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Key Messages and
Recommendations

1. Along with the Africa Conflict Prevention Pool (ACPP), the Global Conflict Prevention Pool (GCPP)
has been one of the UK’s main vehicles for supporting security sector reform (SSR). This review was
undertaken as Her Majesty’s Government (HMG) decided to merge the two pools into the Conflict
Prevention Pool (CPP) and create a new Stabilisation Aid Fund (SAF) for ‘hot stabilisation’ countries. It
has afforded the opportunity to assess lessons learned from implementing SSR activities through GCPP
in order to provide a sound basis going forward.

2. This review confirms HMG’s role as the ‘market leader’ in SSR. The UK plays an important role in
applying a strategic approach to SSR programming, promoting joined-up approaches, influencing partner
governments and other members of the international community and seeking to co-ordinate international
SSR efforts.

3. This review identifies eight areas that could benefit from additional attention in order to maximise the
strategic and sustainable use of CPP resources. Many of these areas have already been identified as
high priority by GCPP and the following recommendations are intended to further strengthen CPP
practices.

1. Policy foundations

4. There appears to be an increasingly shared view of what constitutes SSR across the three CPP
departments. Nonetheless, the UK lacks one of the key elements of conflict sensitive SSR interventions:
a formal policy explaining HMG’s definition of SSR and its objectives in promoting SSR. From a CPP
perspective it is important to consider how SSR can address the underlying causes of conflict. Given this
growing alignment of departmental views, the environment might be favourable for the development of an
HMG SSR policy.

Recommendation 1: That HMG develops as a matter of priority an SSR policy that recognises the multi-
faceted nature of SSR, i.e. promoting security and justice broadly, strengthening governance, and preventing
conflict.

2. Clarifying the role of CPP

5. GCPP’s value-added has not always been well defined or transmitted to the individuals making
funding decisions. GCPP SSR funding has often been used without adequate consideration of its
contribution to conflict prevention. The availability of funding appears to have been the driving force rather
than a strategic decision on how to use funds most effectively and with the greatest impact. Some GCPP
activities appear to have been chosen to support stabilisation activities that were not necessarily
sustainable or accountability oriented. In addition, many SSR activities funded through GCPP have been
relatively small, limited in duration, and geographically dispersed. While this might raise the profile of SSR
more widely, it is likely to have implications for overall effectiveness and impact.
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Recommendation 9: That the CPP SSAC programme develop guidance for CPP bidders to assist them in
thinking through the core principles of successful SSR programming and potential synergy with related
activities.

7. Flexibility of resource use

Breaking down funding silos

14. Funding silos within CPP, especially the new SSAC programme, are a potential constraint on
financing the highest priority conflict prevention SSR activities.

Recommendation 10: That CPP consider exploring how to break down funding silos within the SSAC
programme to promote and link the flexible allocation of resources to the highest priority conflict prevention
activities.

ODA eligibility issues

15. HMG’s international partners have consistently praised the flexibility of the conflict prevention pools
and their ability to finance a wide range of activities without having to consider ODA limitations. It is
possible that the new requirements for ODA eligibility of CPP investments may reduce this flexibility. It is
also possible that the new ODA requirements may provide incentives for more comprehensive and
integrated SSR programming, thereby further enhancing joined-up UK work.

Recommendation 11: That CPP assess the impact of ODA requirement on its ability to support the highest
priority conflict prevention activities with a view to presenting the evaluation to HM Treasury at the end of the
first year of CPP operations.

8. Human resource needs

In-country programme officers and administrative support

16. GCPP experience demonstrates that the quality and consistency of regional and country strategies
and interventions improves with the addition of sufficient dedicated capacity at the strategy and
programme management level both at headquarters and in-country. CPP intends to appoint strategy
managers for all regional programmes, which will be an important step in strengthening the strategic use
of resources.

Recommendation 12: That CPP considers appointing full-time programme officers in countries where
security and SSR are identified as a priority and the magnitude of programming warrants such an investment
and determines how to provide requisite administrative support.

SSR advisory support

17. In 2008/09, CPP work will account for 40 per cent of the SSR adviser’s time and 10 per cent of the
justice adviser’s time. The new SSAC programme and the need to provide increased support for multi-
year projects will generate additional demand for advice. Additionally, in order to deliver and evaluate
SSR programmes, specific skills will be required within the SSAC and HMG more broadly. This could be
promoted by establishing a competency framework to determine the skills required to design, deliver and
evaluate SSR programmes more effectively. It could also be promoted by further training and capacity
development activities, including existing activities such as the SSR practitioners course and routine
Defence Attaché training. These activities should ideally be undertaken in partnership with other bilateral
and multilateral partners to the extent possible.

Recommendation 13: That CPP consider whether additional London-based SSR/ justice advisory support
is desirable to improve the quality of SSR interventions, as well as to maintain HMG’s position as ‘market
leader’ in SSR, and if so, how to obtain and improve that support.
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“By 2008, deliver improved effectiveness of UK and international support for conflict prevention by
addressing long-term structural causes of conflict, managing regional and national tension and violence,
and supporting post-conflict reconstruction, where the UK can make a significant contribution, in particular
Africa, Asia, Balkans and the Middle East.7”

14. As part of an effort to enhance UK capability to prevent, manage and resolve conflict and to build
peace in a strategic and coherent manner, the 2008-11 conflict, PSA 30, mandates the merger of ACPP
and GCPP into one Conflict Prevention Pool (CPP) and the creation of a new fund, the Stabilisation Aid
Fund, for ‘conflict stabilization activity in volatile or hostile areas’.8 CPP will consolidate all country
strategies into geographic strategies while the SSR and SALW strategies are to be merged into the
Security and Small Arms Control (SSAC) programme. The United Nations Strategy is being renamed
International Capacity Building programme.

15. PSA 30 identifies four international institutions that HMG considers key partners in preventing,
managing and resolving conflict: UN, European Union (EU), African Union, and the North Atlantic Treaty
Organisation. It also mandates increased DFID and CPP investment in countries where security is a
priority. The emphasis of this work is to be on: 1) strengthening safety, security and access to justice; 2)
promoting SSR; 3) reducing small arms and light weapons proliferation; and 4) supporting disarmament,
demobilisation and reintegration, grassroots peacebuilding and initiatives to tackle social exclusion and
radicalisation.9

2.2 GCPP expenditure, 2004/05 – 2006/07

16. GCPP outlays were approximately £245 million between 2004/05 and 2006/07.10 Some 46 percent of
this was allocated to Iraq and Afghanistan, and expenditure on these two countries has dwarfed all other
GCPP outlays (figure 1). The pressure of financing stabilisation activities in these two countries prompted
HMG to create SAF and to allocate additional Ministry of Defence resources to it. While SAF should take
some of the pressure off CPP programmes, the move to regional programmes raises some questions
about the sustainability of activities in countries that may have received a relatively substantial amount of
funding through GCPP in the past, such as Nepal and Sri Lanka, but will now have to compete within their
geographic regions for resources.

Figure 1. GCPP spend, 2004/05 – 2006/07
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7 HM Government, Spending Review 2004: public service agreements 2005/2008, p. 25.
8 SAF ‘will take on the responsibilities currently handled by the Global Conflict Prevention Pool for civil effect in the operational

theatres of Iraq and Afghanistan, allowing the new single Conflict Prevention Pool to refocus on prevention activity in other parts of

the world.’ HM Treasury, Meeting the aspirations of the British People: 2007 Pre-Budget Report and Comprehensive Spending

Review, CM 7227, London: The Stationery Office, October 2007, p. 129.
9 HM Government, PSA Delivery Agreement 30: Reduce the impact of conflict through enhanced UK and international efforts,

revised November 2007, para 3.56, pp. 16-17.
10 The review team was asked to provide expenditure data for 2002/03 – 2006/07 but it was not possible to obtain data for 2002/03

and 2003/04.



5 PricewaterhouseCoopers LLP

17. Due to a lack of detailed data for most strategies, the exact proportion of GCPP resources allocated
to SSR can not be determined. As the data presented in the case studies annexes demonstrate, the
share of SSR in total GCPP outlays can vary significantly year on year (annexes A-D). To a large extent
this variation can be explained by political events – such as the international reaction to the Hamas
victory in the January 2006 legislative elections or the 2006 peace agreement in Nepal. At the same time,
the absence of a formal SSR policy means that the parameters of SSR are unclear and it is difficult to
measure what has been spent on SSR activities.



6 PricewaterhouseCoopers LLP

3 Approach to SSR Work

18. Clear policies are essential for defining programme and project priorities and establishing strategies.
GCPP CPP is an instrument to deliver HMG policy on conflict prevention. Hence a clear policy platform is
essential for its success.

19. GCPP and ACPP were set up in 2001 “to integrate UK policy-making” and enable DFID, FCO and
MOD to “develop shared strategies for dealing with conflict and make the practical programmes they fund
as effective as possible.”11 More specifically, “GCPP’s activities cover conflict prevention and
management, as well as post-conflict reconstruction. They bring together diplomacy, defence and
development work, in a common strategy based on a conflict analysis shared between FCO, MOD and
DFID…. [T]here is also flexibility to respond to changing situations and new priorities.”12

20. It has become evident, however, that simply creating a cross-departmental fund will not ensure
effective cross-departmental working or sustainable outcomes. Although the three GCPP partners shared
the goal of conflict prevention and management, there was often a lack of strategic focus in how GCPP
was used. It supported a broad range of poorly linked activities that may or may not have represented the
highest priority objectives for conflict management and reduction and that may have limited long-term
impact. The linkage between SSR and conflict prevention was also weak at times.13 One reason for this is
that SSR is not only a conflict prevention tool. It has important linkages with broader aspects of justice
and security, as well as with democratic governance. Equally some of the activities funded are not SSR in
the traditional sense, nor are they linked to broader strategic, locally owned objectives. This underscores
the importance of formal guidance on what SSR is, how it can contribute to conflict prevention, and how –
and to what extent – the non-conflict prevention aspects of SSR will be funded.

21. Following an internal audit that highlighted a number of problems with GCPP investments, GCPP
took important steps to address these problems. This section summarises the review team’s findings
relating to how different GCPP strategies addressed the problem of developing a coherent approach to
SSR aimed at using GCPP resources to produce sustainable outcomes. Section 4 examines the linkages
between SSR and conflict prevention, management and reduction. Section 5 examines a number of key
process issues that can improve GCPP outcomes.

3.1 Joined-up UK approach

22. GCPP resources generally accounted for a comparatively small amount of the resources allocated by
HMG to any given country, particularly when DFID was engaged. In addition to being joined-up, all UK
resources should ideally work to a common HMG-wide strategy for GCPP to work. This means that the
FCO Country Business Plan, DFID’s Country Assistance Plan (CAP) and MOD’s Defence Strategy
should be guided by an HMG-wide strategy approved by ministers. It would be helpful for such strategies
to be underpinned by joint assessments.

11 Department for International Development, Foreign and Commonwealth Office and Ministry of Defence, The Global Conflict

Prevention Pool: A joint UK Government approach to reducing conflict, 2003, p. 6.
12 ‘Global Conflict Prevention Pool,’ Summer 2006.
13 A recent review of ACPP security and justice work came to similar conclusions. See, Ball, Biesheuvel, Hamilton-Baillie, and

Olonisakin Security and Justice Sector Reform Programming in Africa.
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23. The four case studies indicate that the utility of a joined-up approach is increasingly understood. It is,
however, only in Afghanistan that the basis for aligning different HMG resources has been established.
(See annex A.) Table 1 illustrates the range of joined-up approaches across the review’s four case
studies. The inclusion of a 6-month action plan in the Nepal Strategy is seen as essential for making the
strategy a living document, rather than a list of aspirations. Although there have been various types of
assessments conducted, it appears that in none of these cases is the strategy currently guided by jointly
conducted conflict assessments.

24. The process of actually hammering out a joint strategy helps both to bring the work of the
departments at post closer together and to reduce some of the inevitable tensions between London and
post. Many UK officials at post expressed concern that their ability to respond to the situation on the
ground was being circumscribed by an incomplete understanding of the situation on the part of London-
based officials. Producing a joint HMG-wide strategy can clarify where HMG’s broader policy objectives
properly override locally determined approaches and where HMG’s broader policy objectives can benefit
from a deeper understanding of local context. Such a review could ideally include HMG’s in-house
delivery agents – Security Sector Development Advisory Team (SSDAT) or the Stabilisation Unit (SU)
depending on circumstances.

25. Going forward, a clear statement of HMG’s priorities in countries receiving CPP funding will enable
better use of CPP resources. Because the amount of money available through the pools has been and
will continue to be relatively modest, it is essential that CPP resources be used strategically to achieve
top priority conflict prevention / management objectives. Nepal offers a good example of how financial
and diplomatic or influencing resources can be allocated against agreed objectives, drawing on the
strengths of each of the three GCPP partners, and complementing DFID programme resources (annex
C). In contrast, in Afghanistan, the lack of clear strategic guidance for GCPP work prior to December
2007 meant that no consistent criteria were applied to funding decisions. Rather, there was a tendency to
‘shop around’ for funding from various windows, with GCPP often described as ‘a place of last resort.’ It is
anticipated that the new HMG Afghanistan strategy will lead to more strategic use of pooled resources
(from SAF), coupled with assistance from the new Embassy Programme Office (paragraphs 77-78 and
annex A).

Table 1. Joined-up approaches

Afghanistan HMG Afghanistan strategy. Alignment of other strategies (CN, Helmand, DFID
CAP, FCO Country Business Plan) foreseen.

Nepal HMG Nepal strategy. Focuses on state building in areas where the three
departments work together. Does not drive all HMG activities in Nepal. Contains
six month action plan that is updated regularly.

OPT Tri-departmental agreement on drivers of conflict, priority areas for UK action: a)
civil policing; b) security service reform; c) security governance.

Lebanon Tri-departmental agreement on drivers of conflict, priority areas for UK action: a)
weak security sector, b) weak rule of law, c) Palestinian issue, d) confessionalism
and poor governance, and e) Middle East Peace Process (MEPP) / Israel-Lebanon
relations.

3.2 Sustainability of investments

26. SSR is by its nature a long-term endeavour. As with other highly political undertakings that require
significant political transformation and attitudinal change in fragile and conflict-affected states and
environments, it takes time to build a constituency for and the capacity to plan and undertake change.

27. The sustainability of any HMG investment is enhanced to the extent that it is aligned with a strategic
approach that provides for continuing support to reform efforts. Many GCPP SSR activities were stand-
alone short-term projects. Such initiatives can deliver important benefits, such as professional officer
training or human rights protection training for police officers, but the benefits are often not sustainable.
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34. Secondly, officials in London should be updated regularly on project implementation, including factors
that impede rapid progress. The Middle East / North Africa strategy, for example, updates its risk
assessment matrix on a monthly basis, and the London-based Strategy Manager brings important issues
to the attention of others in London as required.17

35. Finally, it is important to manage expectations and find ways of explaining to politicians and senior
officials that the difficult environment in which SSR takes place means progress will be extremely slow.
The Serious Organised Crime Agency (SOCA) has succeeded in developing buy in to lengthy institutional
reform activities from senior officials by bringing them to the field for a week or more at a time to
demonstrate progress. This is made easier by the fact that although SOCA plans for the long term, it
carves its assistance up into five year packages with built in exit strategies in the event that the political
environment requires reduced engagement.

3.3 Evidence-based programming

36. Programming that supports the achievement of priority outcomes rests on a firm understanding of the
local political, security, economic and social context. UK officials at all four posts visited understand the
importance of evidence-based programming for the design and implementation of effective and
sustainable activities and employ a range of methods to obtain information (table 2).

Table 2. Methods of gathering evidence to inform GCPP programming

Formal assessments DFID Drivers of Change (OPT); Strategic Conflict Assessment [SCA] (Lebanon,
Afghanistan); DFID Country Governance Assessment (Nepal); discrete conflict-
related assessments (OPT); political economy analysis (Afghanistan).

Political reporting All posts; Stabilisation and Security Adviser in Lebanon a dedicated resource.

GCPP workshops Strategy Manager facilitated workshops to identify main drivers of conflict
(Lebanon, OPT).

Scoping studies SSDAT (Lebanon, Nepal); Stabilisation Unit (Nepal), Brigadier Deverall (OPT).

Input from UK advisers In order to supplement other sources of information, especially where it is difficult
to undertake extensive assessments, UK advisers in national and international
bureaucracies can be an important source of information (Afghanistan, Lebanon,
Nepal and OPT).

Research commissioned by UK Afghanistan (Adam Smith Institute report for the Afghan Drugs Inter-Departmental
Unit (ADIDU); ‘Understanding Afghanistan’ from consulting firm); Nepal
(International Crisis Group [ICG], reporting; quarterly peace process political report
from consultant); Lebanon (research on baseline information in Southern Lebanon
to provide information on actual security providers); OPT (research commissioned
from ICG).

Research commissioned by
others and shared with UK

Nepal (like-minded group scoping study by DCAF consultant); OPT (Netherlands
funded UK review team audit of penal capacity building activities).

37. Two points emerge from the review of evidence-based programming. First, while information is often
shared within country teams at post, there appears to be relatively little jointly conducted analysis.
Second, Strategic Conflict Analyses (SCAs) are often characterised as taking too much time, costing too
much, and producing results that are not easily operationalised. This makes country teams reluctant to
undertake an SCA. These concerns are understandable in the fluid settings that characterise fragile,
conflict affected countries and environments. It often is necessary to begin programming on an urgent
basis before national policies / strategies are in place.

17 See section 6 for a more detailed discussion of process-related issues.
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42. Influencing takes many forms and occurs at many levels of HMG interaction (table 3). HMG generally
achieves some level of success in its efforts to influence its international partners. A combination of
project-level and diplomatic influencing, for example, has succeeded in transforming the German Border
Pilot Project in Lebanon from essentially a donation of equipment into a project aimed at creating an
integrated border force where personnel from the customs service, police, intelligence and military can
work together to effectively control movement across the country’s borders. Additionally, GCPP resources
have been used to commission research that – when shared with others – can help with influencing. The
ICG reports commissioned by OPT and Nepal are one example. Similarly, HMG could consider using its
assessments and assessment tools more strategically as instruments to influence. By sharing research
and evaluation findings with strategic partners, HMG could seek to guide and shape approaches of other
donors and players. The outputs of ‘Understanding Afghanistan’ commissioned by DFID / Kabul will be
used to inform the programming of the Government of Afghanistan the international development
community. Similarly, the scoping work carried out by the Geneva Centre for the Democratic Control of
the Armed Forces (DCAF) in Nepal discussed below is a case in point. The findings of this research will
ideally be used to shape the approach of several members of the international community.

Table 3. Forms of influencing

Diplomatic In-country and capital-to-capital (all posts).

Policy advisers US Security Co-ordinator’s Office (OPT), General Deverall and team (OPT),
Combined Security Transition Command-Afghanistan (Afghanistan).

Programme/ project advisers German Border Pilot Project (Lebanon), EU Criminal Justice Project (Lebanon),
EU Police (Afghanistan).

Co-ordination Informal security assistance co-ordination mechanism (Lebanon), informal security
sector discussion group (Nepal).

43. While British influencing can generally be described as successful, it is important to unpack exactly
what success means. The UK has provided three advisers to the US Security Coordinator’s (USSC)
Office in Jerusalem. Among other things, these advisers have sought to expand the rather narrow
definition of SSR used by the USSC, which focused heavily on the Palestine Authority’s paramilitary
forces, especially the Preventive Security Force and, more recently, the Presidential Guard. UK officials,
including DFID’s conflict adviser, have also sought to influence the USSC in this regard.

44. The review team judges that they have been successful in this endeavour. The USSC’s team now
speaks of a ‘three-legged’ criminal justice system, comprising the security forces, the justice system and
the penal system, and understands the need to collaborate with other actors engaged in supporting the
criminal justice system, including the European Union Co-ordinating Office for Palestinian Police Support
(EUCOPPS). Yet it is clear that while the USSC has the lead on SSR for the US government, this is
limited to a train and equip function. The USSC has very little influence over the course of US policy.
What is more, the Israeli government has limited the effectiveness of USSC activities by ultimately
controlling who can be trained and what equipment (even non-lethal) can be delivered to Palestinian
security services. As the events of early March 2008 demonstrate, there are serious limitations in
attempting to address a political problem through technical means. Under these circumstances, technical
inputs will only be partially effective.

45. In the somewhat more benign environments of Lebanon and Nepal, the UK has made reasonably
successful efforts to establish or support co-ordination mechanisms for donors engaged in security-
related activities and to collaborate with others on specific projects. In Lebanon, the UK developed an
information sharing mechanism for security related assistance after the Israel-Hezbollah war in 2006. The
UK had attempted to develop a co-ordination mechanism but other key actors did not see a value in that
type of collaboration. The UK continues to push for more meaningful interactions through the existing
mechanism. It also participates as part of a consortium of donors in the Border Pilot Project led by
Germany.
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SSR strategy

50. The SSR Strategy has not been properly developed in the past, and as a result, it has not fulfilled its
potential to support SSR. To date the SSR Strategy has not directly provided guidance for officials
wishing to develop bids for SSR activities or supported activities in geographic areas. This has created
both a knowledge gap and operational shortcomings that need to be addressed. It also means that the
activities funded by the SSR strategy do not always correlate with the needs of those at post. Rather the
SSR Strategy has fulfilled a seemingly useful role focusing on filling knowledge gaps, helping to
mainstream SSR in London, building capacity through support for courses (facilitated by GFN-SSR) and
regional networking, and promoting SSR in multilateral fora such as the UN.

51. In merging the SSR Strategy and the SALW Strategy, CPP partners may wish to reflect on how the
new Security and Small Arms Control programme can be made more useful to HMG officials, particularly
those at post. It is, for example, clear that officials at post place a high value on knowledge of local
context. It is not sufficient to have technical expertise. It is extremely important to understand the nuances
of the local political and social environments to help create a reform friendly climate. Additionally, the new
strategy will have at its disposal resources earmarked for SSR, SALW and Defence Education. There is a
considerable danger that what one will end up with is three siloed pots of money within a cross cutting
strategy. That will affect the flexibility of the SSAC programme to meet needs and suggests that some
form of prioritisation will be required. (See also discussion in section 4)

SSDAT

52. SSDAT is more widely known and appreciated by HMG officials at post and in London. It has
engaged in a large number of GCPP countries, although of the four countries visited by the review team,
SSDAT is currently active only in Nepal. SSDAT activities range from initial scoping studies to ongoing
support for MOD reform, and more recently policing and justice reform in Nepal to helping design a highly
participatory internal security sector review process in Kosovo.19

53. A number of issues relating to SSDAT arose in the course of this review, many of which have been
debated virtually since SSDAT’s creation in 2001. The first relates to SSDAT’s contribution to the policy
process. There is a perception among at least some HMG officials that SSDAT has a purely technical
role. Members of the SSDAT team are, however, engaged in some of the most highly political
undertakings of any British officials. It is essential that they have more than simply technical skills and it is
equally essential that their experiences be fed back into the policy process at post and in Whitehall. The
move from Shrivenham to London in late 2007 was intended to facilitate SSDAT’s contribution to the
policy process in Whitehall. It was too early for the review team to judge how successful this has been but
anecdotal evidence suggests that the pace of interactions has increased in 2008.

54. The second point relates to SSDAT’s profile. SSDAT is the only dedicated HMG resource with the
specific mandate to work on security sector reform in non-stabilisation environments.20 In most countries
where SSDAT has worked, it is considered a valuable resource. In areas where SSDAT has not engaged,
SSDAT’s comparative advantage is often not clear to British officials. Indeed, one group of officials asked
why properly trained stabilisation advisers or conflict advisers could not play the same role as the SSDAT.
This suggests that SSDAT could usefully give more attention to explaining what it does to others within
Whitehall.

55. In particular, it is important that SSDAT – which is a tri-departmental unit – gets across its cross-
Whitehall accreditation, as there are still those who believe that SSDAT provides only defence-related
assistance. The absence of a senior governance adviser for the better part of two years and the current
lack of a senior policing / justice adviser no doubt contributes to this perception. Ensuring that the team is
well-rounded should be a top priority for the three departments SSDAT serves.

19 See, for example, SSDAT, Annual Report, 2006-07.
20 In stabilisation environments, particularly ‘hot stabilisation’ countries, the Stabilisation Unit is engaged in security and justice

related activities, although these may not, strictly speaking, be SSR activities but activities that help lay the foundation for SSR work.
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56. Third, there is the long-standing discussion of how SSDAT should be tasked. In the past, SSDAT has
largely responded to requests for its services. While this indicates that there is need for SSDAT’s
expertise, it also means that SSDAT team members are spread quite thin geographically. In 2006/07, for
example, SSDAT was active in 23 countries. While there are some long-term engagements, a good deal
of SSDAT’s work involves shorter term activities such as scoping missions to determine the feasibility of
UK engagement and presentations to help develop a pro-reform climate. This means that SSDAT team
members are often required to engage in a country without an adequate knowledge of context. This has
been flagged as a concern by some country teams and should be addressed by SSDAT’s departments.
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4 Conflict Prevention and SSR

57. While the previous PSA did not specify linkages with SSR, PSA 30 places SSR squarely at the heart
of conflict prevention activities. It clearly identifies SSR and related activities (such as DFID’s work on
safety, security and access to justice and efforts to manage the proliferation of small arms and light
weapons) as key components of managing conflicts during the 2008-11 period (Box 2).

58. It also recognises that DFID, FCO and MOD all have important roles to play in managing, preventing
and reducing conflict beyond their engagement in CPP. For example, in DRC PSA 30 anticipates that
FCO and DFID ‘will continue also to ensure the EU uses its development assistance constructively, and
supports good governance through European Security and Defence Policy missions.’21 In the Middle
East, ‘MOD’s regional network of Defence Attaches supports close military relations with many Middle
Eastern states through which the MOD leverages support of UK government-wide objectives.’22 The
review team has seen how defence attachés can promote SSR objectives. More generally, PSA 30
foresees increased security and justice-related investment from DFID as well as CPP (see paragraph 15
above).

59. Going forward, CPP investments in SSR will need to be particularly cognisant of the way in which
they can promote conflict prevention objectives. In assessing the degree to which SSR promotes conflict
prevention, the starting point would ideally be a clear understanding of what HMG means by SSR and its
objectives in promoting SSR. The effectiveness and impact of HMG’s approach to SSR from a conflict
prevention perspective could then be examined in relation to HMG’s conflict management, reduction and
prevention objectives in specific countries and regions. The absence of an SSR policy complicates this
process and should be addressed as a matter of urgency should HMG wish to continue to retain influence
in this field.

21 HM Government, PSA Delivery Agreement 30, p. 11.
22 HM Government, PSA Delivery Agreement 30, p. 10.

Box 2. Conflict prevention and SSR

Afghanistan: “By 2011 the outcomes that the UK government are seeking are:…progress in central institutional
capacity-building and Security Sector Reform…”

DRC: “The Conflict Prevention Pool will support demilitarisation and the development of effective security structures
with appropriate oversight.”

Nigeria: “Conflict Prevention Pool-funded activity will support the professionalisation of the Nigerian armed forces and
their ca ability to play a leading role in African peacekeeping, and peacebuilding in key flashpoint areas across the
country.”

Sierra Leone: “The UK (largely through the Conflict Prevention Pool) will continue to play an important role in
supporting security sector reform including leading the International Military Advisory and Training Team.”

Source: HM Government, PSA Delivery Agreement 30: Reduce the impact of conflict through enhanced UK and
international efforts, revised November 2007.






