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Abstract

This paper builds on existing research on the merging of development and
security following 9/11. Whilst much of the current literature focuses on the
development policy of the US, this paper examines the UK. Investigating
arguments that the UK's coordination of security and development policy is
concerned with security at home rather than in the developing world, the
policy discourse of the UK's Department for International Development
(DfID), Foreign and Commonwealth Office (FCO) and Ministry of Defence
(MoD) is examined through its major policy documents for the period from
the late 1990s to 2011. Two levels of analysis are used; a content analysis and
a discourse analysis. In addition, this research draws on interviews with key
informants within DfID. This paper argues that since 9/11 and the War on
Terror, the UK has increasingly coordinated its foreign policy, development
and security actors. As a result, DfID has given progressively greater attention
to issues of national security in its policy discourse. This action is justified
through a series of claims of common interest between actors across
government and between the interests of developing countries and the UK.
This merging of interests opens up space for development to be focused on
ensuring UK national security. Whilst drawing on a paradigm of broader
security, this instead reverses the principal of human security where national
security is now a development problem.

Key Words: Security—development nexus, failed states, War on Terror, Human

Security, radicalism, security, development



Introduction

It has been argued that since 9/11 there has been a shift in development to meet
security concerns. This is evident in attempts to coordinate development and security
policies, leading to a closer relationship between development and military actors in
the field. The concept of human security sought to merge security and development as
a way of gaining greater attention for development issues. The principle aim of
Human Security was to place the individual as the referent object of security and not
the state (Henk, 2005; Newman, 2001: 239; UNDP, 1994). The concept is split
between those who favour a narrow approach prioritising immediate threats to safety
(Human Security Centre, 2005; Kaldor, 2007) and a broad approach that includes
more systemic long term threats to security (UN, 2010; Institute for Democracy and
Democracy and Electoral Assistance, 2006). While the broad approach focuses more
on development solutions, the narrow approach advocates military intervention on the
basis of the R2P! doctrine. The fear among commentators (Bachman and Honke,
2010; Ellis, 2004; Carmody, 2005; Ingram, 2007; Shannon, 2009) is that rather than
security policy addressing development concerns, instead development concerns will
be subverted by hard security considerations. The UK is an interesting case in this
regard in that its Department for International Development (DfID) operates
independently of the Foreign and Commonwealth Office. There is disagreement
among commentators over whether DfID has maintained a poverty focus or whether it
has shifted to addressing security concerns albeit in a more subtle way than USAID.
Whilst some argue that DfID has maintained a firm stance on poverty alleviation over
security concerns (Beall et al, 2006; Fitz-Gerald, 2006; Youngs, 2007; Wild and
Elhawary, 2012), still others claim that UK development policy has become
securitised and is geared towards protecting the West from the dangers caused by the
underdevelopment of non-Western states (Abrahamsen, 2004, 2005; Duffield and
Waddell, 2006; Carmody, 2011). Whilst some of the literature in this area addresses
these issues in relation to isolated UK policy documents (Noxolo, 2012; Pugh et al.,
2013; Ritchie, 2011), none of these arguments draw from a systematic, empirical
analysis of UK development and security policy documents over an extended period

of time.

! The Responsibility to Protect (R2P) is a doctrine which advocates military intervention in
humanitarian crises where states have failed in their responsibility to protect their own citizens. See
International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty International (2001) The
Responsibility to Protect. Development Research Centre: Ottawa.



This paper examines the evolution of DfID’s discursive engagement with security
issues over the period 1997-2012 and, through content and discourse analyses of
major policy documents from DfID and other UK government agencies involved in
development, together with relevant interview data?, argues that DfID has brought UK
national security into the core of its policy discourse through a gradual process over
this period by linking poverty and instability in the developing world to threats to UK
national security such as terrorism and religious extremism. DfID has justified this
shift through claims of common interest between development for people in the global
South and security for the UK by drawing on the concept of human security wherein
development is offered as a solution to national security problems. This is
demonstrated through content and discourse analyses of major policy documents from
DfID and other UK government agencies involved in development and an analysis of
interviews with key officials within DfID. A content analysis® is used to investigate
the use of words associated with security over this extended period of time. This
places the phenomenon within a broad time period and allows comparison with other
development agendas over this time. However, there are limitations to word counting.
A more nuanced understanding of how words are used and the meanings that are
attached to them cannot be captured through a content analysis. In addition to this
without a more detailed analysis of the text, there is a risk of over-interpreting high or
low counts of words. To address these limitations the discourse analysis examines the
manner in which these words are used and permits a deeper understanding of
arguments they are used to construct. In addition, the issues raised by the content and
discourse analyses are investigated in greater depth through interviews. Interviews
were conducted with two former Secretaries of State for International Development,
three DfID officials operating out of London, two DfID officials working in Kenya,
one DfID official working in Ethiopia and one retired Major General from the British
Military. Whilst a greater volume of interviewees is desirable, the methodological

issue of gaining access is always a problem when relying on interviews. In particular,

2 Interviews were conducted with nine respondents over the period of November 2012 to June 2013

3 The content analysis was conducted using the word counting function on Adobe Reader XI. Headers,
footers and bibliographies were excluded from the word count in order to avoid a possible skewing of
the data. Variants of the words outlined in Table 2 were also included, for example for ‘failed state’ the
terms ‘state failure’ and ‘failing state’ were also included in the count.



it proved quite difficult to gain access to any MoD or FCO officials or members of the
military. However, this sample of interviewees does give a mix of perspectives across
levels of seniority, government departments and levels of operation between the field
and London. The interviews add a further depth of analysis to the issues raised by the

content and discourse analyses.

The first section of this paper is a discussion of the literature on the merging of
security and development in UK policy. The second section gives an explanation of
the documents chosen for this sample. The third section draws from a content analysis
of these documents. The fourth section draws on both a discourse analysis of the

sample documents and on interviews with key DfID officials.

Security in DfID’s Development Policy

There is disagreement in the literature around DfID’s engagement with security post-
9/11. On the one hand Fitz-Gerald (2006: 118), Waddell (2006: 543-546) and Youngs
(2007: 11) argue that DfID has maintained a firm stance on poverty alleviation over
security concerns. They point to clashes between DfID and the Ministry of Defence
(MoD) over projects that prioritised foreign policy over poverty alleviation as
evidence of this. Furthermore, others claim that DfID’s leading principle is that the
security of the world’s poorest and most vulnerable is of utmost importance and
should be prioritised over the security of Western donor countries (Beall et al 2006:
58). Still others claim that the closer relationship between security and development
has led UK security policy to have a greater focus on development issues, stemming
from a realisation of the limits of military power for ensuring global security (Pugh et
al., 2013: 196; Ritchie, 2011: 370). However, as Howell and Lind (2009: 1288) point
out, rather than a renewed poverty focus, a clear shift of development spending to
meet WoT demands can be seen in the status of Iraq, Afghanistan and Pakistan as
DfID’s top recipients, whereas prior to 2001 they were not in the top 20 recipients.
Similarly, studies on DfID’s policy discourse argue that aid has become linked to UK
national security (Noxolo (2012: 35) It is argued that developing countries are now
seen as a source of insecurity to the West and that development aid is now used as a

conflict resolution tool to shape the behaviour of African states so that they conform



to liberal values of the free market economy and democracy (Abrahamsen, 2004;
Duffield, 2005, 2006, 2010; Duffield and Waddell, 2006; Stern and Ojendal, 2010).

Of the existing studies on DfID, none analyses DfID’s own policy discourse in a

comprehensive manner, although the contributions of Abrahamsen (2004, 2005)

analysing the public speeches of key state officials, Duffield and Waddell (2006) who

draw on interviews with DfID officials and Stern and Ojendal (2010), Beall et al

(2006) who examine excerpts of DfID’s 2005 security document, Noxolo (2012) Pugh

et al (2013) and Ritchie’s (2011) analyses of single documents released by the

coalition government offer interesting insights into the subject. This paper

complements this work through an analysis of key policy documents on development
over the period 1997-2011, both from DfID and broader UK government, through

content and discourse analyses and interviews with people working within DfID.

UK Policy documents on security and development

Table 1 Documents Sample in Chronological order

Year

Publication Title

Government
Department

1997

Eliminating World Poverty: A Challenge for the 21°
Century

DfID White Paper

1999

Poverty and the Security Sector

DfID Security
Policy Paper

2000 | Eliminating World Poverty: Making Globalisation Work | DfID White Paper
for the Poor

2003 | The Global Conflict Prevention Pool: A Joint UK DfID FCO and
Government Approach to Reducing Conflict MoD

2004 | The Africa Conflict Prevention Pool: An Information DfID, MoD and
Document FCO

2005 | Fighting Poverty to Build a Safer World: A Strategy for | DfID Strategy
Security and Development Paper

2005 | Failed States Strategy DfID Strategy

Paper

2006

Eliminating World Poverty: Making Governance Work
for the Poor

DfID White Paper

2008

The National Security Strategy of the United Kingdom:
Security in an Interdependent World

UK Cabinet Office

2009

Eliminating World Poverty: Building Our Common
Future

DfID White Paper

2010

Securing Britain in an Age of Uncertainty

UK Government




2011 | UK aid: Changing Lives, Delivering Results DfID Policy
Statement
2011 | Building Stability Overseas Strategy DfID FCO and
MoD
2011 | Multilateral Aid Review Ensuring maximum value for DfID Policy
money for UK aid through multilateral organisations Statement

Table 1, above, shows the sample of documents chosen for this analysis. Due to the
coordination between DfID and other government departments outlined above this
sample includes policy documents not just from DfID, but also collaborative
documents with the FCO and the MOD and also broader UK Government documents
dealing with national security. In this way both DfID’s policy and broader UK
government policy on security and development are examined. This paper contains an
analysis of all DfID’s White Papers from 1997 to present, (1997, 2000, 2006, 2009),
key DfID strategy papers on issues of conflict, its bilateral and multilateral aid
reviews from 2011 and all its Security documents from 1999 and 2005. White papers
are important documents for analysing a government’s policy at a particular time.
They are used to highlight what the government sees as key challenges and their
vision of how these challenges can be overcome. DfID is extremely prolific in
communicating its policy through publications; White Papers are useful for analysis
as they tend to include the key issues raised in these other documents. The four white
papers straddle the 9/11 period and provide an indication of any change in policy
approach that may have occurred during this time. The documents dealing specifically
with the issue of security from 1999 and 2005 also provide insight into DfID’s stance
towards security post 9/11. The paper on failed states from 2005 is important as it
represents the UK’s growing concern with the security and development challenges
posed by failed states. The 2011 DfID document is included because it is the first
development policy statement of the coalition government elected in 2010. The
collaborative documents from DfID, the FCO and the MoD from the years 2003 and
2004, covering the establishment of Global Conflict Prevention Pools by the UK
government, are also included in the sample. In addition to these two documents, the
collaborative document from 2011, Building Stability Overseas, is also included.
These three documents are important as they represent the articulation of the ‘whole
of government’ approach and set out the UK’s vision for conflict prevention. The UK

government documents on national security from 2008 and 2010 are important for




providing a broader picture of UK security policy and how it incorporates
development issues. Whilst review documents of DfID's policy by third parties are of
interest and were consulted for background, the aim of these analyses is to examine
how DfID communicates its policy to the public, its peers and other parts of UK
government. As result only direct DfID discourse is used and review documents are
not included in the analysis. Similarly for MoD documents and National Security
Strategies only the documents themselves are included rather than third party reviews.
Below are the findings of a content analysis of these documents

Bringing security in: a content analysis of UK security and development policy

Table 2 Words for Content Analysis

Washington Post-Washington Security-
Consensus Terms | Consensus Terms | Development
Nexus Terms
Liberalisation Poverty Security
Deregulation Institutions Human
Privatisation Governance Security
Global market Inequality Conflict
Private Sector Human rights Terrorism
Basic needs Civil Society Failed States
Stability
Radicalism

This section presents a content analysis of UK development and security documents
from the period of 1997 to present day. This content analysis applies a framework,
which focuses on key words associated with three main trends in development policy
over the past 30 years; the Washington Consensus, the Post-Washington Consensus
and the Security-Development Nexus. The key words chosen for this framework are
shown in Figure 1 above. The purpose of this is to examine the significance of the
emergence of security in development policy in comparison with other major trends in
development thinking over the past number of decades. This allows a comparison
between the three trends at two levels: both within documents and across time. In this
way the content analysis investigates whether the UK’s development policy has
shifted over time. The findings of this content analysis reveal three key results: 1)
consistently low engagement with the Washington Consensus; 2) an increase in the
security frame within development policy; and 3) significantly, a low count of

development terms, either Washington Consensus or post-Washington Consensus, in



collaborative documents between DfID and other government agencies. This may
indicate that, in merging security and development policy, the UK has brought
security issues into development policy to a far greater extent than it has brought
development considerations into security policy. This is consistent with arguments in
the literature about the securitisation of aid (Abrahamsen, 2004, 2005; Duffield, 2005,
2006, 2010) and is counter to claims in the literature of a mutually reinforcing

relationship between the two (Stewart, 2004; Picciotto, 2004).
Figure 1 Bar Chart of Grouped % Values
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Table 3 shows the total word count for each document and Table 4 shows this value
expressed as a percentage of words counted for each document in order to allow
comparison across documents. Table 5 groups together these percentage values to
give a total for each frame. As can be seen in Figure 2, the overall percentage of
words associated with the Washington Consensus is consistently low over the chosen
period, in particular post-9/11. In DfID’s White Papers the percentage is relatively
high in 1997 at 18%, this increases to 25% in the 2000 White Paper, but declines
thereafter to 14% in 2006, 18% in 2009 and 10% in the 2011 document. The national
security documents, the collaborative documents, and the security documents
published by DfID do not contain a large percentage of Washington Consensus terms.
From zero mentions in the 1999 DfID document on poverty and security to a high of
4% in the 2011 paper on stability overseas, the use of these terms is consistently low
outside of DfID’s White Papers. In addition to this the use of terms associated with
the post-Washington Consensus remains consistently high in DfID’s White Papers,
staying at around 60% for 1997, 2000 and 2006, dropping to 40% in 2009 and



increasing again to 52% in 2011, as can be seen in Table 4. This indicates a strong
commitment to the principles of the post-Washington Consensus by DfID and these
types of words have the highest level of any of the 3 groups of words in DfID’s
documents on broader development policy. In particular, the word poverty is used
with consistently high frequency, as can be seen in Table 3. This demonstrates that,
from the beginning of this sample in 1997, DfID had little engagement with the
Washington Consensus approach in its policy and had strong engagement with the
post-Washington Consensus perspective. This trend continued over the period, and is
most pronounced post-9/11. Whilst the move away from the Washington Consensus
holds across all the documents in this sample, the move towards the post-Washington
Consensus does not, and the difference in patterns across these documents reflects the

complexities of the UK’s development policy.

Merging Security and Development

A second pattern that emerges is the increase in the use of terms associated with the
merging of security and development. As can be seen in Table 4, the pre-9/11 White
Papers have 20% and 16% in 1997 and 2000 respectively, post-9/11 this rises to 29%
in 2006, 40% in 2009 and 37% in 2011. As noted above, despite this increase, terms
associated with merging security and development are still used in lower numbers
than post-Washington Consensus terms in DfID’s documents on broader development
policy. However, as can be seen in Table 4, in the two documents on security that
DfID published in 1999 and 2005, terms associated with merging security and
development are used in far greater frequency than those associated with the post-
Washington Consensus. This is understandable for documents dealing specifically
with the inclusion of security issues in development policy, with security being the
main focus the counting of words is bound to be skewed towards terms associated
with these issues. However, the pattern of words for the 2005 fragile states strategy
paper is revealing. Again the count of 65% for security associated words is misleading
as the term fragile states counts for 47% of words counted in that document as can be
seen in Table 4. However, terms associated with security are still used in large
frequency. This document, together with the 1999 and 2005 DfID security strategies
is indicative of the wider pattern that also emerges in the collaborative documents
where DfID does not show the same level of commitment to long-term development

concerns when it engages with merging security and development. This can be seen in

10



broader UK development policy in the collaborative documents between DfID, FCO
and MoD.

Also of significance is the emergence of new terms following 9/11. As Table 3 shows,
the words ‘failed state’ and ‘radicalisation’ do not appear before 9/11. Similarly,
‘terrorism’ appears only once in the 2000 white paper and not at all in the 1997 white
paper and the 1999 security document. These three terms are then used in increasing
numbers after 9/11 across both DfID, collaborative and government documents, as
can be seen in Table 3. The emergence of these three terms, even though they
represent a small percentage, is significant in that they reflect security concerns of the
WoT - Islamic extremism that emerges from failed states and leads to terrorist
attacks. The use of these terms suggests a strong engagement with hard security
concerns in the UK’s development policy. The manner in which these terms are used

is examined in greater detail in the discourse analysis section.

Marginalisation of Development in Collaborative Documents

The three collaborative documents between DfID, FCO and MoD in this sample show
a heavy focus on terms associated with security and a marginalisation of terms
associated with development. As Table 4 shows, the 2003 document on the
establishment of the Global Conflict Prevention Pool (GCPP)* uses post-Washington
Consensus terms in 17% of cases and security terms in 82% of cases. Similarly, the
2004 document on the establishment of the African Conflict Prevention Pool (ACPP)®
only uses post-Washington Consensus terms in 8% of cases and security terms in 92%
of cases. This suggests that while DfID is involved in these collaborations, there is
little room made for development policies that act as long-term solutions to conflict
within these documents. For example, the 2004 ACPP document does not mention
human rights or inequality, two issues that have been highlighted more broadly as key
to resolving the underlying causes of conflict (see for example UN, 2005: 5; OECD,
2007). Similarly the 2011 document on creating stability overseas, issued by the

coalition government, gives far greater weight to security issues, as can be seen in

4 The Global Conflict Prevention Pool was a collaborative body set up to deal with conflict through
close collaboration between DfID, the FCO and the MoD

®> The Africa Conflict Prevention Pool was a collaborative body set up to deal specifically with conflict
in Africa through close coordination between DfID, the FCO and the MoD. Both bodies have been
consolidated into one institution called the Conflict Pool.

11



Table 4, with 9% for post-Washington Consensus terms and 88% for security terms.
In addition, as Table 3 shows, the term ‘terrorism’ is mentioned on 5% of occasions
which is in greater frequency than either ‘poverty’, ‘institutions’, ‘governance’,
‘inequality’, ‘human rights’ or ‘civil society’.

When examining how security has influenced development policy, it is also useful to
examine the reverse — how development thinking has influenced security policy.
Looking at the 2008 National Security Strategy (NSS) post-Washington Consensus
terms are used 16% of the time compared to 80% of the time for security terms. In the
2010 NSS this falls to 10% for post-Washington Consensus terms and increases to
90% for security terms. This suggests that development policies espoused by DfID
have not had a big impact on other government agencies. This point is important as it
was assumed by commentators (Stewart, 2004; Picciotto, 2004) that the collaboration
between DfID and other agencies and the broader ‘whole of government approach’
that has been a feature of UK foreign policy over the past decade would result in
greater attention for development issues. Merging security and development in DfID

policy discourse

As demonstrated above, three key patterns that emerge are: the consistent use of terms
associated with the post-Washington Consensus, the increase in the use of terms
associated with the merging of security and development - including terms associated
with hard security in the WoT; a marginalisation of the use of development terms in
collaborative documents and no real impact of development terms in security
documents. These findings are important because while DfID has given more space to
security in its development policy there has not been the reverse increase in
development concerns in security policy. In addition, collaborative documents
involving DfID, FCO and MoD give less attention to long-term development policies
and greater attention to security issues. These findings suggest that, in collaboration
with other government agencies and in the broadening of development to other
foreign policy areas, long-term development policies are not given the same attention
as traditional security concerns. Contra to the claims of commentators that a
broadening of development to include security issues would developmentalise
security, instead development appears to have become securitised (Picciotto, 2004;
Stewart, 2004). How has this come about? There are limitations to counting words as
a means of analysis, as outlined above, and so it is necessary to take a more in depth

12



look at the way in which these words are used through a discourse analysis. In
addition to this interview data is drawn on to examine the extent to which policy
discourse is consistent with development policy. This is the focus of the next part of
this paper which, through a discourse analysis of these same documents together with
interview data, uncovers three distinct phases in DfID’s securitisation of its

development policy.

Merging Security and Development: Three phases of DfID engagement with

security

As demonstrated in the above section, the UK has engaged with the language of
security increasingly over the period of 1997-2012. In addition, it has introduced
words associated with the WoT such as ‘terrorism’, ‘fragile states’ and ‘extremism’
into its policy discourse. A closer analysis of this merging of security and
development reveals three phases of engagement with security in DfID’s development
policy documents. The first phase can be described as ‘security as an exception’ and
covers the pre-9/11 documents where security is tentatively dealt with and a number
of restrictions are placed on DfID’s involvement with it. The second phase can be
called ‘security as a core development problem.” This emerges post-9/11 and involves
a heavy engagement with security putting it at the heart of DfID policy. The third
phase can be called ‘national security as a development issue’ and emerges in the late
2000s and involves the introduction of UK national security as a development
problem. The three phases represent three crude time periods: pre-9/11, post-9/11 and
The Conservative party assume responsibility for DfID. Each successive phase
contains elements of the previous one and while they are not discreet analytical
categories, they are a way of tracing the evolution of security in DfID’s policy. These
phases are also marked by changes in who is the referent object of security. Within
these phases both the UK and ordinary citizens are framed as being the benificiaries
of DfID's actions on security. Within this change, two different conceptions of
security are drawn on: hard security concerns associated with the WoT and broader
security concerns associated with human security. As mentioned above, the concept
human security is contested in the academic literature. It is beyond the scope of this
article to resolve this debate. It is argued that the focus on security for the individual
rather than the state is the common factor in most understandings of human security

13



(Chandler, 2012: 214). Therefore, for the purposes of analysing UK policy discourse,
when security is framed as focusing on the well-being of individuals in developing
states it is argued that it is drawing on the discourse of human security rather than
conventional state-centric definitions of security. David Chandler focuses on the idea
of ‘resilience’ as key to human security which “enables an analysis of human security
that does not rely on the ‘word search’ approach favoured by authors who point to the
rise or decline of human security merely in terms of the use of the term in official
documents and reports” (2012: 216). As noted above, the count for the use of the term
‘human security’ is low across all documents and as such, the content analysis does
not adequately capture DfID's engagement with the concept. Similar to the above
quote, this article addresses this issue by taking the understanding of human security
in terms of framing ordinary people as the referent object of security which allows a
deeper analysis of the issue than the above content analysis. In bringing national
security into development policy, DfID brings these two different conceptions of
security together through a series of arguments around common interest between the
global South and the Global North. This section will examine these three phases of
engagement in detail. Following this is an examination of the arguments around
common interests that are constructed to link development spending to UK national

security.

1) Security as an exception

When security is introduced into DfID’s policy discourse in the late 1990s there are
clear limitations placed on its involvement in this area. It is made clear that the focus
of security is people in the developing world and development involvement in
security is only to meet that end “The poor must benefit (from DfID's involvement in
security) and DFID will assess this before any activity can proceed.” (DfID, 1999: 3).
The limits for DfID’s involvement in security are set at the poorest being the focus of
the policy and sufficient civilian oversight of the armed forces (DfID, 1999: 2) due to
a recognition that security forces in developing countries are often a source insecurity
for the poorest and most vulnerable “The poor worldwide also tend to be very
distrustful of existing police and criminal justice systems. Far from protecting people
from violence, too often elements within the police and justice systems are themselves
sources of violence and abuse.” (DfID, 2000: 23). In addition to this, DfID distances

14



itself from getting involved in traditional hard security concerns for fear of
development goals being subverted (DfID, 1999: 6). As highlighted previously in
Table 3, there is only one reference to ‘terrorism’ prior to 9/11. It is identified as a
problem for DfID because of how it affects people in the developing world (DfID,
2000: 7). In this phase, even when terrorism is mentioned, it is only in reference to the
wellbeing of developing states, and the security of the UK 