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Executive summary 
1. As part of its ongoing work on developing better approaches to support security and 

justice engagements in fragile states, INCAF commissioned a study of security and justice 

programming in Burundi.  The overall program of work seeks to develop operational advice on 

how four key challenges can be addressed by incorporating key elements of process into 

programming: 1) getting to grips with the politics of ownership, 2) identifying results that matter, 

3) establishing monitoring mechanisms that drive real-time program development and resource 

allocation and 4) ensuring that suitable management structures drive programs.  The program 

also seeks to demonstrate to senior international decision makers how “domestic” imperatives 

(political and organizational) can be combined with the requirements for effective engagement in 

long and uncertain transformational security and justice change processes.  

2. The Burundi case study draws primarily on the Dutch financed Security Sector 

Development (SSD) program and secondarily the Justice Programme, financed in part by DFID 

and implemented by the Belgian Development Agency (BTC).  It has also briefly reviewed two 

policing programs that collaborate with the SSD program – the BTC financed 

Professionalization of the Burundian Police and the German financed Support for Police Reform 

– as well as the EU supported Good Governance/Gutwara Neza program which received 

funding from DFID after the latter withdrew from the Justice Programme. 

3. The examination of how the SSD and other programs under review here have 

addressed the four key challenges to effective security and justice programming demonstrates 

that using process elements has in a number of cases enabled the programs to meet these 

challenges more effectively, particularly with regard to promoting ownership.  This report has 

focused on five key process elements that are not typically included in current programming, but 

which the Burundi study suggests can improve essential responses to the challenges of 

ownership, results, monitoring and program management: 

 The ability to engage politically at all levels and on a daily basis 

 Establishing results progressively 

 Working iteratively at every stage of the program cycle with an increasingly central 

role for local stakeholders 

 Being flexible in using resources 

 Having a time horizon commensurate to ambition and environment. 

The four key challenges 

4. The report begins by outlining some of the ways in which the programs in Burundi have 

attempted to address the four key challenges.   

5. In order to understand how the politics of ownership have been addressed by security 

and justice programming in Burundi, information was sought on:  a) how relations between 

Burundian and international stakeholders have been built; b) how interests were identified; c) 

how program activities were negotiated by national and international stakeholders; and d) how 

the understanding of the political environment and relations influenced the development of the 

program.  The analysis of this information identified three critical factors for addressing the 
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politics of ownership:  a) the ability to promote ownership at three levels simultaneously 

(strategic, program and project); b) flexible structures; and c) the willingness of government to 

finance a portion of reform processes.  There is evidence from the Burundian case that the use 

of process elements has strengthened the ability of security and justice programming to address 

a range of constraints to more effective ownership, but in particular the political constraints. 

6. Both Burundian and international interlocutors involved with the SSD program raised one 

word of caution about national ownership of security and justice programs.  While it is desirable 

for national actors to progressively take control of programs like the SSD, national actors in 

leadership positions may be vulnerable to different types of political pressure.  It is important 

that international actors consider how to insulate national actor from various pressures to the 

extent possible, including political dialogue and the continued involvement of international actors 

in the program. 

7. Donors face growing demands for accountability to their own citizens on how 

governments use aid money.  This has led donors to focus on results through the use of 

mechanisms such as results chains, results-based management and monitoring and evaluation.  

While accountability is undeniably important, donors are under extreme pressure to 

demonstrate results and value-for-money relatively quickly.  This has implications for the ways 

in which donors engage in the security and justice area, increasingly in ways that actually 

constrain the ability of donors to achieve the results they seek because these results can only 

be achieved by changing attitudes and patterns of behavior of both individuals and institutions 

over the long term.  Critical questions explored here are:  a) what is a result (output, outcome or 

process); when are results defined (at outset or progressively throughout the life of the program) 

and by whom (donors, consultants or national actors); and can results be changed in the course 

of execution?   

8. Each of the programs reviewed for this report state that they have achieved results.  

Interestingly from the perspective of this INCAF work, in many cases the results achieved are 

not those specified in project documents but process results that are essential for the “real” 

results to be achieved.  This suggests that a focus on process could be beneficial for achieving 

results.  The Burundi programs do not, however, provide solid information on exactly how 

process elements can be married with standard programming approaches that rely on 

logframes, results chains, and pre-established results defined largely by external actors 

because the program that has used process elements to the greatest effect, the SSD program, 

does not employ standard programming approaches.  Rather it has only a few, very broad pre-

determined objectives; it has no logframe or results chain; it identifies results progressively; and 

it gives national actors a major role in determining results. 

9. Regular monitoring is essential for the achievement of results, but it is frequently not 

given adequate attention. Together with evaluation, monitoring enables program results to be 

tracked, so that adjustments can be made during implementation.  Monitoring (and evaluation) 

can promote ownership and accountability.  It can also be very helpful in communicating to 

senior policy makers and others in capitals what progress is actually being achieved.  However 

for monitoring to work well, expectations about what can be achieved (results) need to be 

realistic and considerable work remains to be done in that regard for much security and justice 

programming in general and in Burundi in particular.  Of particular interest to the INCAF work, 
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the SSD program, which conducts the most extensive monitoring of all the program surveyed 

here, closely monitors political events in Burundi and The Netherlands and uses this information 

to identify areas where political support from Dutch political actors (in-country and at 

headquarters) may be required.  This greatly strengthens the effectiveness of the overall 

program and has some spin-off for other security and justice programs through donor 

coordination. 

10. Regarding program management, the programs surveyed have very different program 

structures and it is difficult to say that one is absolutely more effective than the other in 

promoting good program management.  All of the programs have faced structural challenges 

that have affected their ability to meet their objectives.  Several lessons can be drawn from 

these experiences.  The first is that attempting to run a complex program without a dedicated in-

country program manager seriously undermines the ability of the program to meet its objectives.  

The second is that program structures that facilitate consultation with local stakeholders 

enhance the chances that the program will be effective. Lastly, enabling the program to draw on 

the political support of donor governments to exert necessary leverage over local authorities can 

significantly improve the chances that the program will meet its objectives.  To do this most 

effectively, both program staff and donor in-country representation need to have political 

acumen, an ability to think outside the box, ability to work collegially, an awareness of context, 

an ability to work well across cultures and different thematic areas, and appropriate language 

skills.  It is also extremely important that program staff be able to work in a problem-solving 

mode on the basis of what exists in the country, rather than taking an ideal state as the starting 

point for programming. The problem is not that it is difficult to draw up a profile for program (or 

Embassy) staff.  Rather, the problem is how one finds and retains the right people.   

Process elements in security and justice programming in Burundi 

11. An examination of how the five process elements that appear to be essential to effective 

security and justice programming in Burundi have influenced these responses leads to a 

number of observations.   

12. The first is that the ability to proactively address the political aspects of a process 

of change at all levels and on a daily basis is at the heart of effective security and justice 

programming.  The ability to address political issues at both senior political levels and the 

programmatic level is essential.  This requires a close working relationship between the 

program and donor embassies, although not one where the donor political agenda drives 

programming decisions but where donors are able to support the attainment of program 

objectives.  An explicit focus on governance is an asset in a program’s ability to address political 

issues proactively. 

13. All of the programs surveyed for this report demonstrate why it is important to establish 

results progressively.  This fits better with some programming approaches than others.  In 

particular, the general trend within the development community at present toward approaches 

that prioritize the use of programming tools (logframes, results frameworks, business cases) 

that give preference to output measurements and a need to demonstrate value-for-money works 

against the progressive establishment of results.  There was a good deal of interest in the 

possibility of increasing the emphasis on process because it was felt that in principle 
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emphasizing process should enable more realistic, and hence more achievable and sustainable, 

results to be developed.  It was agreed that having a long time horizon for a program makes it 

easier to focus on process. 

14. There is also evidence from the Burundi experience that developing a relationship of 

trust is essential to the ability to develop results progressively.  Part of the process of developing 

this relationship of trust is the ability of programs to operate “at two speeds”:  beginning by 

providing tangible benefits (training, certain types of equipment, infrastructure) that are 

prioritized by national stakeholders while assessing the most appropriate way to address the 

highly political transformational aspects of change.  Ideally projects designed to deliver these 

benefits will open windows of opportunity for the longer-term change issues to be addressed.  

Additionally, by working together on the more concrete activities, the partners will begin to 

develop the trust necessary to tackle the more complex and political change issues. 

15. A two-speed approach can also be instrumental in working iteratively throughout the 

program cycle with an increasingly central role for local stakeholders.  It is widely agreed 

that achieving sustainable results that imply transforming power relations within society require 

agreement on a vision of the desired end-state.  However, particularly in fragile and conflict 

affected states, developing such a vision takes time, partly for political reasons and partly for 

capacity reasons.  Combining activities that can be implemented relatively quickly while a 

process is established for addressing the more transformational issues has been beneficial in 

Burundi.  One Burundian interlocutor familiar with the SSD program argued that if that program 

had attempted to tackle only transformational issues during its first two years, it would have not 

gained the degree of acceptance it has because “military officers who had spent the previous 10 

years at war were not ready to think strategically in year one [of the program].” 

16. This type of approach is easiest for programs that have a long timeframe with multiple 

programming cycles.  Multiple cycles force iterative programming (and facilitate the progressive 

establishment of results) and the longer timeframe provides the space for stakeholders to 

accept the need for transformation, adjust to change and undertake capacity building.   

17. Flexible use of resources depends on a variety of factors.  It depends on the structure 

of the program, regulations governing the use of financial inputs, the skills and personal 

characteristics of program staff (see paragraph 10 above), and the appropriate use of 

monitoring, evaluation and lessons learning during the life of the program.  Multiple 

programming cycles appear to promote the flexible use of resources.  It also benefits from being 

able to adjust the allocation of financial resources to meet changing needs, including the 

flexibility not to spend money if conditions change or as leverage when political blockages 

threaten the ability of a program to meet its objectives.  Lastly, the capacity to monitor activities 

on a regular basis and the willingness to use the information gathered in this way to adjust 

activities as necessary is essential. 

18. Many security and justice programs are quite ambitious in their expectations of change.  

Often, these programs cannot be carried out in the anticipated timeframe because of underlying 

environmental conditions (the need to develop capacity and change behaviors and attitudes). 

Many interlocutors stressed that timeframes need to be commensurate with ambition and 

environment.  Several of the programs surveyed for this report had timeframes of 8 years or 

more but most did not have guaranteed funding for the entire period, which, while politically 
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realistic from the perspective of the donor, does introduce an element of uncertainty into the 

reform process.  Additionally, the evidence from security and justice programming in Burundi 

points to the crucial importance of having a period of reflection to prepare for substantial 

programming begins. 

Constraints 

19. The Burundi case clearly demonstrates that irrespective of the approach employed there 

are a number of resource, legislative, procedural and political constraints that can make or 

break even the best-conceived program.  For the purposes of this report, it is important to 

understand whether a programming approach that incorporates key process elements helps to 

diminish the impact of these constraints on the four key challenges or whether the constraints 

prevent the application of the process elements.  

20. There is tentative evidence that process elements can help overcome some constraints.  

This is particularly clear with regard to three constraints on working with the politics of 

ownership: 1) a lack of understanding of issues, 2) a lack of political will to change attitudes and 

behaviors and 3) a lack of adequate capacities. It is also particularly clear in respect of four 

constraints on establishing results that matter: 1) the tendency to establish poorly defined 

results that are difficult to attain; 2) the inability to develop results progressively; 3) inadequate 

national input into the process of defining results and 4) an inability to adjust results over time.  

In other cases, the ability to employ process elements to respond to constraints is negatively 

affected by those constraints.   For example, without suitable program management structures, 

it can be difficult to overcome constraints and achieve program objectives but resource and 

political constraints often limit the ability to develop suitable program management structures.  

Lastly some positive results appear to have been primarily the outcome of good programming 

practices.  This was most evident with regard to the establishment of monitoring to drive real-

time program development and resource allocation. 
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Introduction 
1. As part of its ongoing work on developing better approaches to support security and 

justice engagements in fragile states, INCAF commissioned a study of security and justice 

programming in Burundi.  The overall program of work seeks to develop operational advice on 

how challenges in respect of ownership, results, monitoring and program management can be 

addressed by using a “process approach.”  It also seeks to demonstrate to senior international 

decision makers how “domestic” imperatives (political and organizational) can be combined with 

the requirements for effective engagement in long and uncertain transformational security and 

justice change processes.   

2. The Burundi case study was conducted by a team of one international and two national 

consultants.  (See Annex 1 for its ToR.)  It has drawn primarily on the Dutch financed Security 

Sector Development (SSD) program and secondarily the Justice Programme, financed in part 

by DFID and implemented by Belgian Development Agency (BTC).  It has also briefly reviewed 

two policing programs that collaborate with the SSD program – the BTC financed 

Professionalization of the Burundian Police and the German financed Support for Police Reform 

– as well as the EU supported Good Governance/Gutwara Neza program which received 

funding from DFID after the latter withdrew from the Justice Programme.   

3. The review team analyzed program documentation and other relevant materials and 

interviewed some 30 in-country program staff (Burundian and international) and other 

stakeholders between 16 January and 4 February 2012.  On 2 February 2012 some of the key 

issues raised by the field research were discussed at a meeting in Bujumbura.  Participants 

included representatives of several of the programs under review, their donor funders, 

representatives of the Government of Burundi and civil society.  In addition, the first draft of this 

report benefited from an in-depth discussion with INCAF members, the project’s reference 

group and consultants for follow-up case studies on 22-23 February 2012 in Stockholm.  This 

was supplemented by interviews conducted with three current and former Netherlands Ministry 

of Foreign Affairs (MFA) officials during the first phase of the INCAF work.  This report will be 

followed up by a series of interviews in The Hague with relevant stakeholders to explore some 

of the report’s observations – those pertaining to constraints in particular – in more detail.  This 

visit will be summarized in a separate document. 

Structure of the report 

4. Section 1 of this report discusses the evolution of the political and security context in 

which programming is taking place.  Based on an examination of the SSD program, section 2 

considers whether the elements of a process approach are in fact present in the program as 

hypothesized and if the working definition of a process approach is valid or needs some 

revision. Section 3 examines how the programs under review have addressed four critical 

challenges facing security and justice programming – the politics of ownership, results, 

monitoring and program management –with a view to understanding how a focus on process 

can assist in meeting these challenges.  Section 4 builds on sections 2 and 3 to provide a 

preliminary assessment of how security and justice programming in Burundi has incorporated 

key process elements.  Section 5 offers some tentative thoughts on how process-oriented 

programming can help over come some of the constraints facing security and justice 

programming in Burundi. 
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1.  Burundi : toward the consolidation of peace or 

authoritarianism? 

State of play in the security sector at the time of Arusha 

5. During the peace negotiations in Arusha, the question of security and especially of the 

armed forces was a central focus of the talks.  The tension surrounding this question derived 

from the central political role that the defense and security forces played during the military 

dictatorship over several decades and particularly in the repressive system in place at that time.  

On the one hand, these forces, which consisted of different police services,1 the Forces Armées 

Burundaises (FAB, or Burundian Armed Forces) and the Gendarmerie, were essentially 

composed of members of the minority Tutsi ethnic group.  This control was seen by the ordinary 

soldiers as a means of protecting their ethnic group against the “genocidaire inclinations” of the 

majority Hutu and by the commanders as a means of consolidating their power and reaping 

benefits.  On the other hand, the FAB, despite being well-educated and well-trained, had 

scarcely integrated elementary concepts of human rights and democratic and republican 

principles into their mode of operation.  Rather, particularly after 1972, they were characterized 

by neopatrimonial practices:  clientelism, regionalism, nepotism, tribalism and so on.  In fact, the 

army (whose leadership was under the tight control of a group of officers from the province of 

Bururi) made and unseated governments.  It was thus at the nerve center of power.  If the 

civilian police, small in number, had the mission of maintaining internal order and security, these 

prerogatives were nonetheless shared with the army and especially the newly created 

Gendarmerie which fulfilled the same functions (and was seen as a means of accommodating 

Tutsis from other provinces).  The brutal methods and notably the frequent use of torture also 

characterized certain police services (notably the PSP).   

6. The civil war unfortunately increased these weaknesses and excesses on the part of the 

defense and security services.  While the ethnic composition of the army troop was 

progressively altered in favor of the majority Hutus, heinous crimes committed by these forces 

multiplied during the conflict: massacres of civilians, numerous extra-judicial killings, generalized 

torture in detention camps and centers and so on.  For its part, the police, as an instrument in 

that strategy, supported the army in its repressive activities but it was equally instrumentalized 

to silence all forms of unarmed opposition.  The rebel movements were equally violent and 

lacking in respect for human rights.  In addition their fighters for the most part lacked training 

and were poorly educated.  Aware of the various deficiencies of the defense and security forces, 

the parties negotiating at Arusha gave priority to the question of the transformation of these 

forces and the integration of combatants from the rebel movements.  They particularly 

recommended various measures to improve their professionalization and especially the 

reorganization of the different services.  These reforms are also part of the different peace 

agreements that the transitional government reached with the various rebel groups after Arusha, 

of which the Conseil National Pour la Défense de la Démocratie–Forces pour la Défense de la 

Démocratie (CNDD-FDD) was the most important. 

7. Despite the successful integration of the rebel groups into the defense and security 

                                                
1
 The Public Security Police (PSP), the Air, Border and Aliens’ Policee, and the Judicial Police of the 

Parquet.  
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forces following the signing of various peace agreements and particularly in view of the 

progressive implementation of ethnic quotas recommended by Arusha, the process of 

professionalization of these forces has not been without obstacles and challenges.   

State of play in the justice sector at the time of Arusha 

8. In 2000, the year of the signing of the Arusha Agreement, the Burundian justice system 

was in much the same condition as the defense and security forces.  The justice system is often 

described as biased and discriminatory,2 in part because the justice system and its hierarchy 

are composed primarily of Tutsis.  The justice system was also often manipulated by successive 

military regimes to suppress all forms of opposition and especially the various attempts to 

overthrow the governments led by the Hutu majority. Beyond this instrumentalization that 

obviously affected its performance, the Burundian justice system, long under the control of the 

executive, was characterized by many different ills and dysfunctions: poor accessibility for 

litigants; insufficient human, financial, logistical and material resources; lengthy procedures and 

long trials; interference on the part of the executive; impunity for crimes committed by the 

authorities and their close relatives; bad judgments and judicial errors; default judgments; 

irregularities in what were often illegal, arbitrary or prolonged detentions; overcrowding and poor 

living conditions and inadequate rehabilitation of prisoners; lack of witnesses and lawyers; 

corruption; lack of planning, and so on. 

9. The negotiators of the Arusha Agreement adopted a number of reforms in the justice 

sector that were for the most part incorporated into the constitution adopted in March 2005. 

These include: the promotion of gender, ethnic and regional balance in the Burundian judicial 

sector; development of a judicial training program including the creation of a National School of 

Magistrates; reform of the High Council of Magistrates; the enactment of legislation against 

genocide, war crimes and other crimes against humanity; the creation of a National Observatory 

for the prevention and eradication of genocide, war crimes and other crimes against humanity; 

the revision of a number of laws such as the Penal Code, Criminal Procedure Code, Civil Code, 

and so on.  All these laws will eventually be promulgated by the executive.  Similarly, various 

measures were taken to balance the ethnic composition of the justice system.  Finally, an 

important step was made in the legislative process but execution of this legislation remains a 

problem and the weaknesses of the judiciary described above remain valid for most part. 

A political environment still marked by the 2010 electoral process  

10. In 2010, Burundi organized, within the timeframe specified in the constitution, a second 

round of general elections, following those of 2005 which had seen the victory of the former 

rebel group, the CNDD-FDD.  Despite a somewhat tense political climate and several sharp 

confrontations between activists supporting the main political parties contesting the election, the 

2010 elections took place without Burundi falling back into violence.  The former PALIPEHUTU-

FNL rebel group, which joined the peace process late and had only recently transformed itself 

into a political party, also took part in the elections.  The electoral calendar called for the general 

elections to begin with communal elections on 21 May 2010.  These were postponed to the 24th 

for logistical reasons.  This election was largely won by the CNDD-FDD, which significantly 

outpaced its competitors by receiving 64 percent of the vote.  The majority of the other parties 

                                                
2
 Human Rights Watch, Burundi:  Justice accused, 1999. 
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immediately proclaimed that "massive fraud" had taken place and refused to recognize the 

results.  They also formed a coalition, the Alliance of Democrats for Change (ADC) Ikibiri, which 

decided to boycott the remainder of the electoral process.  As a result, CNDD-FDD secured its 

victory in the legislative and presidential polls.  The boycott enabled the ruling party to reinforce 

its hegemony over state institutions.  It controls more than 80 percent of National Assembly 

seats and government posts.  It shares these with its allies, Union for National Progress 

(UPRONA) and Democratic Front of Burundi (FRODEBU) Nyakuri, both of which obtained the 2 

percent of the votes required by the constitution to be allocated seats in Parliament.3 

11. Today, 18 months after the electoral process came to an end, these contentious 

episodes continue to influence the political environment.  Despite the fact that national and 

international observers, the media and civil society all agree that the outcome of the electoral 

process was valid, it remains the main bone of contention between elected authorities and the 

opposition.  Several ADC-Ikibiri politicians went into exile or hiding shortly after the elections 

following threats of imprisonment or threats to their personal security.  Months after their 

departure, clashes and skirmishes have increased between the state security forces and armed 

groups who are effectively in rebellion against the government but are classified by the 

authorities as “bandits.”  The authorities have since made numerous arrests in the ranks of the 

opposition and increased repression against the opposition political parties and members of civil 

society.  The press and civil society are harassed and many of their leaders are brought before 

the courts on a regular basis.4  This radicalization of power seems to reflect the predominant 

influence of the military and hardliners within the ruling party.5 

12. Despite pressure from all sides6 to organize a dialogue between the government and the 

opposition to foster conditions for the return of opposition leaders from exile, their participation 

in the debate on current issues7 and the normalization of political life, this dialogue has stalled 

mainly because of the ambiguous and contradictory positions taken both by the authorities and 

by the leaders of the ADC. The former alternate between offering an opening and firmness.8  

Moreover, they seem to have clearly opted for a repressive strategy aimed at the destruction of 

the opposition.  The latter have failed to take a coherent position on the dialogue, the conditions 

                                                
3 The constitution also specifies that parties must receive 5 percent of the vote to become part of the 
government.  Despite the fact that FRODEBU Nyakuri – a CNDD-FDD ally – did not achieve this 
threshold, it was nevertheless given a ministerial portfolio.   

4 The president of PARCEM, an organization dedicated to promoting good governance, was arrested on 7 
Feburary 2012 and imprisoned for two weeks for having criticized the practice of offering bribes to obtain 
jobs in the Ministry of Justice. 

5 Two key governmental hawks (the Ministers of Foreign Affairs and Public Safety) lost their jobs in the 

last Cabinet reshuffle on November 7, 2011, but one of them was immediately appointed head of the civil 
cabinet of the President where he has become even more powerful.  

6 The Catholic clergy delivered a strong message in favor of dialogue on Christmas Day 2011 that was 

read in all churches. 

7
 There is talk of establishing a truth and reconciliation commission in the first half of 2012.  The president 

also spoke of popular consultations on the amendment of the constitution. 

8 
The president has called for dialogue in his speech on the occasion of National Day on 1 July 2011 but 

the tone was much stronger during his address to the nation on 31 December 2011. 
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for engaging, and the agenda.  Without clearly stating it, the ADC leaders are increasingly 

involved in the resurgence of political violence.9 

13. While Burundi has made some steps in the right direction with the establishment of 

institutional counterweights to executive power, such as the Independent National Commission 

on Human Rights and the Ombudsman, and the recent reshuffle of the justice sector, it is 

unlikely that these new instruments can substantially improve governance which is undermined 

by significant corruption and numerous violations of human rights which frequently involves 

members of the security forces.  These conditions are a source of tension between the donors 

and the government of Burundi.  Finally the current political stalemate is also likely to fuel 

security-related tensions. 

A security environment still of concern 

14. The security forces have dealt a heavy blow to the armed groups10 by significantly 

reducing their operational areas, in part by dismantling their networks or succeeding in repulsing 

some of their attacks.11  The price to the opposition was a high.  According to the United Nations 

Office in Burundi (BNUB), between January 1 and October 15, 2011, there were 46 cases of 

extrajudicial executions, more than during all of 2010.12  The Observatory of Governmental 

Action estimated that there had been about 300 deaths in the ranks of the opposition just 

between July and November 2011.13  During 2010 and 2011, arrests of those associated with 

the ADC have multiplied, sometimes solely on the basis of political affiliation, in particular 

among the supporters of Agathon Rwasa’s FNL.  Many opposition activists have also been 

victims of torture and abuse from certain security bodies. 

15. On just one evening, September 18, 2011, an attack on a bar in Gatumba, 15 km from 

the capital, by an unidentified armed group killed at least 39.  While the executive director of the 

National Intelligence Service (SNR) quickly identified the FNL as being responsible for these 

killings in a confidential letter addressed to his regional peers,14 the statements of some 

defendants imply on the contrary that some members of the police and the SNR were in fact 

responsible.  In the event no one ever claimed responsibility. This event is sufficient to 

demonstrate that the violence targeting civilians in some numbers is no longer the mere fact of 

                                                
9 On this point see the final report of the Group of Experts on the Democratic Republic of Congo, 
December 2, 2011, S/2011/738, http://daccess-dds-
ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N11/556/32/PDF/N1155632.pdf?OpenElement. 

10 Apart from the FNL which is particularly active in Eastern Congo, two armed groups have made 
themselves known through armed actions, the National Front for the Revolution in Burundi-TABARA and 
Forces for the Restoration of Democracy (FRD). 

11 FRD fighters experienced a serious reversal during an attack in Cankuzo province in November 2011 
when several score of them were killed or captured.  Since then not much has been heard from this new 
rebel group. 

12  “Report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations Office in Burundi,” S /2011/751, November 30, 
2011, http://daccess-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N11/614/80/PDF/N1161480.pdf?OpenElement. 

13
 Agence France-Presse, “Burundi: plus de 300 ex-rebelles tués en cinq mois, le gouvernement 

conteste,” November 21, 2011. 

14
 A regional security body has been created to allow the regular exchange of information among the 

intelligence services of a number of Great Lakes countries. 
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the past war.  Moreover, despite a lull in political violence during the early part of 2012, the 

discovery of new bodies in different parts of the country raises fears of a possible new wave of 

extrajudicial killings.  Moreover, given that the prospects for opening a dialogue are dwindling, 

the pursuit of armed actions by rebel groups in-the-making and an all-out crackdown by security 

forces could be the preferred strategy for all sides. 

16. Despite the fact that the CNDD-FDD was not part of the Arusha negotiations and is 

sometime reluctant to consider Arusha as binding, it accepted the Arusha Agreement when it 

signed the ceasefire with the transitional government. The role that the regional actors (who are 

the custodian of the Arusha Agreement) played in the different peace agreements in Burundi 

provides an opportunity for them along with the international community to actively encourage 

the parties to the post-election crisis to engage in dialogue. 

.  
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2.  Integrating process into security and justice programming 
17. The objective of the INCAF study is to provide advice on developing better approaches 

to security and justice programming.  The initial working hypothesis was that an iterative and 

incremental “process approach” would be more effective than the dominant programming cycle 

approach.  A main objective of the Burundi case study was to examine the SSD program with a 

view to determining: a) whether the elements of a process approach are in fact present in the 

program as hypothesized; b) if the working definition of a process approach was valid or needed 

some revision; and c) what ways/approaches have been used to deal effectively with challenges 

around the politics of ownership, results, monitoring and program management.  The key 

elements of the SSD program are summarized in Box 1 and discussed in more detail in Annex 

2.   

18. This section examines the first two questions with reference to the SSD program.  It also 

incorporates the recommendations of a discussion on these findings by a group of INCAF 

members, representatives of the project’s reference group and case study consultants in 

February 2012 that nuanced the initial hypothesis.  Section 3 reviews the way the SSD and 

other programs have approached the four key challenges with a view to understanding how a 

focus on process can assist in meeting these challenges.   

Box 1.  Key elements of the SSD program 

The SSD program had its roots in earlier security related projects financed by the Dutch government in 
the period following the signature of the Arusha Agreement in 2000.  These projects were largely non-
strategic and in some cases did not deliver the agreed results, causing dissatisfaction among Burundian 
stakeholders.  This experience influenced The Netherland’s decision to develop a more strategic 
approach to its support to Burundi and to demonstrate its ability to deliver concrete support through 
specific train and equip activities.   

The SSD is governed by an 8-year Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) between the governments of 
Burundi and The Netherlands (signed in April 2009).  The SSD is divided into four 2-year phases.  It has 
three pillars:  a defense pillar, a public security pillar and a governance pillar.  The program of work 
reviewed at the end of each phase and a new program of developed for the subsequent phase.  
Funding is allocated for each phase.  The MoU sets out a number of strategic objectives and program 
principles.  Specific results are developed for each pillar’s work plan and projects. 

There are three bodies that oversee and manage the work of the program: 1) the ministerial level 
Comité Politique / Political Committee charged with conducting high level political dialogue between the 
partners; 2) the senior official level Comité Technique du Suivi (CTdS) / Technical Monitoring 
Committee charged with approving work programs, monitoring their progress and discussing program 
strategies and budgets; and 3) the working level Unités de Gestion (UdG) / Program Management Units 
for each pillar charged with developing and overseeing projects and contributing to planning the future 
direction of the program. The work of the program, and particularly the UdGs, has been supported by an 
external agent charged with providing administrative and technical support to the execution of the 
program according to the MoU.  In practice there was less clarity about the role of the external agent 
which created problems and the external agent did not perform well during phase 1 of the program.  As 
a result a new external agent was chosen for phase 2.  

The program was initially managed from The Hague by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs’ (MFA) 
Peacebuilding and Stabilization Unit due in part to capacity shortfalls in The Netherlands Embassy 
Office in Burundi.  The in country MFA team was strengthened in 2010.  In addition, in late 2010 a full 
time in country program manager (international consultant) hired by the MFA through the program has 
been in place.  A deputy program manager (Burundian national) is currently being recruited.   In 2011 a 
process of transferring responsibility for day to day management of the UdGs has progressively been 
implemented.  The objective is a Burundian managed program by the end of the second phase or early 
in the third phase. 
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SSD program as an example of a process approach 

19. The field work conducted for this review confirms that the SSD program contains, to 

varying degrees, elements of the five key components of the initial working definition of a 

process approach.  (See Table 1, which is illustrative, not an exhaustive list.)  It is important to 

understand, however, that the program was not consciously designed with all of these elements 

in mind, such as the day-to-day political engagement of the Embassy Office (EO), and some of 

the most effective elements, such as the governance pillar, evolved over time.  Thus, while the 

working definition foresees an intervention that “is carefully calibrated to manage the politics of 

engagement, risk, results and resources,” these elements were only partly in evidence in the 

first year or so of the SSD program and their presence in phase 2 of the program owes much to 

luck and the personalities of key stakeholders, Burundian and international.15   

                                                
15

 Burundi was nearly removed from the list of Dutch development partners in 2011 and it only avoided 
that fate by the coincidental timing of a visit by MFA and Ministry of Defense (MOD) officials to Burundi 
and their timely assessment of the importance of the program. 

Table 1. Initial working definition of process approach 

A process approach is an incremental way of building an intervention (regardless of its size at design), 
which is carefully calibrated to manage the politics of engagement, risk, results and resources. It has five 
basic components that need to be continuously synchronized to work together and deliver better results: 

Incremental construction of the 
intervention: It builds the 
intervention, and in particular 
desired results, gradually, e.g. 
from “smaller” problems focusing 
on short-term results to larger 
problems with longer timeframes 
and results 

1.  The program began with a series of concrete activities that were 
designed to enhance political access and build trust between the two 
governments and enable the governance related aspects of SSD to 
be progressively introduced. 

2.  The relatively long commitment of 8 years combined with 4 2-
year programming phases enables needs and structures to be 
reviewed at regular intervals and adjusted as necessary. 

3.  The governance pillar of the program evolved slowly, in part 
because of Dutch concerns about its sensitivity and a lack of clarity 
about how to address the issue, both structurally and substantively.  
While it should have been possible to develop this pillar more 
rapidly, the fact that it evolved more slowly may have helped build 
confidence among Burundians in addressing governance issues. 

4.  Some of the small phase 1 activities – notably the military ethics 
project – have become major elements of phase 2 programming 
because of their impact on behaviors and attitudes and thus their 
centrality to the achievement of the MoU’s objectives. 

Incrementally building relations 
and negotiating interests: It 
develops relations with a broad 
range of stakeholders, an 
understanding of their interests, 
incentives, constraints and the 
ability to work with these. It also 
creates space to discuss how 
involvement in the intervention 
can be broadened beyond the 
initial group of stakeholders 

1.  The program has done this from the outset but became much 
more effective once the Embassy Office in Bujumbura had adequate 
capacity and a program director was recruited.  This type of donor 
capacity is essential to the effectiveness of such programs and 
should ideally be in place before the program is actually 
implemented to enable a period of relationship building.   

2.  Relationships are being built at the political level and the program 
level.  At the political level, Dutch Chargé d’Affaires and the German, 
French and Belgian Ambassadors are meeting every two months 
with the Ministers of Public Security and of Defense.  These 
meetings are preceded by preparatory meetings at the technical 
level. 

3.  The 8 month process of negotiating the MoU was important in 
this regard (although there are indications that at least some 
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Burundians felt the period was too short).  This, however, was based 
on HQ capacity, not on in-country capacity and the gap between HQ 
commitment and capacity and in-country commitment and capacity 
was nearly fatal to the program. 

4.  The decision to change the structure and membership of the 
CTdS to ensure a closer link with ministers is also essential. 

5.  Civil society has progressively become involved in the defense 
review, the military ethics training program and other activities such 
as a perception study being carried out by CENAP and CREDESS 
broadening out the group of actors engaged in the program.  The 
governance pillar plans to engage in specific activities with civil 
society organizations and the media. 

6.  The governance pillar has also allowed the program to increase 

its outreach and number of institutional Burundian partners. 

Incrementally building capacity: 
It develops capacity appropriate 
to the (changing) scale of the 
activity, the nature of the political 
environment and on the basis of 
what is available 

1.  The decision to create the UdGs was a response to insufficient 
capacity within the  Ministry of Defense and Former Combatants 
(MDNAC) and the Ministry of Public Security (MSP).  International 
support (expatriate heads of units and the financial agent) enabled 
capacity of the UdGs to develop projects and conduct strategic 
planning to be strengthened at the same time that concrete activities 
were being undertaken to demonstrate Dutch commitment to the 
SSD and build political access.  The transition to Burundian 
leadership of the defense UdG is one indication of increased 
capacity.  The capacity of individual UdG members has also 
increased over time.  

2.  The decision to absorb the functions of the defense and public 
security UdGs into their respective ministries will in theory create 
additional capacity in those ministries. It is not clear, however, that 
adequate attention has been given to exactly how that will occur.  

3.  The transitioning of the international UdGs heads to a mentoring 
role provides continued support that is acknowledged by 
stakeholders as desirable. 

4.  A similar process is underway in overall program management 
with the recruitment of a Burundian deputy program director who, it 
is anticipated, will become the director in phase 3. 

Creating space for innovation: 
It identifies and tests options with 
a tolerance for a range of 
outcomes, essentially ensuring 
the availability of time and space 
for innovation that can generate 
results that matter locally by 
ensuring adequate participation of 
key stakeholders and 
beneficiaries, without prescribing 
them 

1.  The “Mobilog” project is an innovative fleet management system 
via mobile text messaging which was proposed by the SSD Program 
Director to the Director General of the Burundi National Police (PNB) 
and is currently being translated into a project by the public security 
UdG. 

2.  The program was able to allocate financial resources from the 
training fund to the start up of the defense review in 2010 when 
national actors requested assistance in the middle of phase 1.  The 
possibility of conducting a defense review had been discussed prior 
to the signing of the MoU but was not politically feasible from the 
Burundian side until early 2010 when the program had been 
functioning for about one year. 

3.  The governance pillar provides a forum in which fundamental 
questions affecting the operation and structure of the security and 
justice sectors can be raised.  The close link between the SSD 
program and the Embassy Office enables politically sensitive issues 
to be raised in a way that some other programs find difficult. 

Combining long-term 
commitments with short-term 
engagements: It combines the 

1.  The program is structured in exactly this way:  an 8-year 
commitment with 4 2-year programming phases.  The fact that the 
commitment has taken the form of an MoU between the two 
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Assessment of the initial working definition of process approach 

20. While a review of the SSD program confirms the five main elements of the working 

definition of a process approach, it also suggests that the definition is incomplete and that the 

notion that from an operational perspective it was probably more useful to think in terms of 

incorporating process into existing approaches rather than a paradigm shift to “a process 

approach. 

Three additional considerations 

21.   The review of the SSD program suggests that the working definition of a process 

approach to security and justice programming failed to take into account three crucial process-

related considerations. 

22. First, the third element of the working definition – incrementally building capacity – 

should be revised to take into account the fact that it is not only that capacity needs to be built 

but that attitudes and behaviors need to be modified as well.  Technical competence is an 

important part of strengthening systems of security and justice and is essential for accountability 

as well as operational effectiveness.  However, it is not only important that national stakeholders 

have the technical capacity to undertake particular activities.  What they do (provide security for 

the poorest in society as well as the well-to-do, for example) and how they do it (acting in 

accordance with human rights standards, for example) is equally important.   

23. It is therefore recommended that the third element be revised to read as follows: 

Incrementally building capacity and modifying attitudes and behaviors: It develops 

capacity appropriate to the (changing) scale of the activity, the nature of the political 

environment and on the basis of what is available; it modifies the attitudes and behaviors of 

individuals and institutions so that they function in accordance with fundamental professional, 

good governance and human rights standards. 

need for long-term commitments 
with the need to operationalize 
activities and allocate resources 
on the basis of short-term political 
cycles to remain sensitive to 
political changes and 
developments 

governments offers some protection against shifting political and 
economic winds in The Netherlands but since funding is only 
approved in two-year tranches, there is in fact no guarantee that 
Burundi will remain on the list of Dutch development partners or that 
adequate funding will be allocated throughout the 8-year period.   

2.  The SSD program made a long-term commitment to support MSP 
infrastructure rehabilitation/construction. This did not materialise in 
phase 1 for various reasons.  In an SSD programme budget review 
in April 2011, € 2.2 m was shifted from the MDNAC barracks project 
to the MSP infrastructures activity, raising the budget of the latter to 
€ 3.2 m.  Subsequently, a study by the BTC revealed that while the 
training infrastructures require rehabilitation, there is no need for 
additional classrooms since only 25% of those currently available 
are being used. Four of Burundi’s key donors to the public security 
sector met with senior MSP officials in February 2012 and reached 
an agreement on developing training and infrastructure plans to 
guide future investments in training facilities, facility maintenance 
and training programs. 
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24. Second, any discussion of a process approach needs to explicitly recognize the 

importance of context, including the political context in which programming occurs.  The 

centrality of context is well understood by those who have worked on security and justice in 

fragile and conflict-affected countries.  However many of the people who are making decisions 

that affect security and justice programming, including officials at headquarters, senior political 

leaders, and parliamentarians, often do not understand this context well.  In particular it is 

important to explain that the context is highly dynamic and that security and justice 

programming needs to be able to adjust to changes in the environment.  This does not mean 

that overall objectives will change, but the way in which they are achieved may need to change.  

25. Third, a major lesson of the evolution of the SSD program is the importance of 

proactively addressing the political aspects of a process of change.  Security and justice work is 

inherently political and as will be shown the remainder of this report, the experience of Burundi 

indicates very clearly that if efforts are not made to address the political constraints on effecting 

an agenda of change in this area, the results will be far from optimal and most likely not 

sustainable.   

Integrating process into existing approaches.   

26. When the draft report on Burundi was discussed at a workshop attended by a group of 

INCAF members, representatives of the project’s reference group and case study consultants, it 

became clear that it is unlikely that the INCAF work will lead to a paradigm change from the 

current “program cycle approach” to a “process approach”, especially in the current results and 

value for money driven environment.  Workshop participants recommended that the project 

focus on how existing approaches (e.g. program cycles, results frameworks, business cases 

and logframes) can be used more flexibly and innovatively and how they can be modified as 

necessary. 

27. With this in mind, participants highlighted the need to differentiate those parts of current 

programming that are not done well from things that are typically not done in current 

programming and focus on the latter.  Workshop participants reworked the original elements of 

the definition of a “process approach” (found in Table 1 above) and proposed five key process 

elements that are not typically included in much current programming, but which are essential to 

respond to the four challenges on which this project is focussing: 

 The ability to engage politically at all levels and on a daily basis 

 Establishing results progressively 

 Working iteratively at every stage of the program cycle with an increasingly central 

role for local stakeholders 

 Being flexible in using resources 

 Having a time horizon commensurate to ambition and environment. 

Following consultation with the INCAF Secretariat, it was decided that this report would reflect 

that recommendation.  Section 4 accordingly assesses security and justice programming in 

Burundi against these five process elements. 
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3.  The four critical challenges 

28. The starting point for the INCAF project on security and justice was that current security 

and justice work is often subject to well-known challenges that have reduced its effectiveness.  

Current approaches seem particularly ineffective in generating innovative responses, 

commensurate to both constraints and environmental dynamics, to the challenges of 1) getting 

to grips with the politics of ownership, 2) identifying results that matter, 3) establishing 

monitoring mechanisms that drive real-time program development and resource allocation and 

4) ensuring that suitable management structures drive programs. The following discussion 

outlines the ways in which the different programs in Burundi examined for this case study have 

addressed these challenges.  Section 4 identifies some of the ways in which the five process 

elements outlined in section 2 have influenced these responses. 

Politics of ownership 

29. It has become increasingly evident that sustainability of development efforts in all 

sectors (including security and justice) requires the commitment of national actors.  It has also 

become evident that such commitment is impossible without the strong leadership of national 

actors in identifying priorities, developing strategies, implementing programs and monitoring 

progress.  In fragile and conflict-affected states, ownership is most often achieved progressively.  

The first step, according to the Kinshasa Statement of 2008, is to exert leadership over priorities 

and policies, with the capacity to execute policies being developed over time.  However 

experience shows that even exerting leadership over priorities and policies in fragile and 

conflict-affected states needs to occur progressively and can require significant external 

support.  What is more, the process is made more challenging by the imperative of achieving 

national ownership, that is, ownership that extends beyond the central government to all levels 

of government and to the population at large. 

30. In order to understand how the politics of ownership have been addressed by security 

and justice programming in Burundi, the review team sought information on several key 

questions:  a)  how relations between Burundian and international stakeholders have been built; 

b) how interests were identified; c) how program activities were negotiated by national and 

international stakeholders; and d) how the understanding of the political environment and 

relations influenced the development of the program.  The analysis of this information identified 

three critical factors for addressing the politics of ownership:  a) the ability to promote ownership 

at three levels simultaneously; b) structural flexibility; and c) the willingness of government to 

finance a portion of reform processes. 

Promoting ownership on three levels simultaneously 

31. All of the programs examined for this report work in ways that are intended to enhance 

ownership but it is only the SSD program that is structured to develop ownership at a number of 

levels:  strategic, program and project (Box 1 and Annex 2).  Table 2 provides examples of the 

types of ownership that either currently exist or are being fostered through the SSD program.  

The way in which ownership at these three levels have been approached both by the SSD 

program and in the justice sector is described in more detail below. 
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Table 2.  Indications of ownership for SSD 

Strategic Program Project 

Signature of MoU by 
Ministers 

Validation of program direction by 
the CTdS 

Development of projects by 
national members of the UdGs 

Participation of Ministers in 
annual political dialogue 

Transfer of program leadership from 
international to national program 
director 

Transfer of UdG leadership from 
international to national head of 
UdG 

Approval by Ministers of 
decisions by the CTdS

1 
Development of overall program 
directions by pillar by national actors 

Absorption of capacity developed 
by UdGs to ministries.

2 

1
This occurs informally in that there is no requirement in the structure specified by the MoU for this approval.  It is, 

however, to be expected that ministers would be advised of the program’s direction and would indicate their 
approval or concerns. 
2
 For the defense and public security UdGs only.  The UdG for governance has a different structure and since it 

works with oversight bodies and civil society should not be absorbed into a ministry. 

32. Strategic level.  At the strategic level, the governments of The Netherlands and Burundi 

negotiated the MoU for the SSD program over a period of 8 months.  Both sides report that at 

the outset they were very unclear about what they wanted out of the SSD program.  

Nonetheless, they were able to agree on a number of broad objectives and principles which 

guide the development of specific activities (Annex 3).  The justice sector policy (politique 

sectorielle du ministère de la justice) provides another example of strategic level ownership.  

This policy was negotiated between the government of Burundi and its partners.  In the end it 

was the government that had the final say on what was included and what was not included.  

Both these examples suggest that there is a certain level of ownership by the government at the 

strategic level in Burundi in the justice and security sectors.   

33. However the true test of strategic level ownership of both the justice sector policy and 

the SSD program is the extent which senior officials allow projects embodying the agreed 

objectives and principles to function effectively.  The record is mixed thus far.   

34. Justice sector.  The justice sector policy contains a commitment to judicial 

independence.  However, it is widely acknowledged that the political authorities routinely 

interfere in the work of the magistrates.16  One interlocutor noted that any magistrate who 

wishes to advance his/her career needs to take into account the desires of the political 

authorities.  Donors have conducted training for magistrates to enhance their capacity since 

2000 but until recently their efforts were largely uncoordinated and non-strategic.  It is not 

surprising that in this environment these efforts failed to change the existing pattern of 

behavior.17   

35. In 2003, however, the government of Burundi issued a decree creating a center for the 

basic professional training of magistrates.  This decision was innovative in that it requires 

candidates for the position of judge of the superior court to successfully undertake a two-year 

                                                
16

 Observatoire de l’Action Gouvernementale, Analyse de l’indépendance de la magistrature au Burundi :  
Droits et réalités,  Bujumbura, June 2011.  See especially chapter 2, “Etat des lieux de l’indépendance de 
la magistrature au Burundi,” pp. 43-114. 

17
 Interview, Bujumbura, January 2012. 



24 

 

training course, making competence the first criterion for selection.  No progress was made on 

implementing this plan until 2010 when a budget was finally allocated to the training center and 

donor training courses were centralized through this facility.  However, as long as recruitment 

procedures are not transparent, the choice of trainees remains a prerogative of the Minister 

based on criteria of his/her choosing.  The current Minister has not yet made any appointments. 

36. Donors decided that the operationalization of the center provided the opportunity to put 

the minister under more pressure through political dialogue around a discussion of the justice 

sector policy.  As a result, a curriculum for the training program is being developed.  It is hoped 

that the first trainings under this new curriculum will be held in 2013.  At least some donors 

believe that this course, if it actually functions as intended, will provide an opportunity for real 

change and that, as one interlocutor stated, there is a possibility “that in 20 years there will be a 

good corps of magistrates.”  However for this outcome to be achieved, it is likely that there will 

need to be significant political pressure on the national authorities and it is unclear whether such 

pressure will be forthcoming because the justice donors have generally chosen a relatively non-

political approach, preferring to focus on “technical” issues.  As one interlocutor explained, the 

justice donors have relied on the United Nations (BINUB and now BNUB) or the Dutch SSD 

program to take up the more politically sensitive issues.  One can question whether this division 

of labor is the most effective way of addressing the problem. 

37. SSD program.  In contrast, a certain degree of commitment on the part of the Burundian 

government to the strategic objectives in the MoU governing the SSD program is reflected in the 

work undertaken in the defense pillar, including the defense review.  The defense review was 

not foreseen in the original phase 1 work plan.  However in 2010 the government itself identified 

this as a new priority.  The SSD program was able to find funding to begin preparatory work, 

and the defense review has now emerged as a major work stream.  The review process began 

in 2010 and is led and managed by the Government of Burundi with support from The 

Netherlands and, starting in 2011, the United Kingdom.  The president officially inaugurated the 

review, and three Burundian-staffed management bodies guide it: the Comité de Direction, the 

Commission de Réflexion and the Comité Exécutif Permanent.18  The latter is supported by the 

Dutch strategic defense adviser and the review has made some use of national and 

international consultants.   

38. The review process has three phases:  a preparatory phase, an execution phase and a 

policy implementation phase.   The execution phase consists of five stages, some of which run 

concurrently (Box 2).  This structure provides a series of opportunities – formal and informal – 

for the national authorities to validate the different products of the review process and to build 

the necessary political support for the outcome of the review process.  For example, once the 

strategic assessment of Burundi’s security environment was completed, the ministries that 

would have a role to play in addressing each potential security threat were identified and a 

workshop was held to validate these assignments.  That workshop was opened by the First Vice 

President of Burundi (responsible for security affairs), the Minister of Defense of Burundi, and 

the Chargé d’Affaires of the Netherlands Embassy Office (the ranking Dutch diplomat) and was 

attended by representatives of each relevant ministry.   
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 Annex 4 describes the composition and tasks of each body.  These are national commissions and 
when the defense review was inaugurated, there were only six national commissions in existence. 
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39. At the same time, there are some indications that the required high-level political support 

is not yet fully in place.  Work on stage 3 of the review process – the operational needs 

assessment – has begun before the defense policy framework has been fully drafted or gone 

through the sort of validation process that occurred for the assessment of the security 

environment.  However to develop the most realistic assessment of operational needs, it is 

essential to have direction from the political level (ie a defense strategy that has been validated 

in some manner at the political level as well as by senior military officials).  The fact that the 

policy framework has not yet been drafted and validated is an indication of some form of 

constraint at the political level within the Burundian government.  This brings to mind one of the 

major lessons of the Uganda review process.  It is essential to invest in laying the political 

groundwork for buy in from key decision-makers.  The military officer who led the Uganda 

defense review process spent considerable time consulting informally with senior military 

officers and politicians to gain and retain their political support for the process.  Members of the 

Burundi defense review team reported undertaking considerable consultations; it is possible that 

more will be needed. 

40. It can be said, therefore, that a certain degree of strategic level commitment on the part 

of the Burundian government to the objectives expressed in the MoU is reflected in the work of 

the defense review.  The final test of ownership will be how well the undertakings agreed to 

during the review process are actually implemented in the future, including the willingness of the 

government of Burundi to finance implementation. 

41. Program and project levels – SSD program.  The SSD program also offers an 

example of how ownership can evolve progressively at the program and project levels.  Due to 

capacity shortfalls in key Burundian ministries, the team at the Netherlands MFA in The Hague 

that initially developed and managed the SSD program decided to place internationals in 

leadership positions – as the financial agent, as strategic advisers to the ministries of defense 

and public security, as the heads of the program management units (UdGs) for defense and 

public security and, later, as program director.  However, from the outset the MFA team 

anticipated that the program would become Burundian managed.    

42. Around the end of the first year of the SSD program, the MFA team began to discuss the 

need to work towards a phased handover of certain program positions to Burundians.  However 

it was only once the position of program director was staffed and there was adequate capacity 

at the Embassy Office in Bujumbura that the strategy began to be implemented.  Unfortunately, 

many of these strategic discussions had taken place within the Dutch inner circle at 

headquarters.  This meant that the Burundian partners were not aware of these plans and 

although changes that enhanced the authority of Burundians were not unwelcome, this was one 

Box 2.  Phase 2 defense review process 

 Stage 1 – Strategic assessment of Burundi’s security environment 

 Stage 2 – Development of a policy framework for national security and defence 

 Stage 3 – Assessment of the required institutional and military capabilities 

 Stage 4 – Political decision on strategic priorities for defence transformation 

 Stage 5 – Development of a costed corporate plan for transformation of the Force de Defense 
Nationale (FDN) 

Source:  Project Document:  Burundi Defense Review, UK participation version 3, n.d., p. 4. 
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of several instances where the Burundian partners felt that major decisions had been taken 

without their involvement. 

43. That said, Burundians are pleased with the progressive transfer of responsibility and 

authority.   A Burundian now heads the defense UdG.  It is expected that a Burundian will head 

the public security UdG by mid-2012.  A Burundian deputy program director was being recruited 

in early 2012 and will be selected by a committee comprising both Burundian and international 

stakeholders.19  The former head of the defense UdG has remained as a mentor, or “coach,” 

and it is anticipated that there will be a similar mentoring arrangement for the public security 

UdG.  Burundian interlocutors generally agreed that the national members of the defense and 

public security UdGs needed a period of apprenticeship in order to be able to assume the 

position of UdG head.  During this process they have benefited from a variety of support 

including training, study visits (including South-South visits), mentoring, and learning by doing.   

44. In addition to placing individual Burundians in leadership positions, it is anticipated that 

the defense and public security program management units, the UdGs, will be absorbed into 

their parent ministries in due course.  The public security UdG has a plan for progressively 

moving individuals back into different parts of the MSP where their functions reside.  MDNAC is 

contemplating creating a program management unit within the Directorate General for Strategic 

Planning and Studies.  Additionally MDNAC normally rotates personnel every two years or so, 

which means more people will rotate through the UdG and in principle develop a range of skills, 

attitudes and behaviors that will further develop the ministry’s capacity to take ownership of 

future activities.   

45. Some Burundian interlocutors compare the SSD program favorably to other donor 

supported programs in the justice and security area.  They are particularly pleased with the 

degree to which Burundians are able to manage the program and act as the public face of the 

program.  They also compare the 8 year timeframe and the variety of activities that the program 

supports very favorably with other single activity projects (Box 3).  

46. Building ownership is not, however, only a matter of who holds the leadership positions.  

It also involves building political support for transformation processes within the different 

organizations that will be affected by the outcome of programs such as the SSD.  Both the 

defense review team and the defense UdG have carried out various consultations with regional 

commanders and brigade commanders to keep them up to date ongoing reform processes and 

likely outcomes.  These efforts demonstrate that relationships need to be built and interests 

negotiated incrementally among national stakeholders as well as between national and 

international stakeholders.   

                                                
19

 Burundians interlocutors compare this process very favorably to the recruitment of the program director 
which was another instance where the Burundians felt that they had not been adequately consulted. 

Box 3.  Comparing the SSD program with other international support 

“There is no other program like the SSD.  There is a hierarchy of management: the CTdS, the UdGs.  
Others don’t have this.  With [another donor] you negotiate one activity, they develop the budget, the 
activity is executed and that is it.  The SSD program has a lot of ownership between the definition of a 
need and its implementation.” 

Source:  MDNAC official, January 2012. 
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Structural flexibility 

47. While the SSD has three pillars – defense, public security and governance – and the 

MoU foresees the same structure for developing and implementing projects across these pillars, 

the program has in fact adopted a somewhat different approach for the governance pillar, one 

that has produced a significant degree of ownership over the SSD’s governance activities.   

48. In the MoU, this work strand was called “cross-cutting issues” and foresaw four main 

“activities”:  strengthening parliamentary oversight, enabling civil society monitoring of the 

security sector, supporting security sector issues in dialogue fora (cadre de dialogue), and 

assisting the MSP and MDNAC in implementing the new fiscal framework for public finance.  It 

took The Netherlands some time, however, to decide exactly how to approach this work.  The 

program held a roundtable for governance in the security sector in early 2010.  This was the first 

time that government officials, members of the defense and security services, parliamentarians 

and civil society had ever met together to discuss this issue and it was a successful event.  The 

lesson that officials from the Fragile States and Peacebuilding Unit (EfV) of the MFA in The 

Hague took from this experience was that there needed to be a space in which a wide variety of 

Burundian stakeholders could come together to discuss the very sensitive subject of how to 

improve security sector governance. An UdG like those for MSP and MDNAC, which were 

focused on developing and implementing projects in support of the policies of a particular 

ministry, was not the appropriate structure.  What was needed was a process of dialogue that 

could in due course be followed up by projects.   

49. In terms of where to locate this dialogue forum, on the face of it, the Ministry of Good 

Governance was the obvious ministerial partner.  However, following a series of in-country 

consultations, the Dutch came to the conclusion that for a variety of reasons that ministry was 

not, in fact, the best counterpart for this work.  What is more, the Ministry of External Relations 

and International Cooperation (MRECI) was one of the three signatories of the MoU, along with 

the MSP and MDNAC, and MRECI was arguing strongly that it too should have a role in 

implementing the program.  Furthermore, MRECI indicated its willingness to assign a senior 

ambassador as national coordinator.  It was therefore decided: 1) to hire a project manager, 

who took up her post in October 2010, to create an advisory group (groupe de réflexion) to 

generate ideas and 2) to attach the governance pillar to MRECI supported by a respected 

senior national coordinator.  There is considerable support for that decision among those who 

work most closely with the governance pillar for attaching the governance pillar to MRECI.  As 

one interlocutor stated: “It is possible to work with MRECI in the same way as we work with 

other ministries.  This gives us the opportunity to work more broadly than if we had been 

embedded in the Ministry of Good Governance.”  

50. In contrast to the defense and public security pillars, the SSD governance pillar has 

been under Burundian leadership since it began in because the knowledge of issues and 

management capacity were already available locally.  The project manager is responsible for 

developing the program of work in consultation with the advisory group and for writing proposals 

for the activities that will be carried out.  Although the project manager needs approval of its 

projects from the program director and then the CTdS, no international actors take part in the 

regular governance related meetings, and these meetings are held in Kirundi, rather than 

French.  Because the national coordinator is highly experienced and well regarded, it has been 
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possible to assemble a groupe de réflexion that works in a serious and non-political manner and 

to address highly sensitive issues such as the constitutionality of the structure of the MSP.  At 

the same time, Burundians recognize that there are benefits to working in partnership with 

international actors because there are times when someone from outside can put sensitive 

issues on the table when a Burundian cannot.  The governance pillar has worked closely with 

the program director and the EO on a number of occasions.   

51. The project manager’s ToR were to “work with parliament and civil society” but how to 

do that was left primarily up to the governance team.20  Together the project manager and the 

national coordinator developed the ToR for the advisory group and recruited its members.21 

Considerable attention was given to the recruitment of advisory group members to ensure the 

maximum effectiveness of the group.  Once constituted, the advisory group was sensitized 

through workshops on SSR-related issues to further enhance its effectiveness.  They then 

began to identify priority areas for work.  They began by developing a program of sensitization 

for members of parliament.  One issue that arose early on was the role of the executive branch, 

to which the governance work was attached through MRECI, in organizing meetings with 

Parliament.  It was explained that MRECI was taking on this role because it represented 

government to the donors and this was accepted.  They now work with the two parliamentary 

commissions on defense and security and hope to work with the finance committee in the 

future.  They are also working with the ombudsman’s office (help identify priorities and sources 

of funding for their strategic plan) and with the Constitutional Court.  Sensitization workshops for 

media and civil society took place in February 2012, with support to a small number of civil 

society organizations to begin later in 2012.  In addition to project activities, the governance 

pillar supports the SSD program more broadly as the need arises.  For example the project 

manager has worked closely with the SSD program director and the national coordinator for 

public security on issues relating to the constitutionality of the structure of the MSP. 

Government financing of reform   

52. The willingness of national authorities to contribute some of their own resources to 

programs is increasingly seen as an indicator of ownership.  The record in this regard is mixed 

in Burundi.  In some cases the government has provided resources in order to obtain 

international support.  The Justice Ministry, for example, provided staff and offices in order to 

receive support in upgrading its internet access and its ability to maintain that capacity.22  In 

other cases, the failure of the national authorities to budget adequately for maintenance and 

repair of buildings and vehicles provided through international programs has become an 

important issue among the partners.  Donors finally began to ask why they should finance more 

buildings or vehicles when buildings and vehicles purchased for the government in earlier years 

are not maintained.   
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 The hiring of the project manager preceded that of the program director by several months, and the EO 
was unable to provide much substantive advice. 

21
 The advisory group is composed of representatives of Defense and Security Commissions of the 

National Assembly and the Senate, the Ministry of Justice spokesperson, senior representatives of the 
Ministries of Good Governance and Finance, one military and one police officer, and two representatives 
of civil society. 

22
 The Ministry of Justice website was launched in early March 2012. 
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53. More broadly, a number of interlocutors pointed to the discrepancies in the state budget 

as an indication of where the government’s priorities lie, and by implication, where it is likely to 

feel most ownership of reform efforts.  In 2012, the government allocated 16.6 percent of the 

budget to defense and security, 2.9 percent to the Presidency, and 1.88 percent to justice.23   

A word of caution 

54. Both Burundian and international interlocutors involved with the SSD program raised one 

word of caution about national ownership of security and justice programs.  While it is desirable 

for national actors to progressively take control of programs like the SSD, national actors in 

leadership positions may be vulnerable to different types of political pressure.  In some cases 

this pressure can, potentially, involve threats to the individual’s personal security.  In other 

cases it can affect the person’s subsequent opportunities for advancement.  It is therefore 

important that international actors consider how to insulate national actor from various 

pressures to the extent possible, including political dialogue and the continued involvement of 

international actors in the program.  The Netherlands Embassy Office and the program director 

are aware of these pressures and actively monitor the situation to determine where their 

interventions may be required. 

Results 

55. Donors face growing demands for accountability to their own citizens on how 

governments use aid money.  This has led donors to focus on results chains, results-based 

management and monitoring and evaluation.  While accountability is undeniably important, 

donors are under extreme pressure to demonstrate results and value-for-money.  This has 

implications for the ways in which donors engage in the security and justice area, increasingly in 

ways that actually constrain their ability to achieve the results they seek. 

What is a result?   

56. Identifying realistic, achievable and sustainable results that are “owned” by national 

actors, promote programmatic objectives and meet donors’ needs for accountability and value 

for money is a particularly challenging aspect of security and justice programming (Box 4).  

Activities intended to strengthen security and justice governance and to reduce insecurity and 

increase access to justice equitably frequently challenge long-standing political and economic 

relationships and require institutional, behavioral and attitudinal changes that are long-term in 

nature, difficult to quantify and subject to reversal.  All of this makes it very difficult to predict the 
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 The very low figure for justice is not atypical for post-conflict environments. 

Box 4. Defining results 

“The hardest part in writing a project proposal is to identify results.  In a fragile country, working in 
security and justice, it is very hard to promise concrete results.  It is all about changing mentality.  You 
can have a project on professionalization that trains 100 people.  OK, you train.  But what is the 
result?  Are the police really more professional?  Do they behave correctly?  That is the real result 
that one wants.  In justice, it is the same thing.  You train magistrates but then they don’t follow the 
penal code which specifies that judgments are to be handed down within a certain amount of time.  
What is the result? 

At the same time, you do have people who understand; it is long-term.” 

Source:  Authors’ interview, February 2012. 
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direction and pace of change and therefore to identify realistic results and appropriate indicators 

to measure progress toward those results. 

57.   The current trend in development assistance is to identify concrete, quantifiable results 

and measurable indicators.  For example, DFID uses a results chain in developing “business 

cases” for its programming (Box 5).  It is clearly desirable to be as specific as possible about 

inputs and expected outcomes, but it is difficult to measure changes in behavior and attitudes 

and to predict exactly how institutional and personal change will occur.  Methodologies that rely 

on easily quantifiable outputs and outcomes and attempt to program for 4-5 years in advance 

provide a sense of certainty, but often it is a false sense.   

58. Methodologies do exist for defining outcomes that involve changes in the behavior, 

relationships, activities, or actions of the people, groups, and organizations although they are 

not yet widely used, either in general or in Burundi.  However this may be changing somewhat, 

as the Belgian Development Agency is said to be planning to introduce “outcome mapping” in all 

its operations in part to address this problem.24  At the same time different organizations have 

different levels of tolerance for slow progress.  According to Gutwara Neza, the program 

achieved many results during its first three years but their quarterly reports focused on activities 

and did not report against the indicators in the financing agreement.  The program conducted 

annual audits to report on their results but they felt no real pressure on achieving progress 

against the indicators.  In contrast, DFID – which began funding Gutwara Neza after it pulled out 

of the BTC Justice Programme, requires progress reports against indicators every three 

months.  “What matters most for DFID is the indicators." 

59. What is more, an outcome that is significant in the context of a reforming country may 

appear to be “business as usual” to officials in donor governments and parliaments who are 

unfamiliar with local conditions.  One interlocutor noted “The fact that there is a defense review 

under way in Burundi is a result.  The fact that the Ministry of Defense has identified strategic 

areas on which to focus is a result.  But if you speak to Dutch parliamentarians, they will say: 
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  For a description of outcome mapping, see Sarah Earl, Fred Carden and Terry Smutylo, Outcome 
Mapping:  Building Learning and Reflection into Development Programs, Ottawa: International 
Development Research Centre, 2001.  

Box 5.  Results chain 

The Results Chain explicitly sets out the results to be achieved by the intervention and will be informed 
by evidence.  The Results Chain is set out here to ensure that all DFID staff use this terminology in a 
consistent way. 

Inputs – the total resource, in terms of finance and staff time (where appropriate), devoted to the 
project. 

Process – the activities which turn inputs into outputs. 

Outputs – the specific, direct deliverables of the project that are attributable to the inputs. 

Outcome – what is expected to change as a result of the intervention, and who benefits?  There should 
be one principal Outcome for a Business Case and accompanying logframe.  Outcome level targets 
should be delivered within the life of the project. 

Impact – not intended to be achieved solely by the project.  Rather this is a higher order and longer 
term issue.  There should be one Impact only in a Business Case. 

Source:  DFID, “Writing a business case,” A DFID practice note, August 2011, para 14. 
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‘But it is normal to have a defense review, no?’  They will not understand that in the Burundian 

context it is something very special indeed.”  Additionally, some results will be political because 

security and justice work is an inherently political process.  But identifying and measuring this 

type of results is difficult and sensitive.  It is also difficult to measure changes in behavior and 

attitudes (Box 6).  At least in part for this reason results specified in program documents tend to 

be technical.  However technical results will frequently not be achieved in the absence of 

political change.  In the view of the SSD program director, the current methodologies for 

identifying and measuring results do not give adequate weight to political results. 

60. Past experience in implementing security and justice work in fragile and conflict affected 

countries underscores the importance of communicating clearly with decision-makers in donor 

capitals.  Key individuals need to be kept apprised of progress toward objectives and constraints 

facing implementation of activities.  While it can be difficult to find the time to update relevant 

actors, ensuring that those in a position to influence the course of a program, including those in 

parliaments who hold the purse strings, are kept informed is essential.  There is some evidence 

to suggest that when headquarters-based officials understand the complexities of operating in 

fragile and conflict-affected environments, particularly if they have visited the country in 

question, they are more likely to adopt a more flexible attitude to achievement of results.  

According to headquarters based Netherlands MFA staff, a communications strategy does exist 

for the SSD program.  However neither the program director nor the Embassy Office was aware 

of its existence.  In general, the MFA has not communicated well about the program.  In 

contrast, The Netherlands MOD has publicized their contributions to the program in a variety of 

media including radio and the internet.   

When are results defined and by whom?   

61. Most development programming employs the program cycle approach, which sets 

objectives and then designs and implements programs that are intended to meet these 

objectives.  This approach typically gives primary responsibility for developing programs and 

identifying their intended results to external / international actors.  National actors are generally 

involved in the process to varying degrees but most often are not in the lead.  There are various 

reasons for this but a major one is that involving national actors in fragile and conflict affected 

states in the design of programs is very time consuming.  Donor timetables generally do not 

allow for the length of time needed to fully engage national actors in program design.  

Developing the work plan for phase 2 of the SSD program took about 1 year.  But failing to 

engage national actors can undermine ownership of programs.  What is more, even when 

national actors are committed to a process of change, they may not view the outcome of 

programming exercises of this sort in the same way as donors do (Box 7).   

Box 6.  Measuring the impact of the SSD military ethics work 

One interlocutor explained that the SSD program plans to conduct annual opinion surveys to measure 
the impact of its military ethics activities.  “It will be important to try to determine if these activities 
contribute to a reduction in rapes, theft and other crimes.  Existing data reportedly suggest that the 
incidence of these crimes has decreased markedly.  In some places, the population has asked that 
the police be replaced by the army.  This is good for the army, but not for the SSD program as a 
whole [as it indicates a continued problem with the police].  The trend from 2004 to 2011 is very clear, 
although it is not entirely clear to what extent the army contributed to this change [by changing the 
behavior of its troops.]”   

Source:  Authors’ interview, January 2012. 
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62. In the case of security and justice programming in Burundi, different programs have 

adopted different approaches to involving local stakeholders in program design, including 

definition of results.  The Justice Programme, implemented by the Belgian Development Agency 

and co-financed by Belgium, Sweden and the UK, followed the standard program cycle 

approach and was developed on the basis of assessments carried out by consultants hired by 

the BTC who were supported by advisers from SIDA and DFID.  The results identified were tied 

to the Ministry of Justice’s action plan for 2006-2010 and local stakeholders were consulted in 

the design of the program, although the extent to which they were involved in identifying results 

is unclear from program documentation.25 Burundian project directors (the heads of the 

institutions supported by the project) were to “be actively involved in the identification of 

activities, drafting terms of reference and will approve certain expenses jointly with the 

DELCO.”26 Identifying activities is, of course, different from identifying results.27 

63. The DFID project memorandum acknowledged that the program was “ambitious,” and 

that commitment to justice reform was “weak due to political sensitivity and instability.”  The 

approach adopted therefore was to “generate incentives for change progressively by informing 

stakeholders of the advantages of adopting new ways of working and supporting them to put 

these in practice gradually.”  The program had a four year timeframe, “to give sufficient time for 

change to take place and for a common vision of reform to be adopted.”     
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 “A wide range of stakeholders have been involved in the project design. Consultations (individual 
meetings, focus groups and workshops) were held with senior officials in the Ministry of Justice and the 
Supreme Court, and with directors of institutions and services, magistrates, court clerks, lawyers, 
university teachers, other donors and civil society representatives. The DTF [Dossier technique et 
financier], which includes the terms of reference of the technical advisers, has been endorsed by 
representatives of the relevant institutions and services who will benefit from the project. The project 
document has also been shared with other donors and INGO’s [international non-governmental 
organizations]. Their comments were taken into account and some activities rearranged.” DFID Burundi, 
Project Memorandum, “Institutional and Operational Support to the Justice Sector in Burundi, February 
2008, para 2.2.16.  The Dossier technique et financier, “Appui institutionnel et opérationnel a la justice au 
Burundi,” provides detailed information on the five results and 14 sub-results.  See pp. 20 ff. 

26
 Project Memorandum, “Institutional and Operational Support to the Justice Sector in Burundi, para 

3.1.4. 

27
 When DFID withdrew from the Justice Programme, there were consultations with relevant Burundian 

authorities about how to adjust the results that the program would produce.  Two of the original results 
were excluded and a new result, modernization of the justice system, was introduced.  These changes 
were agreed by the program’s steering committee, the Structure Mixte de Concertation Locale (SMCL). 

Box 7.  A South Sudanese view on identifying results 

“The UK’s Security Sector Development and Defence Transformation program in South Sudan was 
developed following an 18 month engagement in which contractors worked with the Ministry of 
Defence and the Sudan People’s Liberation Army with a focus on support for a white paper process 
and key strategic and organizational management issues (such as, human resources and financial 
management).  This early engagement enabled DFID to understand the environment for SSR as well 
as local priorities.  Logframes for the program were designed by DFID in consultation with local 
partners.  However, as one respondent said, ‘this approach suggests a level of concreteness and 
finality that was not necessarily shared by the Sudanese… For the local actors this was only a first 
step and in their view defining what actually would be done was a negotiation that would occur over a 
period of time.’”    

Source:  Nicole Ball and Luc van de Goor, “The Challenges of Undertaking Effective Security and Justice Work,” 
Prepared for INCAF Peacebuilding, Statebuilding and Security Task Team, 15 June 2011, p. 9. 
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64. In the event, four years was not “sufficient time for change to take place” (Box 8).  It took 

four years for the members of the justice sector policy group to develop a common 

understanding of issues and, in particular, for Justice Ministry officials to understand the issues 

at hand.  As a result, progress achieving the results specified in the project documents was so 

slow, and disbursement rates so low, that a mid-term evaluation of the program concluded that 

DFID and Sida were unlikely to obtain the results they sought and recommended that they pull 

out of the program.28  Faced with a lack of tangible results in the context of strong corporate 

culture to produce results, DFID withdrew.  One interlocutor noted that there clearly was a 

mismatch between expectations of what results could be produced and the actual situation in 

the justice sector and suggested that the program had been too ambitious in terms of what it 

promised.29  The difficulty facing DFID officials and other donors is that there is strong and 

growing corporate pressure for producing, measuring and demonstrating tangible results. 

65. The approach followed by the SSD program was quite different.  The MoU that 

established the program identified a number of general objectives and principles but no specific 

results at the strategic level.  Neither the Burundians nor the Dutch knew exactly what they 

wanted from the program at the time the MoU was negotiated and they established a phased 

approach to identifying results and programming specific activities to achieve those results.  The 

SSD program covers 8 years divided into four 2-year phases.  The first phase was viewed by 

the Netherlands as a period of relationship and capacity building upon which a program that 

would produce the main objectives of the MoU could be constructed.    

66. At the program and project level for the SSD, results are identified by national actors 

supported by international actors (Box 9).  In order to enhance their capacity to carry out this 

task, members of the UdGs for defense and public security have received training in security 

sector reform, strategic planning, procurement procedures, and word-processing and data 

management software.  It took some time, however, before the UdGs were trained, due to the 

delayed deployment of the external agent and UdG members had to go through the first project 

development cycle without this support.   
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 Coffey International Development, “DFID Burundi Governance Programme: Mid Term Review,” Final, 
April 2010, p. 20. 

29
 BTC staff note that once the program was reformulated following DFID’s withdrawal, the objectives and 

results sought are in line with what is feasible in the current context. 

Box 8.  The difficulty in achieving results in the justice sector 

“Another problem is “results.”  In justice, it is mostly about changing attitudes.  It is hard to get 
‘results’ because there is no vision at the start of project.  It takes time to define a vision.  Once the 
vision is there, you need a strategy and an operational plan.  It is about changing values, and you 
have to know what the values are and how they should be changed.  In terms of indicators, the [BTC 
justice] program has very few results but in terms of process, there has been a lot of progress in 
three years.  You need SMART indicators and they have to be measurable.  Now, after three years, 
we have indicators; but we did not have them at first.  Simply to say that ‘there are more and more 
arrests’ is not measurable.  Now we are developing statistics.  We know why ‘justice is slow.’  All this 
helps measure progress.” 

Source:  Authors’ interviews, January 2012. 
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Can results be changed in the course of execution?   

67. For programs with long timeframes that are based on frequent programming cycles, it is 

possible to change results over the lifetime of the program.   

 SSD program operates on 2 year planning cycles.  The overall objectives and principles 

enunciated in the MoU do not change but activities and the results they are expected to 

achieve are adjusted to take into account evolving needs.  In addition it is possible for 

new activities and results to emerge in the course of a programming cycle, as occurred 

with the Burundi defense review. 

 The situation is similar for the EU’s Gutwara Neza program which operates on 12-18 

month planning cycles (devis-programmes) based on the long-term financing convention 

signed with the host government.  Each devis-programme has its own objectives and 

anticipated results.  Changes to the financing convention need to be agreed in Brussels, 

but it is possible to change activities specified in the devis-programme in order to 

achieve results.  For example, work on judicial independence was blocked by the 

government so Gutwara Neza switched to ethics training for magistrates.  The results 

specified in each devis-programme are quite broad so that it is relatively easy to 

substitute one activity for another.30  

 Every six months the BTC justice program reviews and revises the program plan as 

necessary.  If adjustments are necessary, the délégué à la cogestion asks his steering 

committee, the SMCL, for approval.   

68. Changes in funding can lead to changes in program results.  When DFID withdrew its 

funding from the BTC justice program, program results were re-focused.  Two of the five pillars 

of the original program were dropped and the majority of work was concentrated on one of the 

remaining three pillars in line with available resources.   

                                                
30

 For example, see République du Burundi, Ministère de l’Economie, des Finances et de la Coopération 
au Développement and Fonds Européen de Développement, “Devis Programme no 3 d’appui à la Bonne 
Gouvernance ‘Gutwara Neza’,” pp. 25-26 for the results anticipated for the 2009-2011 period and pp. 26 ff 
for a description of the activities planned to achieve those results.  

Box 9. Planning for SSD phase 2 

In 2010, the Minister for Public Security established a planning group for phase 2.  It was chaired by 

the MSP National Coordinator.  It included the (international) head of the public security UdG, the 

Dutch strategic adviser and, once he was in post from the end of 2010, the (international) SSD 

program director was invited to attend.  All other members were Burundian.  The group identified five 

themes against which to program – strategic planning, training, internal control, capacity building, 

gender – and then defined objectives for each theme.  They consulted with the heads of relevant 

MSP units (such as the head of human resources and the planning division) and discussed priorities 

according to the needs of the population.  To finalize the phase 2 action plan, it was tested again the 

main principles and approaches of the SSD program (for example ownership, governance, needs of 

the people, effectiveness and a holistic approach) through workshops organized by a team from 

ISSAT.  In early 2012, the UdG began writing projects to implement the strategic objectives identified 

for phase 2.  

Source:  Authors’ interviews, January 2012. 
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69. It is also possible to review an activity in the course of execution and assess whether or 

not it should proceed as planned.  This is not as much a matter of changing results as ensuring 

that results are achieved.  Several donors – led by the SSD program with the support of the 

Netherlands Embassy Office – are currently engaged in a dialogue with the MSP about requests 

to construct new training facilities at the same time as recently constructed buildings either are 

not used or do not receive adequate maintenance.  The donors’ position has been that the MSP 

needs to develop a strategic training plan to better inform its training infrastructure needs 

(including building maintenance).  An agreement was reached in mid-February 2012 at a 

meeting with the MSP Permanent Secretary and other senior MSP officials that this approach 

would be adopted.  While the agreement remains to be implemented, this experience strongly 

suggests that targeted and coordinated political pressure on the part of the most important 

donors can yield results that are beneficial from the point of view of sustainability of the donor 

investments.  

What can be said about results to date? 

70. Each of the programs reviewed for this report state that they have achieved results.  In 

some cases, however, the results achieved are not those specified in their project documents 

but process results that are essential for the “real” results to be achieved (see Box 8 above).  

Even where there has been discussion about a good process being at least as important as 

concrete outputs, as with the SSD defense review, project documents speak of aims and 

outputs that are largely “substantive” rather than process oriented:  for example, clarify the 

specific roles and missions of the Force de Defense Nationale; identify the institutional and 

military capabilities that will be required so that the FDN can effectively undertake the roles and 

missions that have been assigned to it; increase capacity within MDNAC and the Etat-Major 

General to carry out strategic planning and manage/oversee implementation of the Defence 

Review findings; and produce a national defence policy, a defence white paper and a costed 

and affordable corporate plan to implement the agreed changes.  Table 3 summarizes some of 

the results that have been identified for the SSD program, for which the research team has the 

most information.  The items listed in this table are illustrative, not exhaustive.   

Table 3.  Process and substantive results recorded by SSD program 

Process Substantive
a
 

It is now possible to openly discuss previously 
taboo subjects (domaines réservés).  They can be 
discussed in meetings that bring together 
government officials, members of the defense and 
security forces, parliamentarians and civil society.  
This is a huge change for Burundi. 

Development of phase 2 strategic action plans. 

At a meeting with the Ambassadors of Belgium, 
France, Germany and the Netherlands, the 
Minister for Public Security acknowledged that 
there are problems with the structure of the MSP 
from a constitutional point of view. 

Nearly half phase 1 activities carried out by the 
defense UdG were “more or less completed” as 
planned in just under 2 years.

b 
 

Existence of the defense review, successful 
completion of stage 1 and phase 1 of stage 2 

All of the UdGs foreseen in the MoU have been 
created.  The governance advisory group was 
created. 
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71. Overall it is possible to state that the SSD program is realizing results at a number of 

levels.  Progress is being recorded against the objectives identified in the MoU, albeit slowly and 

unevenly.  This is due both to the success of specific SSD activities, which is being documented 

by internal and external evaluations and reviews, and because of a not insignificant number of 

process and political results that do not appear in any project documentation but are essential 

for the achievement of the MoU objectives.   

72. Lastly, in addition to the type of result that is being produced, there is a question of the 

timeframe within which results are measured.  Programs naturally measure progress against the 

time that the program began.  This often makes progress toward achieving results appear 

modest.  For Burundians, however, progress is often measured against the situation at the time 

of the Arusha Agreement (2000) or the first election (2005) or the end of the FNL rebellion 

(2008).  Taken together these two facts suggest that it is urgent for donors to adjust their 

expectations of the speed with which results can be achieved and the types of results that are 

achievable.   

Monitoring 

73. Regular monitoring is essential for the achievement of results, but it is frequently not 

given adequate attention.  Monitoring is often confused with evaluation, but in fact they are two 

distinct but complementary processes (Box 10).  Together with evaluation, monitoring enables 

program results to be tracked, so that adjustments can be made during implementation.  

Monitoring (and evaluation) can promote ownership and accountability.  It can also be very 

helpful in communicating to senior policy makers and others in capitals what progress is actually 

being achieved.  However for monitoring to work well, expectations about what can be achieved 

need to be realistic and considerable work remains to be done in that regard for much security 

and justice programming in general and in Burundi in particular.   

There is a Burundian at the head of the defense 
UdG and a Burundian deputy program director is 
being recruited. 

The governance pillar has carried out sensitization 
workshops for parliament, civil society and the 
media as planned. 

Members of parliament question the Minister of 
Public Security as part of process of reviewing the 
government budget.   

The "Strategy and Action Plan for gender 
mainstreaming in the missions of the MSP" was 
developed between late 2010 and early 2011 with 
the help of international technical assistance (expert 
from Rwanda). It was validated by the MSP in May 
2011 and underlies much of the public security 
UdG’s planned work on gender during Phase II of 
the SSD program.

c
 

a
 It can be argued that these “substantive” achievements were dependent on good process.  

b 
Fabien Nsengimana, “Rapport d’Evaluation du Programme DSS/FDN,” January 2011, p. 6. 

While “nearly half” may seem to be an unsatisfactory rate, another interpretation could be that the MoU contained too 
many activities given the 2 year timeframe and the implementation capacity (both national and international) available 
in 2009-2010.  Among the projects that were concluded during this timeframe were: exchange of experiences 
(between engineering corps), military ethics,  development of engineering capacity (Burutex), consolidation of naval 
capacity, strengthening logistical capacity by providing trucks and training drivers and mechanics.  Others such as the 
training fund, barracks construction/renovation and improvement of MDNAC communications experienced delays 
“because of lengthy decision-making procedures, the lack of an infrastructure implementation plan and a change from 
renovation of existing barracks to construction of new barracks.”   
c
 Coopération Burundo-Néerlandaise, Programme DSS,  Unité de Gestion-MSP, Rapport Annuel 2011,  January 27, 

2012, authors’ translation. 
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74. The SSD monitors at the strategic / program and project levels.  At the project level, the 

defense and public security UdGs meet weekly to discuss the status of each activity / project.  

At these meetings, each participant reports on his / her activity during the previous week.  

Records of decisions and action lists are kept and reviewed at the next meeting.  The defense 

UdG requires written reports on a weekly basis, which are reviewed at the weekly meeting and 

then archived.  (Since the governance UdG consists of only one person, weekly UdG meetings 

are not required, although the project manager and the national coordinator are in frequent 

contact.)  The weekly UdG meetings for defense and public security feed into the weekly 

program team meetings.  At these meetings, each UdG head provides status updates, as does 

the program director and the external agent (who currently updates on finances and 

construction activities).  The responsibility for strategic level oversight of the SSD program 

resides with the CTdS.  As described in Annex 2, the CTdS did not operate as intended and the 

body is being restructured to achieve a more strategic level focus.  As part of this process, the 

CTdS will meet every three months (instead of the monthly meetings foreseen in the MoU) and 

it will be briefed by the program director about progress over the past three months and the 

anticipated direction of the program during the coming three months.  The CTdS members will 

provide advice based on this report.   

75. The SSD program has progressively increased its capacity to monitor its activities at all 

levels.  The addition of a deputy program director, envisioned for the second quarter of 2012, 

will strengthen project level management by enabling closer engagement with the UdGs.  This 

will enable the program director to focus more on strategic level issues.  The deputy program 

director will meet on a weekly basis with the UdGs, will closely track their progress and will be 

responsible for preparing the narrative portion of the 3-month report to the CTdS.  The external 

agent will be responsible for preparing the financial portion of that report.   

76. The addition of the program director and the increased capacity of the Embassy Office, 

which occurred in the second half of 2010, were instrumental in the ability of the SSD to 

progressively strengthen its strategic level monitoring as well as to monitor political 

developments of relevance to the program at all levels.  The program director meets each week 

with the political officer at the Embassy Office to review the process of each part of the program 

and to identify areas where political support may be required.  Minutes of these meetings are 

kept, providing an overview of the evolution of the program.  At the strategic level, the program 

director has an overview of the program as a whole, which enables him to make 

recommendations about the direction that the program should take in order to most effectively 

meet its objectives.   

Box 10. Defining monitoring and evaluation 

According to the World Bank:  

Monitoring is a “continuous data collection and analysis process is implemented to assess a project 
( a program or a policy) and compare it with the expected performance” 

Evaluation is “a systematic and objective measurement  of the results achieved by a project, a 
program or a policy, in order to assess its relevance, its coherence, the efficiency of its 
implementation, its effectiveness and its impact, as well as the sustainability .” 

Source:  World Bank, http://siteresources.worldbank.org/PGLP/Resources/English_Module2.ppt. 



38 

 

77. The other programs reviewed appear to undertake less extensive monitoring.  In 

particular, none of the other programs appears to monitor at the political level.  In fact, one 

interlocutor reported that Belgium created the BTC in order to “depoliticize project execution.” 

The BTC justice program reports that it does not monitor on a regular basis.  Rather, it reviews 

progress twice a year.  Its steering committee, the SMCL, meets every 6 months to review how 

the program has evolved.  Members of the SMCL include the Ministry of Justice, the Ministry of 

External Relations (chair), the Ministry of Finance, the Ministry of Planning, donors that 

participate in the project and the BTC.  In the view of the Justice Programme délégué à la 

cogestion, having the SMCL insulates the program to some degree from pressures from the 

donors and the government.   

78. The EU’s Gutwara Neza monitors certain indicators on a monthly basis and others 

annually.  This information is collected by the program’s local offices in six provinces.  The 

program’s steering committee receives information on activity indicators every three months and 

on impact indicators once a year.  DFID receives reports every three months on all indicators 

relating to the activities it funds.  In addition, Gutwara Neza is beginning to support the statistical 

office of the Minister of Justice to enable it to improve its data collection.  The program has 

developed a simple tool to facilitate data collection at the local level but the Ministry has yet to 

allocate staff to collect the information, although the tool was developed on the condition that 

the ministry would provide the staff. 

Program Management 

Program management structures 

79. The two programs that form the core of this review, the SSD program and the BTC 

Justice Programme, have distinctly different management structures.   

80. The SSD.  The SSD is a hybrid model.  It contracts administrative and financial 

management to an external agent which retains control over financial resources, although 

authority to approve funding up to agreed limits has been devolved to the UdGs, including the 

defense review (Box 11).  The SSD is run by a program director (and soon a deputy program 

director) directly hired by The Netherlands MFA from the program budget.  The program is 

staffed by Burundian nationals supported by a small number of internationals.31  Decisions 

about activities and the strategic direction of the program are largely in the hands of national 

                                                
31

 The Netherlands MFA has also hired the heads of the public security and governance UdGs.  The 
coach to the defense UdG (formerly the head of the defense UdG) and the defense strategic adviser are 
provided by The Netherlands Ministry of Defense.  Until late 2011 a public security strategic adviser was 
provided by the Dutch police.  (At the time of writing, there was no public security strategic adviser.)  With 
the exception of the head of the governance UdG, all of these individuals are foreign nationals.  The 
remaining program positions are filled by Burundian nationals, most of whom are government employees 
(with the exception of the two civil society members of the governance groupe de réflexion).  The 
Burundian members of the defense and public security UdGs receive salary top ups and bonuses through 
the program.  The members of the governance groupe de réflexion receive a modest per diem to defray 
communications-related expenses incurred by their participation in the work of the SSD and a slightly 
larger per diem to attend group meetings.  The Burundian members of the CTdS have not received salary 
top ups or per diems and this has become an subject of major contention.  (See Annex 2.)  It has also 
been suggested that this issue has affected the work of the defense review’s Commission de Réflexion, 
(whose members are supposed to spend half their time working on the defense review) at least in part 
because of remuneration-related issues. 
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actors, although they receive support from international actors in refining and prioritizing their 

needs.  The structure of the SSD has evolved over time, as discussed in Annex 2.  Annex 5 

shows the management structure for phase 2 of the program, which began in early 2012. 

81. BTC Justice Programme.  In common with all other BTC programs, the BTC Justice 

Programme employs the cogestion, or co-management, modality of execution.  The program is 

co-managed by the Ministry of Justice and BTC. The délégué à la cogestion is an international 

hired by BTC and the directeur d’intervention is a Burundian.  All decisions require a double 

signature to facilitate transparency in the relationship among the partners.  In fact, BTC officials 

see this requirement as the fullest expression of partnership.32  BTC representatives 

acknowledge that it can be difficult to get a program under way in some political environments – 

and this was definitely the case with the Burundi Justice Programme.33  In their view, however, 

once the required level of trust between the partners exists, the program enjoys a higher level of 

authority than programs using other execution modalities precisely because it is embedded in 

the national structures.34  The Justice Programme is now working with the major justice 

institutions, such as the Court of Appeals in Bujumbura, the Ministry of Justice, and the 

Supreme Court.  Finances are managed by the BTC, although cogestion programs use national 

                                                
32

 The SSD program also requires double signatures but the purpose is not to limit the autonomy of the 
two partners.  Rather, two signatures are required as a matter of good practice and it is not necessarily a 
national-international signature that is required.  Within the defense UdG, which is headed by a 
Burundian, for example, the two signatories may be Burundian.   

33
 In addition to a serious lack of political interest in justice reform within the Burundian government and 

the general weakness of fragile and conflict affected states in areas of policy formulation and execution, 
there were reportedly serious personality differences between the first délégué à la cogestion and his 
Burundian counterparts. 

34
 The BTC Justice Programme was specifically compared with the EU Gutwara Neza program, which 

has a steering group (comité de pilotage) drawn from all of the ministries and other entities that the 
program is involved with but does not have the same anchorage in one government ministry.  Gutwara 
Neza reported that they work closely with the directors general of the different ministries in which the 
program is active in developing their activities and that they believe their program is owned by their 
Burundian counterparts.   

Box 11. Developing the capacity to manage financial resources 

While no money is transferred to government entities, the UdGs can directly manage expenses up to 
€ 2,500 per month.  Expenditures in excess of this amount are managed by the external agent.   

In addition, in order to facilitate the purchase of office supplies and services such as the rental of 
vehicles or conference facilities, the UdGs and the external agent invited bids and jointly selected 
providers with which the external agent signed one year contracts. The UdGs are authorized to 
spend much more than € 2,500 per month through this mechanism.  For example, an UdG can rent 5 
cars for a month for a specific activity.  These expenditures are controlled both before and after they 
occur.  Contract terms are pre-negotiated and expenditures have to be in compliance with the 4 
month work plan and budget (which will be reviewed by the Deputy Program Director once s/he is in 
post) and bills for these expenditures are reviewed on a monthly basis by the external agent.   

This system effectively shields UdG managers from having direct control over significant sums of 
unallocated money which could produce pressure from more senior colleagues to reallocate 
resources.  

Source:  Authors’ interviews, January, March 2012. 
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financial procedures (such as procurement procedures) to the extent possible.35  The program is 

also working with the Ministry of Justice to develop a medium term expenditure framework that 

will include the projects funded through the program as part of the process of implementing 

Burundi’s second Poverty Reduction Strategy. 

Structural challenges 

82. Both the BTC Justice Programme and the SSD program have faced a number of 

structural challenges that have affected their ability to meet their objectives. 

83. BTC Justice Programme.  In common with other BTC programs (such as the police 

professionalization program), the BTC Justice Programme faces two important challenges 

relating to its management model.  The first is that cogestion programs can easily be blocked 

from taking action, precisely because they are embedded in ministries and they require dual-

signatures for projects to proceed.  The Justice Programme was unable to proceed on training 

magistrates for over a year because of a dispute with the Ministry over the sustainability of the 

level of per diems the Ministry wanted to offer trainers.  However other program activities did go 

ahead during this period, in part because of the good relations generally enjoyed by the 

program with Ministry officials, particularly the Minister of Justice.  It could also be argued that 

such delays in security and justice programs are to be expected and are necessary in order to 

achieve overall program objectives.   

84. A second challenge emanating from the cogestion model is that precisely because the 

program is embedded in the Ministry of Justice, it can be difficult to obtain a broader, more 

strategic picture of the environment in which the program is being implemented and specifically 

to tackle problems affecting the provision of justice by collaborating with non-Ministry actors.  

For example, the budget of the Constitutional Court is currently allocated through the Ministry of 

Justice.  However, the Ministry has consistently appropriated some 75% of the Court’s already 

tiny budget for other purposes.  The president of the Constitutional Court recently discovered 

this problem in the course of an SSD workshop that was helping to draft a strategic plan for the 

Court in order to raise its profile and independence.  The Constitutional Court president now 

wants a separate budget line for the Court in the national budget.  This requires working with the 

Ministry of Finance and the Parliament, but the BTC Justice Programme setting does not allow it 

to work directly with these other actors.  However, as part of the SSD governance pillar’s work 

to help the Constitutional Court develop a strategic plan to strengthen the Court and make it 

independent of the Ministry, the SDD program is able to address this issue and work with all 

necessary partners.  In particular, the SSD governance pillar can work with the Parliamentary 

Justice Commissions and help the Commission ask questions that the minister of justice cannot 

ask, enhancing a fruitful synergy between the BTC and SSD implementation mechanisms and 

                                                
35

 One of the reasons for the slow disbursement of funds by the BTC Justice Programme which caused 
DFID to withdraw was the slowness of Burundian procurement procedures.   Following DFID’s withdrawal 
the program received permission to switch to BTC procurement procedures, which reduced processing 
times from 8 to 2 months.  A major lesson identified by the mid-term evaluation of the Sida-DFID funded 
governance program, which included the Justice Programme, was: “The BTC project has suffered 
significant delays in disbursement as a result of the procurement systems…. The lesson here is that it is 
unwise to move too quickly to using government systems in post-conflict environments.”  Coffey 
International Development, “DFID Burundi Governance Programme,” p. 19. 
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again demonstrating the benefits of donor coordination.36 

85. SSD Program.  The SSD had teething problems of its own because it got under way 

before its structure was fully developed (paragraphs 87-91) and because there has not been a 

fully developed whole-of-government approach to the SSD program (paragraph 92) .   

86. Two major gaps.  In terms of the development of the program’s structure, there were two 

major gaps that affected its work during most of the first phase:  a lack of political support from 

the Embassy Office and the absence of a program director.   

87. Regarding support from the Embassy Office, the program confronted several issues that 

reinforced each other.  Initially the Embassy Office did not support the program, which meant 

that the headquarters team had to manage it if it was to move ahead.  In addition, once it was 

clear that the program would proceed, the very small size of the Embassy Office in 2009 

restricted its capacity to manage a program of the size and nature of the SSD and there were 

restrictions on how many staff could be added to the office.  Further complicating the staffing 

situation, the decision on who is chosen to fill positions rests with MFA’s human resources 

division and they have not always understood the staffing requirements of fragile and conflict 

affected environments.  All of this reinforced the decision by MFA headquarters to retain control 

over the program.  That in turn reinforced the desire of the Embassy Office to gain control over 

the program.  This set up a counterproductive HQ-Embassy Office dynamic which did not help 

the implementation of the program.   

88. What is more there were philosophical differences between the Embassy Office and at 

least some members of the headquarters team about the relative importance of the governance 

aspects of the SSD and there was a lack of understanding on the part of the first team at the 

Embassy Office of how best to incorporate governance into the overall work of the SSD.  This 

further reinforced the desire of MFA headquarters to retain as much control over the content of 

the program as possible.  This problem has (at least temporarily) been resolved with the 

expansion of the Embassy Office team and the posting of an experienced, proactive political 

officer to Bujumbura.  However for the first year or so of the SSD program, the relationship was 

full of tension and did not support the effective roll-out of the program. 37 

89. With regard to the program director position, restrictions on the number of staff at the 

Embassy Office meant that it was not possible to add a Dutch official with responsibility for 

managing the overall program.  The MFA headquarters team thought that the external agent 

could provide at least some of the necessary program management support.  However the 

external agent deployed well after the program got under way (particularly on the defense side).  

Its “in-country director” – who could probably have filled the role of overall program director – 

was not based in the country but in the United States.   

                                                
36

 From the perspective of the SSD, this and similar policy issues do not cost the program a lot of money 
to address but have the potential to make a significant impact on the ability of the program to achieve its 
overall objectives.   

37
 Overall, the personal relations between program staff and the Embassy Office have been extremely 

good since late 2010 and this has enabled a close working relationship to develop.  But key personnel will 
be changing over 2012, including the defense strategic adviser, and there are serious concerns among all 
of those currently working on the program in Burundi about the effect that these changes will have. 
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90. There were numerous other problems with the external agent.  Responsibility and 

authority were split between different parts of the external agent’s parent company (located 

variously in UK, Kenya, Belgium, and The Netherland), with the result that the in-country staff – 

who were not adequately experienced in the work they were expected to do – had insufficient 

authority.  Indeed, several interlocutors reported that at times it was extremely difficult to 

ascertain who in the corporate structure had authority to take which decisions.38  Their relations 

with the Burundian members of the UdGs were not good, in part because the Burundians 

resented the fact that they had not been consulted on the choice of external agent.  There were 

also misconceptions about the role that the external agent would play, particularly among UdG 

members.   

91. Within a relatively short period of time, none of the key program stakeholders had 

confidence in the capacity of the external agent to deliver effectively and it became evident to 

the MFA headquarters team that the best solution would be a program director tasked to bring 

the various strategic lines together, who could work from Bujumbura and who could establish 

good working relationships with the Burundians and the Embassy Office.  However this decision 

was not easy to implement.  It required convincing the relevant officials in The Hague that an 

extra post should be financed from project money.  It required convincing that Embassy Office 

that hiring a program director was not a means of diluting its authority.   

92. It also required convincing the Dutch MoD that its personnel (head of the defense UdG 

and the defense strategic adviser) should work for a civilian program director.  This did not 

prove possible and neither the head, now coach, of the defense UdG nor the defense strategic 

adviser reports to the program director.  In practice, because of good personal relations, this 

has proven to be less of a problem than it could have been but the anomaly has not escaped 

the notice of the Burundian partners who do not understand why the head of the public security 

UdG reports to the program director but the head, now coach, of the defense UdG does not.  

Nor does it make sense from the effective functioning of the SSD program that one third of the 

program should operate independently.  With time, the program director gained control over the 

substance of the defense pillar activities (although not the defense review process).   

93. Three additional structural issues influencing the SSD program.  The first is the 

decision to create program management units – the UdGs – rather than directly reinforcing 

the capacity of ministries.  One Burundian and one international interlocutor questioned whether 

it would not have been possible to begin the program more slowly, without creating the UdGs.  

In principle, in an ideal world, it would have been possible to design a program that way but it is 

almost impossible that such a program would have received the necessary political backing in 

The Hague and hence the financing necessary to enable it to grow over time.  Given current 

political and economic realities in The Netherlands a program begun in that very incremental 

way would have faced significant, if not actually insurmountable, challenges in scaling up.  

Additionally, there were several factors militating in favor of a more rapid start up in 2008-2009.  

One was the political imperative of meeting the expectations of The Netherlands minister of 

development cooperation to whom the program owed its existence.  A second was that the 

                                                
38

 This problem was addressed in the course of 2011 by the decision that a new external agent with a 
strong in country presence needed to found.  Exactly how the relationship with the second external agent 
will play out remains unclear as the new contract had only been in place for a month or two at the time the 
field research for this report was conducted. 
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Burundians lacked confidence in the ability of the Dutch government to actually deliver, based 

on previous experiences.  It was therefore deemed necessary to prove that the Netherlands 

could deliver on its promises, which meant that activities with tangible outputs had to take place.   

94. Once a decision had been taken to undertake concrete activities at the outset of the 

program, it became necessary to find a means of delivering them.  The notion that the UdGs 

would evolve over time (Burundians in the lead in all three UdGs, international staff become 

coaches, defense and public security UdGs absorbed into parent ministries) was introduced 

toward the end of the first year of the program in late 2010-early 2011 as part of the preparation 

for planning for phase 2 of the program.  The SSD program is now faced with the need for the 

MSP and MDNAC to absorb the capacities created by the UdGs.  Individuals who have 

benefitted from salary top-ups and bonuses through their positions in the UdGs will need to 

adjust to their loss as well.   

95. A second structural issue is related to donor capacity challenges.  Because the 

strategic advisers for public security and defense have been seconded from Dutch 

organizations where the pool of candidates is quite restricted, they have not always had all the 

skills necessary to carry out their jobs in the most optimal manner and it became necessary to 

provide the strategic advisers with mentoring support.  The current defense strategic adviser – 

who focuses on the defense review process – appears to be working out well.  There have been 

consistent problems, however, with the public security strategic advisers and this has 

undermined the capacity of the SSD to meet some of its objectives, notably support to the 

strategic planning process in the MSP.   

96. The third structural issue that has affected the way in which the program has functioned 

is the lack of consultation with the Burundian partners on key program decisions after the 

MoU was signed and the program began to be implemented.  As indicated elsewhere, this 

involved issues such as the choice of external agent and the hiring of the program director.  This 

failure to consult adequately slowed the development of a relationship of trust between the two 

governments.39  Over the last year program management has become more participatory which 

has strengthened Burundian ownership of the overall program. 

 

                                                
39

 One interlocutor pointed out that the Burundian counterparts found it extremely difficult to take 
decisions and that this slowed the implementation of the program.  After a certain period of time, the 
Dutch counterparts were faced with the necessity of taking decisions unilaterally because of political 
pressure from The Hague to show progress on implementation.  This interlocutor acknowledged, 
however, that the slowness of Burundian response did not absolve the Dutch counterparts of the 
responsibility of consulting with their Burundian counterparts. 
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4.  Process elements in security and justice programming in 

Burundi 
97. As explained in section 2, a decision was taken following the discussion of the first draft 

of this report to shift the focus from developing a “process approach” to incorporating process 

elements into existing methods of programming.  Based on this discussion, the INCAF project 

team and reference group have accordingly identified five key process elements that are only 

rarely present in current security and justice programming, reducing the effectiveness of this 

support.  These are:  1) engaging politically at all levels and on a daily basis; 2) establishing 

results progressively; 3) working iteratively at every stage of the program cycle with an 

increasingly central role for local stakeholders; 4) being flexible in using resources; and 5)  

having a time horizon commensurate to ambition and environment.  Each of these process 

elements is discussed in turn below. 

The ability to engage politically at all levels and on a daily basis 

98. The tools and organization of security and justice are key to the exercise of power and 

authority because they can compel through force or law. Change efforts that seek to make this 

area of public authority more accountable and more effective are highly political in nature 

because they challenge the political underpinnings of existing structures of power and authority. 

Support to such efforts must be designed, provided and implemented from a political 

perspective, with political capacity and understanding (INCAF rationale for why this is a key 

process element as part of the INCAF working definition).  

99. All of the security and justice programs reviewed for this report demonstrate the 

importance of routinely engaging politically on a daily basis at various levels if programming is to 

be effective.  However only the SSD program has the capacity to address political issues, both 

at senior political levels and at the programmatic level.  In fact, one of the strengths of the SSD 

program is that it has increasingly provided an avenue for the other programs to engage 

politically, thereby improving their opportunities for effectiveness. 

100. The SSD is able to engage at senior levels by calling on the ranking Dutch official in 

Burundi, the Chargé d’Affaires, to help address certain critical political blockages to reform.  The 

Chargé is, in turn, able to mobilize the ambassadors of other countries providing security and 

justice assistance to Burundi, something which in-country representatives of other security and 

justice programs such as BTC and Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit 

(GiZ) are unable to do.  The SSD program is able to engage at the program level on a day to 

day basis by calling on the EO’s political officer.  The political officer routinely reviews the work 

of the program with the program director and engages on a day-to-day basis as required to help 

resolve political blockages emanating from either the Dutch or the Burundi government.   

101. While the other donors are clearly aware of the political context in which they operate, 

they either explicitly avoid engaging at a political level in security and justice programming or 

find it difficult to draw on the political support of their embassies.  Both (GiZ) and BTC programs 

operate largely independently from the German and Belgian embassies, respectively.  While 

there is a dialogue between BTC programs and the Belgian embassy and the Embassy 

becomes involved when important issues arise, some interlocutors report a preference to 



45 

 

reduce the call on political actors.40  Contacts between the program and the Belgian Embassy 

go through BTC’s head office in Bujumbura.  Where it has been necessary to work at a political 

level, the BTC Justice Programme has partnered in various ways with United Nations (BINUB 

and then BNUB) and the SSD program, underscoring the importance of donor coordination for 

effective programming.41   

102. In addition to the close links between the program and Embassy office, the fact that the 

SSD program director is employed by the program through The Netherlands MFA means that 

the program is not restricted in any way by the corporate concerns of a consulting company that 

might be cautious about offending the client government.42  The program’s tolerance of political 

risk appears to be fairly strong at present, parliamentary concerns about issues such as extra-

judicial killings notwithstanding.  What is more, the ability of the SSD program to adopt a 

problem-solving approach to concerns raised by the Embassy Office or the Dutch Parliament 

can to some degree insulate the program from the political concerns of the donor.   

103. The close relationship between the program and the Embassy Office means that the 

program not only has access to the diplomatic weight of the Dutch government.  It also is able to 

leverage the engagement of other donor governments in a way that other programs are not, 

further enhancing opportunities for donor coordination.  For example, the SSD raised the issue 

of the constitutionality of the current structure of Burundi Ministry of Public Security with the EO, 

which in turn mobilized several other ambassadors to bring the issue to the attention of the 

Minister of Public Security.  This démarche led to a process of dialogue on this and other public 

security issues at both the political and the technical levels (Box 12).  

                                                
40

 It has also been suggested that this relationship is dependent on personalities. 

41
 The importance of donor coordination was stressed by a number of SSD program participants on 

multiple occasions. 

42
 It also means, of course, that the parties to the MoU need to monitor the performance of the program 

director. 

Box 12. Addressing the constitutionality of the MSP structure 

After the Ministry of Public Security was split off from the Ministry of Interior in 2009, the then head of 
the MSP integrated the departments of the PNB into the new Ministry, because the resources flowed 
through the PNB, not through the ministry.  The resulting structure conflicts in a number of important 
ways with the Constitution and is based solely on presidential decrees, not organic law. 

The awareness of the inefficient and unconstitutional structure emerged from discussions held in the 
context of the SSD governance pillar.  It was clear for the BTC Police Professionalization project, the 
GiZ policing project and the SSD program’s public security UdG that their respective projects were 
being implemented in an inefficient structure, but they lacked the leverage to address the issue 
properly.  Because their programs are required to work inside the MSP, it is difficult for these 
programs to have an overview of the entire state structure.  Since it is difficult for in-country BTC and 
GiZ staff to ask their respective embassies to address political issues at a high level in the Burundian 
government, the Netherlands Chargé convened a meeting with the German and Belgian 
ambassadors and together they decided on a joint démarche to the Minister of Public Security that 
appears to have begun to bear fruit (subsequently joined by the French ambassador).  This further 
underscores the benefit of donor coordination and of the cross-sectoral nature of the SSD program 

Source:  Authors’ interviews, January, March 2012. 
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104. The Embassy Office is also able to help obtain access for the SSD program and other 

donors to deal with “technical issues” that are highly sensitive from a political perspective.  

When the MSP began to develop a 5-year strategic plan, the intention was for a few handpicked 

police officers to do the work, with no outside (donor) involvement.  The Netherlands exerted 

considerable pressure on the government to enable the donors to participate in the process.  

Initially the Dutch strategic adviser to the MSP was to provide assistance but that individual’s 

contract came to an end and he was not replaced.  GiZ, BTC and the SSD program then 

decided that the BTC Police Professionalization project would lead on this work.  BTC was able 

to help the MSP understand, first of all, what a strategic plan is and then what should be 

included in such a plan.  The process took one year to complete.43  The next step, once the plan 

is validated, will be to work on how it will be implemented.  Since a large part of the plan in fact 

incorporates ongoing donor funded activities, it is more likely that it will be implemented than in 

the MSP had to establish a significant number of new activities.   

105. As indicated earlier, the SSD governance pillar is increasingly seen as the heart of the 

program, in part because it offers a mechanism for addressing sensitive political issues.  It does 

this in a variety of ways.  One is through the activities it supports itself, such as the 

Constitutional Court strengthening project described above (paragraph 84) and work with 

Parliament, civil society and the media.   Another way involves supporting broader program 

initiatives, such as follow up to the Ambassadors’ initiative on extra-judicial killings by the police, 

which has expanded to include a variety of public security issues, including the constitutionality 

of the structure of the Ministry of Public Security.  The governance pillar is also able to assist the 

defense and public security UdGs to address governance related issues in their specific areas 

(Box 13).  Lastly it is able to support other programs in the area of security and justice in 

addressing politically sensitive governance issues, like BTC Justice Programme.   

106. As is often the case, much of the ability of the SSD to operate politically depends on 

“personalities.”  There can be no doubt that the political acumen of key actors in the SSD 

program and the Embassy Office and their ability to work collaboratively is critical.  And while 

other programs do not work in as explicitly a political manner as the SSD program, their 

                                                
43

 A similar process takes place in the justice sector where the sector group is led by a representative of 
the Ministry of Justice and a representative of technical and financial partners (known as the chef de file).  
Justice sector donors do not negotiate strategic and political issues separately with the government but in 
a coordinated manner under the leadership of the chef de file.  In 2009, DFID was the chef de file and 
with the support of international technical assistance, DFID negotiated a roadmap for the development of 
a participatory sectoral policy.  As part of this process, five ambassadors met with the Minister of Justice.  
In 2012, the chef de file is BNUB and a similar meeting is being organized to discuss the justice sector 
action plan.  One interlocutor underscored the importance of such a coordinated approach in leveraging 
change.  While aimed in the first instance at policy dialogue, this approach has also facilitated donor 
partnership in developing activities in the sector.  

Box 13. Governance pillar support to other parts of the SSD program 

“In addition, with its staff complete, the SSD team was able to work in a crosscutting manner on 
some crucial aspects of governance to achieve the objectives of the [security sector] reform process, 
especially regarding the development of organic laws and mechanisms of parliamentary oversight of 
security sector.” 

Source:  Coopération Burundo-Néerlandaise, Programme DSS,  Unité de Gestion-MSP, Rapport Annuel 2011,  

January 27, 2012, authors’ translation. 
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program directors need to be able to navigate politically as well.  Much therefore depends on 

the human resource policies of the organizations and governments involved.   

107. The Burundi experience also puts the question of outsourcing program design and 

implementation squarely on the table.  In common with other forms of development assistance, 

security and justice donors are increasingly turning to private contractors to deliver their support.  

One of the objectives of this approach is to shift some of the risks associated with programming 

from donor governments.  At the same time, donors place increasingly stringent requirements in 

terms of accountability and achieving results on their implementing partners.  The outcome has 

been to make everyone concerned more risk averse.  Implementing partners do not want to 

engage in activities that will make their jobs harder and bring them into conflict with the host 

government.  The SSD program experienced problems with its first external agent in this regard.  

Whether the external agent was responding to the various pressures on it appropriately or not is 

not something that this report can judge.  However the ability to add a direct-hire program 

director made an important contribution in overcoming some of these problems.   

108. In particular it opened up an avenue for a more explicitly political approach to SSD than 

had been possible before.  Whether or not such a close linkage between the politics of reform 

and a program of assistance is feasible for a commercial firm is unclear and warrants closer 

examination in other case studies that will be carried out by INCAF.  The assumption on the part 

of many interlocutors is that it would be extremely difficult for a commercial firm to operate in the 

way that the SSD program is currently operating. 

Establishing results progressively 

109. Post-conflict and fragile environments are often characterized by their volatility, mistrust 

and divisions. Events can easily generate the spark that sets this combustible mix on fire. 

Resilience is low while a broadly shared vision of the future is often lacking. Vested interests 

can defend themselves relatively unchecked. Results that indicate the desired direction or end-

state of change cannot be established quickly because this would assume a level of normative, 

inclusive and forward looking agreement on the nature of the state and the services it should 

provide that tends to be absent. Even when there is relative agreement on the direction to take, 

there is often a lack of clarity on how to get to where stakeholders want to go.,. This makes it 

hard to go beyond identifying high-level results. Getting to intermediate results requires time to 

explore options (INCAF INCAF rationale for why this is a key process element as part of the 

INCAF working definition). 

110. In principle emphasizing process should enable more realistic, and hence more 

achievable and sustainable, results to be developed.  The project team discussed how this 

might occur with several interlocutors.  It was agreed that it is possible to break processes into 

their component parts and use each of those parts as an indicator of progress toward the 

desired result, making it possible to quantify that progress (in a relatively crude way).  It is not at 

all clear, however, what the level of tolerance is for the types of results and types of indicators 

that a process focus would produce given current programming approaches that prioritize the 

use of programming tools (logframes, results frameworks, business cases) that give preference 

to output measurements.  One interlocutor thought it might be possible to build a justification for 

a two year project that focused primarily on building relationships that would lay the basis for 
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subsequent phased programming aimed at achieving change.  All interlocutors agreed that it is 

easier to work in this way when there is a long programming time horizon.   

111. The evidence for merging process into typical programming from the Burundi case study 

is sparse.  The SSD program offers the most information on how results can be established 

progressively, but it does not make use of logframes, results frameworks or business cases.  

This does not mean that there is no rigor in the SSD planning process or that SSD projects do 

not foresee specific outputs and outcomes.  It does mean that the SSD program as a whole is 

not tied to a set of predetermined results, activities or indicators, except in the broadest sense of 

the objectives and principles identified in the MoU.  At the same time, most interlocutors familiar 

with the Dutch development cooperation system stated that a program such as the SSD could 

not be developed in the current environment. 

112. All of the programs surveyed for this report demonstrate why it is important to establish 

results progressively.  The SSD program (and to a lesser degree the EC’s Gutwara Neza 

program and the GiZ policing program) demonstrate the benefits in establishing results in a 

progressive manner.  The DFID financed portion of the BTC Policing Programme demonstrates 

the pitfalls of too rigidly adhering to detailed results established at the outset of programming. 

That program sought to “generate incentives for change progressively” (which is, of course, 

different from establishing results progressively) but underestimated the amount of time that 

process would take.   

113. The SSD program and Gutwara Neza in particular have mechanisms that facilitate (to 

varying degrees) the progressive establishment of results.  The SSD program and Gutwara 

Neza have broad objectives and multiple programming cycles within the period of the 

agreement between the funder and the government.  Although there is scope to change 

activities if a particular avenue becomes blocked, the Gutwara Neza program is considerably 

more “pre-planned” than the SSD.  It specifies a main result (strengthening the rule of law), 

three sub-results, activities for each sub-result and (primarily output) indicators for each activity. 

114. In contrast, the SSD MoU identified several broad objectives and a number of specific 

activities for the first funding period that had been proposed by the Burundian authorities.  The 

need to begin programming before the funding window closed meant that the program did not 

have the time to develop the capacity of Burundians to engage in a more strategic planning 

process.  For every subsequent 2 year programming cycle, however, the UdGs identify their 

priority needs and develop an action plan to address those needs.  Developing the phase 2 

action plans took about one year.  Since this was the first time the UdGs had undergone this 

planning process, it is possible that subsequent programming cycles will proceed more rapidly.  

However because of staff turnover in the MSP and MDNAC UdGs, it is also possible that a 

similar length of time will be required for phases 3 and 4 of the program.  Once action plans are 

approved (a process that involves the CTdS and the Dutch government), specific activities are 

developed.   

115. Burundian interlocutors who have been involved with the SSD program since its 

inception are pleased with the process inaugurated for phase 2.  They believe the outcome 

reflects more closely the priority needs of the government than the initial list of activities that 
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accompanied the MoU.44  At the same time, they acknowledge that some issues would not have 

had as high a priority in the absence of international input to the decision making process.  

According to one Burundian interlocutor, for example, gender would not have been a priority for 

MDNAC. 

116. The experience of the SSD program suggests that developing a relationship of trust is 

essential to the ability to develop results progressively (as well as the sustainability of these 

results).  One Burundian interlocutor noted that the way in which the program operates – 

delivering certain types of assistance that are particularly desired by the police and military such 

as vehicles and infrastructure while simultaneously introducing governance issues such as 

military ethics and leadership – has been effective in bringing Burundian police and military 

officers to accept the “strategic” advice from the program and, more broadly, the Dutch 

government.  This is precisely the calculation that EfV officials made when setting up the 

program, that delivering concrete items that the Burundians really wanted – barracks for the 

military, vehicles for the police – would facilitate the development of a relationship of trust 

between the two partners that would enable more difficult, transformational issues (including 

attitudinal and behavioral changes) to be addressed.   

117. Perhaps the most important benefit of this growing level of trust between the two 

governments is the success of the governance pillar.  Although it is attached to the Ministry of 

External Relations and International Cooperation, the governance pillar addresses a range of 

issues relating to accountability and oversight that cut across the entire government and involve 

civil society as well.  The ability to address these deeply political and sensitive issues would not 

have been possible in the absence of the relationship of trust that has progressively developed 

since 2008.  In addition, the very way in which the governance pillar was ultimately set up – a 

national coordinator and a (Burundian) project manager supported by an advisory group whose 

remit was to discuss what was necessary and feasible and only then begin to program – reflects 

an understanding of the appropriateness of an approach based on the progressive identification 

of results based on what is needed and feasible.   

118. The way in which the SSD approached the issue of the defense review is another 

illustration of the benefit of establishing results progressively.  There had been interest in 

conducting a defense review among some FDN officers that predated the establishment of the 

SSD program.  However political support for a review process took several years to mature.  At 

the time that the SSD MoU was signed, that political support was not yet in place and it was not 

possible to specify a defense review as one of the concrete activities to be undertaken (or more 

accurately inaugurated) during phase 1 of the program.  In early 2010, in the middle of phase 1, 

the Minister of Defense decided that he wanted to inaugurate a defense review.45  The SSD 
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 This is despite the fact that the activities included in the MoU were drawn from a longer list of proposed 
activities presented by the Government of Burundi.  The ability of the Netherlands to support each activity 
was an important consideration in choosing which activities to include, but the basic list was proposed by 
the Burundian side.  It is likely that this view reflects the fact that the way in which MoU activities were 
chosen did not constitute a strategic process of needs identification and the outcome represented more of 
a collection of stand-alone wishes than a well-reasoned group of “needs” or descriptions of 
implementable projects.  

45
 One interlocutor noted that the decision to carry out a defense review benefited from the growing trust 

between the two governments.  At the same time, this individual explained, MDNAC was requesting that 
the SSD program support additional barracks construction and purchase of vehicles.  Just as the SSD 
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program was able to accommodate the Minister’s request for assistance, initially attaching the 

review to the defense UdG.  As the review took shape, it essentially became a fourth UdG for 

management purposes.   

119. As with the governance pillar, the defense review began with a period of reflection.  

During this time MDNAC, supported by the Dutch strategic adviser and an international 

consultant, developed the review methodology, enhanced its capacity to carry out review, and 

put in place the structures for the review.  They also did several study visits in Africa and Europe 

to learn from the experience of other countries that had carried out similar exercises.  The draft 

methodology was presented to senior military officers and other officials as well as to civil 

society at the end of 2010.  A project document was drafted shortly thereafter and the three 

committees managing and overseeing the review (annex 4) were created in March 2011.  All 

told, the preparatory period lasted approximately one year.   

Working iteratively at every stage of the program cycle with an 

increasingly central role for local stakeholders 

120. These same characteristics of the programming environment also have consequences 

for how one works. Because confidence, capacity and vision tend to be low, the different phases 

of the program cycle (assessment, design, implementation & monitoring and evaluation) need to 

be repeated over time to allow calibration of activities with experiences, lessons learned, local 

capacity and local vision as these (hopefully) increase over time (INCAF rationale for why this is 

a key process element as part of the INCAF working definition). 

121. One interlocutor observed that security and justice programs fail to meet their objectives 

in part because of political obstruction and in part because key officials in ministries who need to 

be involved in approving, developing and implementing programs simply do not understand the 

issues at hand.  “When someone does not understand, they will refuse to do what you want 

them to do.”  Developing an understanding of the issues is the foundation for transformational 

programming and, this person argued, the foundation is the part of a building that takes the 

longest to construct.  The Gutwara Neza program, the BTC Justice Programme and the SSD 

program all described lengthy periods of dialogue, study, meetings, workshops, and 

sensitization with their institutional partners to develop the necessary level of understanding of 

key substantive issues.   

122. The BTC Justice Programme argued that there could be no results without a vision on 

the part of the Burundian counterparts.  Without a vision it was impossible to develop a strategy 

for change and an operational plan to implement that strategy or to coordinate the donors.  It 

takes time, however, to develop that vision.  In the justice sector work began on developing a 

policy in 2005 and while this process is not yet complete, the BTC program strongly believes 

that it has made progress.  Similarly, one Burundian interlocutor who was familiar with the SSD 

MoU negotiations commented that the concept of security sector development was difficult for 

Burundian officials to understand at the outset of the MoU discussions.  In fact, while they were 

                                                                                                                                                       
program would do in 2011 with similar MSP requests, the MFA argued that phase 2 requests would 
require a better analytic underpinning.  As a result of discussions between the MoU partners, MDNAC 
decided that there was an opportunity to strengthen the role of the FDN through such a process and the 
MFA believed that it could clarify the roles and ambitions of the defense force. 
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negotiating the MoU, the Burundians were quite unclear where the SSD process might take 

them.  However, their Dutch counterparts convinced them that “we would be going to a better 

place,” and by the time the MoU was signed, Burundian ministers understood what SSD meant.   

123. Because it takes time to develop a vision, several interlocutors strongly argued in favor 

of a “two speed” approach to programming.  There should be some activities that can be 

implemented relatively quickly while a process is established for addressing the more 

transformational issues.  A Burundian interlocutor noted that if the SSD program had attempted 

to program only transformational issues during the first two years, the program would have not 

gained the degree of acceptance it has because “military officers who had spent the previous 10 

years at war were not ready to think strategically in year one [of the program].”   

124. The structure of the SSD program, with its four 2-year programming phases, enables 

progress in one phase to be built upon in a subsequent phase.  While all activities carried out 

under the SSD program are linked to the objectives and principles specified in the MoU, the 

individual projects are seen as stepping stones on the road that will lead to the achievement of 

those objectives and the implementation of those principles.  This enables the program to move 

at a pace that reflects reality on the ground, which the constant monitoring of the program from 

a political perspective enables blockages to be addressed. 

125. The operation of the UdGs for MSP and MDNAC enabled the Burundian members to 

develop the capacities necessary to engage in a more strategic planning process for phase 2.  

The members of the governance advisory group have also expanded their understanding of the 

SSD concept and of the way in which the security sector is structured and functions.  It is likely 

that the process by which results are decided is another important element in developing this 

relationship of trust.  The process of identifying objectives of each two year phase of the SSD 

program could have this result, both among Burundian stakeholders and between Burundian 

and international stakeholders.  Additionally if there is room to adjust results in the course of 

execution – as with the defense review – this could be an outcome. 

126. Lastly one anticipated outcome of the SSD program is that it will be entirely run by 

Burundians, probably well before the end of the MoU period in 2017.  For the public security and 

defense UdGs, this involves a progressive process of learning by doing and mentoring.  

Additionally, the CTdS is being modified in order to maximize opportunities for more meaningful 

Burundian strategic input and oversight of program activities.  One lesson that several 

interlocutors familiar with the SSD program drew was that it is important not only to think in 

terms of working iteratively with individuals but also to think in terms of how the program 

structure itself might need to evolve in order to achieve maximum results and strengthen 

ownership.    

Being flexible in using resources 

127. Engaging politically, progressively identifying results and working iteratively are only 

possible when program inputs are equally flexibly. The characteristics of the environment 

therefore place high demands on the responsiveness, versatility and speed with which 

supporting actors can mobilize resources (INCAF rationale for why this is a key process element 

as part of the INCAF working definition). 
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128. Flexible use of resources depends on a variety of factors.  It depends on the structure of 

the program, regulations governing the use of financial inputs, the skills and personal 

characteristics of program staff and the appropriate use of monitoring, evaluation and lessons 

learning during the life of the program. 

Program structure 

129. Programs such as the SSD and Gutwara Neza that have multiple programming periods 

have more opportunities to use their resources flexibly than programs that have one 

programming period.  This does not mean that programs with detailed logframes covering the 

entire period of the program, for example, have no flexibility.  But they are not required to revisit 

their programming assumptions and priorities on a regular basis as is the case with the SSD 

and Gutwara Neza.  As one interlocutor familiar with the SSD program noted:  “With an 8 year 

program with 4 phases you are required to ask ‘Where am I now, where do I want to go next?’  

This is not something that you can escape.  If you had an 8 year program that was designed at 

the outset, you would not have to do this.  You would get on the train and go down a certain 

track and that would be it.”   

Regulations governing use of financial inputs 

130. Several interlocutors stressed the importance of being able to adjust the allocation of 

financial resources to meet changing needs.  One interlocutor noted: “It is impossible to achieve 

results progressively if there is no flexibility in the use of program financing.  A number of 

examples of financial flexibility were offered and are summarized in Box 14.  Some of the 

factors that the Burundi case study suggests can influence financial flexibility include decisions 

to use local procurement procedures (which in the case of the BTC Justice Programme caused 

significant slowdowns) and donor procedures that require, for example, international competitive 

bidding or salary / per diem rates fixed in headquarters that do not correspond to local realities.   

131. One aspect of financial flexibility that is well illustrated by the Burundi case is the 

flexibility not to spend money in order to exert leverage over a project that is not working well.  

This is different from halting one line of work, as Gutwara Neza did with its judicial 

independence project, and substituting another.  Rather it involves suspending a project while 

Box 14. Financial flexibility  

Examples of financial flexibility in security and justice programming in Burundi include:  

 The SSD program was able to meet the Defense Minister’s request to begin a defense review in 
the middle of phase 1 of the SSD program was greatly facilitated by the ability to use resources 
from its training fund. 

 The SSD program was able to transfer unused construction funds from the budget for the defense 
UdG to the public security UdG.  When questions subsequently arose about the most effective 
means for the MSP to use these resources at the end of phase 1, it was possible to transfer these 
resources from the phase 1 budget to the phase 2 budget, which is not routinely agreed.   

 When the Gutwara Neza program was politically blocked from working on a project on judicial 
independence, it was able to transfer the funds to ethics training for magistrates. 

 The authority given to SSD UdGs to manage a certain amount of money gives them important 
flexibility because it is impossible to foresee all needs at the beginning of a budget cycle.  

Source:  Authors’ interviews, January, March 2012. 
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negotiating with the Burundian authorities for changes that the program believes are essential 

for the success of the project. This is the procedure followed by the SSD and several other 

programs regarding the construction of new training facilities for the MSP.  At least one program 

was concerned that it would face significant pressure to spend before an agreement could be 

reached with the government.  In the event, the government and the donors reached a 

compromise shortly thereafter.  The BTC Justice Programme also suspended a training related 

activity until a disagreement over the level of per diems was resolved. 

132. One interlocutor suggested that donors with short programming cycles face the biggest 

pressures to spend.  Coordination with such donors is difficult and they can easily undercut 

efforts of other donors to promote change.  This interlocutor cited the example of trying to 

convince a ministry to develop a maintenance policy for its vehicle fleet before providing the 

ministry with more new vehicles.  A second donor simply provided the vehicles, in complete 

disregard of the first donor’s efforts to improve the sustainability of its investments.   

Human resources 

133. The skills and personal qualities required to work successfully (including in a flexible 

manner) on security and justice programming are not significantly different from the skills and 

personal qualities required to work effectively in conflict-affected and fragile states.  These 

include political acumen, an ability to think outside the box, collegiality, an awareness of context, 

an ability to work well across cultures and different thematic areas, and appropriate language 

skills.  It is also extremely important that program staff be able to work in a problem-solving 

mode on the basis of what exists in the country, rather than taking an ideal state as the starting 

point for programming (Box 15). The problem is not that it is difficult to draw up a profile for 

program (or Embassy) staff.  Rather, the problem is how one finds and retains the right 

people.46  In addition, questions were raised about the ability of program staff trained to work in 

a “logframe environment” to adjust to a more open-ended way of working.  One donor 

interlocutor interviewed for the first phase of the INCAF study reported that an aid agency that 

had experimented with more flexible programming found that its staff struggled without the 

guidance provided by logframes. 

Monitoring, evaluation and lessons learning   

134. With regard to the regular monitoring of activities as well as periodic evaluation and the 

willingness to use the information gathered in this way to adjust activities as necessary, the SSD 

                                                
46

 This issue will be pursued in the headquarters portion of the Burundi case study. 

Box 15. Taking what exists as the starting point  

One interlocutor noted the importance of being able to promote ownership by programming on the 
basis of the environment in which donors find themselves rather than programming against an ideal 
state.  Too often, it was argued, donors take the ideal state as the starting point, do an assessment, 
identify deficits between the programming environment and the ideal state and develop programs to 
remove the deficits as soon as possible.  Good practice is important as a reference point but for 
programming purposes it is more important to start with what exists and progressively work to 
change the situation.  Programs that have deficits to close are less likely, in this interlocutor’s view, to 
create ownership, and thus be sustainable, than a gradual, problem-solving approach. 

Source:  Authors’ interviews, January, March 2011. 
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program was the strongest of the programs reviewed in terms of monitoring, evaluation and 

lessons learning.  The fact that the SSD program monitors at the strategic, program and project 

level and prioritizes political monitoring means that it has a good overview of not only the 

program and its multiple activities but it also has an overview of the environment in which the 

program is being implemented.  Financial and, most importantly, human resources can be 

deployed to address emerging opportunities and constraints.  Resolving the issues around the 

structure of the MSP are critical to the achievement of the program’s results and the program 

director, the MSP national coordinator and the governance project manager have all been 

engaged on this issue, as well as the Dutch Chargé d’Affaires and the EO’s political officer.   

135. The SSD also makes ample use of internal and external reviews and evaluations in 

order to help guide programming.  The defense UdG carried out an internal evaluation in early 

2011 had a number of consequences (Box 16).  The defense review team held a workshop to 

evaluate its experiences in developing the strategic assessment of Burundi’s security 

environment in order to inform its work on subsequent stages of the review.  An external 

evaluation of the first phase of the entire SSD program was undertaken in March 2012, again 

with a view to informing the future operation of the program. The defense review team envisions 

producing a lessons learned study at the end of the review process. 

Having a time horizon commensurate to ambition and environment 

136. It is well known that the kind of transformative societal change that propels countries 

from fragility to such resilience that they can face the future with more confidence takes a 

generation or more. Societal change is slow. In addition, environmental dynamics and 

uncertainties are higher in immediate post-conflict stages than 5 or 10 years after a conflict, 

meaning that the expectations and risk tolerance of programs also need to differ 

correspondingly (INCAF rationale for why this is a key process element as part of the INCAF 

working definition). 

137. Many interlocutors stressed the importance of long timeframes to address the underlying 

issues in security and justice programming.  The Belgian government has committed to 12 

years of support to the justice sector to date (2004-2016) and the Dutch MoU covers 8 years.  

GiZ’s support to policing is based on a 6 year Ministry of Foreign Affairs program of support to 

policing in a number of Sub-Saharan Africa countries.  The financing agreement between the 

Government of Burundi and the EC was for 6 years, which was subsequently extended by 2 

years.   

Box 16. Impact of the evaluation of the defense UdG and its activities  

The 2011 evaluation of the defense UdG influenced the work of the UdG in a number of ways, 
including: 

 Triggered the addition of a monitoring and evaluation (M&E) officer to the UdG 

 Triggered the replacement of the (international) head of the UdG by his (Burundian) second 
in command and the replacement of the phase 1 heads of UdG subunits by their deputies in 
phase 2 

 Identified need for additional training of phase 2 managers of UdG subunits which was 
carried out both by the defense UdG and by the public security UdG 

Source:  Authors’ interview, March 2012. 
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138. With the exception of the EC program, however, funding was not guaranteed for the 

entire period.  SSD program funding must be sought in 2 year tranches, BTC funding in 4 year 

tranches and until recently, German Foreign Ministry financing was on an annual basis but for 

the last 2 years of the program they will have a 2 year budget.  The SSD program has no 

guarantee that there will be funding after any 2 year cycle.  The GiZ policing project has faced 

similar uncertainties.  While this approach to financing long term commitments may be 

understandable given current economic conditions, it could have negative effects on the 

sustainability of the gains already registered by each of these programs.  Several interlocutors 

suggested that Belgian support was likely to continue in some form over the long term for 

security and justice objectives in Burundi.  It was not evident that the same would be true for the 

other donors, particularly Germany and The Netherlands. 

139. One reason why long timeframes are necessary is because, in addition to the benefit for 

iterative programming and the progressive establishment of results, the evidence from security 

and justice programming in Burundi points to the crucial importance of having a period of 

reflection to prepare for substantial programming begins.  The evidence is particularly strong 

from the SSD’s governance pillar and the defense review, as well as developing the action 

plans for phase 2 of SSD.   
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5.  Constraints 

140. One of the obstacles facing all forms of international assistance is whether and how it is 

able to overcome well-known political, resource, legislative and procedural constraints that 

frequently limit the effectiveness of programming.  For the purposes of this report, it is important 

to understand whether a programming approach that incorporates key process elements helps 

to diminish the impact of these constraints on the four key challenges examined in section 3 or 

whether the constraints prevent the application of the process elements.   

The constraints 

141. Table 4 summarizes the key constraints identified by the INCAF project’s advisory 

group.  Virtually all of these constraints can be observed in one or more of the programs 

examined for this review.  Many of them have been addressed with varying degrees of success.  

This raises several questions.  In those cases where security and justice programming appears 

to have overcome a constraint, is the success of the response related to the application of 

process elements as hypothesized by this project?  Or are successful responses effectively 

“process neutral” and “simply” the result of good practice?  Lastly, has the use of process 

elements been blocked by these constraints, thereby potentially reducing the effectiveness of 

the response? 

Table 4: An overview of some key constraints to applying a process approach 

 For national stakeholders For international stakeholders 

Resource 
constraints 

 Limited capacity for strategic thinking 
(staff, systems) 

 Limited capacity for operational 
implementation (staff, systems) 

 Limited capacity for strategic thinking (staff, 
systems) 

 Limited capacity for operational 
implementation (staff, systems) 

 Availability of sufficient and sufficiently senior 
numbers of staff  

 Short-term funding cycles 

 Short time horizons for engagement  

Legislative and 
procedural 
constraints 

 National procurement procedures that 
are complex for donors to use with 
uncertain legal redress 

 Dysfunctional legal systems that make 
transparency and dealing with 
corruption difficult 

 Complex procurement procedures 

 Domestic accountability requirements (also 
political constraints) 

 A focus on institutional risks (instead of 
contextual and programmatic risks) 

Political 
constraints 

 Contested visions for the country’s 
direction 

 Contested leadership  

 Non-transparent decision-making 
structures 

 Low levels of legitimacy, trust and 
accountability  

 Problematic relations between 
different national stakeholders 

 Unwillingness or inability to develop coherent 
Whole-of-Government strategies 

 Need to also, or even mainly, serve its own 
security considerations  

 Parliamentary preferences and pressures 

142. Assessing how security and justice programs have addressed critical constraints is an 

issue that has to be approached with a good deal of caution by anyone who has not been 
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directly involved in a program.  Not having been privy to the events that produced a given 

response and having only spoken with a limited number of stakeholders, external reviewers 

typically have an incomplete understanding of how decisions were made, what factors were 

most important or what factors appear to be important but in fact were not.  That said, an 

examination of the SSD program’s approach to the four key challenges examined in section 3 

sheds some light on the interplay of challenges, process elements and constraints.47    

143. The constraints highlighted in the subsequent discussion are by no means the full range 

of constrains donors have faced in addressing the four challenges.  Nonetheless, as is 

demonstrated in Tables 5-8 below, there is tentative evidence that process elements can help 

overcome some constraints.  This is particularly clear with regard to the politics of ownership 

and establishing results that matter.  In other cases, the ability to employ process elements to 

respond to constraints is negatively affected by those constraints.   For the SSD program this 

was particularly evident with regard to suitable program management structures.  Lastly some 

positive results appear to have been primarily the outcome of good programming practices.  

This was most evident with regard to the establishment of monitoring to drive real-time program 

development and resource allocation. 

Constraints on achieving ownership and the use of process elements to 

overcome them 

144. The SSD program has faced a number of constraints in addressing the politics of 

ownership.  These include an initial lack of understanding of the concept of SSD and related 

issues on the part of both Burundian and Dutch stakeholders, a lack of the necessary political 

will to change attitudes and behaviors in the security sector on the part of the Burundian 

authorities, and a lack of adequate capacity, such as strategic planning and program 

management / political oversight on the part of both Burundian and international stakeholders.  

Since the MoU was signed in 2009, these constraints have progressively been addressed by 

the program.  To a large degree, the use of process elements has been instrumental in helping 

to overcome these constraints, although not uniformly (Table 5).   

Table 5:  Use of process elements to overcome constraints on addressing the politics of 
governance 

Constraint Responses 

Lack of understanding 
of issues 

 The 8 month period of negotiation between the governments of Burundi and The 
Netherlands that led to the signing of the SSD program MoU involved a process of 
mutual learning.  Both were unclear at the outset what they wanted from the 
partnership and both had to learn what SSD was and what it was not.  The 
negotiation period was not, however, open-ended as at a certain point The 
Netherlands needed a clear commitment to proceed with the program.  This caused 
at least some Burundian stakeholders to feel “rushed” into making a decision.  Had 
the Dutch waited longer, however, the window of opportunity to obtain funding for the 
program would have closed.  (Establishing results progressively, having time horizon 
commensurate to ambition and environment).   

 Before governance-related programming could begin, key actors involved with the 
governance pillar needed to become familiar with SSD and related concepts and 
their roles in promoting security sector governance.  A series of workshops have 

                                                
47

 The SSD program is the focus of this discussion because the review team collected far more 
information on it than on the other programs.   
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been held for members of the governance advisory group, parliamentarians, civil 
society organizations and the media.  (Working iteratively and establishing results 
progressively.) 

 The process of working together in the UdGs (including the defense review) has 
helped the Burundian members of the program team progressively understand the 
SSD concept and how to operationalize it.  (Working iteratively with an increasingly 
central role for local stakeholders.) 

Lack of political will to 
change attitudes and 
behaviors 

 Despite progress in a number of areas, the SSD program continues to encounter a 
lack of political will on the part of highly placed Burundian authorities to change 
attitudes and behavior of both political actors and security actors.  These include an 
increase in extra-judicial killings by Burundian security forces since the 2010 
elections and the constitutionality of the structure of the MSP.  The Dutch Parliament 
has been particularly concerned about the former, raising the specter of constraints 
on funding.  The SSD program has flagged the problems associated with the 
structure of the MSP.  The Dutch Chargé d’Affaires has led a multi-donor initiative to 
address these and related issues at a strategic level while the political officer at the 
EO has worked with the program to follow up on the strategic level engagement.  
(Engaging politically at all levels and on a daily basis). 

 There is a lack of transparency in the security and defense budgets that reduces the 
effectiveness of both Parliament and civil society in discussing governmental 
priorities.  Burundian parliamentarians who have engaged with the SSD governance 
pillar have begun to question the lack of transparency of the security and defense 
budgets.  (Engaging politically at all levels and on a daily basis; working iteratively 
with an increasingly central role for local stakeholders.) 

Lack of adequate 
capacities 

 Many members of the UdGs have lacked a number of skills necessary to carry out 
the work of the program effectively.  In part these skills were acquired by engaging in 
program activities, assisted by technical support of various kinds.  (Working 
iteratively with an increasingly central role for local stakeholders.)  In part these skills 
were acquired through workshops and other training activities which were not 
specifically tied to a process approach. 

 For the first 18 months or so neither the program nor the EO were adequately 
staffed.  This negatively affected the ability of the SSD program to maximize its use 
of process elements.  The resolution to this problem, seen by many in Burundi as 
entirely fortuitous, was at least in part the result of persistence at HQ level and was 
not linked to the use of process elements. 

Identifying results that matter 

145. In identifying results that matter in terms of the more accountable and effective provision 

of security and justice potentially faces a number of constraints.  These include:  poorly defined 

results that are difficult to attain; inability to develop results progressively; inadequate national 

input into the process of defining results; and inability to adjust results over time.  The SSD 

program has performed reasonably well in avoiding these problems, in part because of its 

application of several of the five key process elements (Table 6).     

Table 6:  Use of process elements to overcome constraints on identifying results that matter 

Constraint Responses 

Poorly defined results 
that are difficult to 
attain 

 The results identified by the SSD program, both for the action plans for each pillar 
and for the activities to implement those plans, reflect local requirements because 
they are developed by national actors, with international support, in response to 
needs expressed by the national authorities or civil society.  (Establishing results 
progressively.)  At the same time, the ability of the defense and public security UdGs 
to carry out all of the anticipated phase 1 activities was clearly over-estimated by 
both the Dutch and Burundian authorities.  Starting with phase 2, the planning 
process has become more strategic and focused on achieving results that reflect 
SSD principles as well as Burundian ministerial objectives. (Working iteratively.) 
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Inability to develop 
results progressively 

 The MoU sets out the strategic level objectives of the SSD program.  Intermediate 
results are developed every two years through the UdG action plans. (Establishing 
results progressively.) 

 There is room for new activities to be inserted into an UdG’s work plan.  A major 
example was the defense review which began in 2010, nearly a year after phase 1 of 
the SSD program got under way.  The governance pillar follows a phase approach to 
identifying needs with projects developed progressively to meet these needs. 
Additionally, the governance pillar is frequently called on to support the program as a 
whole or one of the other pillars in ways that are not specifically foreseen in its action 
plan.  (Establishing results progressively.) 

 

Inadequate national 
input into process of 
defining results 

 The governance pillar is entirely staffed by Burundians; its members represent the 
executive, oversight bodies, the security and defense forces and civil society.  This is 
an example of good programming. 

 The results identified by the SSD program for the defense and public security UdGs 
and the defense review reflect local requirements because they are developed by 
national actors, with international support, in response to needs expressed by the 
national authorities.  This is an example of good programming.  

Inability to adjust 
results over time 

 Intermediate results are developed every two years through the UdG action plans.  
This provides ample opportunity to adjust course as necessary.  (Establishing results 
progressively.) 

 There is room for new activities to be inserted into an UdG’s work plan.  A major 
example was the defense review which began in 2010, nearly a year after phase 1 of 
the SSD program got under way.  The governance pillar is frequently called on to 
support the program as a whole or one of the other pillars in ways that are not 
specifically foreseen in its action plan.  (Establishing results progressively.) 

146. The one area where the SSD program has a serious deficit is in defining process results.  

In this it is no different from any of the other security and justice programs surveyed in Burundi 

(or elsewhere).  However the SSD program seems to be particularly well placed to incorporate 

process elements results because of its strong monitoring capacity and the overall 

understanding of the program leadership that process is at least as important as outcomes. 

Establishing monitoring mechanisms to drive real time program 

development and resource allocation 

147. Monitoring is almost always the step-child of security and justice programming.  Either 

programs fail to monitor adequately or they fail to consistently incorporate the information 

obtained by monitoring into programming in real time.  The SSD, however, scores well on both 

accounts.  This enables the program to maximize the impact of process elements but is 

primarily the result of good programming practices (Table 7).    

Table 7:  Use of process elements to overcome constraints on monitoring 

Constraint Responses 

Failure to monitor 
adequately 

 The SSD program monitors at the strategic, program and project levels.  This is 
essential for its ability to implement several of the process elements such as 
establishing results progressively, working iteratively being flexible in the use of 
resources but is not in itself a result of using process elements. 

 The SSD gives particular attention to monitoring the political aspects of program 
design and implementation.  This is crucial for the ability to engage politically at all 
levels and on a daily basis.  However it is not itself a result of using process 

elements. 
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Failure to incorporate 
the information 
obtained by 
monitoring into 
ongoing programming 

 UdGs meet weekly to review the past week’s activities and keep action lists which 
are reviewed at the following weekly meeting.  This should enhance the ability of the 
UdG to establish results progressively and be flexible in the use of its resources.  
However it is not itself a result of using process elements but of good programming 
practices. 

 The program director meets weekly with the EO political officer to review the 
program’s progress.  Particular attention is given to political issues that need to be 
addressed to facilitate the work of the program.  Action lists are kept and the 
reviewed at the following meeting.  This should enhance the ability of the program to 
establish results progressively, be flexible in the use of its resources, and engage 
politically at all levels and on a daily basis.  However it is not itself a result of using 
process elements but of good programming practices. 

 Following an evaluation of the first 2 years of its work, the defense UdG decided to 
add an M&E officer which should enhance the ability to feed lessons into 
programming on an ongoing basis.  This should enhance the ability of the UdG to 
establish results progressively and be flexible in the use of its resources.  However it 
is not itself a result of using process elements. 

Ensuring suitable management structures drive programs 

148. The structure of the SSD program has created a number of obstacles for the effective 

functioning of the program.  These include complex procedures, weaknesses in the donor 

whole-of-government approach, donor capacity challenges and a short-term funding cycle  

(Table 8).    

Table 8:  Use of process elements to overcome constraints on program management 

Constraint Responses 

Complex procedures  The administrative and financial tasks of the SSD program were initially contracted 
out to an external agent.  For a variety of reasons, the relationship between the 
external agent and the program deteriorated significantly and the external agent was 
replaced in late 2011.  One of the complaints about the first external agent was that 
their procedures were too complex.  In response, the program director and the 
second external agent decided the program should jointly develop procedural 
manuals.  This involved not only the program director but also UdG personnel.  The 
procedural manuals conform to international good practice but are also open to 
modification should experience indicate that certain procedures need to be revised.  
(Work iteratively at every stage of the program cycle with an increasingly central role 
for local stakeholders.) 

Weaknesses of donor 
whole-of-government 
approach 

 The Netherlands Ministry of Defense has not allowed its secondees to report to the 
SSD program director (a civilian hired by the MFA).  This means that the entire 
defense review process is outside the control of the SSD program, although the 
program is funding most of the review (apart from some technical assistance funded 
by the UK).  It also means that the program director had to devote considerable time 
to gaining control over the substance of the work carried out by the defense UdG.  
This could potentially have negative effects for the ability of the program to make full 
use of process elements.  To date, however, in part because of good personal 
working relationships, the defense UdG and the defense review are well integrated 
into the overall program.   

Donor capacity 
challenges 

 For the first 18 months of the SSD program, there was effectively no program 
director.  The notion that the first external agent could fulfill at least part of this role 
did not work out for various reasons.  The absence of a program director definitely 
had a negative impact on the ability of the program to maximize its use of process 
elements, particularly engaging politically at all levels and on a daily basis. 

 For the first 15 months of the program, the EO did not have the capacity to engage 
politically on a daily basis, which also had a negative impact on the ability of the 
program to maximize its use of process elements. 
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Short term funding 
cycles 

 Although the MoU for the SSD program lasts 8 years, funding is allocated in 2 year 
tranches.  While this has certain benefits in terms of employing process elements 
(establishing results progressively and working iteratively), it also puts at risk the 
ability to have a time horizon commensurate to ambition and environment. 
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Annex 1.  Terms of Reference:  Burundi case study 
FROM QUICK WINS TO LONG-TERM PROFITS?   

Developing better approaches to support security and justice engagements in fragile states 

 

1. The issue at stake  

The accountable and effective delivery of security and justice is critical to sustainable 

peacebuilding and statebuilding. Successful engagement in this area can both enable and 

deliver development. In recognition hereof, the last 5-10 years have featured significant 

investment. Yet, the area is more political, has higher risks and more stakeholders than other 

areas of development, which makes it complex. In addition, a set of operational challenges 

continues to inhibit effective international support. International engagement to date, however, 

has proven resistant to the change required to address these challenges. As a result, there are 

few examples of successful security and justice development initiatives. Since the current 

environment offers few incentives for radical change in how the international community 

supports security and justice development, it has to be stimulated in a more measured and 

innovative manner that can accommodate existing constraints. Recent INCAF work (Ball and 

Van de Goor, 2011) suggests that developing a process approach (as opposed to a more 

program cycle based approach) can help improve responses to recurrent challenges around the 

politics of ownership, program management, monitoring and result definition. A process 

approach aims to iteratively calibrate the level of ambition, resources and type of support with 

existing capacity, the quality of relationships, the level of political understanding and existing 

constraints. This is both critical to understand how change can occur in a particular place at a 

particular time and to introduce more realism to how results are defined, what timeframes can 

be expected to deliver and how risks are perceived.  

 

The background to phase 2 of this project is laid out more fully in the general terms of reference 

as approved on 13 October 2011 by the INCAF task team on peacebuilding and statebuilding. 

 

2. Purpose of this document 

It lays out the terms of reference for the first case study of phase 2 of this project. This case 

study will be conducted in Burundi by two consultants (one national and one international), 

focus on the Dutch Security Sector Development program and the UK’s Justice Program (tbc) 

and take place in the period January-February 2012. It is informed by a desk-based review by 

the GSDRC (University of Birmingham) of the evidence on the effectiveness of development 

initiatives that have employed a process approach, or key features of such an approach (see 

annex 1 for a summary of its conclusions). The case study takes a provisional definition of a 

process approach (see section 4), which has been developed by the reference group supporting 

this project on the basis of the results of phase 1 (see the scoping report: “The challenges of 

undertaking effective security and justice work”), as its starting point.  

 

3. Aim of the first case study 

The INCAF project on developing better approaches to support security and justice 

engagements in fragile states seeks to develop operational advice for three types of 
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international, field-based roles48 on how challenges in respect of ownership, program 

management, monitoring and results can be addressed by using a “process approach” to 

security and justice engagements. It also seeks to demonstrate to senior international decision 

makers how “domestic” imperatives (political and organizational) can be combined with the 

requirements for effective engagement in long and uncertain transformational security and 

justice change processes.  

 

Phase one of this project suggested that the approach chosen in the SSD program in Burundi 

contains elements of such a process approach, which may have led to more effective security 

and justice programming. The key task for the first case study is therefore to identify and 

examine these elements on their innovative value and under which conditions they can likely be 

replicated elsewhere49. Similarly, the UK justice program will be examined to identify how the 

challenges of security and justice programming can be addressed more effectively (tbc).50 More 

specifically, the aim of the case study is to generate provisional answers to three questions: 

 

I. What does a process approach look like? This requires: a) identifying and defining its 

key elements in more detail, and b) identifying what ways/approaches have been used 

to deal effectively with challenges around the politics of ownership & leadership, results 

and monitoring.  

 

II. What are the consequences of existing constraints for a process approach and 

are they open to change? What are key constraints on the part of national and 

international stakeholders for the application of a process type approach? Are there 

ways to change these constraints in the short, medium and long term (see section 4)?  

 

III. How do management models affect the application of a process approach? This 

question focuses primarily on identifying and assessing the effects of various 

management models on their ability to manage a process approach as outlined below. It 

also includes developing ideas/options for improved program management. In answering 

this question, the consultants will take into the fact into account that most bilateral 

donors – although key funders – outsource much of their security and justice 

engagements since they often do not have the intention or capacity to run several large 

scale security and justice programs simultaneously.  

 

4. Substantive focus of the case study 

The case study seeks to identify answers and develop ideas in response to the three issue 

areas outlined above, and in more detail below. The case study will take the Netherlands SSD 

and UK justice programs (tbc) as its unit of analysis to generate the intended deliverables 

(section 5) to meet the stated aim (section 3). 

 

                                                
48

 These three types are: a) A technical advisor who supports a national security and justice reform process from 

within a national organization or agency, b) A manager in charge of a bilateral program in support of security and 

justice, c) A manager in charge of a security and justice type section of a multilateral mission.  
49

 I.e. to what extent is the approach in Burundi context specific, and what elements can be taken forward to other 
contexts and programs? 
50

 The aim of the case study is not to evaluate existing programming. These terms of reference intend to give the 
consultants just-enough-guidance to balance space for developing innovative thinking with clarity of the desired 
results. 
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Ad I. What does a process approach look like? 

A provisional definition of a process approach (below) has been developed by the reference 

group on the basis of the results of the first phase of the project. The main elements of this 

definition were confirmed by the literature review of the GSDRC of Birmingham University (see 

annex 1): 

 

“A process approach is an incremental way of building an intervention (regardless of its size at 

design), which is carefully calibrated to manage the politics of engagement, risk, results and 

resources. It has five basic components that need to be continuously synchronized to work 

together and deliver better results: 

 

a. Incremental construction of the intervention: It builds the intervention, and in particular 

desired results, gradually, e.g. from “smaller” problems focusing on short-term results to 

larger problems with longer timeframes and results;51  

 

b. Incrementally building relations and negotiating interests: It develops relations with a 

broad range of stakeholders, an understanding of their interests, incentives, constraints and 

the ability to work with these. It also creates space to discuss how involvement in the 

intervention can be broadened beyond the initial group of stakeholders. 

 

c. Incrementally building capacity: It develops capacity appropriate to the (changing) scale 

of the activity, the nature of the political environment and on the basis of what is available; 

 

d. Creating space for innovation: It identifies and tests options with a tolerance for a range of 

outcomes, essentially ensuring the availability of time and space for innovation that can 

generate results that matter locally by ensuring adequate participation of key stakeholders 

and beneficiaries, without prescribing them; 

 

e. Combining long-term commitments with short-term engagements: It combines the 

need for long-term commitments with the need to operationalize activities and allocate 

resources on the basis of short-term political cycles to remain sensitive to political changes 

and developments. 

The case study will start developing an evidence base for assessing the validity of this 

provisional definition. The case study will also demonstrate whether and how a process 

approach can help to better address challenges around the politics of ownership & leadership, 

results and monitoring.  This will involve:  

 

a. Investigating and comparing how both programs have defined results, how they have set up 

monitoring mechanisms, how they have addressed/managed the politics of ownership and 

how program management has been organized.  

b. Assessing whether and how elements of a process approach have been used in these 

programs.  

 

                                                
51

 It is important to realize that although the nature of the process approach is incremental, it can be applied from any 
starting point (i.e. to both small and large initial engagements.) For instance, political imperatives may well require a 
large engagement from the start. However, large engagements can also be developed on the basis of a process 
approach. 
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Box 1.  Guiding questions to investigate how a process approach can help address challenges around 

results definition, monitoring, the politics of ownership and program management 

A. Defining results   

1) What is the process by which results have been identified (including the analysis undertaken)?    
2) What is the focus of results as defined by different stakeholders (including strategic focus)?        
3) How much flexibility do the programs have in adjusting results to changing conditions?  
4) Do the resources applied (time, money, people) appear to be commensurate with intended outputs/outcomes?   

B. Organizing monitoring  

1)  How is progress against results being monitored? Are inputs, activities, outputs and outcomes monitored, or 
rather selected elements of this chain? In particular, to what extent is monitoring structured, regular and done in 
cooperation between national and international actors?  
2) How has the feedback loop between monitoring and program management been organized? How does the 
program adapt, innovate and build on the results of monitoring?  
3) How does monitoring influence the strategic conversation about program development and decision-making in-
country and at donor headquarters?  
4) How do the manner and results of monitoring inform risk management and influence the level of domestic 
support (on the part of both national and international actors)? 

C. Politics of ownership 

1)  How have relations been built, interests/incentives identified and program activities negotiated by national and 
international stakeholders?  
2)  How have national and international stakeholders used these relations and insights to increase their ability to 
work with the “politics” of engagement of the other side (e.g. level of expectations, political support, resources and 
nature of activities)?  
3)  How have the analysis and understanding of the political environment and relations influenced the program’s 
development? In particular, has the program been able to adapt to changes in the environment when 
appropriate? What have been the critical success factors in this regard? 
 

D. Organizing program management 

1)  How has the program’s management structure been set up in terms of its capacity to manage and implement 
activities, manage funds, build required capacity and manage the politics of the program?  
2)  Were different options for program management considered (e.g. what mix of implementation by a bilateral 
donor; the partner country; an international organization and a commercial organization) and what led to the final 
management setup? How have strengths and weaknesses been assessed? Has this been done jointly by 
national and international stakeholders and if so, which and whose arguments and views proved most 
compelling? 
3)  How does the program’s management structure balance accountability with flexibility of resources and the 
need to be able to take risks and change course? Specifically, how has it created space for innovation? 
 

 Some of the questions that the consultants might examine are outlined in box 1. 

 

Ad II. What are the consequences of existing constraints for a process approach and are 

they open to change? 

For the purpose of these terms of reference table 1 offers a matrix that lays out some of the 

main constraints to effective engagement that will be explored as part of the case work. 
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Table 1: An overview of some key constraints to applying a process approach 

 

 For national stakeholders For international stakeholders 

Resource constraints  Limited capacity for strategic 

thinking (staff, systems) 

 Limited capacity for operational 

implementation (staff, systems) 

 Limited capacity for strategic thinking (staff, 

systems) 

 Limited capacity for operational 

implementation (staff, systems) 

 Availability of sufficient and sufficiently 

senior numbers of staff  

 Short-term funding cycles 

 Short time horizons for engagement  

Legislative and 

procedural 

constraints 

 National procurement procedures 

that are complex for donors to use 

with uncertain legal redress 

 Dysfunctional legal systems that 

make transparency and dealing 

with corruption difficult 

 Complex procurement procedures 

 Domestic accountability requirements (also 

political constraints) 

 A focus on institutional risks (instead of 

contextual and programmatic risks) 

Political constraints  Contested visions for the country’s 

direction 

 Contested leadership  

 Non-transparent decision-making 

structures 

 Low levels of legitimacy, trust and 

accountability  

 Problematic relations between 

different national stakeholders 

 Unwillingness or inability to develop 

coherent Whole-of-Government strategies 

 Need to also, or even mainly, serve its own 

security considerations  

 Parliamentary preferences and pressures 

 

Ad III.  How do management models affect the application of a process approach? 

 

To develop insights into how a process approach can be applied in practice, the case study will 

focus on two main areas: 

 

 Models for program management. Bilateral donors, who fund most engagements, 

“outsource” much of it at the operational level to organizations like the UN, (I)NGOs and 

commercial entities. However, this creates issues around e.g. incentives, risk taking, 

accountability and ensuring that the politics of engagement are connected with its technical 

aspects. Hence, the question arises which parts of security and justice engagements can be 

outsourced, under which conditions is this most effectively done and to whom? How can 

program coherence and coordination between outsourced program elements be ensured? 

How can different options for program management help align ambition, programming 

complexity and available resources (time, staff and resources – on the part of national and 

international actors)? What are the respective (dis)advantages of these options?  

 

 Partner coordination. How can a process approach help ensure that programs that are 

implemented by different national and international actors are coherent, coordinated and 

complementary? 

 

While examining these three issue areas, two possibly relevant distinctions should also be taken 

into account: 
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 Are there critical differences between security and justice programming that are relevant for 

how results are defined, monitoring set up, the politics of ownership managed and program 

management organized? If so, what are they, and how do they affect programming and a 

process approach? 

 

 Are there critical differences between the ability of, or constraints on, international 

organizations and bilateral donors to define results, organize monitoring, manage the politics 

of ownership and organize program management (consider e.g. political mandates and 

operating modalities)? If so, what are they and how do they affect programming and a 

process approach?52 

 

5. Deliverables 

Three deliverables should result from the case study: 

 

 A report that responds to the three key questions identified in section 3 (20-30 pages) 

 A brief reflection on the process approach, this terms of reference and suggestions for 

improvement / recommendations for the next case study (2 pages), including a first 

provisional attempt to establish under which circumstances applying a process approach is 

possible and can be useful.  

 A 1-2 pager reflecting lessons that can be learned from both programs in Burundi in respect 

of applying a process approach. This can largely be drawn from the main report. 

 

6. Time and resources 

Three main resources will be combined to generate the above deliverables: 

 

 One international consultant who will spend 3 weeks in Burundi “embedded” in the Dutch 

Security Sector Development program and 2 weeks to prepare the field visit and produce 

the required deliverables. Although the ceiling of this time allocation is fixed, time can be 

shifted between the field visit and preparation/write-up. This needs to be approved by the 

INCAF secretariat. As team leader, his/her main tasks include: 1) prepare a work plan for 

the field visit for the approval of the INCAF secretariat; 2) work with the national consultant 

and the Dutch SSD program manager to interview a broad range of national and 

international stakeholders to produce the analysis requested; 3) work with CENAP to 

organize the workshop mentioned below, focusing on its design and substance, 4) realize 

the deliverables requested in section 5. 

 

 One national consultant who will spend 3 weeks (4 days per week) working with the 

international consultant. His/her main tasks include: 1) helping to identify and liaise with the 

relevant range of stakeholders that should be interviewed, 2) interviewing these 

stakeholders; 3) ensuring the analysis is context-based and reflects a good understanding of 

                                                
52

 The Burundi case study will only be able to respond to this question to a limited extent because two programs have 
been identified as its units of analysis that involve bilateral donors. Nevertheless, these programs are likely to have 
experience with, or may even have partially been outsourced to, international organizations. This can be used as a 
modest starting point for an initial response that can be elaborated in later case studies. If time allows, it would be 
interesting, for instance, to find out what the strategic considerations on the part of the UN were when it shaped its 
engagement in the security and justice area (e.g. in the form of the PBF portfolio). 
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the specificities of the security and justice areas in Burundi and international engagement in 

this regard; 4) support CENAP in organizing the workshop below, focusing on invitations 

and logistics. A modest per diem will be added to the fee of the national consultant to cover 

for local transport, some meals and communication costs. In addition to engaging a national 

consultant, 3 days of time may be purchased from other local experts to obtain 

complementary substantive inputs; 

 

 CENAP, with the support of ASSN, will facilitate a workshop in Bujumbura with a limited set 

of national and international stakeholders to validate the work of both consultants that will 

result from these terms of reference (atelier de restitution). CENAP, the consultants and the 

Dutch SSD program manager will work closely in organizing this workshop. CENAP may 

also be able to facilitate one or two small focus groups for the duration of the case study, in 

support of the team of consultants. 

 

7. Next steps: HQ work 

On the basis of the findings of this case study, the international consultant will also conduct a 

series of interviews in The Hague at the Dutch ministry of development cooperation and foreign 

affairs to explore some of the constraints that will have emerged from the field work in more 

detail. A maximum of five days, including preparation and write-up, are set aside for this 

purpose, for which short, complementary terms of reference will be drawn up by the INCAF 

secretariat in collaboration with the Dutch after the field work has been completed.  

 

Annex 1: A summary of the main conclusions of the GSDRC literature review 

 

The GSDRC of the University of Birmingham reviewed the evidence on the effectiveness of development 

initiatives that have employed a process approach, or key features of this approach. Its report on the 

matter is a rich and dense source of information, worth reading by itself. For the purpose of these terms of 

reference, five of its key findings are most relevant: 

 

 The process approach has not featured prominently in the development literature over the last twenty 

years, but it has a long history, dating back to the 1980s. It largely emerged from concern about the 

poor performance of development projects that adopted a ‘blueprint’, top-down approach to 

development, characterised by project cycles, experts, targets and outputs. These ‘blueprint 

approaches’ typically bypassed local institutions if they were deemed to lack capacity, and project 

managers stuck rigidly to project plans. 

 

 Despite the a consensus among practitioners and implementing agencies on the need to transform 

practice from a top down 'blueprint' to a participatory 'learning-process' approach building on existing 

institutions and capacities, records of actual practice over the past three decades show that, with few 

exceptions, there has been remarkably little change: inappropriate 'blue-print' strategies and 

approaches identified in the late 1970s and again in the early 1990s are still in evidence today. 

 

 The key features of a process approach as existent in the broader development literature correspond 

to those highlighted below (section 5), but with some slight differences in emphasis - notably the 

literature is more explicit about participation and does not emphasise the need for ‘quick wins’. 

 

 Process type approaches have seen poor take-up and the most likely reason seems that it has simply 

never been tried with sufficient determination. As a result, there isn’t a lot of evidence for success. In 

part because it clearly is not the standard for delivering development interventions and in part 
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because there isn’t a lot of evaluation material of those engagements that have employed this kind of 

thinking. 

 

 What evidence exists does not make a clear case that improved development outcomes can be 

directly attributed to the application of a process approach. In most cases, qualitative case studies 

simply highlight several positive benefits of pursuing this approach and describe an association with 

improved outcomes. Some of the studies detailed in the GSDRC report show that these programs 

have had a positive organisational impact on the organisations and institutions that implemented 

them, but describe mixed outcomes in terms of the development effectiveness. 



70 

 

Annex 2.  The Security Sector Development Program 
Although this review has examined a number of donor supported security and justice programs 

in Burundi, it has focused heavily on the Security Sector Development Program which is jointly 

implemented by the governments of Burundi and The Netherlands.  This is because the Burundi 

case study was chosen specifically to examine the SSD, which, it was posited, very closely met 

the working definition of a “process approach.”  Additionally, the SSD program is a complex 

program, with three pillars that are simultaneously distinct and inter-related.  The review team 

therefore decided that it would be important to obtain as much detail on the functioning of the 

SSD program as possible and given the time allocated for the field work, the review team spent 

most of its time examining the SSD program.   

The SSD program had its roots in earlier security related projects financed by the Dutch 

government in the period following the signature of the Arusha Agreement in 2000.  These 

projects were largely non-strategic and in some cases did not deliver the agreed results, 

causing dissatisfaction among Burundian stakeholders.  This experience influenced The 

Netherland’s decision to develop a more strategic approach to its support to Burundi and to 

demonstrate its ability to deliver concrete support through specific train and equip activities.   

The SSD is governed by an 8-year Memorandum of Understanding.  The program is composed 

of three pillars:  a defense pillar, a public security pillar and a governance pillar (originally called 

the “cross-cutting themes” pillar).  Programming occurs independently within each pillar but the 

governance pillar is increasingly engaging in issues that cut across one or both of the other two 

pillars.  It is seen by a number of interlocutors as the heart of the program.  

The SSD program is divided into four 2-year phases, with the program of work reviewed at the 

end of each phase and a new program of work (which may include a continuation of 

programming from the previous phase) developed for the subsequent phase.  There is no 

guaranteed amount of funding for the entire 8-year period, and funding is allocated for each 

phase.  Funding for phase 1 was US$ 20 million (US$ 18 million for programming; US$ 2 million 

for program management); for phase 2 it is US$ 10 million. In the case of an uncompleted police 

construction project, funding was transferred from phase 1 to phase 2. 

Management and oversight structures   

The MoU created three bodies to oversee and manage the work of the SSD program and to 

promote the optimal use of resources.   

The highest ranking body is the ministerial-level Comité Politique, or Political Committee.  It 

meets at least once a year.  According to the MoU, the Comité Politique is to engage in a 

political dialogue on the direction of the program.  The Netherlands has, in fact, used this forum 

as a means of raising a range of political issues, not all of which are directly related to the SSD 

program.   Initially this forum was viewed as the primarily vehicle for political dialogue between 

the two governments on issues relating to SSD.  This view was no doubt a reflection of the fact 

that the Netherlands representation in Burundi was severely limited in 2009 when the MoU was 

signed.  Over time, it has become evident that if the program is to function effectively, the 

partners need to engage in frequent discussions of a political nature and as the Netherlands has 
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expanded its representation in Burundi, a deeper, more informed and more regular political 

dialogue has become possible at different levels.      

The second body created by the MoU was the Comité Technique du Suivi (CTdS), or the 

Technical Monitoring Committee.  The CTdS was composed of senior level officials of both 

governments: the Netherlands Chargé d’Affaires and senior officials from the Ministry of Foreign 

Relations and International Cooperation (MRECI), the Ministry of Defense and Former 

Combatants (MDNAC) and the Ministry of Public Security (MSP).  It was charged with approving 

work programs, monitoring their progress and discussing program strategies and budgets.  The 

CTdS was also to act as an intermediary between the program and other donors, as well as 

development coordination fora.  It was to meet at least once a month. 

The CTdS did not work as anticipated.  It tended to focus on project management, rather than 

strategic guidance and oversight.  Its members frequently did not adequately inform their 

ministers (through the permanent secretaries) of the work of the program and it did not meet 

regularly, in part because of a disagreement with the Dutch government over salary top ups.  

While Burundian members of the defense and public security UdGs receive US $700 / month in 

salary top ups and bonuses, and the members of the governance groupe de reflexion receive a 

modest stipend to defray communications related costs associated with their participation, CTdS 

members received no monetary benefit.  While the Embassy Office has been willing to discuss 

some form of remuneration, the expectations of the CTdS members were not in line with their 

role.  The inability to resolve this issue rendered the CTdS essentially inoperative.  There was 

also a sense during at least the first year of phase 1 that the CTdS was being presented with 

decisions on important issues such as the program director that had already been taken in The 

Hague and that consultation between the partners was inadequate.  This created additional 

tensions in the relationship.   

As a result, the CTdS is being restructured at the start of phase 2 of the program, with more 

senior ministry officials taking part to ensure better transmission of information to ministers and 

a more strategic level focus.  Although the impetus for the change came from the program 

director and the Embassy Office, the changes were discussed and negotiated at length with 

Burundian counterparts.   

The third body created by the MoU was the Unité de Gestion (UdG), or Program Management 

Unit, which was created for each pillar.  The UdGs have been the locus of project development 

and planning for the future direction of the program.  The MoU specified that the UdGs were to 

be created within the relevant ministries.  At the outset of the program, two UDGs were created, 

one in MDNAC and one in MSP.  The defense and public security UdGs were initially led by an 

international while the MDNAC and the MSP provided the bulk of the staff.  The third UdG, for 

governance, was only created in 2010.  It was attached to the MRECI (instead of the Ministry of 

Good Governance as might have been anticipated given the subject matter) and staffed by one 

Burundian national.  In addition, each pillar has a national coordinator, a link between the 

technically oriented UdG and the political level of the ministry.  These individuals have played 

an important role in the effective implementation of program activities.   

The work of the program, and particularly the UdGs, has been supported by an external agent.  

According to the MoU, this entity was to be employed by the Netherlands Ministry of Foreign 

Affairs in order to “provide administrative and technical support to the execution of the program.”  
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In this context, the external agent was to serve as the secretariat for the CTdS and the UdGs.  

The Netherlands MFA hired the first external agent with minimal consultation with its Burundian 

partners.  While the MFA had the right to do that, it proved to be a poor decision from a political 

point of view.  Additionally, the first external agent was not fully operational until well into the first 

year of phase 1 of the program and its procedures were viewed as very heavy.   

Dissatisfaction with the external agent was so widespread that there was agreement among the 

key stakeholders that a new external agent would have to be sought at the end of phase 1.  The 

Embassy Office took the lead on identifying and hiring the second external agent but, in contrast 

to the decision on the first external agent, there was extensive consultation on the tasks that the 

external agent would carry out with Burundian counterparts, particularly with the UdGs, which 

had to work most closely with the external agent. To further underscore the collaborative nature 

of the relationship with the second external agent, one of the first tasks undertaken by the 

program was to jointly develop procedural manuals.  This involved not only the program 

manager but also UdG personnel.  The procedural manuals conform to international good 

practice but are also open to modification should experience indicate that certain procedures 

need to be revised. 

Program director 

Initially there was no program director and the program was managed from The Hague by the 

MFA’s Fragile States and Peacebuilding Unit.  Although the MFA contracted out the 

administrative and financial support role, it retained control over the substance of the program.  

This approach is rarely used these days, as donors routinely contract out all aspects of program 

design and execution.  While the decision to proceed in this way had certain benefits from the 

perspective of a process approach – for example facilitated the progressive development of 

relationships and negotiating interests among the various stakeholders – attempting to manage 

a complex program such as the SSD from a distance of 6500 kilometers with staff who had no 

field experience proved problematic.  However it also proved difficult to find the resources to 

hire a full time, in country program manager.  Thus it was not until the end of 2010 that the SSD 

program had program manager in country.  Unfortunately there was minimal consultation with 

Burundian stakeholders on the terms of reference for this position.  Burundian interlocutors 

report that the CTdS was shown the resume of one candidate and asked to approve that 

candidate.  That said, there is now widespread agreement within the program that the program 

manager position is extremely important and should have been filled from the outset. 
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Annex 3.  Objectives and Principles in the SSD MoU 

The Memorandum of Understanding signed between the Governments of Burundi and The 

Netherlands contains global objectives, specific objectives and principles.  The objectives and 

anticipated results of individual projects developed under the SSD program link to these broader 

goals. 

1.  Global objectives 

1.1  The signatories agree to implement a joint program of activities designed to support the 

security sector in general and the army and police in particular. 

1.2  The signatories reaffirm their shared vision to make the security sector in Burundi a set of 

organizations, institutions and regulations that are transparent, democratically managed, 

financially sustainable and accountable, capable of effectively ensuring security and justice to 

the citizens of Burundi. 

1.3  The signatories note that this cooperation is part of the security sector development (SSD) 

agenda of the government of the Republic of Burundi. 

2.  Specific objectives 

2.1  The signatories are working to progressively improve the institutional capacity of the 

security sector to ensure the highest level of security and justice, according to the procedures 

laid down, during the period covered by this Memorandum of Understanding. 

2.2.  The signatories aim to provide better protection for the citizens of Burundi. 

3.  Principles 

3.1  The signatories base their cooperation on the shared principles of supremacy of law in 

accordance with national and international laws, respect of human rights under the Universal 

Declaration of Human Rights and transparency in governance in the interest of citizens. 

3.2  The signatories also base their cooperation in the area of SSD in Burundi on the following 

additional principles: 

 They have the mutual responsibility to execute the current Memorandum  of 

Understanding to the best of their abilities and to maintain an open and frank dialogue 

on its execution. 

 They ensure that SSD activities remain totally linked and integrated into relevant 

activities Burundian development planning. 

 They ensure that SSD activities strengthen Burundi's stability and take into account the 

sensitivities and tensions involved. To this end, the joint risk assessment plays an 

important role in the definition and implementation of activities. 

Unofficial translation 
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Annex 4.  Management Structure of the Burundi Defense Review 
The Defence Review will be led and managed by the Government of Burundi. Three 

management structures have been established in order to facilitate execution of the Defence 

Review under the overall guidance of the MDNAC and the Presidency. 

The Comité de Direction (CdD) will monitor progress of the Review, review and provide 

guidance on the various outputs, and be responsible for keeping the President as well as other 

relevant government bodies and agencies apprised of progress with the review.  The members 

of the CdD are nominated by Presidential Decret and will include MDNAC (Président du 

Comité), Chef d’Etat-Major Général de la FDN, Chef de Cabinet Militaire du Président (Vice-

Président du comité), Chef de Cabinet du 1er Vice-Président and Chef de Cabinet du 2eme 

Vice-President, as well as an observer from the Dutch Embassy Office in Bujumbura. Members 

of the CdD will receive an encouragement remuneration in accordance with national Burundian 

regulations regarding official national committees.   

The Commission de Réflexion (CdR), Headed by the DGPES [Directeur Général-Planification et 

Etudes Stratégiques], has the overall responsibility for the conduct of the review process and 

will constitute the principle source of expertise for the review activities. The membership of the 

CdR includes members of MDNAC, the FDN, the Presidency, both Vice-Presidencies, and the 

Ministries of Foreign Affairs, Finance, Public Security and Foreign Affairs who will participate in 

the review process on a part-time basis (40%). The Director of the Burundi-Netherlands SSD 

programme will attend the CdR meetings as an observer. Members of the CdR will receive an 

encouragement remuneration in accordance with national Burundian regulations regarding 

official national committees.   

The Comité Executif Permanent (CEP) will manage, coordinate, and monitor progress of the 

review on a day-to-day basis to ensure that it is conducted in line with the methodology and 

agreed work-plan, according to scheduled, and that it meets the requirements for producing a 

realistic and affordable plan for defence transformation. The CEP team is made up entirely of 

members of MDNAC and the FDN and is assisted by the Dutch Strategic Advisor. It will be 

divided into four sections with different core responsibilities: 1) administration, 2) management 

of the review activities, 3) analysis and production of reports and 4) public relations.  

The members of the CEP have been appointed by Presidential Decree and will work full time on 

the Defence Review. Members of the CEP will receive remuneration in accordance with the 

standing procedures for <UdG and National Coordinator>. Prior approval by the SSD 

programme manager and the budget holder will be required if the number of CEP members is to 

be increased. 

Source:  Project Document:  Burundi Defense Review, UK participation version 3, n.d., p. 6. 
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Annex 5.  Structure of the SSD Phase 2 
 

 

 

 


