The recent move from conflict prevention to more “strategic” and comprehensive “peace-
building” particularly by multilateral and bilateral development agencies and the United Nations
and European Union is why the agenda is named as such. The key original drivers for the conflict
prevention to peace-building agenda were the original UN Agenda for Peace, the post-Cold War
“new world order”, the Rwandan genocide, intervention experience (Cambodia, Mozambique,
Balkans), and the fact that many focus countries for development and humanitarian assistance
were experiencing violent conflict. An additional factor is the supposed “cost efficiency” of
conflict prevention. There has been more reflection on the experience of implementation over the
last ten years, with a desire to learn and consolidate lessons. The key messages emerging from this
reflection seem to be that there is a need to move from specific conflict prevention/reduction
activities, to a wider and deeper “peace-building” approach, based on sound analysis, local
ownership and tackling systematically the drivers of conflict and instability utilising the full range of
tools available.

The Human Security Agenda (HSA) affirms the importance of addressing the security of the
individual, either expressed in terms of “freedom from fear” or “freedom from want” or both. It
contains many elements of the CPPA and re-affirms the “poverty focused development agenda”
(PFDA) (see below) as a way of promoting “freedom from want”. Since the mid 1990s, the HSA
has been closely associated with SALW and landmine issues. It has enjoyed something of a
renaissance due to the work of the Commission on Human Security, the UN High-level Panel on
Threats, Challenges and Change and the UN Secretary General as well as the work of
development international NGOs (INGOs), and some official bilateral development institutions
see the HSA as a way of articulating an alternative global security agenda to the one dominated by
“renewed security agenda” (RSA).? Its heritage derives from work on human development, the UN
Agenda for Peace, and the 1994 Human Development Report. It was originally championed by
Lloyd Axworthy, the Canadian Foreign Minister (freedom from fear) and the Japanese government.
The terminology (if not a shared understanding and follow-through to implementation) is now
firmly embedded in many bilateral, multilateral, and INGO policy documents, and can also be
found within the EC.

This agenda affirms the primacy of poverty alleviation and a commitment to the Millennium
Development Goals. It is usually a powerful agenda within many DAC-OECD, and EU Member
States” official development agencies, but not across the entire EU member-state government
agencies. The PFDA is also very strongly championed by most development and humanitarian
INGOs. Aspects of the good governance agenda advanced within the Millennium Development
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Goals (MDGs) are very relevant to SALW/L/ERW. PFDA heritage comes from the post-Cold War
“poverty alleviation” consensus, and more recently the MDGs and the Monterey Declaration.
There have been a number of attempts in recent years to draw the line of causality between
poverty and SALW and landmines therefore aligning these issues more directly with PFDA. Some
of these attempts are more convincing than others, but it is unlikely and unadvisable that
SALW/L/ERW will ever be fully embraced as a critical and central poverty issue (such as health or
education). There are undoubtedly links between poverty and SALW/L/ERW, but the linkages only
make sense within a much wider frame of reference.’

There is concern amongst ID&HA that resources and political will be at best diverted from
poverty alleviation by the RSA. At worst, actions pursued in the course of the RSA directly
undermine or exacerbate poverty alleviation and global stability.’® While these points can of
course be debated, the reaction against the RSA is very pronounced from many humanitarian and
development agencies. The European Security Strategy advocates a strategic response that would
apply “to the full spectrum of instruments for crisis management and conflict prevention at our
disposal, including political, diplomatic, military and civilian, trade and development activities”**
has caused concern amongst some ID&HA. CONCORD, the umbrella organization of EU INGOs
with an interest in development, promoted a “manifesto for development” during the European
Parliament elections of 2004 that called for the, “Protect[ion of] the integrity of development
cooperation or humanitarian aid against subordination to EU external relations policy and the
Common Foreign and Security Policy in the context of negotiation and implementation of the
draft EU Constitution and the EU Security Doctrine, as well as in the budgetary reform under the
multi-annual financial framework.”** The EC itself has an internal institutional difference of
opinion (if not openly expressed) regarding what agenda should dominate in relation to
development and humanitarian priorities.

A structural barrier to ID&HA engagement on SALW issues was recently removed in the
Development Assistance Committee of the OECD (DAC-OECD). This was when the forum (for
which all EU bilateral development agencies and the Commission are members) explicitly agreed
that spending toward the “controlling, preventing and reducing the proliferation of small arms and
light weapons” could be designed as Official Development Assistance (ODA).** There was
concern amongst INGOs (and some bilateral agencies) that the definition of ODA include many
more and “harder” security related issues. In the end, while some Security Sector Reform (SSR),
civilian oversight of security expenditure, and civil society engagement on security issues was
agreed as ODA, the definition of ODA was not extended into areas such as funding “capacity
building” in counter-terrorism activities. Any expansion into the area of counter-terrorism has
been strongly resisted by European NGOs however the likelihood of this occurring was never
strong given the resistance of some DAC-OECD members themselves.™

Clearly, if the EU or EC engagement SALW/L/ERW is merely seen as part or a subset of the
RSA, it will dissuade many of the most capable and able ID&HA from becoming involved or
associated with it. It will also be a missed opportunity to genuinely address SALW/L/ERW within a
broader development and peace-building framework. While certain development and
humanitarian agencies remain wary of some aspects of the conflict prevention to peace-building
agenda (CPPA) or Human Security Agenda (HSA) they are considerably more comfortable
working with it than the RSA. Some ID&HA are concerned that the CPPA and HSA agendas dilute
rather than reinforce PFDA and humanitarian principles.” However, these concerns are relatively
minor when compared to the angst over the RSA.
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Since the 1990s those concerned with the CPPA have turned their attention to the role that
development and humanitarian action can play in addressing the structural and proximate causes
of violent conflict.*® There has been an increasing realization that development and humanitarian
activities can have a negative impact as well as a positive impact on conflict dynamics. A
significant amount of work has been undertaken to develop and promote methodologies and
ways of working to guide action that seek to avoid negative and enhance positive impacts on
conflict. This work is often referred to “conflict-sensitive approaches” or “peace and conflict
impact assessment” (PCIA).*

New European action on ERW/L/ERW could benefit from learning from PCIA and conflict-
sensitive approaches. Yet the actual use and operationalization of these approaches on the ground
to inform EU Member State and EC programming has been scant.’® Some actors still presume that
any SALW/L/ERW initiative, programme or project will have a positive impact on conflict
dynamics by its very nature. This, however, is not the case. Premature weapons collection that
doesn’t take into account wider conflict dynamics can encourage an escalation in violence. Not
understanding fully the developmental context can result in Disarmament, Demobilization and
Reintegration (DDR) programmes in which the reintegration is unrealistic or fuels resentment and
tension as ex-combatants get a “better deal” than non-combatants. Capacity building programmes
of national governments to address small arms issues can result in heavy-handed security
measures that infringe on human rights. National civil society organizations can be encouraged by
internationals to take on small arms advocacy programmes aimed at national governments,
resulting in putting themselves at considerable personal risk and also complicating future SALW
action. Incorrectly timed weapons collection programmes can also put staff of ID&HA at direct
risk. Using ex-combatants to clear landmines in some settings may contribute to a reduction in
tension, while a rise in others. These are but a few examples in which with the best intention
SALWI/L/ERW programmes are planned and implemented “conflict insensitively”.

Table 1: Conflict Sensitivity Explained™

Definition of conflict sensitivity

Conflict-sensitivity is the capacity of an organization to:

< Understand the (conflict) context in which it operates

e Understand the interaction between its operations and the (conflict) context; and

e Act upon that understanding of this interaction in order to avoid negative impacts and
maximize positive impacts of the intervention on the (conflict) context.

The “What” and “How” of conflict sensitivity

What to do How to do it

Understand the context in which you operate

Carry out a conflict analysis, and update it
regularly

Understand the interaction between your
intervention and the context

Link the conflict analysis with the programme
cycle of your intervention

Use this understanding to avoid negative
impacts and maximize positive impacts

Plan, implement, monitor and evaluate your
interventions in a conflict-sensitive fashion
(including redesign when necessary)
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There is no way that success can automatically be guaranteed for SALW/L/ERW initiatives.
However, there is a way in which to make better informed and more holistic choices by
undertaking them “conflict sensitively”. This does not mean changing the overarching purpose of
any SALW/L/ERW initiative, but rather that they should be adapted to be conflict sensitive. This
means ensuring that all SALW/L/ERW geographic, thematic strategies programmes, and projects
are planned, implemented and evaluated with their (direct and indirect) impact on wider issues of
violent conflict (and peace-building) as a key consideration.

A recent vogue in the development field is to note that thematic issues are crosscutting and
inter-linked and should be dealt with as such. This means in relation to SALW/L/ERW that:

. Rather than having a discrete SALW/L/ERW project, there should be an overarching
development country strategy that includes SALW/L/ERW as crosscutting issues in other
sectors.

. Rather (or in addition to) than having a specialist unit for SALW/L/ERW issues, have a
SALWI/L/ERW expert advising on all programming and projects.

. Rather (or in addition to) than having a small arms expert, have all staff SALW/L/ERW
trained and utilizing operational guidance to engage on the issue.

While there is a seductive logic to this approach, the reality is much more complicated. This
process of ensuring an issue is placed within wider strategic and institutional processes is known as
“mainstreaming”.

Mainstreaming is a comprehensive process, which ensures that an issue and approach is
systematically addressed across all strategies, programmes and initiatives undertaken by any
agency (e.g. EuropeAid) or process (e.g. Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper/Country Strategy Paper).
Mainstreaming is based on an understanding that a partial, isolated or piecemeal approach to the
issue would be at best ineffective and at worst counter-productive. Mainstreaming has many
different elements, including a significant amount of internal institutional awareness raising and
capacity building within organizations. Mainstreaming has progressed furthest within the
crosscutting issues of gender and environment, though progress is still needed. The European
Community Development policy statement of 2000 identifies a number of crosscutting themes
including (a) human rights, (b) environmental issues and (c) equality between men and women.
There is also now special attention to crisis management and conflict prevention issues.

Despite the current vogue for mainstreaming, it is questionable how relevant and useful
blanket “mainstreaming” of SALW/L/ERW actually would be for the development and
humanitarian field and the EU more particularly. Institutional mainstreaming is a costly and time-
consuming process. It would seem for many agencies that there are other more pertinent issues to
mainstream (gender, “rights-based approaches to development”, conflict sensitivity etc). However,
what would be the cost-benefit of doing this and how might it be approached? Without a clear
answer to these questions, ID&HA should NOT be compelled or required on a blanket basis to
engage in SALW/L/ERW mainstreaming, (as a condition of EU/EC funding, or as a policy
requirement). Indeed this would be wholly counter-productive. There is also a clamour to
mainstream many issues within macro-development and humanitarian processes. A clearer case
can be made for mainstreaming “conflict sensitivity” across all institutions, agencies and processes
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in the development and humanitarian sphere operating in areas impacted by violent conflict or
where it is a threat. There is certainly a case for greater awareness of SALW/L/ERW related issues
within the processes of mainstreaming conflict sensitivity.”* Such as ensuring that EU conflict
assessment frameworks designed to promote conflict sensitivity adequately addressed
SALWI/L/ERW issues, or that country strategies for peace-building pay due attention to
SALW/L/ERW. At present this is not the case within the EC although some progress has been made.

MAINSTREAMING WITHIN MACRO-PROCESSES

In recent years there have been moves within the development and humanitarian
community to be more strategic and coherent at the country-level through the development of
macro-multi stakeholder processes. Two macro multi-stakeholder frameworks deserve special
attention because of their comprehensive take-up, endorsement and promotion by the EC and EU
Member States. One, the Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper (PRSP) is focussed on the overall
development of individual countries and often closely aligned with national development
processes. The World Bank and IMF are at considerable pains to emphasize that it is not their
process, but rather that of the national government. The EC’s National Indicative Programme (NIP)
and Country-Strategy Paper (CSP) approach is required to be specifically linked and anchored
within the PRSP. The second macro approach is focussed on humanitarian action, and is the UN
led Consolidated Appeals Process (CAP). Significantly these processes involve multiple
stakeholders and multiple issues.

Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers (PRSP) and National Development Processes (NDP)

There are many opportunities in which SALW/L/ERW issues not only relate to PRSP goals
but could also inter-connect with other wider issues in the good governance, health, economic
development and education sectors. There is currently research underway within the World Bank
on how conflict sensitivity could be mainstreamed with PRSP, which could also provide insight in
terms of SALW/L/ERW issues.?

In some countries, national development processes and strategies are closely aligned with
PRSP, while in other countries the national development plans are more distinct. The adoption in
each country of a national strategy for development is a cause currently being championed by the
UN Secretary-General.>* National strategies could also have SALW/L/ERW mainstreamed within
them. This will very much be up to the national government concerned in most cases. If there are
major SALW/L/ERW issues in any given country and if civil society is engaged then it may be
appropriate for an external agency to use its political support to encourage the take-up of
SALWI/L/ERW. However, action related to SALW/L/ERW will have to be owned and pushed by
national authorities for it to be successful.
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Humanitarian Consolidated Appeals Process (CAP)

The CAP and associated agencies put a high value on the humanitarian principles of
humanity, neutrality, impartiality, and independence. In this regard, while “mine action” is
already covered by the CAP process, SALW is not.

The EC and EU Member States are significant contributors to the CAP process. In 2004 the
EC was the second largest donor in real dollar terms, and EU Member States made up seven of
the top 10 donors measured as a percentage of their GDP.?®* ECHO strategy for 2005 also carries a
clear commitment to improving CAP.

Despite its comprehensive nature SALW are not mentioned in the CAP in 2004. There are
probably good reasons for this. Firstly dealing with SALW is perceived to be a good deal more
“political” than mine action. Therefore it is less likely to be seen as meeting the humanitarian
criteria of neutrality and impartiality. Many humanitarians feel that the CAP already covers too
many issues that are not “strictly humanitarian” by their interpretation. Secondly, contributions to
CAP have been declining. By October 2004, only 52% of overall needs were met. Mine action
needs were only 40% covered.? In this climate those involved with CAP have no desire to see it
enlarged to encompasses another issue, and an expensive one at that.

Therefore while there is significant merit in continuing to support mine action through the
CAP (even increasing support where appropriate) there is less merit in supporting SALW or
seeking its inclusion. While it may be possible to envisage some SALW activities as meeting
humanitarian criteria, when SALW is linked to DDR or SSR (as often they should be) or wider
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governance reforms, it becomes even less likely that they would meet “neutrality” and
“impartiality” test. If the EU or EC’s overall engagement on SALW is closely aligned with the RSA
or is perceived as such, there would be even greater resistance within the humanitarian
community (including ECHO) to any inclusion of it within the CAP. An aggressive push by the
Commission or EU Member States to include SALW in the CAP would be counter-productive and
would likely alienate other agencies, but many within humanitarian departments and units
associated with the Commission (e.g. ECHO, DG Dev) and certain Member States.

In summary, it would seem logical that given the crosscutting nature of SALW/L/ERW, they
should be sensitively included within macro development processes (such as PRSP and National
Development Processes (NDP)). Indeed, supporting advocacy efforts that utilize evidenced-based
policy research on SALW/L/ERW issues to ensure that these issues are properly addressed by the
EC and host governments within PRSP and NDP could have much more of an impact than
individual SALW/L/ERW projects. This should occur beyond the inception and consultation phase
to the crucial implementation and evaluation phases.

It is not appropriate to push for the inclusion of SALW within CAP. This does not mean that
nothing can be learned from the process and implementation of CAP in terms of how to be more
strategic with SALW. A reflection on the issues, challenges and successes of including mine action
within CAP would be useful. SALW activities that are “complementary” to the CAP process but
not included within it could be supported and encouraged by the EU and EC.

There are a great many development issues vying for inclusion within PRSP. Thus, inclusion
of SALW/L/ERW may amount to little more than a few paragraphs in many cases. While this does
represent an important political statement and also a hook on which to hang programming to
mobilize and allocation of resources, it does not represent the comprehensive strategic
engagement on SALW/L/ERW. It is also the case that in many settings where concerted action on
SALW/L/ERW is required, such development macro-processes are not fully functioning.
Additionally and significantly, as SALW/L/ERW issues are often cross-border and regional in nature,
they require a more regional solution. The EC, with its Regional Indicative Programmes (RIP) in
Africa, already has a useful tool it could deploy to engage holistically on SALW/L/ERW matters
within larger efforts aimed at conflict prevention.?®

While in no way detracting from the importance of ensuring that SALW/L/ERW are covered
within macro development processes such as PRSP and NDP, something both more
comprehensive (in terms of bringing in wider related security and governance issues) yet focused
(on peace-building) is required. This is particularly true in countries emerging from conflict where
there may be no PRSP or NDP. CSP, PRSP and NDP often do not cover wider issues related to
conflict prevention, peace agreements, security, policing, border controls, SSR, DDR, rule of law
and justice, and even peacekeeping, yet these are the issues that are highly relevant to a more
holistic approach to SALW/L/ERW.

In 2004 the UN High Level Panel Report on Threats, Challenges and Change called for the
establishment of a Peace-building Commission and a Peace-building Support Office.? This
proposal for a UN Peace-building Commission has been supported by the EC.*° Another report in
2004 noted the “strategic deficit” in the international community’s support to peace-building,
including the creative mixing of security, political, socio-economic, and justice and reconciliation
measures to promote sustainable peace. The overview report authored by Dan Smith, Towards a
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Strategic Framework for Peace-building: Getting their act together (also known as the Utstein study),
was based on an extensive study of three EU Member States’ bilateral efforts (Germany,
Netherlands, and the United Kingdom) and Norway in peace-building.*

The UN Panel High Level Panel report and the Utstein study indicate that a new strategic
country and/or regional based framework for peace-building (incorporating all security,
governance and development issues) would be desirable. It would be imperative that
SALWI/L/ERW issues are properly incorporated into any framework that is developed and utilized
in the future. It is also important that the EU and the EC take an active role in the development
and implementation of any multi-stakeholder strategic framework for peace-building, including
adapting where necessary existing Country Strategy Papers (CSP)/National Indicative Programme
(NIP) processes.

Any new macro strategic “peace-building” framework must ensure appropriate national
ownership as well as draw on local evidence based policy research. The processes and practice of
stakeholder consultation and expert input into existing macro-frameworks (and for that matter
CSP) is inadequate, and any new processes should not replicate these flaws.*

HOW TO DEVELOP INSTITUTIONAL CAPACITY

While macro-strategic processes are important, they are not where the day-to-day
implementation of SALW/L/ERW related programmes and projects happen. Programmes and
projects are ultimately implemented by institutions, or coalitions of institutions. As noted, it is not
appropriate for most development or humanitarian agencies to develop a comprehensive process
for the mainstreaming of SALW/L/ERW issues. Yet if ID&HA do wish to take on the issue of
SALW/L/ERW in more depth, they will either have to either 1) draw on existing capacity 2)
develop new capacity or 3) seek to bring it in from elsewhere. Engaging on SALW/L/ERW without
appropriate expertise would be likely to fail. Some ID&HA have already developed their capacity,
or are partly through processes of this development, such as by hiring small arms and light
weapons advisers or developing SALW trainings.
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Experience shows that efforts to develop appropriate institutional capacity is more than the
development of specific tools, training, and recruitment of specialist staff or advocating for the
take-up of SALW/L/ERW issues in partnerships with external agencies. These can be aspects of
capacity development, but they need to be added and be equal to the scale of the commitment
to engage on SALW/L/ERW issues.

To fully develop institutional capacity in SALW/L/ERW an organization must have:
institutional commitment, including a willingness to make changes in organizational culture and
institutional structures and procedures; support for internal capacity development; conducive
relations with external parties; and have accountability mechanisms. Importantly, engaging
directly or indirectly in SALW/L/ERW issues must be related to any institution’s mandate and
identity. If not, SALW/L/ERW will be “bolt on issues”, seen as following either a high political
agenda that is not embraced by the agency or as a move to gain financial resources. Neither of
these form the bedrock of good programming.

Effective development of institutional capacity within an agency requires a strategy, a plan,
resources, skills and incentives. A partial approach with key elements missing (even if others are in
place) will be unsuccessful (as illustrated in Figure A).

Figure A: Success and unsuccessful approaches
to the development of institutional capacity in SALW/L/ERW>*

[ 1 [ 1 Fe———— 1 -

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 Institutional

| Strategy 1 + 1 Plan 1+ 1 Resources I + | Skills 1+ 1 Incentive 1 = Capacity

1 1 1 1 1 1 1

[ T 4 [ I L — 1 [ J— 4 [ 4 Developed
{____I T 1 =" -I r ______ .I Failure and
LPIan + I Resources |+ 1 Skills I Llncentive 1= Confusion

r _____ } r ______ : T -= |r ______ -: Failure and False

| Strategy | + 1 Resources | + | Skills 1 + | Incentive | = Start

P P i i i 1 Failureand

: Strategy : + : Plan : + + : Skills : + : Incentive : = Frustration

L 1 L —-1 | P A | I d

re———- h | r———-—1 m—————— b | r—————- b .

1 1 1 1 1 1 Failure and

!_Strategy _I + !_Plan ! + rI_Resources _! + + !_Incentive _! = Anxiety

1 1 P i i

I Strategy I + I Plan I + I Resources I + I Skills I + = Slow

L 1 L__—__1 | I | | d

The following aspects would be:

Institutional strategy and guiding overarching policy statement related to SALW, landmines and

ERW and clarity on key definitions and approach.

Individual country strategies, and departmental/unit annual plans for the issues.
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Human resources, resources to develop training, financial resources to invest in capacity internally,
and use as leverage externally, resources to development effective knowledge management and
sharing of learning on SALW/L/ERW issues.

Skills of and awareness of staff in relation to SALW/L/ERW issues (not just specialists), analytical
and decision making tools and operational guidance (such as the Conflict Assessments including
SALWI/L/ERW).

Incentives and disincentives for departments, units and individuals to develop SALW/L/ERW
capabilities and to implement programmes to a high standard.

Additionally, these components of institutional capacities must complement each other. For
example, training in SALW/L/ERW issues would be useful for the staff of ID&HA (such as EC
Delegations). However, a training in SALW/L/ERW directly related to a needs assessment process
linked in itself to the design of the overall development of the CSP that would also gain
recognition from senior management, would be much more effective. Integrative approaches that
place SALW/L/ERW within existing policies, procedures, training, and appraisal mechanisms will
be more successful and less administratively costly in the long run than stand alone initiatives.

Too often in the development and humanitarian field, institutional capacity building efforts
are not strategically linked. Resources are found (e.g. special staff are appointed) but there is no
plan. Or, a strategy and plan are developed but there are no resources (financial or people) to
make it happen. Or, that operational guidance to assist making tangible day-to-day programming
decisions is absent. Or, very commonly, incentives and disincentives for follow through are
confused or non-existent, therefore it is “business as usual”.

Developing institutional capacity for SALW/L/ERW requires clear focal points of specialist
expertise and mechanisms for cross-organizational learning. For larger ID&HA operating in
multiple settings, it would include learning between regional and policy departments in
headquarters and the field. Effective institutional development requires both leadership from the
top, and respect for knowledge, experience and insight coming from the lower levels of the
organization, particularly those closest to the ground.®

Developing institutional capacity requires clear benchmarks and targets that are qualitative
as well as quantitative. For example, in a related area the EC requires all CSP to be checked
against a “root causes” of conflict indicators. While this process is a laudable attempt to develop
capacity in conflict sensitivity, there are questions around the level of analysis, the quality of the
analysis tool, the time spent on this process, the higher-level political commitment to drive
through changes, and whether the Commission has the number of specialist staff available to
make this process effective. The Commission itself has a problem with staffing, particularly “in
country”. By the end of 2004 the Commission will had 4.8 staff to manage every €10 million
distributed, which still places it near the bottom of a table relative to other EU Member States that
are members of the DAC-OECD.*® In some countries such as Bosnia and Herzegovina, one
Delegation staff member may manage an EC portfolio ranging from health and human rights
through to landmines.
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There is no substitute for comprehensive issue based and regional specific research, needs
assessments and stakeholder consultations; while general operational guidance should not be seen
as a quick fix to avoid these steps. As noted above, the employment of those with particular
expertise and training have a role in building capacity, however there is also a utility in developing
written operational guidance. Appropriate operational guidance will assist non-specialists (such as
the vast majority of those working for the Commission and EU Member State agencies at
headquarters and field levels) in making better-informed choices regarding SALW/L/ERW.

Those working in ID&HA have no desire to be unprofessional or unethical in their
implementation, yet they may not necessarily have the skills and insight needed for effective
SALWI/L/ERW programming, or to link SALW/L/ERW with other sectors. The complexity of the
political, social, and economic contexts in which conflict and SALW/L/ERW issues arise can
overwhelm implementers in the humanitarian and development fields. Being overwhelmed can
happen even before the complex issues of SALW/L/ERW are added to the mix. In recent years,
IH&DA has called for clear and realistic operational guidance and professional standards by those
working at the sharp end of implementation.®” Operational guidance is different from other forms
of written outputs in the fact that it is directly related to providing assistance and insights on
matters of day-to-day strategy development and programme implementation, rather than
overarching policy, or broader background research studies.

A good deal of relevant operational guidance has already been produced:

. Generic assistance in conflict assessment frameworks and conflict sensitive approaches such
as “Conflict-sensitive approaches to development, humanitarian assistance and peace-
building—A Resource pack”.*

. More sectoral operational guidance in the area linking thematic issues to conflict prevention
such as the “Youth and Conflict, “Land and Conflict“, and “Minerals and Conflict toolkits
designed for USAID.**

. Specialist assistance for the humanitarian practitioner on SALW issues such as Putting Guns
in Their Place: A resource pack for two years of action by humanitarian agencies developed
by the Centre for Humanitarian Dialogue.*°

. A survey of tools related to landmines issues in A Study of Socio-Economic Approaches to
Mine Action produced by the Geneva Centre for International Humanitarian Demining for
UNDP.*

. For a variety of agencies there is the Landmine Action produced, Protecting Civilians from
Explosive Remnants of War, A Guide to Providing Risk Education under CCW Protocol.*

. Generic advice on the importance of small arms and light weapons issues and a brief
checklist for developing programming is offered by the DAC-OECD Mainstreaming Conflict
Prevention in Development Cooperation Tip sheet.*

. For those INGOs and civil society organizations who wish to familiarize themselves with
SALW issues and conduct advocacy around them, there is a handbook produced by
International Alert, Saferworld and Oxfam, Action Against Small Arms: A Resource and
Training Handbook.

These are merely an indication and sample of the breadth of operational guidance already
available. There is particular value in operational guidance that draws on expert knowledge and
best practice that is also accessible and useable by non-specialists and connected to other fields of
work.
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Table 2: Characteristics of effective operational guidance

Characteristic

Explanation

Developed in collaboration with
end-users and other stakeholders

Systems developed by experts tend to be methodologically sound but
not user friendly, nor do they take into account the day-to-day
challenges of practitioners. Involving end users (those that are going to
utilize the operational guidance) and also other stakeholders (such as
those impacted by implementation) ensures that the advice is more
relevant

Utilizes the latest evidence-based
knowledge and research evidence
on SALWI/L/ERW issues

Guidance must draw on the body of basic and applied research
surrounding SALW/L/ERW, as well as established lessons learned from
implementation

Utilizes the latest evidence-based
knowledge and researched
evidence of related issues covered

Most operational guidance will be in relation to other thematic,
regional, or institutional topics (e.g. gender and small arms, refugee
returns and landmines, PRSPs and SALW, rural health and ERW,
Burundi and SALW). Guidance must draw on the body of basic and
applied research surrounding and lessons learned from implementation
in these fields as well

Utilizes clear examples drawn
from practice

In the most innovative and new SALW/L/ERW areas this is of course
not possible. However with most SALW/L/ERW issues related to wider
development and humanitarian programming there is a body of
implementation experience that should be drawn on. Mini case studies
are very useful in illustrating points. Bad practice/experiences should
be highlighted as well as good ones

Developed (or adaptable) to
specific institutional systems,
processes and resources

If designed for guiding an individual agency, it must clearly fit within
institutional systems, process and resources. There is no point having
detailed advice on integrating SALW/L/ERW issues if it does not fit into
an agency’s own planning processes.

Realistic in its
recommendations/options

It may be desirable; for example, that every SALW/L/ERW related
project has a 12-month research phase, but few agencies have the
resources to undertake such activities. Recommendations that are
unrealistic will frustrate and turn away potential advocates.

Have a menu of options

Narrow prescriptive approaches are not very helpful and fly in the face
of the need to be adaptive. An options menu for programme choices
and ways of undertaking programming are more likely to be
incorporated than a simple take it or leave it approach.

Intelligent but not using academic
jargon or requiring specialist
knowledge

“Experts” tend to have a way of writing and expressing themselves that
makes a great deal of sense to them, but very little to anyone else. The
guidance notes must be accessible to end-users.

Not overly long (although
individual topics can be placed
within a larger framework)

Nothing more guarantees that operational guidance will be ignored
than a large and heavy text. Those involved in development and
humanitarian activities are often overworked and simply do not have
the time to read many pages. Despite the protestations by experts as to
why an issue can’t possibly be covered in less than 20 pages, it should
be.

Does not reinvent the wheel

As noted above there is a good deal of operational guidance that
already exists and is relevant for non-specialists of SALW/L/ERW. There
is no need to waste time and resources reinventing the wheel in this
regard.




