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ABSTRACT 

The peacebuilding literature agrees that international peacebuilding should be sustained 

over several years and adapted to the specific institutions and capacities in each post-

conflict country. To do this IOs, INGOs, and bilateral donors doing peacebuilding work 

would have to adapt their aims, approaches, and programming to each country context 

and to changes in that context. Organizational theory finds that this type of adaptation 

and learning is very difficult for most organizations. This dissertation asks whether this 

holds true for peacebuilding organizations. Can IOs, INGOs, and bilateral donors doing 

peacebuilding work adapt to and learn from a post-conflict context? If so, why? If not, 

why not? 

 

This dissertation tests a hypothesis that three characteristics – non-defensive and valid 

learning behavior, downward accountability routines, and peacebuilding knowledge-

laden routines and frames – are necessary and jointly sufficient for an IO, INGO, or 

bilateral aid agency to take significant and systematic action to reduce the gap between 

its peacebuilding aims and outcomes in a post-conflict country. It tests this hypothesis 

with five diverse organizations (two IOs, two INGOs, one bilateral donor) at six critical 

junctures in Burundi’s thirteen-year war-to-peace transition. One of these organizational 

case studies falsifies this hypothesis, showing that while the three independent variables 

were necessary and sufficient for consecutive adaptation over two critical junctures, they 

were insufficient for the organization to sustain its relevance with Burundi’s war-to-

peace trajectory over each of the six critical junctures. This dissertation then builds a new 

typological theory from the five detailed ethnographic case studies that describes how 

the three initial independent variables combine with three other factors – entrepreneurial 

leadership committed to peacebuilding, readily available peacebuilding funds, and 

organizational change processes – to achieve varying degrees of alignment with 

Burundi’s war-to-peace transition.  

 

The findings from this dissertation indicate that most IOs, INGOs, and bilateral donors 

are likely to be unable to repeatedly adapt to big shifts in a country’s war-to-peace 

transition. The changes in the post-conflict context are too big and happen too fast for 

most international actors to keep pace. The conclusion identifies the factors that 
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determine why different types of organizations adapt to differing degrees. The least 

adaptive organizations had two characteristics in common: 1) incentive structures that 

rewarded feedback to headquarters, not dialogue with the state or society concerned (i.e., 

upward accountability), and 2) they did not believe that peacebuilding was the most 

important thing that they were doing, but instead prioritized development aims and 

programming (i.e., peacebuilding frame not predominant). The most adaptive 

organizations, on the other hand, were 1) focused on peacebuilding as the most 

important thing that they were doing in Burundi (i.e., predominant peacebuilding 

frame); 2) they had teams that combined technical knowledge of the specific 

peacebuilding activity and local knowledge of the specific institutions that the 

organization aimed to change (i.e., sufficient peacebuilding knowledge-laden routines); 

and 3) they were guided by entrepreneurial leaders who were committed to 

peacebuilding and willing to coerce the organization into pursuing its peacebuilding 

aims.  

 

To develop a fully specified typological theory, the findings from this dissertation will be 

tested in other countries. Nonetheless, interviews with headquarters staff, interviews 

with staff from other organizations in Burundi, and document review indicate that the 

patterns observed with the case study organizations provide at least part of the 

explanation for the behavior of the larger universe of IOs, INGOs, and bilateral aid 

agencies engaged in peacebuilding in different conflict-torn countries around the world. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

 

“Organizations are more than instruments;  

they are themselves bundles of desires.”1  
Browne and Wildavsky, 1983 

 

Mortar shells flew overhead. From the rooftops we watched bullet tracers as they 

were launched one by one across the sky. Uncertainty and intrigue were the subtext of all 

conversations. The war and peace processes were both raging, and no one knew what 

would happen next.  

I lived in Burundi from 2000 to 2002. I was drawn to it by its beauty and complexity 

and because I could get a good job in a country where few others were interested in 

going. At age 25, I became the reporting officer for the UNICEF Burundi country office. 

My job was to help the UNICEF country representative report to headquarters on the 

political and security situation there. His predecessor, Louis Zuniga, had been murdered 

only a year earlier, and UNICEF headquarters wanted to keep close tabs on the situation. 

I came to UNICEF and Burundi hoping to understand whether international 

organizations (IO), bilateral donors, and international non-governmental organizations 

(INGO) could perform effective conflict prevention and peacebuilding. For the four 

previous years, I had been working for a think tank (the Council on Foreign Relations) 

and an international network (Forum on Early Warning and Early Response) on the 

policy and theory of conflict prevention and post-conflict peacebuilding. I needed to 

know how this theory translated into practice.  

During my two years living in Burundi, I noticed a paradox. On the one hand, I saw 

regional and international actors support Burundians in achieving seemingly miraculous 

                                                           

1 Angela Browne and Aaron Wildavsky (1984), “Implementation as Exploration (1983),” in Jeffrey L. Pressman 

and Aaron Wildavsky, Implementation, Third Edition, Expanded (Berkeley: University of California Press) 252. 
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advances in their peace process. Time and time again, the peace process moved forward, 

achieving what no one thought was possible just a few years or months earlier. 

International and regional actors did not just focus on the formal Arusha negotiations; 

they also tried to help Burundians talk to one another. They tried to build up Burundian 

research organizations. They helped create a free Burundian media. They facilitated 

dialogue among former enemies. They helped to resolve local-level conflict.  

On the other hand, many of the IOs, INGOs, and bilateral donors based in Burundi 

seemed completely detached from the country. They did not understand the origins of 

the war or the daily reality of most Burundians. Many expats seemed not to care about 

the suffering at their doorstep. To them, Burundian people were numbers on lists: 

numbers of internally displaced, numbers of refugees, numbers of dead, and numbers of 

beneficiaries.  

I returned to Burundi every couple of years over the next decade. Each time I saw 

important advances in the peace process but also that big challenges remained. Security 

was established throughout the country. New buildings were built. Refugees and people 

in exile returned home. Laws were passed. New organizations were formed. But human 

rights abuses were still rampant. People were incredibly poor. Justice was a distant hope.  

Bilateral donors, the United Nations (UN), INGOs, and the regional heads of state 

had clearly helped Burundi to get this far. At the same time, so many international actors 

seemed to be largely ignorant of Burundi’s past and, in many ways, its present.2 So many 

international actors in Burundi seemed to be completely detached from Burundi and its 

people. They worked there. They were supposed to help people there. But there was so 

much they did not know, see, or understand. Events in Burundi seemed to trigger a 

formulaic response. Violent conflict meant humanitarian programming. Elections meant 

                                                           

2 Interviews conducted in July to October 2002 for International Crisis Group, “A Framework for 
Responsible Aid to Burundi,” ICG Africa Report No 57 (February 21, 2003). 
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development or post-conflict programming. New elections meant development 

programming.  

Burundi’s peace process did not follow a clear, linear trajectory from war to “peace.” 

Instead, between 2000 and 2009, a comprehensive peace agreement was negotiated and 

implemented at the same time that the war continued. One by one, between 2000 and 

2009, the rebel groups agreed on and began implementing their ceasefire agreements. 

This presented a challenge for many of the international institutions operating in 

Burundi. Even though many of them aimed to contribute to Burundi’s peace, they 

seemed to be stuck in their humanitarian and development mindsets without a clear idea 

of how to operate in the gray area that Burundi occupied. 

Staff who understood what was happening in Burundi often complained about the 

dysfunction of their own organizations. They described the high turnover of staff and 

their lack of background knowledge of Burundi. They complained that many 

international staff were more interested in pursuing their next post and benefitting from 

the high levels of “hazard pay” they would receive for living in Burundi than in 

improving the lives of Burundian people.  

Many of the international institutions that were supposed to help Burundians along 

their path toward peace were, in many ways, lost. Yet, some were not. Some international 

actors made seemingly critical contributions to Burundi’s war-to-peace transition. How 

could IOs, INGOs, and bilateral donors be simultaneously so effective and so ineffective 

at supporting Burundi along its peacebuilding trajectory? Why were international actors 

plagued by so many rules and systems that seemed to prevent them from understanding 

and responding to Burundi’s specific situation? What were these rules and systems, and 

how were they different in different types of organizations? Clearly the opportunities in 

the Burundian context made a difference. But why could one organization take 
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advantage of these opportunities while another could not? Was it just luck, or was there 

something else involved?  

1.1 Whose peace? 

One of the big challenges facing all organizations doing peacebuilding in Burundi 

was the lack of clarity around the concept of peace. Definitions of peacebuilding and 

peace are vague. They agree on what peace is not – war or large-scale violent conflict – 

but not on what peace is. They agree on what peace should do – enable states and 

societies to resolve conflict peacefully and ensure – but not on how to do it.  

As an increasing number of actors have gotten involved in international 

peacebuilding over the past decade, the conceptual waters have been further muddied. 

In the 1990s and before, peacebuilding was the foray of a few relatively small 

international NGOs. But as the goals of international peacebuilding expanded from 

trying to keep a peace that had already been negotiated to building and sustaining 

national institutions that could maintain peace, many organizations who were formerly 

only doing humanitarian, development, or peacekeeping work entered the peacebuilding 

business. As the case studies in this dissertation show, few of these organizations altered 

their standard operating procedures, knowledge base, or systems to enable them to 

identify the likely determinants of peace in a war-torn country and contribute to building 

them.  

Increasingly, organizations doing this work aimed to support both peacebuilding, 

“activities to prevent violent conflict and institutionalize peace,” and statebuilding, an 

“endogenous process to enhance capacity, institutions, and legitimacy of the state driven 
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by state-society relations.”3 Because few actors distinguish between the two concepts at 

the operational level, I discuss them both under the category of peacebuilding. The 

paradox is that the organizations engaging in peacebuilding aim to support an 

endogenously driven process that replicates their own norms of liberal democracy, rule 

of law, and a market-based economy.4 They aim to support endogenously driven 

institution formation that embodies exogenously driven norms.  

In spite of their liberal democratic ideals, very few of the international actors that I 

interviewed in Burundi between 2002 and 2011 thought that it was feasible to create these 

types of institutions in Burundi anytime soon, if ever. But their project documents and 

program strategies were replete with lofty goals that reflected their liberal, democratic, 

and market-oriented ideals. How did they reconcile the gap between their ideals with the 

reality of what they could do in Burundi and with Burundi’s neo-patrimonial 

institutions? 

Donors are not stupid, and they are not unaware of the way in which 
patronage-driven political systems inhibit development…. But donors 
are operating in an environment that values optimistic action rather than 
reflection, and which makes it difficult to acknowledge the limited scope 
for outsiders to influence events in the short to medium term. So despite 
some genuine interest in gaining a better understanding of politics, 
people easily revert to the comfort zones offered by their own 

professional expertise.5  
 

To reconcile their aims and the reality in the country, both prescriptive and critical 

literature on peacebuilding argue that intervening organizations should have an in-depth 

                                                           

3 OECD-DAC (2008), “State Building in Situations of Fragility: Initial Findings – August 2008,” (Paris: 

Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development). Accessed August 30, 2009 at 

http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/62/9/41212290.pdf. 
4 Michael Barnett (2006), “Building a Republican Peace: Stabilizing States After War,” International Security 30, 

4:87-122. 
5 Sue Unsworth, “Is Political Analysis Changing Donor Behavior?” (presented at the Conference of 
the Development Studies Association, London, 2008), 
http://www.gsdrc.org/go/display&type=Document&id=3191&source=rss (accessed March 18, 
2012). 



 14 

understanding of the country context in which they are intervening and adapt this 

understanding – and their aims, strategies, and programs – to fit this context.6  

Peacebuilding must be responsive to context and able to adapt to new 
conditions and requirements as the context changes. It must also be 
sustainable: Following bitter conflicts, sustainable peace is only available 
on the basis of sustained effort lasting a decade or more. This does not 
mean that all peacebuilding projects have to be sustained for so long, but 

that the overall strategy sees the process through.7  
 

The peacebuilding literature also argues that for an organization to ensure that it is 

doing programming that is appropriate for the particular context, it must identify and 

question its theory about how it will bring peace to the country, or its theory of change.8 To 

implement these best practices, intervening organizations would have to be transformed 

from “rule-based bureaucracies into adaptive, learning, and networked organizations.”9  

Peacebuilding interventions aim to change a changing context. The vast majority of 

peacebuilding projects and programs aim to support or catalyze change at the individual, 

interpersonal, organizational, institutional, or cultural level. They aim to do so in a 

context that is rapidly shifting, where political alliances are being redrawn and 

renegotiated, renewed war and violence are a constant threat (or even reality), public and 

private investment are surging (or about to surge), former combatants are trying to find 

new work, crime rates are increasing, and expectations for a “peace dividend” are high 

after years of war. 

This dissertation asks whether it is possible for IOs, INGOs, and bilateral donor 

organizations to adapt to and align with the reality in the war-torn countries that they 

                                                           

6 Saferworld, International Alert, and FEWER, Conflict Sensitive Approaches to Development, Humanitarian 

Assistance and Peacebuilding: A Resource Pack, (London: 2004). 
7 Dan Smith, Towards a Strategic Framework for Peacebuilding: Getting Their Act Together - Overview 
report of the Joint Utstein Study of Peacebuilding (Brattvaag: Royal, April 2004), 10, 
http://www.regjeringen.no/upload/kilde/ud/rap/2000/0265/ddd/pdfv/210673-rapp104.pdf. 
8 RPP, Reflecting on Peace Practice: Participant Training Manual (Cambridge: CDA Collaborative 
Learning Projects, 2008); Susanna P. Campbell, “When Process Matters: The Potential Implications 
of Organizational Learning for Peacebuilding Success,” Journal of Peacebuilding and Development 4, 
no. 2 (2008): 20–32. 
9 Mark Duffield (2001), Global Governance and the New Wars (London: Zed Books), p. 265. 
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aim to influence and if they can sustain this type of adaptation over time. It asks if and 

how these organizations reconcile the likely gaps between their aims and the reality of 

the countries that they want to help. It seeks to answer this question by studying five 

different types of organizations engaged in peacebuilding work in Burundi over the past 

thirteen years. It studies how these organizations interact with the big changes in 

Burundi’s war-to-peace trajectory and how this influences their capacity to meet their 

aims. In the next stages of this research agenda, I will test the findings from these case 

studies with organizations of the same type in other countries.  

By studying the organizational routines, rules, and systems that are replicated by 

IOs, INGOs, and bilateral aid agencies through their interventions in different countries, 

this research examines one of the most consistent determinants of peacebuilding 

outcomes in divergent country contexts. These organizations intervene in multiple 

countries and use their same standard operating procedures and approaches in each one. 

No other scholarly work has been conducted on the organizational routines and patterns 

of behavior in diverse organizations engaged in peacebuilding. Nor has anyone 

examined the capacity of IOs, INGOs, and donor aid agencies engaged in peacebuilding 

to adapt to, align with, understand, or ultimately transform national institutions. As a 

result, this dissertation fills a broad and important gap in the peacebuilding literature. Its 

findings have implications for the scholarly literature on peacebuilding effectiveness as 

well as the actual effectiveness of peacebuilding efforts. It also has potential implications 

for international relations literature on the factors that motivate the behavior IOs, INGOs, 

and bilateral aid agencies, literature on institutional change and adaptation, and the 

organizational learning literature. 
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1.2 Brief synthesis of findings  

At the beginning of each of the six new phases in Burundi’s war-to-peace transition 

from 1999 to 2011, no one could predict the trajectory that the transition would take. 

There were signs and probabilities, but no certainty. When there was certainty, the 

opportunity to influence the trajectory had already passed. This dissertation has found 

that the organizations engaged in peacebuilding were not able to take advantage of the 

new opportunities and demands offered by each new phase of Burundi’s thirteen-year 

war-to-peace trajectory. They were not able to sustain peacebuilding. The changes in 

Burundi were too big and fast for one organization to keep up with. In each of the six 

phases in Burundi’s peacebuilding process from 1999 to 2011, the needs, players, and 

approach needed changed. But most IOs, INGOs, and bilateral donors were not able to 

change that quickly or alter their capacity and approach that fundamentally.  

The one case study organization, the Burundi Leadership Training Program (BLTP), 

that was able to continually try and align its approach with the big trends in Burundi’s 

war-to-peace trajectory did so by eventually moving away from its core peacebuilding 

focus on Burundi’s leaders and becoming more of a conflict resolution and leadership 

training organization. Each of the other four case studies lost their focus on Burundi’s 

peacebuilding process and shifted to more standard development programming or, in 

the case of the UN office in Burundi (BNUB), simply stopped pushing for peace.  

The bureaucratic routines of the four UN missions deployed to Burundi, the UN 

Development Program (UNDP) Burundi Office, and the UK Department for International 

Development (DFID) program from 2005 to 2011 created a technocratic approach to 

liberal peacebuilding. This removed the norms, ideals, and ideas from peacebuilding 

projects and programs. While the aim to create the determinants of liberal institutions 

was behind many of their projects and programs, the bureaucratization of peacebuilding 
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led to the development of standard projects and programs that were often devoid of the 

original concept or ideal. As a result, staff implementing these projects and programs 

were often more concerned with delivering the project as designed rather than achieving 

the behavioral or institutional change necessary for the existence of liberal institutions.  

In spite of the claim by most international peacebuilding organizations that they can 

adapt to the conflict environments in which they intervene and sustain this alignment 

over the full peacebuilding trajectory, their institutional rules, routines, and norms take 

priority over those of the countries in which they intervene. As a result, international 

peacebuilding in Burundi is a temporary, supply-driven phenomenon. No organization 

has been able to sustain peacebuilding, and each organization’s approach was driven 

primarily by its capacity and approach, not by the specific needs of Burundi’s 

institutions. Because many of the patterns of organizational behavior present in the IOs, 

INGOs, and bilateral aid agencies operating in Burundi are reflected globally across each 

organization, international peacebuilding is likely to be temporary and supply-driven in 

other countries as well.  

1.3 Roadmap 

This dissertation follows a typical structure, with several case studies sandwiched 

between theoretical, methodological, and concluding chapters. Chapter 2 provides a 

synthesis of the relevant literature and outlines the theory that is tested in the case study 

chapters. Chapter 3 describes the research design and methodology employed in this 

dissertation. Chapter 4 describes the peacebuilding process in Burundi from 1999 to 2011. 

It establishes the trends to which the organizations performing peacebuilding in Burundi 

should have been paying attention. Chapters 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9 present the five 

organizational case studies and analyze how and why they interacted with Burundi’s 

war-to-peace transition. Chapter 5 is about the four UN missions in Burundi mandated 
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by the UN Security Council. Chapter 6 studies the UNDP in Burundi. Chapter 7 discusses 

the interventions by the UK DFID in Burundi. Chapter 8 is about the office of the 

international NGO, CARE International, in Burundi. Chapter 9 focuses on the BLTP.  

Chapter 10 analyzes the trends that patterns that appear across all case studies and 

the differences between the case studies. In addition, it analyzes the patterns that are 

observable in the twenty-eight sub-cases that appear because I measure each of the case 

studies at six points in time, and two of the case studies are not operational for the first 

point in time. This cross-case comparison allows me to test the ideal-type theory that I 

present in Chapter 2 and to build a new typological theory that describes how 

peacebuilding organizations are likely to interact with and influence a war-torn country’s 

war-to-peace trajectory. I conclude with a synthesis of the main findings from this 

dissertation, the potential implications of these findings for both theory and practice, and 

a brief description of the next stage in this research agenda.  
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2 LITERATURE REVIEW 
 

Can international organizations (IO), international non-governmental organizations 

(INGO), and government aid agencies transform patrimonial, conflict-ridden institutions 

into those that guarantee liberal democracy, rule of law, and a market-based economy? 

The record thus far in places such as Afghanistan, Timor-Leste, and Burundi and even 

“success cases” such as Mozambique shows that these organizations face significant 

obstacles in this effort. International peacebuilding efforts may help create stability and 

promote acceptance of liberal norms, but to date they have largely failed to fulfill their 

aim of creating liberal democratic states.10 Why is this? 

Scholars attribute the failure of international liberal peacebuilding efforts to the 

unwillingness of national elites to embrace liberal institutions; the predominance of 

“illiberal” patrimonial institutions in conflict-ridden countries; the impossibility of 

achieving such a high degree of institutional transformation within such a short 

timeframe; the neocolonial nature of these efforts; the insufficient resources and political 

capital available to peace operations; and inadequate coordination, strategy, and tactics. 

While each of these explanations is likely to contain part of the reason for poor track 

record of international peacebuilding efforts, they all fail to consider one important 

question: Are IOs, INGOs, and bilateral donor agencies organizationally structured to 

change behaviors and build institutions in highly complex and dynamic post-conflict and 

transitional environments? This dissertation aims to answer this general question, as well 

as several more specific related questions. 

• Are there organizational characteristics of IOs, INGOs, and donor government 
agencies that systematically inhibit or enable external organizations in their 
response to, adaptation to, interaction with, and ultimate transformation of 

                                                           

10 Virginia Page Fortna, “Does Peacekeeping Keep Peace? International Intervention and the Duration of Peace 

and Civil War,” International Studies Quarterly 48 (2004): 269–292. 
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national institutions in countries facing and/or emerging from large-scale violent 
conflict?  

• If so, what are these characteristics, and to what degree are they present in the 

organizational field of international agencies engaged in peacebuilding?11   

• Is there a causal relationship between these characteristics and successful or 
unsuccessful instances of peacebuilding by one organization or a group of 
organizations?   

• If so, what is the relationship between these characteristics and instances of 
success and failure in the overall organizational field of external organizations 
engaged in peacebuilding and the common types of organizations contained 
therein? 

 

 Why would international efforts to build peaceful states face organizational 

challenges? Prescriptive and critical literature on peacebuilding argues that intervening 

organizations must have an in-depth understanding of the countries in which they 

intervene and adapt their approach to positive and negative changes in this context.12 

Unfortunately, while context-specific understanding and adaptation are difficult for all 

organizations, they may be particularly difficult for organizations engaged in 

peacebuilding.  

 Unlike most studies of peacebuilding, which attempt to understand the aggregate 

success of all relevant efforts in one country and deliver an overall stamp of “approval” 

or “failure,” this research project disaggregates the organizational and institutional 

causes of success and failure by examining the micro-level interactions between 

intervening organizations and the national institutions of state and society that they aim 

to influence. To this end, it uses organizational sociology and thorough ethnographic 

field work to build and refine a typological theory that describes how the “organizational 

field” of international actors engaged in peacebuilding interact with, adapt to, align with, 

                                                           

11 An organizational field describes “those organizations that, in the aggregate, constitute a recognized area of 

institutional life: key suppliers, resource and product consumers, regulatory agencies, and other organizations 

that produce similar services or products.” DiMaggio and Powell, 1991: 64-65. 

12 International Alert, Saferworld, and FEWER, Conflict Sensitive Approaches to Development, Humanitarian 

Assistance and Peacebuilding: A Resource Pack (London, 2004); RPP, Reflecting on Peace Practice: Participant 

Training Manual. 
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and ultimately influence the national institutions that they aim to transform. In this 

chapter, I provide a brief overview of the relevant literature. 

2.1 Concepts and definitions 

Peacebuilding and statebuilding are vague concepts, and this causes problems for 

organizations that aim to implement them. This is in part because peace is a vague and 

much debated concept, with no agreement among scholars as to when it does or does not 

exist.13 The only possible agreement is that peace is the absence of large-scale violence.14 

In other words, there is some agreement of what peace is not, but very little agreement as 

to what it is. This research employs the term peacebuilding organization to refer to 

organizations with both peacebuilding and statebuilding aims, as there are few 

organizations that engage uniquely in statebuilding.15 Peacekeeping is also included in 

the concept of peacebuilding, as most of the United Nation’s peacekeeping is increasingly 

governed by multidimensional mandates that fall within the broader framework of 

peacebuilding.16  

                                                           

13 Charles C. T. Call, “Knowing Peace When You See It: Setting Standards for Peacebuilding Success,” Civil 

Wars 10, no. 2 (June 2008): 173-194; Michael W. Doyle and Nicholas Sambanis, Making War and Building Peace 

(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2006); Johan Galtung (1969), “Violence, Peace, and Peace Research,” 

Journal of Peace Research 6, 3:167-191; Keith Krause and Oliver Juetersonke, “Peace, Security and Development 

in Post-Conflict Environments,” Security Dialogue 36 (2005) p. 449. 

14 Call (2008), “Knowing Peace When You See It.” 

15 Michael Barnett (2006), “Building a Republican Peace: Stabilizing States After War,” International Security 

30, 4:87-122.; Ashraf Ghani and Clare Lockhart (2008), Fixing Failed States: A Framework for Rebuilding a 

Fractured World (Oxford: Oxford University Press); Executive Office of the Executive Office of the Secretary-
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When appropriate, I differentiate between the concept of peacebuilding and conflict 

sensitivity, the latter being that which simply aims to do programming that is aware of 

the conflict dynamics but for which addressing them may not be the organization’s 

primary goal. An organization that is conflict-sensitive is one that understands the 

conflict dynamics of the country in which it works, understands the relationship between 

those dynamics and its own actions, and acts to reduce the negative impact of its work on 

the conflict and increase the positive impact.17 

Both statebuilding and peacebuilding refer to two often convoluted levels of 

analysis. At the first level is the overall aim of creating a liberal democratic state, to 

which most peacebuilding organizations believe they contribute but are unable to 

measure or quantify this contribution. The second level describes a standard list of 

activities and tasks – from training of parliamentarians to the demobilization and 

reintegration of ex-combatants – that are assumed to contribute to the larger liberal 

democratic agenda. The term post-conflict country refers to a country that has experienced 

war and violent conflict but has recently gone through a peace process and often been the 

recipient of a peacekeeping mission. “[P]ostconflict is frequently a misnomer for societies 

that are still experiencing periodic flashes of violence,” although it is still used to describe 

them.18 The term war-to-peace transition refers to the period between all-out war and the 

clear existence of a sustainable peace.  

For the purpose of this dissertation, an international peacebuilding organization is 

an external organization – whether initially founded to implement humanitarian, 

development, political, security, conflict resolution, or even peacebuilding programming 

                                                                                                                                                               

Practices Section, Division of Policy, Evaluation and Training, Department of Peacekeeping Operations, (New 

York: UN Secretariat) p. 97. 

17 International Alert, Saferworld, and FEWER, Conflict Sensitive Approaches to Development, Humanitarian 

Assistance and Peacebuilding: A Resource Pack, 3. 

18 Michael Barnett and Christoph Zürcher (2007), "The Peacebuilder's Contract: How External State-building 

Reinforces Weak Statehood,” Research Partnership on Post-war Statebuilding, p. 8. 



 23 

– that “adopts goals and objectives” intended to impact the drivers and causes of 

peace.19 This research does not study national peacebuilding organizations or private 

contractors because they are likely influenced by somewhat different variables than those 

examined here. The specific types of international peacebuilding organizations 

investigated here are IOs, donor government development agencies, and INGOs. This 

research focuses on field-level learning, not learning between different units of one 

organization located in different countries, unless this learning enables the organization 

working at the field level to adapt better to and learn from the actual circumstances of the 

country in which it intervenes.20 

Organizational learning is defined as being manifested when there is action to detect 

and correct errors between intentions and outcomes.21 This definition is adapted from the 

work of Chris Argyris and Donald Schön: “Learning is defined as occurring under two 

conditions. First, learning occurs when an organisation achieves what it intended; that is, 

there is a match between its design for action and the actuality or outcome. Second, 

learning occurs when a mismatch between intentions and outcomes is identified and 

corrected; that is, a mismatch is turned into a match.”22  

For Argyris and Schön, single-loop learning occurs when an error is “detected and 

corrected without altering the underlying values of the system.”23 Double-loop learning 

– when individuals openly and honestly examine their assumptions and behaviors in 

order to detect and correct an error – may play a role in helping peacebuilding 

organizations reassess and adapt their theories of change about the causes of peace to the 
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country environment.24 Argyris and Schön find that organizational behaviors and 

systems where “search is enhanced and deepened, where ideas are tested publicly, where 

individuals collaborate to enlarge inquiry, and where trust and risk-taking are enhanced” 

are more likely to encourage double-loop learning and therefore produce organizations 

that are less dysfunctional in terms of incongruent ends and means.25 While Argyris and 

Schön define the alignment of intention and outcome as the manifestation of 

organizational learning, this paper examines factors that cause action to align the 

intention and outcome of peacebuilding aims. Achieving the desired outcome on the 

causes of peace can never be guaranteed even if informed action is taken; there are too 

many exogenous factors at play.  

Argyris’ and Schön’s definition of organizational learning differs from that of James 

March and others who argue that organizational learning can take place in the absence of 

intended outcomes.26 James March writes that learning has two different meanings: 

improvement in outcomes versus improvement in the learning process.27 The learning 

process includes a series of steps: “beginning with the taking of an action, followed by 

the monitoring of the outcomes of the action, their interpretation, and then some 

modification of the propensity to repeat the action.”28 The problem, March says, is that 

“[s]tudents of improvement sometimes presume that improvement has stemmed from a 

particular learning process, and students of learning processes sometimes presume that 
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they are describing a process that necessarily leads to improvement. Neither 

presumption is warranted in general.”29 

Jack Levy defines organizational learning as “a change of beliefs at the individual 

cognitive level.”30 George Huber defines organizational learning in terms of the 

acquisition of knowledge: “An organization learns if any of its units acquires knowledge 

that it recognizes as potentially useful to the organization.”31 This dissertation addresses 

the learning process through one of its independent variables – learning behavior – 

which relates to how the organization processes information about the relationship 

between its aims and outcomes. It does not assume that this learning process will lead to 

action, but rather investigates whether a type of behavior that is likely to encourage 

learning leads to action. It asks whether the organization changes its behavior based on 

new information and knowledge and whether this new behavior enables the 

organization to better achieve its peacebuilding aims.  

2.2 The significance of learning and adaptation for peacebuilding  

The scholarly literature on peacebuilding agrees on one thing: For peacebuilding to be 

successful, it must help support an endogenous change process in the war-torn country that 

enables the existence of formal and informal institutions of state and society that can sustain a just 

peace. But the literature largely fails to ask whether the organizations engaged in 

peacebuilding are structured to support this type of change. The literature implies that 

organizations doing peacebuilding work need to adjust their approach to each country 

context and alter it as the conflict dynamics change, but it does not ask whether the 
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organizations are capable of this degree of adaptation and learning. This dissertation 

aims to fill this significant gap in the literature. 

The first relevant literature, upon which much of the peacebuilding and 

statebuilding scholarship draws, is about state formation processes in Western Europe 

and Africa. This literature helps us to understand what the state formation process in 

countries currently emerging from civil war might have been like if the international 

community had not intervened. Historically, in North America and Western Europe, 

war-to-peace transitions occurred through decades-long, violent institution-building 

processes, where different actors vied for control of the state and the loyalty of its 

peoples.32 The state formation process did not follow a clear linear trajectory and was 

marked by high levels of conflict and instability.33 The literature on state formation 

processes in Africa, and much of the rest of the non-Western world, points to a similarly 

turbulent process, although one which is likely to result in institutions that are dissimilar 

to those in European and North American states.34 Perhaps surprisingly given this 

literature, modern international peacebuilding and statebuilding efforts aim peacefully to 

transform war-torn states into modern liberal, democratic states defined by the rule of 

law, markets, and liberal democracy, which generally referred to as the liberal peace 
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agenda.35 They aim to do so over a period of a few years, or possibly even a decade, 

through a relatively standard template of programs and strategies.  

The scholarly literature on peacebuilding offers several critiques of this liberal peace 

agenda.36 First, the peacebuilding scholarship is largely critical of the standard template 

of strategies, programs, activities, and tasks that is replicated from one country to the 

next.37 For Barnett, the template approach to peacebuilding is problematic because a 

“mandate or doctrine that established fixed rules would either become out of sync with a 

complex reality or would dangerously shoehorn that reality so that it fit the rules. Either 

way, it could be fatal for the operation.”38 Woodward argues that the supply-driven 

peacebuilding templates favor international legitimacy over national or local legitimacy, 

giving “priority to those aspects of a state’s capacity and political will seen necessary to 

implement the rules and norms of the current international economic and security 
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order… not to those aspects of domestic governance seen critical to the protection of 

human rights and citizen security at home.”39 

Second, peacebuilding scholarship argues that the wholesale application of the 

liberal peace agenda to countries emerging from conflict can stifle national peacebuilding 

capacity and local democratic processes and thus reduce the country’s capacity to sustain 

peace.40 In addition, attempts to push forward all of the reforms present in the liberal 

peace agenda can lead to more, rather than less, conflict and violence. “In their effort to 

radically transform all aspects of the state, society, and economy in a matter of months 

(and thus expecting conflict-ridden societies to achieve what took Western states 

decades), peacebuilders are subjecting these fragile societies to tremendous stress.”41 

Third, the literature argues that because the liberal peacebuilding approach attempts, 

although unsuccessfully, to transplant Western institutions or their outputs, it largely 

fails to support a state formation process and state-society interactions that would be 

critical to the eventual formation of a liberal democratic state.42  

Fourth, the peacebuilding literature points to numerous contradictions between the 

various programs and strategies that comprise liberal peacebuilding, which can lead 

international peacebuilding actors to work at cross purposes and reap harm on the host 

state and society. Peace and justice imperatives can be at odds with political efforts to 

secure peace. Efforts to strengthen state institutions may contradict those that promote 
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democratization and economic liberalization.43 Initiatives focused on establishing peace 

and security for the state may be disharmonious with those that promote democracy. 

“The failure to deal with such dilemmas can have devastating effects, thus undermining 

both long-term democratization and peace.”44  

These dilemmas and contradictions may lead to more conflict and instability, rather 

than less.45 “[W]hile democracy as a political system is associated with peaceful conflict 

management both within and between states, the road to democracy is often conflict-

ridden.”46 In the face of scarce resources, “outsiders” working for peacebuilding 

organizations are charged with making difficult decisions among competing priorities 

and resolving the numerous ethical and political dilemmas that emerge. “[G]iven the 

difficulty of understanding post-conflict dynamics and the even greater difficulty of 

correctly predicting the impact of one’s actions upon them, error is very likely. At the 

same time, the cost of error is extremely high and entirely borne by locals.”47 

Consequently, peacebuilding is not likely to be as straightforward as some frameworks 

would lead one to think.
48

 This creates the need to learn from and adapt approaches to 

the post-conflict country environment, which includes the national and international 

actors operating there. 
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In response to the challenges outlined above, the scholarly and policy literature 

develop several prescriptions for improving peacebuilding practice, all of which point to 

the importance of a high level of organizational learning and adaptation.  

2.2.1 UNDERSTAND AND ADAPT TO CONFLICT DYNAMICS 

Peacebuilding scholarship calls for international actors to understand better the 

contexts in which they operate and to design their programs to meet the needs and 

support the capacities of the country in which they intervene. From one perspective, this 

understanding helps international actors “take into consideration the potentially adverse 

effects of their interventions in all dimensions.”49 From another, it enables real 

understanding and support for local capacities and “how collective life continues to 

organize itself, even amid many difficulties”50 so that international actors can avoid 

acting as if they “could rebuild a society without first identifying and recognizing locally 

existing resources.”51  

As the capacities and dynamics in the country change, the strategy and program 

should also change. “The first thing peacekeepers must do is identify the nature of the 

conflict they face…. But their decisions, to take this a step further, can rarely be static. 

Circumstances change and strategic peacebuilding must adjust to ‘spoilers’ and mobilize 

appropriate incentives.”52 This understanding and adaptation in relation to 

peacebuilding aims requires “building reflexive monitoring mechanisms to allow for a 

calibration of policies through constant evaluation is critical.”53 
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Policy and best practice literature echo scholarly literature’s emphasis on aligning 

peacebuilding programs with the needs, capacities, and dynamics of each country.54 The 

term for this alignment is conflict sensitivity. The literature indicates that while “[a]ll 

efforts undertaken in a conflict area should be conflict-sensitive… interventions intended 

to prevent conflict and build peace must also be held accountable for their impact on the 

specific factors that drive and shape that conflict.”55 The methods recommended to 

improve conflict sensitivity are conflict analysis, conflict-sensitive programming, and 

conflict-sensitive monitoring and evaluation, all of which require that peacebuilding 

organizations systematically learn from and adapt to the environments in which they 

operate.56  

2.2.2 QUESTION THEORY OF CHANGE ABOUT CAUSES OF PEACE 

Scholarly and best practice literature argues that increased peacebuilding 

effectiveness requires that peacebuilding organizations question their underlying 

assumptions about the causes of civil war and peace. Oliver Richmond argues that the 

failure of liberal peacebuilding to evaluate its claims has created a crisis of legitimacy 

with the local populations that it aims to help.57 Susan Woodward argues that current 

peacebuilding policies “tend to be based on research that has been superseded and that, 

in any case, proposed competing arguments.”58 As a result, interventions that are based 

on ideas of the causes of war or peace that academia has proven wrong “may do more 
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harm than we would by ignoring causes altogether.”59 Barnett et al echo Woodward’s 

concern: “Different agencies work with alternative modes of operationalizing 

peacebuilding, which, in turn, are reflective of different strategies for achieving peace 

after war. These strategies, though, more often than not, reflect unexamined assumptions 

and deeply rooted organizational mandates rather than ‘best practices’ born from 

empirical analysis.”60 The assumptions about how a peacebuilding activity or strategy 

will contribute to peace are referred to as theories of change.61 According to the 

Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development – Development Assistance 

Committee (OECD-DAC), the “theory of change represents how the interveners (policy 

makers, program designers, implementers) assume that their strategies can bring about 

their goals (vision of peace) in this context.”62  

The OECD-DAC’s peacebuilding evaluation guidelines and Campbell argue that to 

understand and improve the impact of a peacebuilding activity on a conflict 

environment, the underlying theories of change should be identified and assessed to 

ensure that their hypotheses are appropriate for the particular post-conflict country and 

have not already been debunked by more recent academic research.63 Questioning the 

relevance of theories of change to each context is likely to require that organizations 

engage in double-loop learning, which means that they openly critique and test their 

assumptions about their organizational strategies and purpose.64 Double-loop learning 
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is the most challenging type of learning for an organization to carry out, placing even 

greater demands on peacebuilding organizations’ learning and adaptive capacity.65  

2.2.3 FOCUS ON INCREMENTAL AIMS AND DISCOVER COUNTRY’S PARTICULAR WAR-TO-PEACE 

TRAJECTORY 

Peacebuilding scholarship also recommends that peacebuilding organizations 

reduce their ambitions and focus on more incremental goals that allow them to support 

each country’s particular war-to-peace trajectory. “[P]erhaps the greatest challenge for 

the international community in trying to assist war-torn societies is to be ruthlessly 

modest about its ambitions. Aspirations to establish positive peace through short- to 

medium-term intervention fly in the face of historical experience.”66 Barnett argues that 

current peacebuilding approaches fail to take this incremental approach: “Instead of 

grand plans, peacebuilders should celebrate incrementalism.”67 Here, we see a 

divergence between the peacebuilding scholarship that critiques the current 

peacebuilding approaches and some of the policy literature that focuses on producing 

increasingly complex metrics, benchmarks, and frameworks to guide peacebuilding and 

nation building.68 Nonetheless, even these template-based approaches emphasize the 

importance of adapting, adjusting, and learning from the local context.  
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A more incremental approach leaves room for peacebuilding organizations to 

discover and learn which approaches may be most appropriate for a particular time in a 

country’s war-to-peace transition. Incrementalism requires that “peacebuilders confess to 

a high degree of uncertainty” in what they are doing and how they will achieve the 

desired ends.69 Admitting to this uncertainty, actively gathering information about the 

needs, capacities, and perceptions of the post-conflict state and society, and developing 

strategies and activities in response requires a high degree of effort to understand the 

relationship between organizational intentions and outcomes, further increasing the 

learning capacity expected of peacebuilding organizations.  

2.2.4 INCREASE LOCAL FEEDBACK AND ACCOUNTABILITY 

Several authors recommend that peacebuilding organizations deal with the 

uncertainty about the war-to-peace trajectory in the countries in which they intervene by 

increasing the feedback that they receive from the local population.70 “Because the 

citizens of a country are the most important judges and juries in deciding whether the 

rules are legitimate, it is essential to report to them on a regular basis... [and] find ways to 

obtain citizen feedback in order to calibrate the strategy and enhance the citizens’ 

trust.”71  

2.2.5 INCREASE LINKAGES AND COORDINATION WITH OTHER PEACEBUILDING ACTORS 

Scholarly and policy literature also emphasize the interdependence of all actors, 

including peacebuilding organizations, in a post-conflict context. The policy literature 

largely recommends that this interdependence be addressed through the development of 

an integrated, coherent strategy of the international community that is aligned with the 
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needs, priorities, and policies of the state concerned.72 According to Dan Smith, the trick 

is to combine the different peacebuilding activities (or the peacebuilding palette) together 

“in ways that are specific to the country, region, and conflict in question, for greater effect 

– like mixing paint.”73 With the right mixture, the aggregate whole becomes greater than 

the sum of the parts.  

Coordination is intended to provide a forum for the various (primarily 

international) actors to ensure that they continue to work toward their overarching 

strategy.74 The problem is that coordination and integration are largely voluntary 

activities and can facilitate but not enforce the desired collective action.75 Voluntary 

coordination does not often resolve the numerous contradictions in the liberal peace 

agenda described above. In addition, research by the Reflecting on Peace Practice project 

has revealed that “linkages” between individual projects can create a “cumulative 

effectiveness” that improves peacebuilding success.76 While coordination can facilitate 

these linkages, it does not automatically result in either linkages or cumulative 

effectiveness. The interdependence between all actors in a post-conflict context and the 

possible importance of linkages for cumulative effectiveness point (yet again) to the 

importance of the learning capacity of peacebuilding organizations. Not only do 

peacebuilding outcomes depend on how these organizations interact with the state and 

society in which they intervene, but they also depend on how peacebuilding 
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organizations learn from and adapt to simultaneous and sequential actions by other 

peacebuilding actors.  

2.2.6 CATALYZE AND FACILITATE LOCAL AND NATIONAL SOCIAL AND INSTITUTIONAL CHANGE 

The peacebuilding policy and scholarly literature are largely in agreement that buy-

in and ownership by the host state and society are essential for even a modicum of 

positive peace. “[E]ven where enforcement is used at the outset, the peace must 

eventually become self-sustaining, and consent needs to be won if the peace enforcers are 

ever to exit with their work done.”77 To achieve buy-in from the state and society, 

international actors have to understand the dynamics of the state and society well 

enough to develop approaches that will resonate and become “owned.”  

[W]e need to reconceptualize how the staffs of international 
organizations or international NGOs conceive of their role in any 
peacebuilding process. Contrary to what they may be inclined to feel or 
believe, they are not the main actors, but should think of themselves as 
facilitators in a leverage process. This means that one needs to be 
modest, flexible, patient and unobtrusive – almost the opposite of what 

informs most of the current practices.78  

For peacebuilding organizations to be facilitators and catalysts of a country’s social 

change process, they would need to be highly sensitive to the different needs and 

perceptions in the country.79 “Perceptions alter citizens’ expectations of gain and the 

decisions they make in regards to reform… [I]f local actors distrust third parties, they 

will remain fearful, suspicious, and unwilling to compromise.”80 Understanding and 

managing the numerous perceptions and needs of the host state and society and 

engaging with the various actors in a way that encourages their buy-in and ownership 

would require a high degree of sensitivity and adaptation to the context. 
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Interestingly, some of the critical theorists in international relations, many of whom 

question the legitimacy of international statebuilding, have a similar focus: The local and 

national actors, and the everyday reality in which they live, should be the focus of any 

peacebuilding effort.81 For these authors, the main purpose of international 

peacebuilders is to negotiate with, empower, and emancipate national actors. Oliver 

Richmond argues, “A post-liberal peace requires that international actors use a range of 

methods that enable local actors and the most marginalized to engage with a discussion 

of their own requirements for needs provision and their own understanding of rights and 

institutions.”82 This bargain between the local and international actors may result in a 

very different institutional form than that envisioned by the most ardent liberal 

peacebuilders.83  

This vision of peacebuilding has significant implications for the IOs, INGOs, and 

bilateral donors trying to support it. Peacebuilding interventions aim to change a 

changing context. They aim to support or catalyze change at the individual, 

interpersonal, organizational, institutional, or cultural level.84 They aim to do so in a 

context that is rapidly shifting, where political alliances are being redrawn and 

renegotiated, renewed war and violence are a constant threat (or even reality), public and 

private investment are surging (or about to surge), former combatants are trying to find 

new work, crime rates are increasing, and expectations for a “peace dividend” are high 

after years of war. Browne and Wildavsky argue that in such circumstances, 

organizations have to be prepared to alter both their means and their ends. 
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If change – altered relationships among participants leading to different 

outcomes – is the idea behind implementation, the continuous 

adjustment of objectives is called for just as much as modification of 

instruments for attaining them. Implementation ceases being static; it 

becomes dynamic by virtue of incorporating learning of what to prefer 

as well as how to achieve it.85 

What would it take for an organization to adapt both its aims and its approach to 

achieve the desired change in a country emerging from war? 

2.3 Studies of organizational learning in peacebuilding and 

statebuilding 

 

Only one author, Lise Morje Howard, has directly addressed the relationship 

between organizational learning and peacebuilding success, although she focuses only 

on the UN Department of Peacekeeping Operations (DPKO) and does not assess the 

causes of effective or ineffective learning. Benner and Rotmann catalogue the learning 

infrastructure of the UN, but do not examine the particular importance of learning for 

peacebuilding or the organizational barriers to learning in the UN or other organizations. 

Dan Smith hints at the importance of organizational factors for peacebuilding success, 

suggesting that “the emphasis of research could be placed not on the problem [of 

peacebuilding] but on the institutions that attempt to solve it” and calling for the use of 

“theory of organizations, bureaucracy, and management to ask whether current 
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institutions are optimal for the tasks assigned to them.”86 However, he does not pursue 

this line of research. This dissertation aims to fill these significant gaps in the literature. 

In her recent book, UN Peacekeeping in Civil Wars, Howard finds that organizational 

learning is a necessary condition for the successful implementation of UN peacekeeping 

mandates.87 Specifically, she finds that first-level organizational learning, “certain 

favorable ‘situational factors’ of the country emerging from civil war,” and “consensual 

but only moderately intense interests of the powerful members of the Security Council” 

are jointly sufficient to explain the success of UN peacekeeping.88  

First-level learning focuses on the process of learning; it is “not based on learning 

discrete, concrete ‘rules of the game,’ because the game is constantly changing.”89 For 

Howard, first-level learning takes place at the field level, while second-level learning 

occurs at the headquarter level and influences the conditions for first-level learning.90 

Howard argues that first-level learning may be particularly important not only because 

of the changing dynamics of the country context, but also because of the tendency of the 

UN Secretariat to transpose the same set of institutional blueprints, based on the liberal 

peace agenda, onto different countries.91 Interpreting the broad strokes of the Security 

Council mandate and adapting the standard institutional blueprints to the reality of the 

post-conflict country requires first-level learning.  

While Howard found a “fair amount of first-level learning within peacekeeping 

missions” that she studied – contributing to the success of these missions – she found the 
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UN to be deficient in second-level learning, or learning between missions.92 Second-level 

learning improves “the preconditions for first-level learning” by changing the 

organization’s overall “means, structures, and goals.”93 Howard found high levels of 

organizational dysfunction in terms of the UN Secretariat’s second-level learning 

capacity, which is “indicated when sections of the organization work at cross purposes 

with one another, important general insights from one operation are not adequately 

transferred to other operations, actions are at odds with the fundamental principles of the 

organization, and there is no systematic evaluation of programs, goals, or methods.”94 

Here, Howard points to but does not investigate numerous possible systematic barriers 

to learning within the UN Secretariat.  

This research picks up where Howard left off. Based her work and on a thorough 

review of the peacebuilding literature, this research deepens her argument as to why 

first-level organizational learning is likely to be a determinant of peacebuilding success. 

It then examines the type of organizational learning that may be most conducive to 

peacebuilding success and the structural, historical, and normative determinants for this 

type of learning. While Howard hints at some of these determinants, she does not 

thoroughly investigate them or even provide an analysis of the UN’s general learning 

capacity. A contribution of this dissertation is the development of a taxonomy outlining 

the peacebuilding learning capacity (i.e., organizational learning capacity in relation to 

peacebuilding aims) of the three most significant sub-types of peacebuilding 

organizations – multilateral, donor government, and non-governmental organizations. 

Howard, on the other hand, investigates only the UN Secretariat.  
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This research differs from Howard’s in terms of her basic assumptions about 

success. Howard measures success primarily as the implementation of the peacekeeping 

operation’s Security Council mandate as well as a general assessment of the “state of the 

country after the completion of the UN intervention.”95 She largely evaluates learning, 

not what is being learned or what the barriers to learning and thus to success might be. 

She does not question the normative and institutional assumptions inherent in Security 

Council mandates and their alignment with the needs and capacities of the post-conflict 

country.  

In contrast with Howard, this research dives into the debate about the applicability 

of the liberal peace agenda and examines how different structural, historical, and 

normative determinants impact how peacebuilding organizations navigate the large gap 

between the maximalist expectations of the liberal peace agenda and the minimalist 

institutional capacity of the state and society emerging from conflict. In addition, while 

Howard examines success on the macro level by identifying a peacekeeping operation as 

either a success or failure, this research examines micro- and meso-level incremental 

success by assessing the degree to which peacebuilding organizations regularly detect 

and act to correct errors between peacebuilding aims and the outcome(s) of activities. It 

then examines how each of these activities contributes to key proximate events and 

processes that have created positive momentum in the country’s war-to-peace transition. 

It also reviews the literature on the specific programmatic approach to see what “lessons” 

were integrated into the specific project under study. This research does not ask whether 

the right or wrong approach to peacebuilding is being undertaken, but asks whether a 

peacebuilding organization knows if it is implementing an approach that will deliver the 
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desired results. If it does possess this knowledge, this research asks whether it 

systematically acts to align its intentions and the outcomes of its activities.  

In their article, Learning to Learn? UN Peacebuilding and the Challenge of Building a 

Learning Organization, Benner and Rotmann review the DPKO’s learning infrastructure as 

it has developed since 1992 and conclude that “turning the UN into a learning 

organization is unfinished business at best.”96 This research builds on their conclusion 

that the UN is an imperfect learning organization and examines how this is manifested at 

the field level and how it impacts the UN’s ability to learn in relation to its peacebuilding 

aims. While Benner and Rotmann’s analysis focuses on the transmission of lessons 

learned between successive UN peace operations, or what Howard defines as second-

level learning, this research examines the first-level learning capacity of DPKO, as well as 

other cases.  

For Benner and Rotmann, learning is important for DPKO because the context-

specific nature of peacebuilding “requires strong local knowledge and shrewd and sober 

political analysis coupled with skilled leadership.”97 They write that the context-specific 

knowledge necessary for peacebuilding makes learning even more difficult than in other 

fields, such as environmental protection, where “consensual knowledge based on 

generalized scientific evidence is much more likely to be produced by ‘epistemic 

communities.’”98 Other than these two claims, for which they provide no supporting 

evidence, Benner and Rotmann do not discuss why learning might be particularly 

important for peacebuilding organizations or what type of learning or knowledge may 

increase the success of peacebuilding efforts or question which types of organizational 

structures or processes are likely to lead to more effective learning in relation to 
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peacebuilding aims. They largely assume that learning by the UN is good, regardless of 

what is learned. Contrary to Benner and Rotmann, this research does not assume that all 

organizational learning is positive, but investigates how and what type of organizational 

learning advances or detracts from peacebuilding aims.  

The existing literature on the relationship between organizational learning and 

peacebuilding success provides important support for this dissertation research, at the 

same time as it leaves many gaps to be filled. It supports this research in that it shows 

that learning matters for peacebuilding success and that the UN is not a perfect learning 

organization. The gaps that it leaves include identification of the barriers to learning 

within different types of peacebuilding organizations; a thorough analysis of the 

relationship between organizational learning and peacebuilding success; an analysis of 

whether each organization’s definition of success, as manifested in its aims, is achievable; 

and an analysis of the implications of the learning capacity of peacebuilding 

organizations for the numerous prescriptions for improving peacebuilding practice 

found in the scholarly and policy literature on peacebuilding and statebuilding. These 

are gaps in the literature that this dissertation will fill.  

2.4 Peacebuilding organizations as learning organizations 

What does the theoretical literature on organizational learning say about how 

peacebuilding organizations can be expected to learn?99 Organizational learning and 

adaptation are challenging for all organizations. Entrenched routines, cultures, and 

patterns of behavior make quick change and adaptation difficult. Individuals have 
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different interpretations of what should be learned and in which direction change and 

adaptation should take place.  

2.4.1 ORGANIZATIONS LEARN WHAT THEY DEFINE AND MEASURE AS SUCCESSFUL 

Organizations learn in relation to targets. Organizational behavior depends on the 

relationship between the outcomes they observe and the aspirations, or targets, they have 

for those outcomes.100 An organization therefore learns what it defines and measures as 

successful. Measuring success in peacebuilding is particularly challenging because of the 

large number of factors that contribute to success and failure, the unique circumstances 

of each conflict environment, and the high degree of conflict sensitivity and 

organizational learning required to measure incremental success. When peacebuilding 

impact is measured, it usually takes place in the form of detailed evaluations carried out 

by academics after a project or program is finished, leaving few opportunities to adapt 

and change an ongoing intervention. A catch-22 emerges. While organizational learning 

capacity helps to determine a peacebuilding organization’s capacity to measure success, 

improved capacity to measure success is essential for organizational learning. 

Consequently, better assessment of incremental impact on the causes of peace is likely to 

be critical in improving peacebuilding practice.  

2.4.2 ORGANIZATIONS LEARN THROUGH HISTORICAL FRAMES AND KNOWLEDGE-LADEN ROUTINES 

Organizational routines guide learning. Organizations learn “by encoding 

inferences from history into routines that guide behavior.”101 Routines are the rules, 

“procedures, technologies, beliefs, and cultures [that] are conserved through systems of 
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socialization and control.”102 Action in organizations therefore “involves matching 

procedures to situations more than it does calculating choices.”103 Because learning is 

based on “interpretations of the past more than anticipations of the future,” 

peacebuilding organizations are likely to apply old solutions to new problems, whether 

they fit or not.104 Because routines shape behavior in organizations, organizational 

learning is limited to aspects of experience that are translatable into routines.  

The routines – and the individuals who observe success and translate it into routines 

– largely determine, and limit, what an organization can learn. Individuals make 

numerous mistakes in their attempts to interpret and draw lessons from history, leading 

to “systematic biases in interpretation.”105 As a result, an organization’s best practices 

may be difficult to capture fully, translate into routines, and replicate. Because of the 

complexity of conflict environments, and the unique nature of each conflict, it is even 

more likely that interpretations of peacebuilding success that are integrated into routines 

will be flawed. Furthermore, because organizations learn from history, even when a 

lesson is learned, it may not be the right lesson. Organizations are often taught the same 

lessons repeatedly and learn only the lessons they can easily translate into the language 

of preexisting routines.  

Organizational routines are representative of larger organizational frames.106 These 

frames are “approaches to problem solving used by organizational personnel,” 

determining “what counts as a problem, how problems are represented, the strategies to 

be used to solve those problems, and the constraints and requirements placed on possible 
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solutions.”107 These criteria are developed during “the creation of organizations and 

during periods of organizational upheaval” when “actors articulate organizational goals 

and draw on and modify existing understandings, or knowledge, of the social and 

physical environment in which they must operate.”108 These organizational frames are 

critical to organizational learning because they determine how organizations interpret 

and understand their experiences (i.e., histories) and thus encode them into knowledge-

laden artifacts and routines. It is organizational frames, rather than historical facts, that 

determine how organizations act.109 Nonetheless, historical interpretation is subjective. 

Even the lessons that are recorded into routines may be wrong. Jack Levy writes that 

people “use history instrumentally,” selecting “from historical experience those cases 

that provide the greatest support for their preexisting policy preference, or they 

reinterpret a given case in a way that reinforces their views.”110 

The role of routines and frames in organizational learning poses particular 

challenges for peacebuilding organizations because these organizations were largely 

designed to implement other types of activities (i.e., development, humanitarian, human 

rights, or conflict resolution). These organizations will have difficulty encoding lessons 

learned about peacebuilding impact into routines that were designed to support and 

reward other types of programming. In addition, while routines can adapt incrementally, 

adaptation requires some proof of necessity, which calls for assessment of success or 

failure. Because of the difficulty of assessing the impact of peacebuilding efforts, there is 

weak evidence within many peacebuilding organizations of the need to change or adapt 
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routines in order to improve peacebuilding practice and thus few incentives to do so.  

Because organizational learning is dependent on historical routines, it is largely 

path-dependent. According to Powell, “path-dependent models suggest that institutional 

arrangements are not likely to be flexible; they cannot change rapidly in response to 

perturbations in the environment.”111 In other words, organizational action and learning 

reinforce historical frames, which in turn influences what is learned and which actions 

are taken. An organization’s original institutional environment is particularly important, 

as it imprints the organization with its routines, resources, knowledge, structure, and 

culture, upon which new organizational forms must draw.112 The path-dependent nature 

of organizational learning is likely to have real significance for many peacebuilding 

organizations that were founded to achieve different aims, particularly in a less complex 

and dynamic environment.  

2.5 Pathologies of the global governors 

There are distinct barriers to learning in bureaucracies, which is the organizational 

form of many peacebuilding organizations. Barnett and Finnemore explain that IOs, 

which are bureaucracies, tend to reproduce themselves. “Solutions that involve 

regulation, arbitration, and intervention by rational-legal authorities (themselves or other 

organizations) appear sensible, rational, and good to IOs and so disproportionately 

emerge from IO activity.”113 Instead of responding to the needs of the post-conflict state 

and society, international bureaucracies are likely to recreate institutions and programs 

in their own image. “The result is that what began as a relatively narrow technical 
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intervention (training police) expands into a package of reforms aimed at transforming 

non-Western societies (where most peacebuilding takes place) into Western societies.”114 

Rather than catalyzing a change process, bureaucracies are likely to try to do much of the 

work themselves in a manner that fits with their standards and approach.115  

According to Barnett and Finnemore, “the same normative valuation on impersonal, 

generalized rules that defines bureaucracies and makes them powerful in modern life can 

also make them unresponsive to their environments, obsessed with their own rules at the 

expense of primary missions, and ultimately lead to inefficient, self-defeating 

behavior.”
116

 These factors are likely to significantly inhibit the degree to which 

bureaucracies can be expected to learn from the particular post-conflict country in which 

they intervene and design programs that meet the needs and capacities of the post-

conflict state and society. 

The norms contained in the liberal peace agenda may actually prevent 

peacebuilding organizations from identifying and supporting the needs and capacities of 

the host country. Barnett and Finnemore point out that IOs derive their authority from 

their normative mandate. Member states established IOs to protect values that they could 

not protect on their own, and IOs therefore derive their authority from the delegation 

“IOs are thus authoritative because they represent the collective will of their members,” 

which is embodied in international law and human rights conventions.117 If they were to 

pursue less ambitious normative aims than those contained in the liberal peace agenda, 

they could risk compromising their basis of authority.  
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Western donor agencies and NGOs also have normative missions and constraints. 

Western donor agencies are accountable to their governments and may find it difficult to 

compromise their own liberal democratic ideals for solutions that may be less palatable 

to their populations and legislative bodies (i.e., corruption, inequality, etc.). Or if they do 

aim for stabilization rather than liberalization, they may be unwilling to collect valid 

information about their outcomes, which is a prerequisite for learning. Most NGOs also 

possess highly normative mandates (i.e., humanitarian, human rights, sustainable 

development, religious focus), although the degree to which they can compromise them 

is dependent on their organizational culture and their relationship with their donors.  

Peacebuilding organizations are primarily accountable to actors that are external to 

the state in which they intervene, rather than to the beneficiaries that they claim to serve. 

A bilateral aid agency is accountable to its home government and political constituency. 

An IO is accountable to its member states. A NGO is accountable to its donors. 

Peacebuilding organizations’ incentive structures are aligned with the policies and 

systems of these external constituencies, not those of the host state and society. 

This tendency toward external accountability is described by some as the broken 

feedback loop of international aid.118 “[A] unique and most striking characteristic of 

foreign aid is that the people for whose benefit aid agencies work are not the same as 

those from whom their revenues are obtained; they actually live in different countries 

and different political constituencies. This geographical and political separation between 

beneficiaries and taxpayers blocks the normal performance feedback process.”119 While 

some monitoring and evaluation systems attempt to gather information about the 

beneficiaries’ perception of the goods delivered, they often rely on easily measurable 
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deliverables rather than impact or outcome.120 They also have difficulty gathering 

accurate information from beneficiaries, who may be reluctant to voice displeasure with 

the services provided.121 The cultural gulf between the taxpayer or donor and the 

beneficiary is enormously wide, and a great deal is lost in translation, when 

attempted.122 

The problem of broken feedback loops applies to IOs, donor governments, and 

NGOs alike. Alnoor Ebrahim argues that because NGOs’ dominant emphasis is on 

upward accountability to donors, rather than accountability to the communities that they 

profess to serve,123 NGOs have a short-term focus on outputs and efficiency criteria, 

causing them to “lose sight of long-range goals concerning social development and 

change.”124 He concludes that too much upward accountability greatly compromises 

“field-level learning and downwards accountability.”125 

The multitude of organizations engaged in peacebuilding find common ground in 

the liberal peace agenda. It is large and general enough that they can each fit their own 

mandate within it.126 The peacebuilding activities, projects, and programs that support 

this normative agenda during war-to-peace transitions, represent the full-spectrum of 

what it is assumed a state needs to recover from war and build the foundation for a 

liberal democratic state: security (mine action; disarmament, demobilization, and 

reintegration; security sector reform; small arms and light weapons); political framework 

(democratization, good governance, institution building, and human rights); 
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reconciliation and justice (dialogue, transitional justice, and trauma healing); and socio-

economic foundations (physical reconstruction, economic, health, and education 

infrastructure, repatriation and return of refugees and internally displaced persons, and 

food security).127 

Nonetheless, the consensus around the liberal peace agenda masks the enormous 

gap between the ideal liberal democratic state and the form and function of states 

emerging from years of war and large-scale violent conflict. To support incremental 

stages in the war-to-peace transition, peacebuilding organizations must somehow 

acknowledge these tradeoffs, identify intermediary aims, and evaluate their progress 

toward these aims. Yet, IOs, donor governments, and NGOs may be unwilling to 

compromise their value-based mandate for less satisfactory aims.  

Most traditional international relations literature offers little insight into how IOs, 

INGOs, and bilateral aid agencies behave when intervening in a country’s war-to-peace 

transition. In international relations, most of the discussion of institutions focuses on the 

role of international organizations as representatives, or agents, of states and the 

principal-agent dilemma that arises from that relationship. “Realism and liberalism 

provide no basis for asserting independent utility functions for IOs. Ontologically, these 

are theories about states. They provide no basis for imputing interests to IOs beyond the 

goals states (that is, principals) give them.”128 Although, according to David Lake, there 

“are two complementary strains of contemporary theorizing that conceive of IOs as 

agents” – constructivist institutionalism and principal-agent theory – neither of these 

approaches address interaction between field-based organizations and the country 
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environments in which they intervene.129 The principal-agent “approach tells us when 

and where agents are likely to be autonomous, but relatively little about what the 

bureaucrats are likely to do with their independence.”130 Furthermore, principal-agent 

theory “requires a priori theoretical specification of what IOs want,” which in the case of 

peace and statebuilding is often vague and shifting.131 “Constructivist accounts of 

bureaucratic interests fill in this gap, even as they have trouble accounting for variations 

in agent autonomy.”132 Nonetheless, this literature avoids analyzing the interaction 

between the organization and the country environment in which it intervenes, even at 

the same time that it hints that this is an important area for research. 

 

 

 

  

                                                           

129 For an overview of current application of principal-agent theory to international organizations see Darren 

G. Hawkins, David A. Lake, Daniel L. Nielson, and Michael J. Tierney, eds. (2006), Delegation and Agency in 

International Organizations (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press).  

130 David Lake (2007), “Delegating divisible sovereignty: Sweeping a conceptual minefield,” Review of 

International Organizations 2:222. 

131 Barnett and Finnemore (1999), “Pathologies of International Organizations,” p. 705; Bruce Jones, Richard 

Gowan, and Jake Sherman (2009), Building on Brahimi: Peacekeeping in an era of Strategic Uncertainty (New 

York: Center on International Cooperation). 

132 David Lake (2007), “Delegating divisible sovereignty: Sweeping a conceptual minefield,” Review of 

International Organizations 2:222. 
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3 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND RESEARCH 

METHODS 

3.1  Overview 

This dissertation builds a typological theory that describes why some peacebuilding 

organizations are able to maintain their alignment with a country’s war-to-peace 

transition, while others are not.133 I build this theory in stages. First, based on the 

literature reviewed in Chapter 2, I developed a hypothesis that describes the factors that 

determine whether or not an organization systematically adapts to and learns from a 

country’s war-to-peace transition. The independent variables are: accountability routines, 

knowledge-laden routines and frames, and learning behavior. The dependent variable is: 

significant and systematic action to reduce the gap between peacebuilding aims and 

outcomes.  

Second, I test this hypothesis through detailed ethnographic research into five 

different types of organizations engaged in international peacebuilding and conflict-

sensitive development in Burundi over a thirteen-year period (1999–2011). I analyze the 

relationship between the independent variables and the dependent variable at each of the 

six critical junctures in Burundi’s thirteen-year peacebuilding trajectory. One of the case 

studies, the Burundi Leadership Training Program (BLTP) falsifies my original 

hypothesis: it has positive values on each of the three independent variables, but does not 

take significant and systematic action to reduce the gap between its peacebuilding aims 

and outcomes at all of the critical junctures in Burundi’s thirteen-year war-to-peace 

transition. 

                                                           

133 Alexander L. George and Andrew Bennett (2004). Case Studies and Theory Development in the Social Science 

(Cambridge: MIT Press), p. 240. 



 54 

Third, once the BLTP falsifies my original hypothesis, I begin the theory-building 

phase of the research. In this phase of the research, I examine the ethnographic case study 

data in detail to uncover the additional factors that determine whether or not the case 

study organizations are able to respond to big changes in Burundi’s war-to-peace 

transition. Because none of the case studies aligned with all of the six critical junctures in 

Burundi’s war-to-peace transition, I examine the additional factors that determine the 

instances when they do and do not align. Because two of the case studies were not 

operating in Burundi during the first critical juncture, I have twenty-eight points when I 

measure the relationship between the independent and dependent variables (5x6 = 30, 

30-2 = 28). I measure the dependent variable in terms of: 1) whether the organization 

carried out important new peacebuilding actions to reduce the gap between its macro-level 

peacebuilding aims and outcomes within one year of the critical juncture; and 2) whether 

the organization took systematic actions to reduce the gap between the micro-level aims 

and outcomes of its ongoing peacebuilding programming. 

Fourth, based on my review of the factors that determined the outcomes on the 

dependent variable of each of the twenty-eight sub-cases, I develop a typological theory. 

This typological theory explains the conditions that were necessary and/or sufficient for 

the case study organizations to attain each of the four potential values on the dependent 

variable.  It describes four “types” of organizations engaged in peacebuilding work. Type 

1 describes the characteristics of organizations that were not aligned with the context at 

either the macro- or the micro-level. Type 2 describes the characteristics of organizations 

that were aligned with the context at the macro-level, but not at the micro-level. Type 3 

describes the characteristics of organizations that were aligned with the context at both 

the macro-level and the micro-level. Type 4 describes the characteristics of organizations 

that were not aligned at the macro-level, but were aligned at the micro-level. 



 55 

The findings in this dissertation are based in part on over 300 interviews (130 of 

which were conducted specifically for this dissertation) that I conducted with people 

who work for organizations doing peacebuilding in Burundi, their government 

counterparts, people who are supposed to benefit from their peacebuilding projects and 

programs, international and Burundian observers, and headquarters staff. I conducted 

these interviews in Burundi between 2002 and 2011. I also reviewed substantial archival 

data about each of the case study organizations and the Burundian context and 

conducted participant observation as an international organization (IO) employee and 

evaluator. 

3.1.1 BUILDING A TYPOLOGICAL THEORY 

A typology is an “organized system of types,”134 categorizing a phenomenon of 

study into different types. Some typologies aim to classify a category of things but do not 

actually develop a theory about them. These descriptive typologies aim to “identify and 

describe the phenomena under analysis.”135 For example, there could be a descriptive 

typology of types of states or political systems.136 Explanatory typologies, on the other 

hand, aim to explain the factors that cause a particular outcome. They make “predictions 

based on combinations of different values of a theory’s variables.”137 They answer the 

question, “If my theory is correct, what do I expect to see?”138  This dissertation builds an 

explanatory typology. 

Such differentiated theories not only allow for more discriminating 
explanations; they are also of greater practical value for policymakers, 

                                                           

134 David Collier, Jody LaPorte, and Jason Seawright, “Putting Typologies to Work: Concept 
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137 Ibid., 297. 
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who can use them to make more discriminating diagnoses of emerging 
situations. Contrast, for example, a general explanatory theory such as 
“war is often the result of miscalculation” with a typological theory that 
distinguishes the conditions under which different types of 

miscalculations… may lead to war.139 

Explanatory typologies can be used to test an existing theory or build a new theory. 

This dissertation sought to build a new typological theory. But, it was informed by 

existing theory. The hypothesis outline below describes the characteristics of the ideal 

peacebuilding learning organization. An organization with these qualities would be able 

to alter both its aims and means in response to significant changes in a country’s war-to-

peace transition and maintain its focus on peacebuilding over the entire thirteen-year 

period under study. Because the existing literature does not articulate the specific causal 

pathways that would lead to this outcome, this dissertation builds a new theory based on 

the existing literature and on five ethnographic case studies. 

Researchers creating typological theories often use both deductive and inductive 

techniques, iteratively refining their types based on the insights from theory and from 

case study research.140 By starting off with a hypothesis that identified the characteristics 

of an ideal peacebuilding learning organization, I was able to categorize the disparate 

and complex data on my case study organizations to test my initial hypothesis. By also 

including open-ended questions in my interview protocol and a modified grounded 

theory approach in my data analysis, I was able to uncover new alternative explanations, 

identify new significant variables, and build a much more nuanced theory. 

While this strategy relies on induction, it is analytical, theory-driven 
induction. The use of analytical induction does not exclude making use 
of deductive of quasi-deductive theoretical ideas, particularly theories on 
discrete causal mechanisms that may form the building blocks for more 

                                                           

139 Ibid., 237. 
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ambitious or integrative theories, to help guide the empirical 

approach.141 

In the conclusion of this dissertation, I present the typological theory that I built 

through this deductive and inductive process. In the next phase of my research, I will test 

this theory by looking at the same types of organizations in three or four additional 

countries. Through this theory testing process, I will develop a theory that should be 

generalizable to the population of IOs, international NGOs (INGO), and bilateral aid 

agencies pursuing peacebuilding aims in different conflict-torn countries around the 

world.  

3.2 Theoretical Framework 

The institutional and organizational literature outlined in Chapter 2 is inconclusive 

as to the precise factors that enable organizations to learn and adapt.142 Consequently, 

this dissertation tests a hypothesis that was built from several of the most prominent 

theories in the field of organizational learning and the political economy of aid, but does 

not fully adopt any single theory. The hypothesis is: Three organizational characteristics are 

necessary and jointly sufficient for an organization to take significant and systematic action to 

reduce the gap between its peacebuilding aims and outcomes:  

1) Significant and Representative Stakeholder Dialogue Routines (versus Upward 
Accountability Routines) – incentives that encourage staff to get regular feedback 
from beneficiaries and other stakeholders and adjust their aims and/or 
programming in response to this information; 

2) Predominant Integrated Peacebuilding Knowledge-laden Routines and Frames (versus 
Not Predominant and/or Non-integrated Peacebuilding Knowledge-laden 
Routines and Frames) – the organization’s core knowledge-laden routines and 
conceptual frames combine political, technical peacebuilding, and country-
specific knowledge; and 

                                                           

141 Ibid., 240–241. 
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3) Non-defensive and Valid Learning Behavior (versus Defensive and Invalid Learning 
Behavior) – The organization’s staff systematically seek valid information about 
the relationship between peacebuilding aims and outcomes and process this 
information in non-defensive way. 

The inverse of each of these dichotomous variables, marked by parentheses, 

indicates its negative value. Each of these variables is described in further detail below.  

3.2.1 ACCOUNTABILITY ROUTINES 

The accountability routines variable builds on the finding in the peacebuilding and 

international aid literature that IOs, donor governments, and INGOs are largely 

unaccountable to the purported beneficiaries of their activities (See Chapter 2, Section 

2.1.5).143 They are only formally accountable to their headquarters or regional offices. The 

negative value – upward accountability – indicates that the organization only has 

incentives to report to and respond to headquarters or a regional office, not to respond to 

the interests and needs of the various stakeholders in its programming in the conflict-

torn country. The positive value on this variable – significant and representative stakeholder 

dialogue routines – indicates that the organization has put in place mechanisms to correct 

for its tendency toward upward accountability by engaging in regular discussions with a 

representative group of stakeholders and incorporating this feedback into programming.  

I measure this variable by asking staff from each case study organization how they 

are incentivized to spend their time and what their managers hold them accountable for. 

Did the incentive mechanisms in the organization generally encourage staff to respond to 

feedback about their projects, or did the organizational priorities and incentive 

mechanisms discourage staff from responding to feedback about the effectiveness of their 

aims and programming? (See Annex B for the Semi-Structured Interview Protocol 

containing the full list of questions for this variable).  

                                                           

143 Martens et al., “The Institutional Economics of Foreign Aid”; Ostrom et al., Aid, Incentives, and 
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An organization has only upward accountability routines if its formal incentive 

mechanisms discourage feedback from and regular discussion with beneficiaries and 

other important stakeholders in the organization’s peacebuilding work. An organization 

has Significant and Representative Stakeholder Dialogue Routines if it has established 

mechanisms and practices that incentivize staff to engage in regular discussions with a 

representative group of stakeholders relevant to each intervention by the organization. A 

necessary component for this variable is actual discussion with the beneficiaries and 

other important stakeholders, not just the receipt of written reports from them. 

Significant dialogue with a “non-representative” group of stakeholders does not count as 

a positive value on this variable. In other words, if the staff regularly talk to their 

government counterparts, but never talk to the beneficiaries, civil society organizations, 

or other observers who may have important information about the intervention, then the 

staff do not receive the type of diversified feedback that they would need to make 

decisions about the direction of the intervention. 

The specific indicators that I examine are: incentives that guide staff priorities and 

use of time; reporting and feedback requirements; frequency of field visits; the type of 

people that staff normally talk to; the presence or absence of mechanisms to receive 

feedback from beneficiaries and other stakeholders; and organizational culture in relation 

to feedback on outcomes and impact. 

3.2.2 KNOWLEDGE-LADEN ROUTINES AND FRAMES 

The variable knowledge-laden routines and frames refers to the organization’s core 

knowledge and worldview and has two values: 1) knowledge-laden routines and 

conceptual frames that combine political, technical peacebuilding, and country-specific 

knowledge and are predominant in the organization; 2) knowledge-laden routines that 

do not combine political, technical peacebuilding, and country-specific knowledge 
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and/or are not predominant in the organization. This variable is based on the idea from 

the peacebuilding literature that peacebuilding aims to deliver tangible peacebuilding 

results (e.g., technical peacebuilding knowledge) based on an in-depth understanding of 

the political nature (e.g., political knowledge) of the country context (e.g., country-

specific knowledge). This variable investigates the knowledge and frames that exist in 

practice, not only in the discourse of the organization. The “predominant” aspect of this 

variable means that peacebuilding should be the top priority of the organization, which 

allows it to view all of its programming through a peacebuilding lens. 

As discussed in Chapter 2 (Section 2.1.4.2), knowledge-laden routines constitute the 

core knowledge of the organization. They are created by training staff, by hiring staff 

with certain types of training, and through policies and guidelines that staff use to 

design, implement, and evaluate their programming. Not every programming guideline 

or training program automatically becomes a knowledge-laden routine. Knowledge-

laden routines are present only when they are actually used by staff on a regular basis 

and become part of the accepted knowledge that staff use to decide on programming 

priorities and to design, implement, and evaluate their interventions.  

Knowledge-laden routines are representative of larger organizational frames. The 

organizational frame is the organization’s worldview. It determines how the organization 

sees its operating environment. Does it see it as a peacebuilding challenge, development 

challenge, humanitarian challenge, or conflict resolution challenge? The organizational 

frame determines the information that organizations consider to be most important in the 

post-conflict environment. Knowledge-laden routines determine how an organization 

acts on that information. The organizational literature talks about knowledge-laden 

routines and frames in conjunction because the organization frame determines the type 

of knowledge that the organization “thinks” is most important and, in turn, builds in its 

staff. These knowledge-laden routines, in turn, reinforce the organizational frame. 
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I measure whether an organization has a predominant peacebuilding frame based 

on whether or not it articulates peacebuilding as the primary purpose its intervention in 

a country. I measure whether an organization has sufficient peacebuilding knowledge-

laden routines based on whether or not its staff believe that they are skilled at 

peacebuilding and have been trained in the specific technical area of peacebuilding that 

is the focus of their project or program. I also ask whether and how staff are able to 

integrate local and political knowledge into their project design and implementation. 

This is not a maximalist measure of peacebuilding knowledge, but rather a minimalist 

measure of “good enough” training and contextual knowledge.  

The role of knowledge-laden routines and frames in organizational learning is likely 

to pose a particular challenge for peacebuilding organizations because they were largely 

designed to implement other types of activities (i.e., development, humanitarian, human 

rights, or conflict resolution) and may be “imprinted” with the cognitive, normative, and 

regulative structures of their original mandate.144 As a result, they may have difficulty 

encoding lessons learned about the peacebuilding impact of their activities into 

knowledge-laden routines and organizational frames that were designed to support and 

reward other types of programming.  

3.2.3 LEARNING BEHAVIOR 

The learning behavior variable examines an organization’s patterns of response to 

information about the outcomes of its work. This variable has two measures: 1) Non-

defensive and Valid Learning Behavior, and 2) and Defensive and Invalid Learning 

Behavior. Non-defensive and valid learning behavior occurs when the organization’s staff 

systematically seek valid information about the relationship between peacebuilding aims 
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and outcomes, and process information in non-defensive way. Defensive and invalid 

learning behavior occurs when an organization’s staff do not systematically seek valid 

information on relationship between peacebuilding aims and outcomes, and process the 

information that they receive in a defensive way. 

Non-defensive and Valid Learning Behavior allows the information that results 

from Significant and Representative Beneficiary Dialogue to be openly discussed and 

evaluated. Predominant and Integrated Peacebuilding Knowledge-laden Routines and 

Frames enable action in response to this new information that is focused on achieving the 

specific peacebuilding aim in its particular target context.  

To gather data on this variable, I asked interviewees: Does your organization seek 

valid information about the relationship between its aims and outcomes? When it 

receives information about the relationship between aims and outcomes, what does it do 

with it? How does your organization process positive and negative information about its 

outcomes? What is the standard behavior of leaders and managers in your organization 

(e.g., facilitating, directing, observing)? Are these behaviors uniform across the 

organization, or do they differ between teams and/or country offices?  

This variable is based on the work by Argyris and Schön, who find that 

organizational behaviors and systems where “search is enhanced and deepened, where 

ideas are tested publicly, where individuals collaborate to enlarge inquiry, and where 

trust and risk-taking are enhanced” are more likely to encourage organizations to 

question their underlying assumptions and address gaps between their aims and 

outcomes (e.g., engage in double-loop learning).145  
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gap between its macro-level peacebuilding aims and outcomes within one year of the 

critical juncture; and 2) whether the organization took systematic actions to reduce the 

gap between the micro-level aims and outcomes of its ongoing peacebuilding programming. 

For shorthand, I will refer to these two measures as New Peacebuilding Actions and 

Adjustment of Ongoing Peacebuilding Programming. Each of these aspects is dichotomous, 

giving the dependent variable four potential outcomes.  

The dependent variable is based on Argyris’ definition of organizational learning. 

For Argyris, organizational learning is about identifying and acting to correct 

misalignment between an organization’s aims and the outcomes of its activities in 

relation to those aims.146 It does not refer only to the intake and processing of 

information; action based on that information is also necessary. “This distinction is 

important because it implies that discovering problems and inventing solutions are 

necessary, but not sufficient, conditions for organizational learning.”147 

To measure the dependent variable, I had first to establish the peacebuilding context 

to which the organization should respond. I did so by identifying the main critical 

junctures in Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory between 1999 and 2011 (See Chapter 4). 

To identify these critical junctures, I reviewed the detailed event-level data from 1999 to 

2011 on Reliefweb.  I examined the reports on Burundi during this period by the UN, the 

International Crisis Group (ICG), Human Rights Watch, the Economist Intelligence Unit, 

Refugees International, and others. I discussed Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory with 

experts on Burundi’s war-to-peace transition. Based on all of these sources, I identified 

the six critical junctures that I describe in Chapter 4, each of which ushered in a big new 

trend in the country.  
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147 Argyris, On Organizational Learning, 62. 
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If an organization was trying to impact peace in Burundi, it had to pay attention to 

these critical junctures. These critical junctures significantly changed the nature of the 

governance or security situation in Burundi. They indicated whether or not Burundi’s 

war-to-peace transition would move in a generally positive or negative direction until the 

next critical juncture occurred. They were the six moments when the nature of the game 

in Burundi changed: important new opportunities arose, old ones closed off, and new 

political and security actors and issues emerged. These critical junctures were so big and 

transformed the political and security climate in Burundi to such a degree that they 

would be relevant to any organization’s overall peacebuilding goal.  

To measure whether or not the organization takes New Peacebuilding Actions, I ask 

whether the organization responds within one year of a critical juncture by initiating new 

peacebuilding programming, significantly scaling up existing peacebuilding 

programming, or by changing its overall peacebuilding aims. These actions must be 

aimed at reducing the gap between the organization’s overall peacebuilding aims and its 

outcomes that results at least partly from the new trend in Burundi’s war-to-peace 

transition. 

To measure whether or not the organization Adjusts its Ongoing Peacebuilding 

Programming I ask whether, in general, its staff pay attention to whether or not a 

peacebuilding project is achieving its aims and make regular adjustments to the project’s 

aims or means to help to close gaps between its aims and outcomes. I assess this variable 

across the entire organization in terms of the general tendencies of its staff. In many of 

the case studies, there were exceptional projects where staff regularly adjusted their 

programming, but this was not the norm for the organization.  

Whether an organization Adjusts its Ongoing Peacebuilding Programming or not is not 

measured in relation to the six critical junctures, but in terms of the project life cycle. The 

lifecycle of a project or program can take place within one phase of Burundi’s war-to-
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peace transition or can cross over phases. This variable also assesses adjustments in the 

new programs or projects that are initiated as a New Peacebuilding Action after a critical 

juncture in the war-to-peace transition. After they are initiated they then qualify as 

“ongoing programming”. 

All external organizations doing peacebuilding work in conflict-torn countries have 

to operate within the constraints of the project or program lifecycle, which is usually 

independent of events in the conflict-torn country. A project or program is designed to 

run for a set amount of time, usually from one to five years. Once the project or program 

is under way, the organization usually does not have the flexibility to completely stop it 

and allocate the money and staff to something completely different. A project or program 

also targets a very specific context (e.g., one organization, several communities, several 

leaders, one ministry, etc…) that is much smaller and more specific than the overall 

peacebuilding context or the organization’s overall peacebuilding aim. As a result, it is 

important to measure how an organization adjusts its ongoing programming in response 

to specific changes in its target context to determine whether or not it attempts to 

maintain the relevance of its programming once it is underway.  

Even for the best-designed programming, the dynamic nature of war-to-peace 

transitions means that some adjustment is inevitably necessary. Peacebuilding aims to 

create change in a changing context, which makes it almost impossible to predict how 

events will unfold. Some degree of adjustment to reduce the gap between a project or 

program’s aims and outcomes is therefore necessary. To measure whether or not an 

organization generally adjusts its ongoing peacebuilding programming I ask: Did the 

organization pay attention to the influence that its project or program was having on the 

target context? Did it try to adjust its program/project aims or approach to better achieve 

its intended outcome on this context? Or, did it just implement the project and program 
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as planned with little concern for the reality of the institutions, organizations, groups, or 

individuals that they aimed to transform? 

The dependent variable does not assume that systematic actions by peacebuilding 

organizations will automatically lead to the desired outcome on the causes of peace. 

Rather, it is based on the proposition that systematic and significant actions to reduce the 

gap between its peacebuilding aim and outcome significantly increases the likelihood 

that a peacebuilding organization will achieve these desired peacebuilding outcomes. 

Conversely, if an organization does not take significant or systematic actions to reduce 

the gap between its peacebuilding aims and outcomes, it is unlikely to intentionally 

achieve its aims. 

3.3 Case selection 

This dissertation uses an embedded case study design.148 The primary unit of 

analysis is the country-level office of an IO, INGO, or government aid agency that has 

clearly specified its peacebuilding, statebuilding, and conflict sensitivity aims.149 This 

unit is embedded within the country context in which these organizations operate, and 

the interaction between the organization and this context is analyzed. I selected Burundi 

from 1999 to 2011 as the country case and five different external organizations for the 

organizational cases. By examining five organizations’ interactions with one country’s 

peacebuilding trajectory over a thirteen-year timespan, I was able to control for the 

general country context. I could then examine the degree to which each organization 

interacted with this context and analyze the reasons for the organizations’ responses or 
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lack of response. The thirteen-year period also allowed me to test the influence of 

different staff and organizational reforms on organizational behavior.  

The secondary level of analysis is the population of organizations engaged in 

peacebuilding in Burundi. Because each of the case study organizations represents one of 

the most common types of organizations doing peacebuilding in Burundi, my findings 

have implications for the broader population of organizations doing peacebuilding work 

in Burundi, or the “organizational field.”150  

In the next phase of research, I will analyze the overall patterns of interaction 

between international peacebuilding actors and war-torn countries that appear within 

the broader field of peacebuilding globally. I will test the theory generated from my 

study of organizations in Burundi with the same types of organizations in three or four 

additional countries to develop a generalizable theory of how external peacebuilding 

organizations respond to, adapt to, interact with, and are likely to influence national 

institutions in countries facing or emerging from large-scale violent conflict. In this 

dissertation, I have explored the likely generalizability of my findings through interviews 

with staff at headquarters who have experience with their organization in several 

countries, and through archival research into evaluations of the organization’s operations 

in other conflict-torn countries.  

3.3.1 ORGANIZATIONAL CASE SELECTION 

 To select the organizational case studies for this dissertation, I went to Burundi in 

March 2009 to gather information on my universe of cases. Through interviews with 

potential case study organizations and observers, I identified the international actors in 

Burundi that had an explicit focus on peacebuilding and had been implementing 
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programs and projects in Burundi for most of the thirteen-year period under study 

(1999–2011).   

I selected five case study organizations that represented the general variation in the 

universe of cases doing peacebuilding work in Burundi from 1999 to 2011 (See Figure 3-

2). I selected case study organizations that vary along two categories: 1) the core 

organizational mandate, and 2) the classification as an International Organization (IO), 

International Non-Governmental Organization (INGO), and bilateral aid agency. 

Whether or not an organization is an IO, bilateral aid agency, or INGO helps determine 

the accountability structure of the organization. The founding organizational purpose 

(i.e., development, humanitarian aid, conflict resolution, etc…) is closely linked to the 

organization’s knowledge-laden routines and frames. 

I selected two IOs – the four UN Missions in Burundi (UNOB, ONUB, BNINUB, and 

BNUB) and the UN Development Program (UNDP). These two case studies vary in terms 

of their core mandate. I also selected two INGOs – the BLTP and CARE International. 

These two organizations vary in terms of their core purpose and size. I selected only one 

bilateral aid agency – the UK Department for International Development (DFID). From 

2002 to 2004, DFID’s program in Burundi was solely focused on peacebuilding, not 

development, providing important variation in the core purpose of the organization. 

DFID is widely regarded as being one of the best bilateral development donors, 

particularly in fragile and conflict-affected countries, which made it an important critical 

case to study. If even DFID had difficulties aligning with the Burundian context, then less 

evolved development organizations would be likely to have had much more difficulty.  
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generally quite closed and guarded. Only a few staff in the Burundi country office were 

willing to talk openly and in a self-reflective way about UNDP’s work. Staff in the UNDP 

Bureau for Conflict Prevention and Recovery (BCPR) in New York and Geneva were 

much more open and reflective about the work of the organization and the challenges 

and opportunities that they faced. 

This bias in my case selection strategy has significance for my findings. The 

organizations that agreed to participate in my research were more amenable than other 

organizations to both peacebuilding and to learning. They were the most likely cases for 

the outcome of study. As a result, my finding that none of them were able to 

systematically adapt to the big changes in Burundi’s war-to-peace transition or maintain 

the relevance of their ongoing programming has implications for organizations that are 

less open and focused on peacebuilding. If the organizations focused on peacebuilding 

and learning were not aligned with Burundi’s war-to-peace transition, then the 

organizations not focused on these things were highly unlikely to have been aligned with 

Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory or make a positive contribution to that trajectory. 

3.3.2 COUNTRY CASE SELECTION 

I examine these five organizations’ interactions with one country’s (Burundi’s) 

institutions over a thirteen-year period (1999–2011). The selection of one country allows 

me to control for the general country environment and examine how the case study 

organizations interact with the same context. Burundi was selected as the post-conflict 

country environment because it has undergone a relatively typical war-to-peace 

transition. While it is not an important priority for any one country’s foreign policy, it is 

relevant for the international community’s overall pursuit of peacebuilding. It was one of 

the two pilot countries selected by the UN Peacebuilding Commission (PBC).  
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The main reason to choose Burundi, however, is that it is off the geopolitical radar of 

the most powerful countries and institutions. It has no natural resources; is not involved 

in the war on terror; is of at most modest emotional value to Belgium (its former colonial 

ruler) and France (the francophone); has no major multinational corporations on its 

territory; and is of little to no strategic interest. As a result, a case study of Burundi allows 

me to isolate bureaucratic imperatives from political imperatives. Because the 

bureaucratic imperatives of peacebuilding organizations are the main subject of this 

study, Burundi is the ideal case study for generating this typological theory. Burundi’s 

geopolitical position meant that the case study organizations were not heavily influenced 

by pursuit of political goals other than peacebuilding.  

I have been conducting research in Burundi since 1999. My knowledge of the 

country and reputation as a professional evaluator and researcher, the excellent 

reputation of my advisor (Peter Uvin) there, and my personal relationships helped to 

convince case study organizations to allow me to do this research. Staff at these 

organizations gave hours of their precious time to do interviews with me, shared 

confidential information and documents, and allowed me to sit in on internal meetings. 

My history with Burundi, and that of my advisor, helped me to gain the trust of the 

leadership of my case study organizations. 

For the next phase of this research, I will test the theory that I generated in Burundi 

in three other countries. To be comparable, these countries should have had a 

peacebuilding process that has been going on for approximately ten years. International 

actors should have been trying to do peacebuilding work in the country for about this 

period. To test alternative explanations for the theory that I build in this dissertation, the 

additional case studies should differ from Burundi in a number of ways. If possible, there 

should be a case where the national institutional determinants match more closely with 

the peacebuilding organizations’ vision of what they want to create. This would 
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influence the degree of difficulty of alignment between international and national norms. 

The willingness of the government to support and buy into the international 

peacebuilding and statebuilding aims should vary to examine how this might influence 

the interaction between national and international actors. The degree of conflict in the 

country should vary to see whether this alters the organizational aims and rate of 

adaptation and change. One of the cases would ideally have more data on a variety of 

indicators to test if more information about outcomes makes a difference in the way that 

organizations interact with the country. The degree of geopolitical prominence of the 

country should vary, to examine whether more or less attention from headquarters 

makes a difference. The size of the country should also vary because this influences 

information flows, organizational structure, and organizational decision making.  

3.4 Data Gathering and Analysis 

The data gathering techniques used for this dissertation include semi-structured 

interviews, archival research, and participant observation. The descriptions and analysis 

contained in this dissertation are based on over 300 semi-structured interviews, reviews 

of hundreds of archival documents, and several cases of participant observation. Over 

130 of these interviews were done specifically for this dissertation research using the 

interview protocol. I conducted the other 180 interviews, often with colleagues, between 

2002 and 2009 for evaluations of the case study organizations and the international 

community in Burundi.  

I began gathering data for this dissertation in 2000, although I did not know it at the 

time. I was a staff person at UNICEF Burundi, responsible for reporting to UNICEF 

headquarters and donors on the evolving situation in the country and on UNICEF’s 

response to it. Although I did not conduct any interviews at the time, this experience 
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gave me a good basis for knowledge of the situation in the country and the international 

community’s response to it.  

In 2002, I transitioned to a position as a formal researcher and analyst for the ICG. I 

began researching the standoff taking place between the donor community in Burundi 

and the Burundian government about the resumption of development cooperation. ICG 

published my report – A Framework for Responsible Aid to Burundi – in 2003.151 I conducted 

over seventy interviews with Burundian officials, members of Burundian NGOs, 

members of the Burundian media, international donors, UN officials, and INGO staff. I 

observed several donor coordination meetings and other meetings on the topic. I also 

reviewed hundreds of documents. I have used my interview transcripts and some of the 

other data that I collected for this dissertation. 

In 2004, I conducted an external evaluation with Peter Uvin of the BLTP. We 

conducted over fifty interviews with participants in the BLTP workshops and observers 

and observed one of the BLTP workshops ourselves. We also reviewed dozens of 

documents for this evaluation. These data and our evaluation have informed this 

dissertation. I conducted a follow-up evaluation of the BLTP for the World Bank in 2008. 

In addition to reviewing dozens of additional documents, I conducted over thirty 

interviews in Burundi for this evaluation. These interviews and the other data that I 

gathered have informed my analysis in this dissertation.  

In 2009, I conducted three separate field visits to Burundi. The first two were solely 

for the purpose of my dissertation research. During these trips, I conducted over 100 

interviews with staff from the five case study organizations, members of the international 

community, and Burundian collaborators and observers. I also participated in several 

                                                           

151 ICG, “A Framework for Responsible Aid to Burundi.” 
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internal meetings of my case study organizations and gathered hundreds of documents. 

These interviews and documents form the core of my case study analysis. 

My third trip to Burundi in 2009 was to evaluate the efficiency and effectiveness of 

the $35 million that the UN Peacebuilding Fund (PBF) contributed to Burundi. For this 

report, I conducted over sixty interviews with UN staff, Burundian government officials, 

beneficiaries of the PBF projects, and observers. I used a Stratified Purposeful Sampling 

Strategy to identify key staff involved in relevant organizational decision-making and the 

implementation of peacebuilding programs, key partners, and key observers.152 I also 

gathered and reviewed hundreds of documents. These data have informed my analysis 

in this dissertation. 

Finally, in 2009, 2010, and 2011, I conducted over thirty interviews via phone, email, 

Google chat, and in person in Geneva; New York; Washington, DC; and Bern, 

Switzerland with staff at the case study organizations’ headquarters, staff who were 

formerly posted in Burundi, and international and Burundian observers. I gathered 

documents about the case study organizations through these interviews. I also gathered 

hundreds of archival documents about the organizations from the Internet and read 

many books and articles on Burundi to develop the description and analysis of Burundi’s 

peacebuilding trajectory. 

I used archival research to map out the peacebuilding goals and programs of each of 

the case study organizations. Archived reports and assessments from each organization 

at the global level helped me assess the likely generalizability of my findings from 

Burundi to these same organizations in other countries. I used the semi-structured 

interviews to understand why the organization acted, or reacted, in the way that it did 

                                                           

152 A Stratified Purposeful Sample is a “sample within a sample.” I chose the categories of people 
with whom I wanted to talk and then selected people within each category who would give me a 
broad range of perspectives on my variables of interest. Michael Quinn Patton, Qualitative Research 
and Evaluation Methods, Third ed. (Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications, 2001), 240. 
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and to identify the key frames and unwritten routines that determined individual 

behavior within the organization. I used the participant observation methods to observe 

decision-making meetings and the presence or absence of “learning behavior” within the 

organizations and teams under study. 

3.4.1 DATA ANALYSIS 

To analyze the data gathered through my interviews, archival research, document 

review, and participant observation, I used process tracing to examine the causal 

pathways between the dichotomous independent variables and the dichotomous 

dependent variables articulated in my hypothesis. Once I realized that the pathways that 

I had articulated in my hypothesis were falsified by my BLTP case study, I began to build 

a new theory by analyzing the data that I had gathered on several alternative 

explanations. “Combining these modes of inductive and deductive development of 

typological theories with methods of within-case analysis, particularly process-tracing, 

can substantially reduce the limitations of Mill’s methods and other methods of 

comparison.”153 

I first assessed the significance of each of my ideal-type variables and the alternative 

explanations to judge which ones were significant for the outcome of study. Then I 

compared these variables across all five case studies. In this sense, I engaged in both data 

analysis and new research simultaneously, regularly analyzing my data during and in 

between field trips to examine how they were aligning with my hypothesis and whether 

I was generating new theories. Nonetheless, in the presentation of my findings, I have 

kept the discussion of my findings from these two phases of analysis separate. My 

interview protocol (see Appendix B) asked questions that were open enough to gather 

information on alternative explanations that I had thought of and those that I had not. 
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When coding the interviews, I coded for the ideal-type variables, the alternative 

explanations that had come up through literature review, and new alternative 

explanations that came up in my interviews. 

Because I measured the dependent variable at the six critical junctures in Burundi’s 

peacebuilding trajectory, comparison of all of the case studies left me with twenty-eight 

sub-cases (two organizations did not operate during the first phase). I then compared the 

conditions that led to each of the different outcomes. I identified which conditions were 

necessary in all of the sub-cases, which conditions were jointly sufficient but not 

individually necessary, and which conditions seemed to be insignificant for the outcome 

of study. From this analysis, I generated a new theory that specifies the four different 

types of interactions that peacebuilding actors can be expected to have with a country’s 

war-to-peace transition and the conditions that lead to each outcome.  

In conducting my data analysis, I employed four approaches drawn from Bernard to 

constantly check validity: 1) Look for consistency and inconsistency between 

knowledgeable informants and investigate the reasons for this; 2) fact-check people’s 

reports of behavior or environmental conditions; 3) welcome negative evidence, see what 

it says about your theory, and seek out alternative explanations; and 4) try to fit extreme 

cases into your theory.154 

3.5 Conclusion 

This dissertation employs a typological theory-building approach that is informed 

by existing theory. It studies five typical types of organizations engaged in peacebuilding 

in Burundi over a thirteen-year period. Based on these in-depth case studies, it falsifies 

the original hypothesis and builds a new theory. The new theory is made more robust by 

                                                           

154 Russell Bernard, Research Methods in Anthropology: Qualitative and Quantitative Approaches, 
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comparison across the twenty-eight sub-cases that are identified by measuring the 

dependent variable at six points in time for each case study (two case studies are not 

operational during the first phase). The revised variables and new theory are outlined in 

the concluding chapter of this dissertation. 

In designing and conducting my dissertation research, I have aimed to comply with 

the four criteria of good case study research: construct validity, internal validity, external 

validity, and reliability.155 I have aimed to ensure construct validity – “identifying correct 

operational measures for the concepts being studied” – by using many different sources 

of evidence and discussing my variables and findings with key informants in each of my 

case study organizations after I had finished all of the interviews.156 In each case, the key 

informant validated my measurement of the variable and offered interesting additional 

insights. I have aimed to assess the internal validity of my theory (i.e., validity of the 

causal relationship articulated in my theory) with process tracing to test whether I had, in 

fact, identified the right causal pathways. I have tried to maintain the external validity 

(i.e., clearly defining the domain in which my findings can be generalized) by selecting 

an example of the five most common types of organizations engaged in peacebuilding 

work in Burundi. The full external validity of this theory to organizations operating 

outside of Burundi will need to be tested through study of other examples of these same 

types of organizations in other countries. I tried to ensure the reliability, or replicability, 

of my design by being as explicit as possible about the decisions that I have made during 

my research process and by keeping an excellent record of all of my data so that, 

theoretically, someone else could review the same data and come to the same 

conclusions. 
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4 BURUNDI’S PEACEBUILDING TRAJECTORY, 1999–2011 

We have just entered a new phase. The people of Burundi must know 
this; they must know that no more time must be lost in so senseless and 
futile a conflict and that the time has come for political realism and 
collective responsibility so that Burundi may become a land of milk and 
honey, where each citizen has the capacity to realize his or her potential 

in complete freedom and justice.157 
President Pierre Buyoya 

23 January 1999 

4.1 Introduction 

In January 1999, the Regional Peace Initiative on Burundi lifted the sanctions 

imposed on the country since 1996. Rwanda, Zaire, Kenya, Tanzania, Ethiopia, and 

Uganda had established the sanctions on Burundi to protest the 1996 coup by President 

Buyoya and to force all parties to the conflict to enter multi-party negotiations.158 

International donors followed suit, freezing approximately $300 million in development 

aid.159  

The sanctions came on top of a raging civil war. In October 1993, Burundian Army 

officers assassinated Burundi’s first Hutu president, Melchior Ndadaye, sparking large-

scale massacres of the minority Tutsi population and deadly reprisals by the Tutsi-run 

army against the majority Hutu population. The country quickly descended into a civil 

war fought between the Burundian Army (Forces Armées Burundaise, FAB) and two 

Hutu rebel groups, the Forces Nationales de Libération du Peuple Hutu (Palipehutu-

FNL) and the Conseil National pour la Défense de la Démocratie (CNDD-FDD). By 1999, 

                                                           

157 Government of Burundi, “Letter Dated 1 February 1999 From the Permanent Representative of 
Burundi to the United Nations Addressed to the President of the Security Council - S/1999/106” 
(United Nations Security Council, February 2, 1999), 3. 
158 ICG, Burundi Under Seige: Lift the Sanctions Re-launch the Peace Process (Brussels: International 
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159 Alexis Sinduhije, “Burundi Faces Economic Woes Despite Sanctions End,” Reuters AlertNet 
(Bujumbura, Burundi, 1999), http://reliefweb.int/node/45315 (accessed September 5, 2011). 
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an estimated 200,000 Burundians had been killed by the fighting and approximately 1 

million more had been forced to flee their homes. 

In 1998, former Tanzanian President Julius Nyerere had started Burundi’s official 

all-party negotiations, the Arusha peace talks, which were convened in the Tanzanian 

capital. The Arusha peace process was African-led, overseen by the Regional Peace 

Initiative on Burundi, made up of Rwanda, Uganda, the Democratic Republic of the 

Congo (Zaire until 1997), and Uganda. In 2001, South Africa joined the mix, repeatedly 

providing essential political, financial, and military capital. In spite of the regional actors’ 

real commitment to Burundi’s peace process, it faced numerous obstacles. 

Burundi is a small, hilly country nestled in the center of Africa. It is much less well 

known than its neighbor to the north, Rwanda, or to the west, the Democratic Republic of 

Congo (DRC), but has been embroiled in the same conflicts in the Great Lakes Region. It 

is one of the most densely populated (240 people per square kilometer in 1999) and 

poorest countries in the world.160 From independence from Belgium in 1962 until 2001, 

Burundi was ruled by a Tutsi clan from Bururi province that monopolized the state, 

military, and economy and used violence, intimidation, and exclusion to maintain their 

power. The Bururi clan’s tight grip on power and violent tactics led to intense oppression 

of Hutus, exclusion of other Tutsis from government, and several waves of massacres 

and reprisals, Hutus against Tutsis and vice versa. As a result, for many Burundians, the 

war began well before 1993. 

Even though the Burundian conflict took on an ethnic dimension, at its root was 

fierce competition for control over the Burundian state and its resources. Unlike many 

other territories colonized in Africa, the countries of Rwanda and Burundi occupy the 

same general territory and maintain much of the social structure that existed before 
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colonialism. The hierarchical social structure and strict deference to authority passed 

down from Burundi’s pre-colonial feudal system pervade politics, governance, and 

everyday life. Burundian politicians still compete desperately to be at the top of the totem 

pole, with little concern for the many Burundians sidelined from power and its benefits. 

These dynamics contributed to shifting alliances, political standoffs, and patterns of 

governance throughout Burundi’s peacebuilding process. 

This chapter synthesizes Burundi’s peacebuilding process between 1999 and 2011 

(see Table 4.1). It begins in 1999 after the removal of the embargo reinvigorated the peace 

process and, as Buyoya’s above quote demonstrates, led many Burundians to believe that 

peace would be accompanied by “milk and honey” for all.161 It ends at the end of 2011. 

At numerous points in between, Burundians and international observers declared, 

“Burundi is at a crossroads.”162 At these critical junctures, it was unclear whether 

Burundi would advance toward peace or succumb to violence and renewed war. This 

chapter outlines the six major phases in Burundi’s peacebuilding processes that were 

triggered by these crossroads, or critical junctures. Each phase represented a new trend in 

Burundi’s peacebuilding process, one that was unpredictable by even the most seasoned 

Burundian analyst. Prior to each new trend was an intense period of uncertainty as to 

which direction Burundi would take.     

The term peacebuilding process refers to the time period when key national and 

international actors attempted to bring peace to Burundi. It describes a period when such 

efforts were not limited to fledgling negotiation and mediation processes, but also 

included peacebuilding programming that aimed to address the causes and 

                                                           

161 Government of Burundi, “Letter Dated 1 February 1999 From the Permanent Representative of 
Burundi to the United Nations Addressed to the President of the Security Council - S/1999/106,” 3. 
162 “Ban Lauds Burundians for Gains in Consolidating Peace,” UN News Centre (Bujumbura, 
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2001, Current African Issues (Uppsala: The Nordic Africa Institute, May 2001). 
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manifestations of conflict and peace. While Burundi’s official peace process was launched 

in 1998, it was only in 1999 that the process gained real momentum and spurred calls for 

the renewal of international assistance and the implementation of significant 

peacebuilding programming. Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory continued in a generally 

positive direction until mid-2010, when its multiparty elections went sour. By 2011, 

although the number of actors engaged in peacebuilding was diminishing, the threat of 

renewed war was growing daily. 

I identified the six phases discussed below through a detailed review of the 

literature on Burundi and news reports and discussions with Burundian experts and 

analysts. The beginning of each phase is generally regarded as the key point when the 

dynamics in Burundi’s peacebuilding process shifted and a new trend emerged. The 

events that trigger each phase are political and primarily focused on who governed the 

country. The leadership of Burundi determined whether there was an opening to address 

the causes and manifestations of the conflict, which are by nature highly political. Politics 

is about who gets what, when, and where, and any international intervention 

intentionally or unintentionally influences this dynamic.  

Hans Morgenthau’s 1962 analysis of the challenges facing the political dynamics of 

foreign aid aptly describes one challenge that the political nature of intervention 

presents. 

It follows from the political nature of foreign aid that it is not a science 
but an art… an analysis of the situation in the recipient country and, 
more particularly, its projection into the future and the conclusions from 
the analysis in terms of policy can only in part be arrived at through 
rational deduction from ascertainable facts. When all the available facts 
have been ascertained, duly analyzed, and conclusions drawn from 
them, the final judgments and decisions can be derived only from subtle 
and sophisticated hunches. The best the formulator and executor of a 
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policy of foreign aid can do is to maximize the chances that his hunches 

turn out right.163 
 

The organizational case studies that follow this chapter discuss how international 

institutions managed their hunches about Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory and their 

interaction with it. Now we turn to Burundi’s war-to-peace trajectory itself. 

4.2 Phase I: The Unexpected Success of the Arusha Process – 

January 1999–October 2001 

On January 23, 1999, Tanzania, Kenya, Uganda, Rwanda, Zaire, and Ethiopia lifted 

the sanctions they had imposed on Burundi in July 1996. Around the same time, donors 

pledged to increase the amount of “expanded humanitarian aid” to Burundi, which had 

also been suspended since 1996.164  

The sanctions were lifted partly in response to the positive progress made in the 

Arusha peace negotiations.165 By removing the sanctions, the Regional Peace Initiative 

signaled its vote of confidence in Burundi’s peace process and removed a major barrier to 

renewed international aid. International donors, too, were hopeful about the Burundian 

government’s commitment to the peace process, particularly when they compared it to 

the political upheaval and war raging in Burundi’s western neighbor, the Democratic 

Republic of the Congo (DRC; Zaire until 1997).166 The removal of sanctions gave them 
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the opportunity to contribute to laying the foundations of peace in Burundi by providing 

additional financial support. 
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Table 4.1: Synthesis of Phases, Trends, and Opportunities in Burundi’s Peacebuilding Trajectory 

Phase 

Critical 

Peacebuilding 

Event 

New Peacebuilding Trends  New Peacebuilding Opportunities 

Phase I:  

Jan. 1999 – 

Oct. 2001 

Removal of regional 

embargo  

New momentum behind Arusha peace process 

and war intensifies. 

Opportunity to give aid for peace 

Opportunity to support Arusha process 

Phase II:  

Nov. 2001 – 

Nov. 2003 

Inauguration of 

transitional 

government 

Implementation of the Arusha Peace Agreement 

is under way, but proceeding very slowly. 

Intense fighting continues between government 

and CNDD-FDD and FNL rebel groups. 

 

Opportunity to support transitional government in implementing Arusha’s reforms 

Opportunity to encourage rebel groups and government to agree on and implement a ceasefire 

Opportunity to engage in conflict-sensitive socio-economic development to prepare for reintegration of refugees, internally 

displaced, and former combatants, and decrease the impoverishment of the Burundian people 

Phase III:  

Dec. 2003 – 

Aug. 2005 

Integration of the 

CNDD-FDD rebel 

group into transitional 

government 

Security is established throughout majority of 

the country. 

Parties push for quick implementation of 

provisions in Arusha Agreement necessary for 

post-transition elections to occur.  

Inter-party tensions and competition threaten to 

derail transition. 

Fighting continues between Army/CNDD-FDD 

and FNL rebel group. 

Opportunity to support transitional government in carrying out reforms necessary for a successful end to the transition 

Opportunity to encourage the FNL and government to agree on and implement a ceasefire 

Opportunity to engage in conflict-sensitive socio-economic development to prepare for reintegration of refugees, internally 

displaced, and former combatants and decrease the impoverishment of the Burundian people 

Phase IV:  

Sept. 2005 – 

April 2009 

Successful completion 

of first democratic 

elections since 

outbreak of war  

New Hutu president is democratically elected 

without significant violent incidents.  

CNDD-FDD begins consolidating power over 

government and its resources.  

Inter-party tensions again stall government. 

Fighting continues with FNL rebel group. 

Opportunity to implement peacebuilding and conflict-sensitive development programming throughout country in all sectors 

Opportunity to strengthen the accountability relationship between the Burundian government and the Burundian people (i.e., 

statebuilding) 

Opportunity to help Burundians establish institutions and culture that will prevent the reemergence of violent conflict and war, 

including through the protection of human rights, provision of rule of law, and promotion of the peaceful resolution of disputes 

Opportunity to begin to heal trauma, social isolation, and destruction of society that resulted from the years of war and 

oppression 

Opportunity to grow Burundi’s economy so that it benefits all Burundians and pulls the country out of extreme poverty 

Opportunity to support sustainable and equitable reintegration of former combatants, refugees, and internally displaced  

Opportunity to encourage the FNL to stop fighting and join the Burundian government and security institutions 

Phase V:  

May 2009 – 

May 2010  

Implementation of 

ceasefire agreement 

with the FNL rebel 

group and integration 

of FNL leadership and 

combatants into 

government and 

security forces 

War is over. Final rebel group enters Burundian 

government and preparations begin for 

forthcoming elections. 

Political violence and intimidation increase in 

lead up to elections. 

Opportunity to integrate the FNL into the Burundian government and security institutions  

Opportunity to help ensure that pre-electoral period sets the stage for free and fair elections 

Opportunity to continue rebuilding an economy and society that suffered from years of war and inequality 

Opportunity to strengthen the accountability relationship between the Burundian government and the Burundian people (i.e., 

statebuilding) 

Opportunity to help Burundians establish institutions and culture that will prevent the reemergence of violent conflict and war, 

including through the protection of human rights, provision of rule of law, and promotion of the peaceful resolution of disputes 

Phase VI:  

June 2010 – 

Dec. 2011 

Withdrawal of all 

opposition parties 

from electoral cycle 

Burundi begins path toward one-party state.  

Government increases political violence and 

imposes new limits on political freedom. 

New rebel group emerges. 

Opportunity to bring opposition back into electoral cycle 

Opportunity to encourage government to stop political violence and encourage political freedom 

Opportunity to prevent the emergence of a new rebellion 

Opportunity to continue to strengthen the institutions of state and society that will prevent the reemergence of civil war and 

grow the Burundian economy so that it benefits all Burundians 
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Nonetheless, between January 1999 and October 2001, Burundi’s peacebuilding 

process experienced extreme highs and lows. The Arusha peace negotiations advanced, 

faltered, and then advanced again. Violence escalated, civilians fled the violence, and 

then violence raged even more. Just as the country seemed to descend into full-scale war, 

there was a breakthrough in the Arusha negotiations and the Transitional National 

Government was inaugurated. For distant observers and Burundian analysts alike, this 

phase offered few moments of certainty as to whether Burundi would advance toward 

war or peace.  

4.2.1 THE PEACE PROCESS 

The suspension of sanctions against Burundi in January 1999 was seen by many as 

“a major shot in the arm for the peace process,” but the shot wore off quickly.167 For most 

of 1999, although the nineteen parties to the Arusha peace process met regularly, they 

did not make much progress. The mediator, Julius Nyerere, and international donors 

funding the talks were frustrated with the slow pace. Nyerere criticized the parties at the 

talks for “wasting, time, money and hope.”168 An international donor commented that it 

was difficult to guarantee continued funding for peace talks when “many of the 

participants seem to treat it as a free holiday.”169 In fact, the high per diems paid at the 

Arusha talks became a disincentive for the participating parties to come to agreement, 
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particularly as several “Arusha mansions” of participating politicians were still under 

construction in Bujumbura.170 

As the peace talks stalled, intense fighting continued between the government on 

one side and the CNDD-FDD and FNL rebel groups on the other. In fact, the rebel 

groups did not participate in the peace talks, greatly reducing the likelihood that any 

agreement would be accompanied by a ceasefire.171 Civilians greatly suffered at the 

hands of both the army and the rebel groups. In a particularly egregious display, the 

army forced over 320,000 Burundians to live in camps far from their homes so that the 

rebel groups could not hide out in their neighborhoods. People in these regroupement 

camps lived in deplorable conditions, with many succumbing to disease and death.172  

Although the Burundians were by far the most affected by the war, some 

internationals also became targets. On October 12, 1999, the UNICEF Representative from 

Chile, a Dutch World Food Program (WFP) Logistics Officer, and seven Burundian staff 

were killed by rebels during a visit to a regroupement camp in Rutana province.173 Their 

deaths sent shockwaves throughout the international community in Burundi. The UN 

evacuated all non-essential personnel and reduced its activities to a minimum.174 

Combined with the lack of progress in the peace process and the desolate situation for so 

many Burundians, the murder of the UN staff made Burundi’s prospects seem even 
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gloomier. “Hope is in short supply in Burundi these days,” said Kathleen Cravero, the 

Humanitarian Coordinator, as she presented the UN Country Team report written in 

early 1999, entitled “Choosing Hope.”175 Cravero was one of the few survivors of the 

Rutana murders. 

The appointment of Nelson Mandela as the new mediator of the Arusha process in 

the wake of Nyerere’s October 1999 death again raised the prospects for peace. Mandela 

brought new energy and prestige to the process and, on August 28, 2000, succeeded in 

getting the nineteen negotiating parties to sign the Arusha Agreement on Peace and 

Reconciliation.176 The Arusha Agreement contained relatively comprehensive guidelines 

for Burundi’s three-year transitional government and the creation of its new institutions. 

It offered two major solutions to Burundi’s war: power sharing and equitable economic 

development. The power sharing arrangements addressed the ethnic origins of the war, 

while Protocol IV of the agreement outlined a comprehensive plan for reconstruction and 

development.  

Although an impressive document written largely by international advisors in 

consultation with the Burundian politicians, the Arusha Agreement did not include a 

ceasefire or agreement on who would lead Burundi’s three-year transition. In spite of 

Mandela’s efforts, the rebel groups who were fighting the war refused to sign onto an 

agreement that they had not participated in drafting.177 As a result, the Arusha Accord 

was an agreement between all of the other major and minor political parties in Burundi, 
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but not between those who were actually engaged in battle – the Burundian Army, the 

CNDD-FDD, and FNL. It did not contain arrangements that would end the fighting. The 

parties also failed to agree on who would lead the three-year transitional period. The 

Arusha process was supposed to agree on the president and vice president of the three-

year transitional period that would precede democratic elections and autonomous 

governance. These gaping holes in the agreement made it impossible to implement 

without further agreements on the ceasefire and transitional leadership. Mandela 

continued to negotiate for both. 

By spring 2001, neither the negotiations on the ceasefire nor the transitional 

leadership showed positive progress. The implementation of the Arusha Agreement was 

behind schedule, even in areas that did not require a ceasefire or transitional 

leadership.178 At the same time, fighting between the rebel groups and the Burundian 

army increased to unprecedented levels. In March 2001, the FNL launched sustained 

attacks on several predominantly Tutsi neighborhoods in Bujumbura.179 They “held” the 

neighborhood of Kinama for approximately two weeks, engaging in intense combat with 

the Burundian Army.180 Thousands of Burundians fled their homes, and hundreds of 

civilians and fighters were killed. During the weeks following the bombardment, 

hundreds of dead and several mass graves were discovered.181 According to 

International Crisis Group (ICG), the FNL launched the attack to weaken Buyoya’s 

credibility as the guarantor of Bujumbura’s security so that his position in the ongoing 
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negotiations over the transitional leadership would be weakened.182 In addition to the 

FNL attack on Bujumbura, fighting between the CNDD-FDD and the Burundian Army 

spread to provinces that were normally peaceful. By mid-2001, there was intense fighting 

and indiscriminate attacks on civilians in thirteen of Burundi’s seventeen provinces.183  

The success of the peace process in neighboring DRC was thought to be contributing 

to the escalation of Burundi’s conflict.184 Disarmament processes in the DRC were 

encouraging CNDD-FDD rebels based there and their Rwandan allies to move across the 

border and regroup in the Kibira forest in Northwest Burundi.185 In May 2001, Jan Van 

Eck, a Burundi Analyst at the Centre for International Policy Studies in Pretoria, warned 

that Hutu rebels in the DRC were moving to their bases to Burundi with the ultimate aim 

of overthrowing the Tutsi governments in Burundi, Rwanda, and Uganda.186 ICG 

reported that the death of Laurent Kabila in January 2001, in fact, triggered the 

implementation of a plan that he had made in September 1999 to “move the war towards 

the East, by first attacking Burundi.”187 Furthermore, the CNDD-FDD and FNL were 

growing stronger. For the first time, they appeared to be coordinating their operations 
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and were recruiting new members.188 After the FNL offensive in Bujumbura in March 

2001, it was reportedly recruiting 1,000 new members.189 

In May 2001, Jan Van Eck and the ICG warned that both the Army and the rebels 

were preparing for a major battle and that Burundi was “sliding once again towards 

widespread civil war.”190 The combination of escalating fighting between the Burundian 

Army and the rebel groups, the faltering ceasefire negotiations, and the inability of the 

signatories to the Arusha Agreement to agree on who would lead the transitional 

government led many to fear Burundi’s peace process was doomed.191 Burundians had 

hoped that the signature of the Arusha Agreement in August 2000 would bring peace; 

instead they faced the threat of a war that could engulf the entire Great Lakes Region.192 

A regional observer summed up the general mood about Burundi in June 2001: “If it’s 

not the rebels, politics and poverty will bring the country down.”193 

Surprisingly, in July 2001, an agreement on the leadership of Burundi’s transitional 

government was reached. A summit meeting of the Regional Peace Initiative on Burundi 

designated Burundi’s actual president, Pierre Buyoya, as the Transitional President and 

Domitien Ndayizeye, a key player in Burundi’s major Hutu party, FRODEBU, as the 

Vice-President.194 This arrangement would last for the first eighteen months of Burundi’s 
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planned three-year transition. For the second half of the transition, the Hutu parties that 

participated in the Arusha process would choose the new president and the Tutsi parties 

would choose the vice president.  

The agreement on the transitional leadership once again made Burundians and 

international actors hopeful that Arusha Agreement would be implemented. However, 

before this could happen, a protection force had to be established to guarantee the 

physical safety of politicians returning from exile to take part in the new government.195 

Because of their roles as both perpetrators and victims of the war, many of these exiled 

politicians still feared for their lives. UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan indicated that 

without a ceasefire, UN troops would not be deployed for this task leaving the Regional 

Peace Initiative and South African mediation searching for other options.196  

In October 2001, just a few days before President Buyoya and Vice-President 

Ndayizeye were to be inaugurated, the South African Special Protection Unit arrived in 

the country. Nelson Mandela had convinced the South African army to deploy this unit. 

These 700 South African troops were mandated to protect approximately 150 politicians 

who were returning to Burundi to be part of the transitional government.197 Not all 

Burundians welcomed the troops. Extremists on both sides had objected to their 
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deployment, with Tutsi hardline groups calling on Burundians to attack them.198 In spite 

of these threats, the South African troops arrived without incident and the transitional 

government was inaugurated on November 1, 2001. Nelson Mandela had once again 

helped Burundi’s peace process make a major step forward.199 

In spite of the progress in the peace process, war raged and institutional reform 

moved at a snail’s pace. Clashes continued between the rebels and the Burundian army, 

again killing civilians and forcing them to flee their homes.200 Rwandan Hutu rebels who 

had carried out the genocide were reportedly now fighting the Burundian Army on its 

own soil.201 The FNL continued to launch ambushes on military and civilian vehicles, 

making simple road trips treacherous for all.202 Reflecting the mixed messages of hope 

and fear, increasing numbers of refugees began to voluntarily return to Burundi from 

Tanzania.203  
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4.2.2 AID FOR BUILDING PEACE 

As Burundi’s peace process and ongoing war vied for attention, another conflict 

brewed: the battle over the resumption of aid to Burundi. The international attention that 

Burundi’s war and peace process received outweighed this tiny country’s strategic 

importance. The regional heads of state saw Burundi as a potential success story and an 

island of stability in a region fraught with conflict.204 International actors hoped to 

assuage their guilt from not preventing Rwanda’s 1994 genocide by trying to prevent the 

same thing from happening in Burundi.205 Nelson Mandela was impressed by their 

commitment: 

 It will remain for us one of the most promising features of the Burundi 
peace process that so many heads of state or government, or their 
delegated representatives, gave of their time and energy to attend and 
participate in the plenary sessions at Arusha… It must have sent a 
powerful message that the leaders in the immediate region, on the 
continent and on the broader international front care about peace in the 

world, no matter where it may be under attack.206 
 

Once the embargo was lifted in January 1999, international actors and the 

Burundian government alike advocated tirelessly for the resumption of aid to this 

impoverished country.  The ICG remarked that during the first half of 1999, Burundian 

diplomacy focused almost solely on advocating for the resumption of development 
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cooperation.207 In January 2000, Marc Nteturuye, Burundi’s Permanent Representative to 

the United Nations, declared:  

We also expect the international community to accompany the peace 
process along the way, to be on the side of the Government and help 
them to conduct the peace process to a safe harbor. The peace process 
needs political support, but it also needs economic assistance and 

support for reconstruction.208 
 

The UN, several international advocacy organizations, the mediators, and even 

donor governments joined the refrain. “It is by opening Burundi up to economic 

assistance and thus easing the suffering of the population, and giving them confidence in 

the peace process, that the international community can best help the Arusha talks,” 

French President Jacques Chirac said at the talks in February 2000.209 

While the peace process, war, and debate about aid persisted, the Burundian people 

suffered. The war, sanctions, and withdrawal of aid had made an already impoverished 

people dirt poor. The Gross Domestic Product (GDP) per capita in 2001 was estimated at 

US $120, down from an average of US $240 between 1980 and 1985.210 Rapidly escalating 

fighting forced hundreds of thousands of Burundians to flee their homes, far away from 

their fields and communities. With over 200,000 dead from the war, people were 

traumatized and even more were vulnerable. They had lost loved ones on whom they 
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depended for their health and livelihood. Insecurity and drought further reduced their 

capacity to live decently, resulting in waves of malnutrition, disease, and death.  

The state was also suffering, although to a different degree. Not only did it have less 

money to spend, but the available money was worth less and goods were more 

expensive. By 1999, inflation continued to rise steadily, export earnings had dropped 50 

percent, and the cost of imports had increased by 25 percent.211 The budget deficit 

swelled, and the black market flourished as people in power found ways around the 

embargo. The only stable income for the state was from beer: The Arabarudi Brewery in 

Bujumbura remained largely unaffected and continued to provide 60 percent of its 

profits to the government.212  

The desperate economic situation made the resumption of responsible aid even 

more urgent.213 Because the Burundian war was largely a conflict over scarce resources, 

resolving the conflict required an enlarged pie that could serve more people, more 

equally.214 In Burundi’s primarily agricultural economy, the state was the main route to 

wealth and prosperity. Prior to 1996, aid had provided over 80 percent of total 

investment in the country.215 The resumption of aid would therefore contribute to the 

individual prosperity of many Burundian politicians, further increasing their fervor to 

advocate for it. The Burundian people desperately needed more sustainable and 

equitable aid that would allow them to take charge of their own livelihoods, rather than 
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depending on periodic humanitarian handouts that had predominant since the outbreak 

of war. Refugees International argued that investing in programs in secure areas of the 

country would “build momentum for peace by focusing people on the future instead of 

the past.”216 Nonetheless, very little investment of this type took place. 

All actors saw the impact that increased resources would have on the power balance 

and the prospects for peace. The rebels saw the resumption of aid to the Burundian 

government as a shift in the balance in the government’s favor. Politicians knew that 

people in the government would benefit from increased aid. It would give them more 

power and leverage and allow them to offer a “peace dividend” to the people. If people 

could see the benefit of peace, it was argued, then maybe they would stop supporting the 

warring parties, in whichever ways they did this. As a result, development was seen as a 

cause of peace at the same time that peace was seen as a cause of development.  

In spite of their financial and political commitment to Burundi’s peace process, 

Western donors were reluctant to provide development or peacebuilding aid to Burundi. 

Without an end in sight to the war, donors questioned whether a state with such a weak 

administration, pervasive cronyism, and nepotism was ready for development 

assistance, much less direct budgetary support. The resumption of development aid, 

after all, meant supporting one side of the conflict by pouring money into the coffers of 

the government. When the sanctions were suspended, Jerome Ndiho, the Brussels-based 

spokesman for the CNDD-FDD rebel group, declared, “We think that it is a big political 

mistake to end sanctions. It gives Buyoya a big push to go on killing our population and 

not continue with negotiations.”217   

It was not the need for money that was in question, but rather the mechanisms 

through which this money would be spent (i.e., through a corrupt, dictatorial state), the 

                                                           

216 Refugees International, Give Burundi a chance. 
217 Refugees International, Give Burundi a chance. 



 99 

signal that it would send to a government that was still engaged in war, and how it 

would shift the balance of power between the warring parties.218 Donors also feared that 

their aid would encourage the war by giving the government more money with which to 

purchase weapons. The ebbs and flows in the peace process and war only reinforced 

donor skepticism. 

Donors used the promise of development aid to entice Burundian politicians to 

negotiate. Once the Arusha Agreement had been signed, they moved the goalpost and 

promised to release aid once the transitional government was inaugurated. The carrot of 

aid proved to be an effective conditionality tool, as Burundians and the government were 

starving without it. As the next chapters will show, donors lost much of their leverage 

once the aid was actually released.  

The discussion around aid in Burundi raised the importance of peacebuilding – or 

the use of international aid and intervention to build the foundations of a just peace – 

from the early stages. Protocol IV of the Arusha Agreement outlined a framework for 

equitable reconstruction and development.219 Furthermore, Nelson Mandela believed 

strongly that Burundi’s conflict was rooted in its poverty and inequality and that 

addressing this social and economic inequality was at the foundation of Burundi’s 

peacebuilding process: “It must be possible for the people of Burundi to materially 

distinguish between the destructiveness of conflict and the benefits of peace.”220  
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4.3 Phase II: Peace with War – November 2001–November 2003 

On November 1, 2001, Burundi’s transitional government was inaugurated for a 

three-year period with Buyoya as its president. This event began a decidedly upward 

trend in Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory. It led to an unprecedented peaceful 

transition from a Tutsi leader to a Hutu leader and real progress in the ceasefire 

negotiations with the rebel groups, making an end to the war seem possible. 

Nonetheless, immediately after the inauguration, uncertainty returned. 

The inauguration of the transitional government did not ensure that President 

Buyoya would turn over power to his Hutu vice president after 18 months, and it did not 

guarantee that the new government would carry out the institutional reforms to which 

they had committed in the Arusha Agreement. The installation of the transitional 

government essentially moved the Arusha process to Burundi. The Arusha signatory 

parties chose the president, vice president, and twenty-six new ministers. Once in the 

new government, these parties continued many of the same political battles that had 

preoccupied them during the Arusha talks. Only now they had no one to mediate their 

disagreements.221  

It took the new government two months to agree to appoint the Transitional 

National Assembly, the body responsible for passing the new legislation required for 

Arusha’s reforms. The implementation of the Arusha Agreement was already behind 

schedule by this point, and the stagnation only worsened. The transitional politicians 

were engaged in difficult work. Although Arusha gave a framework for Burundi’s 

transitional institutions and major reforms, the transitional government had to work out 

the details.222 They had to make institutional reforms while occupying these new 
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institutions – writing the rulebook while playing the game. Many of the members of the 

transitional government were former enemies. They had helped cause the death of each 

other’s loved ones and were now sharing conference rooms and charged with governing 

the country together. At the same time, they had to manage their own constituencies, 

many of whom were very wary of this new partnership and what it might cost them.  

The Arusha Agreement mandated the Implementation Monitoring Committee 

(IMC) to oversee Burundi’s three-year transitional period and ensure that the key 

benchmarks stipulated in the agreement were met.223 The IMC was comprised of 

signatories of the agreement and headed by Berhanu Dinka, the Special Representative of 

the Secretary-General to Burundi. Unfortunately, while the IMC held regular meetings 

and followed key events, it did not have the leadership or leverage to make the 

government implement the Arusha Agreement. “The IMC is being transformed into a 

credit society for its members, a small forum for perpetual negotiations, where the parties 

procrastinate with no consciousness of the urgency of their task or the suffering of the 

people of Burundi.”224 Even the IMC’s own executive committee lamented its 

incompetence: “It is deplorable that the [IMC], which should have been the driving force 

behind the campaign to educate the population and garner support for the accord, 

should be reduced to the mere role of spectator.”225  

All the while, the battle between the Burundian Army and the rebel groups raged 

on. In fact, just after the transitional government was inaugurated, both the Army and 
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the rebels launched new offensives against one another. The negotiation table and 

battlefield had merged. Each side attempted to weaken the enemy on the battlefield in 

order to strengthen its stance at the negotiating table. Although ceasefire talks continued, 

now between the transitional government and the rebel groups, the rebels remained 

reluctant to agree to a ceasefire before their conditions had been met: “It is the insurgency 

itself which gives the rebels their political leverage.”226 

Burundians were exasperated by the slow implementation of the Arusha Agreement 

and the escalating fighting. According to Joseph Ndayizeye of Ligue ITEKA, Burundi’s 

foremost human rights organization at the time, the politicians had caused the conflict 

and people had little trust that they would fulfill the promises made at Arusha.227 Bad 

governance is “the root cause of all the problems we are facing now… hatred, 

deprivation, nepotism, corruption, and an almost feudal style of leadership.”228 

Burundian people had hoped that the Arusha Agreement would bring an end to the war 

and a badly needed influx of aid. Instead, all they saw was more war, abuse, and 

poverty. 

The transitional government, too, was anxious for the arrival of aid. Donors had 

promised hundreds of millions of dollars at each annual donor conference since 1999, but 

most of the non-humanitarian aid had still not arrived.  

The government is angry that the international community has not yet 
released the promised funds. Mandela pushed them to sign the Arusha 
Agreement with the understanding and the promise that they would 
receive the money. Now they are angry because the funds haven’t come 
through and the economy is falling apart, and they do not know how to 

                                                           

226 Economist Intelligence Unit (EIU), Burundi Economic and Political Outlook, n.d., 33, 
http://www.eiu.com.ezproxy.library.tufts.edu/report_dl.asp?issue_id=84154208&mode=pdf 
(accessed February 9, 2012).  
227 Anaclet Rwegayura, “Burundi: Famine Hits Hard As Fighting Continues in Burundi,” Pan 
African News Agency (Dar es Salaam, October 4, 2000), http://reliefweb.int/node/70066 (accessed 
February 9, 2012). 
228 Ibid. 



 103 

hold together the transitional government or the state without this 

money.229 
 

Although the new government was anxious for donors to give aid, particularly 

budgetary aid that would be delivered directly to the state’s coffers, it could not give 

donors clear plans as to how it would spend the money or demonstrate their capacity to 

manage it transparently and efficiently.230 Government officials even confirmed that 

corruption and embezzlement were commonplace.231 The state, after all, was the main 

route to wealth, and the transitional government seemed to be “more concerned with 

bringing the dividends of peace to themselves, not their people.”232 People in power 

went so far as issuing death threats to donors for withholding aid.233  

The Burundian government, the UN, and international advocacy organizations had 

put forward countless arguments as to why donors should again provide non-

humanitarian aid to Burundi.234 The country was in financial ruins. The people were 

impoverished. The government was too poor to govern. But donors did not have the 

funding options that allowed them to support a government that was as fragile as 

Burundi’s and still engaged in a civil war. Humanitarian assistance went directly to 

international non-governmental organizations (NGO) to provide short-term assistance. 

NGOs had been providing this “short-term” assistance for almost ten years at this point, 

all the while creating dependency and decreasing the capacity of Burundians to 

reconstruct their own lives.235  
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The other options for donors were budgetary aid that went directly to the state 

account or structural aid that supported projects or programs developed and 

implemented by government ministries.236 Budgetary and structural aid required that 

the transitional government have the capacity to manage the funds transparently and 

efficiently and produce good programs and plans, neither of which it could do. Instead, it 

was preoccupied; its members were focused on “jockeying for posts, trying to get donors 

to resume cooperation, and fighting to win a war, not developing or implementing a 

transitional program.”237  

Donors did not have pots of money reserved for transitional programming. They 

had money for humanitarian assistance, money for development, and a bit of money for 

peacekeeping. But none of their aid was intended to help a fragile state that was still in 

the midst of war to govern more effectively. Nor did donors have money set aside to help 

citizens hold the state accountable or build their own livelihoods in the midst of conflict 

and instability.  

The donors that did have peacebuilding funds – namely United States Agency for 

International Development (USAID), the Department for International Development 

(DFID), and the World Bank – supported small initiatives by international NGOs or the 

African Union’s new peacekeeping mission in Burundi, the African Mission in Burundi 

(AMIB). While many of these initiatives made important contributions to the peace 

process, they did not come close to addressing the scale of the problems facing the 

country at that time. Poverty, inequality, displacement, war-related trauma, and weak 

state institutions risked reversing Burundi’s gains before it had become eligible for funds 

that might help combat these conditions.  
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Miraculously, Burundi’s war-to-peace transition advanced. On May 1, 2003, 

President Buyoya handed the presidency over to his vice president, Domitien Ndayizeye, 

who became the first Hutu president to remain in office throughout his full tenure. The 

Burundian Army, as the holder of political, financial, and military power, had played a 

key role in allowing this transition to take place.238 In October and November 2003, 

ceasefire agreements were signed between the final faction of the CNDD-FDD and the 

transitional government, immediately improving the security situation throughout the 

country. Only one rebel group now remained outside of Burundi’s peace process: 

Agathon Rwasa’s faction of the FNL.   

The creation of the transitional government and subsequent breakthroughs during 

this period presented significant opportunities for peacebuilding. The transitional 

government needed a great deal of support and assistance in their efforts to reform the 

government and set up the framework for Burundi’s new institutions. The health, 

education, sanitation, and electricity systems were in ruins or nonexistent. They needed 

to be built or rebuilt to serve the entire population equally. Reconciliation and healing 

were needed at all levels of society. Civil society organizations and media were relatively 

strong for a war-torn country but were still in need of new resources and support. 

Burundi’s rural farmers needed to be able to reconstruct their own lives and rebuild all 

that had been destroyed by the years of war, conflict, oppression, and intense poverty. 

The inauguration of Burundi’s transitional government led to such a seismic shift in 

the direction of Burundi’s war-to-peace trajectory that it should have caused 

organizations engaged in peacebuilding to examine the relevance of their ongoing 

programming. As with the removal of the sanctions in 1999, it should have caused them 
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to act to change their overall strategy and aims to align with the needs and opportunities 

of Burundi’s new reality.    

4.4 Phase III: Peace, Transition, and a Little War – December 2003–

August 2005 

On November 23, 2003, President Domitien Ndayizeye formed his new twenty-

seven-member cabinet that included Pierre Nkurunziza, the leader of the biggest rebel 

faction (CNDD-FDD), as the new Minister of Good Governance and State Inspection and 

three other CNDD-FDD representatives as members of Parliament who carried some 

ministerial responsibility.239 The creation of this new government marked the integration 

of the majority of Burundi’s rebel groups into government. The conflict between 

Burundi’s political parties was far from resolved; it was just transferred to the arena of 

government rather than the battlefield. But for Burundi’s war-to-peace transition, this 

was a truly significant step.  

If the removal of the embargo in January 1999 marked the beginning of Burundi’s 

exit from war, and the inauguration of the transitional government in November 2001 

marked the start of the implementation of Burundi’s peace agreement, the integration of 

the CNDD-FDD into Burundi’s government attained peace, or negative peace. It 

established security throughout most of the country for the first time since the outbreak 

of the war in 1993. Nonetheless, a great deal of uncertainty remained as to whether the 

ceasefire would survive the political wrangling that was sure to come. 
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4.4.1 THE TRANSITIONAL GOVERNMENT’S PACKED AGENDA 

The transitional government rapidly sped up its implementation of the Arusha 

Agreement soon after the CNDD-FDD joined. The earlier transfer of power from Pierre 

Buyoya to Domitien Ndayizeye had proven that Burundi’s leaders were serious about 

implementing the Arusha Agreement and that the Regional Peace Initiative would do its 

utmost to ensure that it stuck to the overall timetable. Now that there was a ceasefire 

with all groups but Rwasa’s FNL, the transitional government had less than a year to 

organize the elections that would end the transitional period. To abide by the transition’s 

three-year timeframe, the elections would have to be organized by October 31, 2004.  

To hold the elections in less than a year, the transitional government would have to 

reach a ceasefire agreement with the remaining rebel group, the FNL, which still was not 

participating in official ceasefire negotiations.240 It would have to implement the 

ceasefire agreements signed in November 2003 by Nkurunziza’s CNDD-FDD and the 

agreements signed by two smaller factions of the CNDD-FDD and FNL in 2002. The 

implementation of these agreements required that the rebel combatants be either 

demobilized or integrated into the new National Defense Force (FDN), which had not yet 

been created. The rebel groups would also have to transform themselves into political 

parties. The government and international community would also have to facilitate the 

return of displaced people and refugees to vote in the elections. An interim post-

transitional constitution would have to be agreed upon and adopted by referendum, 

several other laws adopted, and five rounds of rounds of elections organized – the 
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referendum, two local-level elections, and the National Assembly and Senate elections.241 

The president was to be appointed by the Senate and National Assembly.   

A well-functioning government would have had great difficulty completing these 

tasks within eleven months. For Burundi’s transitional government, it seemed next to 

impossible. On the political side, there was enormous tension between the CNDD-FDD 

and FRODEBU, the main Hutu party. The main Tutsi party, UPRONA, took FRODEBU’s 

side. The CNDD-FDD believed that FRODEBU benefitted politically from the CNDD-

FDD’s years of fighting. FRODEBU was not directly linked to a rebel group but was the 

main political beneficiary of the Arusha Agreement.242 In other words, the CNDD-FDD 

did all of the fighting, but the Arusha Agreement gave FRODEBU the rewards. Now that 

both FRODEBU and the CNDD-FDD were part of the transitional government, their 

historical conflict became a major impediment to governance and the preparation for the 

upcoming elections.  

In fact, the organization of the elections and the post-transitional constitution were 

the source of much of the tension between FRODEBU and the CNDD-FDD. All of the 

parties were concerned about how they would fare in the elections and how the outcome 

would affect their power, wealth, and security.  

In the end, politics were personal for each politician involved.243 People feared for 

their lives and those of their families. They feared that their access to wealth and ability 

to pay off their debt would be taken away.244 They feared that they would lose the 
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personal prestige that they had gained and that all that they had fought for would be lost 

if they did not hold onto power. 

The CNDD-FDD party members felt that they had a greater chance of winning if 

elections were held at the scheduled time. The less time they spent in government, the 

less they would be tarnished by people’s negative perception of the transitional 

government.245 FRODEBU party members believed that they would be at an advantage 

by delaying the elections.246 An intense conflict within the government ensued. In 

response, the CNDD-FDD withdrew from the Cabinet and Parliament on several 

occasions. There was intense political wrangling and positioning among the various 

political parties. This created a high degree of uncertainty as to whether an agreement on 

the interim constitution or electoral calendar would ever be reached. As the political 

infighting continued, it became increasingly clear that the elections would be delayed. 

For the Burundian people, the political antics increased their fear about the 

elections. The last round of democratic elections in 1993 had led to waves of violence and 

death and the onslaught of the war.  

People flee from here because they are afraid that it will turn out just like 
in 1993. They think that war is going to break out again because of the 
elections. The Tutsis are afraid, and the Hutus are afraid. How can you 
think that there is nothing to be afraid of when those who are supposed 

to reassure us say they too are worried about the situation?247 

While politicians fought for their political livelihoods, much of the rest of the 

population continued to fight for their lives. In August 2004, the Secretary-General 

reported that summary  

executions of civilians, torture, sexual violence, illegal and arbitrary 
detention continue, with impunity, primarily targeting the civilian 
population. The situation is particularly grave in Bujumbura Rural. Both 
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FNL and joint FAB/CNDD-FDD forces have been accused of grave 
violations of international humanitarian law and human rights, as well 

as looting and subjecting the population to a constant state of fear.248  

In 2004, mass graves were uncovered in Bujumbura Rural, and sexual violence and rape 

was widespread, including of minors.249  

The FDN and FNL committed grave human rights violations against the Burundian 

population. Both forces targeted suspected supporters of the other.250 The FDN 

reportedly burned large swaths of houses and conducted summary executions and mass 

arrests of suspected FNL supporters during the electoral period.251 In addition, fighting 

in the northwest of the country caused thousands of Burundians to temporarily flee from 

their homes.  

At the same time, many Burundian refugees living in Tanzania and people who had 

been internally displaced felt optimistic enough about the situation in Burundi to return 

home. Between January and August 2005, 26,077 Burundian refugees returned to their 

home country, encouraged by the elections and the conclusion of the transitional 

phase.252 The number of IDPs living in displacement camps fell to 116,799 living in 160 

camps during this period.253  
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4.4.2 THE BURUNDIAN MILITARY: FROM BARRIER TO ENABLER OF PEACE 

Cooperation between the former rebels and Burundian Army was initially more 

successful than the negotiations among the politicians. A ceasefire had gone into effect 

immediately after the CNDD-FDD and the transitional government signed the 

Comprehensive Ceasefire Agreement on November 16, 2003. Almost immediately, the 

CNDD-FDD began to put some of its combatants into cantonment areas, while others 

collaborated with the Burundian Army in joint campaigns against the FNL. DFID, the 

UN, and the EU paid for food to be delivered to the combatants – a risky but important 

action that enabled the peacebuilding process to advance.254  

Although the ceasefire with the CNDD-FDD was holding, the integration of the 

rebel forces and the army into a new FDN was stalled.255 This posed a threat to the 

forthcoming elections because the demobilization of the rebel groups was a prerequisite 

for their participation. If the CNDD-FDD fighters were not demobilized, the CNDD-FDD 

could not register as a political party. If the rebel groups were not integrated into the new 

FDN, the military would not be under the full control of civilian authority, challenging 

the legitimacy of the newly elected government. Furthermore, many Hutus would feel 

threatened by the persistence of an all-Tutsi military.256  

The creation of the FDN was a herculean task and particularly critical for Burundi’s 

peacebuilding process. Many believed that the issues blocking the integration of the rebel 
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and military forces were so intractable that they would prevent the implementation of 

the Arusha Agreement and a peaceful end to the transition.257  

Several issues prevented the rebel groups and Burundian Army from being 

integrated into a new Burundian FDN. First, the parties could not easily come to 

agreement on who qualified as a combatant and was thus eligible for assistance. Second, 

they were unable to agree on how the different positions within the rebel groups, 

political movements, and the Burundian Army would be harmonized to ensure that each 

group had power within the integrated defense forces and that each individual had the 

competence to carry out his or her task. Third, the integration process was delayed in 

part because the Burundian Armed Forces were engaged in a counterinsurgency 

campaign against the FNL and did not want to go into cantonment or give up their heavy 

weapons. Fourth, the reintegration of former combatants into society was delayed 

because of the weak capacity of the National Commission for Demobilization, 

Reinsertion, and Reintegration.  

All of the barriers to the creation of the integrated security forces were overcome 

before the 2005 elections, although their resolution was neither easy nor obvious. For 

example, the Joint Ceasefire Commission (JCC) that was mandated to implement the 

ceasefire agreements proposed solutions for the status of combatants and harmonization 

of military grades. But the CNDD-FDD had not been part of the JCC and rejected its 

conclusions. In summer 2004, another joint group that included the CNDD-FDD was 

mandated to try and find a solution to these questions.258 This group was made up of 

military planners and other technical staff, not the higher-level political players who had 

been involved in the JCC.259 With the permission of Nkurunziza and the support of the 
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Burundi Leadership Training Program (BLTP; see Chapter 9), this group managed to 

come up with an acceptable proposal that allowed the integration of the rebel and army 

forces into the Burundian FDN to advance, although some issues remained.260 The 

breakthrough surprised many observers and analysts. Amazingly, Burundians had again 

managed to overcome seemingly insurmountable differences and establish new 

institutions that would enable power sharing among former enemies. 

The Burundian military had been the instigator of Burundi’s war and had 

constituted the primary barrier to its resolution. Now it was a major driver behind 

Burundi’s peacebuilding process. For long-time observers of Burundi’s politics, the 

Army’s decision to support the Arusha Agreement, rather than try to block it, was 

“extraordinary.”261 It was a “clear sign that the Arusha process had created a change” in 

power and politics in Burundi.262  

The army leadership supported the reforms outlined in Arusha because it believed 

that it would fare best if it de-politicized itself.263 The Tutsi parties were gradually losing 

political ground, and according to the ethnic power sharing provisions of the Arusha 

Agreement, they would need to be transformed into integrated Hutu-Tutsi parties. An 

all-Tutsi army that had been the driver of the war would not fare well under Hutu 

leadership. As a result, the Army saw that it would gain by transforming itself into an 

integrated force that would be more palatable to Burundi’s new leadership. The 

disarmament of Army and rebel combatants officially began in December 2004, over a 

month after the elections were originally scheduled to take place. The remaining issues 
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preventing the formation of the new defense force were regulated by presidential decree 

on May 11, 2005, less than a month before the communal elections.  

4.4.3 PEACEKEEPING DELAYS AND SAVES THE TRANSITION 

On June 1, 2004, the United Nations Mission in Burundi (ONUB) was established in 

Burundi to help organize the elections and oversee the disarmament and demobilization 

of Burundi’s rebel groups. The first contingent of troops was AMIB’s 2,612 troops, who 

were “re-hatted” in Blue UN hats.264 The Burundian government, South Africa, and the 

Regional Initiative had been campaigning for several years for the UN to send a 

peacekeeping force. While the UN Security Council and Secretariat debated whether to 

send troops, the South Africans and African Union stepped in to fill the need for a 

protection and peacekeeping force. Without them, it is unlikely that Burundi’s 

peacebuilding process would have advanced so smoothly. 

Even after the inauguration of the transitional government in November 2001, the 

UN had remained reluctant to deploy a peacekeeping force because of the continued 

fighting between the rebel groups and the government. It did not want to intervene in a 

war – only once there was “a peace to keep.”265 The Security Council’s reluctance to 

deploy a peacekeeping mission in Burundi also reflected the relative unimportance of 

Burundi in international geo-politics. In 2003, the UN had approved a Chapter VII 

mandate – enabling the use of force – in the DRC, despite the fact that fierce fighting 

continued between the Army and rebel groups combined with horrific atrocities by all 
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sides against the Congolese people.266 But the Security Council refused to mandate a 

force in a less severe context in Burundi. 

In December 2003, South African Vice President Jacob Zuma told the Security 

Council of the “tremendous progress” recently made in the peace process in Burundi and 

asked them to deploy a UN peacekeeping force.267 Because of other priorities on the 

Security Council agenda and internal competition related to the war in Iraq, it took the 

Security Council until May 2004 to mandate the mission. The head of ONUB arrived in 

Bujumbura at the end of June 2004, only four months before the planned end of 

Burundi’s transition.268 The late arrival of ONUB contributed to a prolongation of 

Burundi’s transitional phase. 

Once ONUB arrived, it collaborated closely with the South African mediation and 

Regional Initiative to help the transitional government pass the legislation and make the 

reforms necessary for the elections to take place between June and September 2005 and 

bring the transitional phase to an end. “ONUB’s close and regular contact with the 

regional heads of state [who] had influence with Burundi’s political leaders played a 

decisive role in curbing isolated political attempts to sink the process.”269  

On August 19, 2005, Pierre Nkurunziza, the former head of the largest faction of the 

CNDD-FDD, became Burundi’s new president in elections that were widely recognized 

as being free, fair, and largely peaceful. Nkurunziza and his party won by a big margin, 

showing that the Burundian people were ready for real change.270 International 
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oversight of Burundi’s transitional phase officially ended on August 9, 2005, with the 

final meeting of the Implementation Monitoring Committee.   

Burundi had yet again made it through a highly tumultuous and action-packed 

phase in its war-to-peace transition. During this phase there was constant uncertainty as 

to whether the various parties and armed movements in the transitional government 

would come to the agreements necessary for the elections to take place. The South 

African facilitation and Regional Initiative remained constant facilitators and monitors of 

Burundi’s transition. They pressured the parties to keep their commitments and 

facilitated the dialogue necessary to resolve their disagreements.  

4.4.4 THE CONTINUING QUEST FOR AID 

In February 2004, the Secretary-General’s assessment mission that prepared ONUB’s 

mandate provided the following analysis. 

The nature of the Burundian economy has been a factor in the hostilities, 
which can, simply put, be considered as competition between the haves 
and have-nots in a zero-sum game. Many of the assessment mission’s 
interlocutors stressed that in Burundi, even more so than in other post-
conflict countries, the equitable expansion of economic and social 

opportunities is essential for a sustainable peace.271  
 

The assessment mission also remarked that in spite of the general acceptance of this 

analysis and its inclusion in the Arusha Agreement, “little actual progress seems to have 

been achieved” at that point in addressing equitable social and economic 

development.272  
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Although Western governments gave significant diplomatic support to Burundi’s 

peace process, they were not as forthcoming with financial support. Even the money that 

donors had promised for the organization of the 2005 elections was not immediately 

forthcoming. The UN, the Burundian government, and international advocacy NGOs 

advocated once again for donors to release the promised funds.273 In the Secretary-

General’s December 2003 report on Burundi, he wrote that there “is a risk that the 

hopeful signs of peace which have now begun to appear could be lost unless they are 

accompanied by improvements in the living conditions of the population as a ‘peace 

dividend.’”274 He reiterated his call for donors to disburse the funds that they promised 

in Paris and Geneva and respond to other funding appeals.275 

While there was sufficient funding for DDR from the World Bank’s Multinational 

Demobilization and Reintegration Program (MDRP), there was no pot of money set aside 

to support the creation of the new integrated army and police or to feed and shelter the 

combatants who were languishing in cantonment camps until they were either 

demobilized or integrated.276 The soldiers in these camps had to build their own shelter 

and sanitation arrangements. Donors provided food, but that was all.277 They were 

unused to spending their development money in this way. In fact, international donors’ 

support for Burundi’s entire security sector reform (SSR) process during this period 

experienced significant institutional setbacks. “Not only were external capacities for the 
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highly political and sensitive SSR-related work limited, but so were technical and 

financial resources.”278 

In Brussels in January 2004, donors had pledged US $1.3 billion over a three-year 

period but remained reluctant to disburse the funds because of the government’s 

inability to produce clear programs indicating how they would spend the money. 

Peaceful and effective elections marking the post-transition period became the new 

milestone for the release of promised funds. 

4.4.5 ANOTHER HOPEFUL NOTE 

In spite of the enormous challenges and frequent setbacks, this phase in Burundi’s 

war-to-peace transition ended on a very high note. The FNL was still fighting the 

government but had lost much of its strength, and the skirmishes were confined to the 

northeastern provinces. Burundi’s politicians, military, and rebel groups had shown that 

they were able to compromise, collaborate, and transcend many of their differences. The 

regional heads of state, South African mediation, the UN, and several donors had given 

timely and targeted assistance that had helped Burundians agree on the interim 

constitution, electoral framework, and conditions of an integrated military and police. 

The UN and many donors who had previously been reluctant to commit significant 

resources toward peacebuilding in Burundi were now cautiously engaged in helping 

Burundi sustain and expand the progress made. At the same time, the efforts of several 

of the international NGOs that had been important peacebuilding actors during the first 

two phases began to decline as donors shifted their focus to the government and the 

UN.279  
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For organizations engaged in peacebuilding, the period from November 2003 to 

August 2005 presented many opportunities to support Burundi’s war-to-peace transition. 

The needs were enormous: political dialogue, disarmament and demobilization, 

reintegration of the army, equitable socio-economic development, the organization of 

elections, helping prepare citizens to hold their government accountable, legal and 

legislative reform, and many more. At the same time, there was a high degree of 

uncertainty as to how the situation would unfold. Would the parties come to agreement? 

Would elections take place? Would they be free, fair, and peaceful, or would they once 

again trigger violence? How would the army and rebels integrate into one force? Would 

they be effective? As with all peacebuilding opportunities that occurred in Burundi, the 

opportunity and uncertainty went hand in hand. There was an opportunity for 

international intervention precisely because there was the risk that without it the 

situation would deteriorate. And once a peacebuilding intervention was initiated, no one 

knew exactly how it would interact with and influence the rapidly changing institutional 

dynamics.   

4.5 Phase IV: Hope, Party Politics, and the Consolidation of Power 

– September 2005–April 2009 

The 2005 elections were a success. They brought an end to Burundi’s nine-year 

peace process and ushered in a legitimate, sovereign government, overwhelmingly 

chosen by its people. Hope was in the air – hope for the fulfillment of basic needs, 

prosperity, and security. Hope for sustainable peace, and hope for resolution and 

reconciliation. This hope was shared by peasants, politicians, international civil servants, 

and regional politicians. Burundi’s war had affected them all – although average 
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Burundians had paid by far the greatest price – and they had all worked hard to reach 

this point.  

The new government saw itself as the voice of the people, who up until this point 

had been mere pawns of the political class. “With our new political orientation, 

everything is possible,” remarked Burundi’s new president, Pierre Nkurunziza.280 At his 

inauguration, Nkurunziza declared that primary education would be free for all 

Burundians, addressing an issue at the core of the Hutu population’s exclusion from 

politics, the army, and wealth.281 Soon after, he declared that maternal and child health 

would be free.282 

The government clearly sees itself as a fresh break in Burundi’s history: a 
government representing the majority of the people, inclusive and 
negotiated, and connected to the ordinary people in ways in which no 
previous government was…. [The President’s] first decision – free 
elementary schooling for all Burundians – exemplified this perfectly: In a 
country where social exclusion took place through highly unequal access 
to education, and in which the war had further destroyed the education 
system, the decision constituted a radical and visible break with the 

past… deeply appreciated by ordinary people everywhere.283 
 

The international community was hopeful as well – hopeful that Burundi would 

now be a real partner in development.284 The Regional Peace Initiative and South African 

facilitation hoped that the new government and the FNL would finally reach a 

sustainable ceasefire agreement and put an end to the lingering war. In practically every 

domain, there were opportunities to help Burundi consolidate the peace it had gained. 
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4.5.1 THE CONSOLIDATION OF THE CNDD-FDD’S POWER 

In October 2006, less than two months after being elected, the Burundian 

government notified the UN that it wanted ONUB to withdraw and for the UN to focus 

on development, not peacekeeping or peacebuilding.285 The government was taking its 

cue from Rwanda, which had liberally used its authority to revoke the right of 

international organizations and individuals to work there.286 The Burundian 

government’s decision to kick ONUB out was one of the first indications that it would 

take Rwanda’s approach and, perhaps more surprisingly, that it would work. While the 

international community viewed Rwanda as an efficient and effective development 

partner, it saw the Burundian government as one enmeshed in corruption, human rights 

violations, and dirty party politics from the beginning of its tenure.287  

The tensions and competition that had preoccupied the CNDD-FDD, FRODEBU, 

UPRONA, and the other parties during the transitional phase continued to preoccupy the 

government, but this time the CNDD-FDD was clearly in charge. During Nkurunziza’s 

first year in office, the CNDD-FDD consolidated its control over state industries; jailed 

prominent members of the opposition, civil society, and media; and used torture and 

summary executions to silence its critics and ensure its control over the state and its 

wealth.288  

Through various appointments, many of which violated the law, the CNDD-FDD 

succeeded in controlling most of the state institutions and related companies. In violation 

                                                           

285 Stephen Jackson, The United Nations Operation in Burundi (ONUB) - Political and Strategic Lessons 
Learned, Independent External Study (New York: Conflict Prevention and Peace Forum, July 2006), 
http://www.peacekeepingbestpractices.unlb.org/PBPS/Library/ONUB%20Lessons%20Learned.p
df (accessed October 30, 2011). 
286 Observer (O12), via telephone, May 4, 2010. 
287 Informal conversations with members of the international community, Bujumbura, March and 
June 2009. 
288 International Crisis Group, Burundi: Democracy and Peace at Risk (Brussels: International Crisis 
Group, November 30, 2006), http://www.crisisgroup.org/en/regions/africa/central-
africa/burundi/120-burundi-democracy-and-peace-at-risk.aspx (accessed December 9, 2011). 



 122 

of the interim constitution, Nkurunziza gave FRODEBU and UPRONA fewer ministries 

than those to which they were entitled.289 He also filled most of the technical and 

directorial posts in the government and state-run companies with CNDD-FDD members 

before establishing the commission that was supposed to ensure that these appointments 

were merit-based.290 CNDD-FDD governors also dismissed FRODEBU communal 

administrators in violation of the law on communal administration.291  

The new government used other methods to silence voices of opposition: arbitrary 

arrest, torture, and even assassinations. In July and August 2006, the government threw 

several prominent opposition politicians – including the former President Domitien 

Ndayizeye – into jail on charges that they were staging an attempted coup. The charges 

were widely viewed as unsubstantiated.292 Three of the politicians – all Tutsi – were 

tortured, rekindling ethnic tensions simmering beneath the growing inter-party 

warfare.293 The mere mention of a coup also rekindled many Hutu’s fear of a repeat of 

the 1993 coup that had triggered the war.294 

The newly integrated FDN sought to resolve the ongoing conflict with the FNL by 

defeating them on the battlefield. In 2005 and 2006, fighting in the Northwestern 

provinces again escalated, this time between the FNL and the newly integrated FDN.295 

To augment the FDN’s fire fight, the National Intelligence Services (SNR) and newly 

created Burundian National Police (PNB) rounded up suspected FNL supporters, 
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including local administrators; militants; and some FRODEBU supporters and jailed, 

tortured, and even executed them.296 

The government also began to crack down on Burundian media and civil society. 

“Given the weakness of the opposition and the CNDD-FDD’s dominance of the state 

institutions, the strongest opposition to the new government has come from the press 

and civil society.”297 Key civil society leaders and journalists were jailed for speaking out 

against the government, acts that were condemned by international observers: “The 

Committee to Protect Journalists is alarmed by the ongoing campaign of intimidation by 

the authorities in Burundi against radio stations that have cast doubt on a government 

claim to have uncovered a coup plot.”298 

In reaction to the violent oppressive tactics that had come to characterize the CNDD-

FDD government, a party congress voted in early 2007 to remove its party leader, 

Hussein Radjabu, from power and replace him with a more moderate personality.299 

Several of Radjabu’s political supporters defected from the CNDD-FDD and formed their 

own party block, depriving the CNDD-FDD of its majority in the National Assembly. To 

protest the unwillingness of Nkurunziza to give them their share of posts in government, 

FRODEBU and UPRONA took advantage of the CNDD-FDD’s newfound weakness and 

prevented any legislation from being passed by the National Assembly, essentially 
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stalling the government.300 A game of tit-for-tat followed, with the old and new guard 

continually trying to punish one other for bad behavior.  

A compromise was reached in November 2007, which led to the establishment of a 

new government that gave FRODEBU and UPRONA the posts that the constitution 

promised them.301 The UN Integrated Office in Burundi’s (BINUB) Cadre de Dialogue 

Project organized targeted meetings, and the Executive Representative of the Secretary 

General (ERSG) and his top advisors engaged in quiet diplomacy that apparently 

contributed to this breakthrough.302 Unfortunately, the cooperative atmosphere did not 

last. In May 2008, Burundi’s Constitutional Court backed a decision by President 

Nkurunziza to replace a Radjabu’s dissident group of CNDD-FDD Members of 

Parliament (MP), allowing the CNDD-FDD again to dominate the National Assembly 

and stop negotiating with FRODEBU and UPRONA.303 

4.5.2 BURUNDI’S NEW AND OLD GUARD 

The battles between the CNDD-FDD on the one hand and FRODEBU and UPRONA 

on the other were a conflict between the new and old civil servants. Former government 

officials and observers repeatedly complained about the lack of experience and training 

of the CNDD-FDD officials and the fact that posts were allocated on political, not 

meritocratic, grounds.304 Politicians from FRODEBU and UPRONA politicians and Tutsi 

members of the army had participated in years of negotiations. They had been trained in 

Burundi and abroad. They had run a well-functioning, if impoverished, civil service. 
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Through all of this, the old leadership had become accustomed to political compromise. 

CNDD officials had not.  

Much of the government is also rather inexperienced in managing a 
major bureaucracy, with all this implies in terms of contradictory 
messages, unclear policies, problems with the donor community, etc.… 
They are not helped in this respect by the fact that the experienced senior 
civil servants in the bureaucracy belong to the two losing political parties 
and hence often do nothing to help the new government, rather enjoying 

seeing it fail.305 
 

The CNDD-FDD had been excluded from government, governance, and the Arusha 

negotiations, into which they had reluctantly bought in 2003. While the Arusha 

negotiations were going on, the CNDD-FDD was fighting in the bush and running a 

rebel movement. They were using violence and coercion to maintain the cohesion of their 

movement and win a seat in power. To some degree, they maintained this approach once 

they were elected to office. 

When the CNDD-FDD was elected, the existing members of government and the 

international community treated them with what they interpreted as a lack of respect. 

This only reinforced the CNDD-FDD’s defensiveness and unwillingness to compromise. 

“They did not treat [Nkurunziza] with proper respect. I think that set the tone for the 

problems. [The government was] not prepared to have the international community tell 

them what they should be doing.”306 FRODEBU and UPRONA had a similarly 

condescending approach. “Since 2007, these two parties have often behaved like parties 

of notables, convinced of their intellectual and social superiority and underestimating the 

‘members of the maquis’ of the CNDD-FDD.”307  
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While the parties within the government were fighting with one another, the 

integrated Burundian army was much more united in its ongoing battles with the FNL. 

The FNL and the government had signed a comprehensive ceasefire agreement on 

September 7, 2006, but fighting between the two forces continued, as did the arrest and 

abuse of people known to be allied with the rebels.308 Pressured by Tanzania, the FNL 

signed a new ceasefire declaration on May 26, 2008.309 This declaration led to regular 

discussions between the FNL leadership, Agathon Rwasa, and President Nkurunziza and 

eventually to the demobilization of FNL combatants and the allocation of government 

posts to its representatives in 2009.310 

4.5.3 A DIFFERENT TYPE OF GOVERNANCE 

The tumultuous political context distracted politicians and civil servants from what 

should have been their main task: governing. They had waited years to attain power – 

risking their lives, killing others, and traumatizing themselves in pursuit of this goal. The 

state had always been linked to financial power and, since independence, had become 

even more so.311 A position in government gave one access to state-run companies and 

other state resources, including international aid, with which to conduct politics and 

fulfill one’s obligations, including rewarding supporters, supporting families, and 

punishing opponents.312 Uvin synthesizes the historical origins of this political behavior. 
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Since independence, most Burundians have lived in a state that, while 
formally based on a Weberian rational-bureaucratic model akin to states 
in Western Europe, in reality functioned along lines more akin to pre-
colonial client-patron relationships. Ordinary Burundians knew how this 
system worked – how to behave in order to solicit benefits (even though 
in theory as citizens they had rights to those benefits), how to donate 
little gifts to get things done. To Westerners, this may have looked bad or 
corrupt, but to most Burundians this was familiar terrain: things had 
always worked this way, and, as long as the power-holders were people 
with some traditional claim to power who delivered the goods, this 

system possessed a certain legitimacy.313 
 

Even though these practices were generally accepted by Burundians, in the time 

since independence they gradually became more abusive and had created greater 

poverty, “until the war dealt the final death blow to the illusions ordinary people 

had.”314 The line was drawn.  

Increasingly, the types of abuse of power that many politicians and 
administrators engaged in went beyond what could be justified or 
recognized by ordinary Burundians…. When teachers require sex with 
female students to let them pass, or when employers do the same to hire, 
this not only runs counter to the modesty Burundians pride themselves 

on; it is also perceived as a clear abuse of power.315 
 

By the time the CNDD-FDD was elected to office, corruption was rampant and they 

did nothing to reduce it. In fact, between 2005 and 2010, Burundi dropped from 130th to 

170th position on Transparency International’s Corruption Perception Index.316 During its 

first year in office, the CNDD-FDD was plagued by several corruption scandals that 

contributed to the turmoil within the CNDD-FDD and worsened its relationships with 

opposition parties and donors.317  
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The widespread corruption and political turmoil showed ordinary Burundians what 

they already knew: Politics and government benefited those with connections to people 

in power, while everyone else lost out. If, as Peter Uvin argues, the civil war showed that 

“nobody in power gave a damn about the needs and interests of the majority of the 

population,” then the period from 2005 to 2009 only reinforced this belief, as increased 

levels of corruption were combined with growing oppression and monopolization of 

power – this time by the new guard.318  

The Arusha Agreement had worked in many ways: It had led to power sharing and 

the end of ethnic parties and had diminished the ethnic notion of conflict.319 But it had 

not stopped the competition for the state’s resources or the desire of politicians to 

monopolize power and the resources that came along with it. According to a prominent 

Hutu intellectual and Director of the BLTP (see Chapter 9), Fabien Nsengimana: 

Burundians do realize that, in fact, the main cause of the conflict is the 
control of the resources which are extremely limited. The control of 
resources is so crucial that it becomes more and more a question of life 
and death. You will keep in your mind that the state is the principal 
employer and the principal source of economic resources. That’s why 

every political protagonist would like to rush after power.320 
 

In the face of the political games and increasing corruption, most Burundians 

continued to struggle to survive. While the end of fighting in most of the country after 

November 2003 established a degree of security that most Burundians had not 

experienced for a decade, the increasing crime and banditry in the post-election era may 
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have undermined people’s perception that peace had made a tangible difference in their 

lives.321  

[T]he prime face the war took for people was criminality and banditry, 
and much of this was not necessarily the same as ‘THE WAR’ in capital 
letters – the big conflict between clearly defined politico-ethnic parties. If 
criminality continues or even worsens after the official end of the war, 

there is not only no peace dividend, but also no peace, period.322 
 

Burundi’s economic climate after the 2005 elections offered financial dividends for 

some, but did not make a big difference in the daily lives of most Burundians. Poverty 

was too pervasive and its origins too deep to be altered in just a few years. The Gross 

National Income (GNI) per capita was US $210 in 1990, US $90 in 2003, US $110 in 2006, 

and went up to US $170 in 2009.323 While this was certainly an improvement on the 2003 

figures, most people still suffered from extreme poverty. In 2006, 93 percent of 

Burundians lived on less than $2 a day.324 In fact, for many Burundians the post-

transition period actually brought increased financial hardship because of the high rates 

of inflation and growing numbers of people – returning refugees and more international 

staff.325 Money did not go as far, and there were more people competing for scarce 

resources. 

4.5.4 THE INTERNATIONAL RESPONSE 

International aid increased dramatically in the post-transition period, from a low of 

US $38 million in 1996 to US $180 million in 2005 and then up to US $264 million by 
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2009.326 But this increase most directly benefited politicians, civil servants, some 

returning refugees, demobilized combatants, and new entrants into the army and 

police.327 Some ordinary Burundians saw temporary benefit from UN projects designed 

to deliver peace dividends, but these projects were largely poorly designed and 

undermined by corruption.328 Otherwise, new schools, new local court offices, the 

removal of soldiers from the population, and improvements in some of the health 

infrastructure were visible signs of improvement for many Burundians, although the 

services that filled this new infrastructure were still highly dysfunctional and corrupt.329 

The justice system and police were in a particularly sorry state – unable to uphold a 

semblance of rule of law.330  

After the 2005 elections, the number of international players significantly increased, 

as did the types of activities that they supported. Donors and NGOs were anxious to help 

Burundi capitalize on the success of its peace process and prevent the country from 

sliding back into war. They wanted to help the government fulfill its commitment to 

universal primary education and free maternal and child healthcare, which Nkurunziza 

had announced without any planning or funding. Several donors, including DFID (see 

Chapter 7), jumped in to try and fill the void. 
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In October 2006, Burundi was selected as one of the first two countries on the 

agenda of the UN’s newly created Peacebuilding Commission (PBC). The PBC was 

established to prevent countries emerging from war from descending back into it.331 Paul 

Collier found that 44 percent of civil wars descend back into violent conflict within five 

years of ending.332 To stop this from happening, the PBC was supposed to maintain 

international attention and focus on post-conflict countries by helping donors to focus on 

core peacebuilding priorities, coordinate their efforts, and ensure that the country had 

the necessary resources to carry out its peacebuilding priorities.333 

The selection of Burundi as a country of focus for the PBC brought new donors to 

Burundi – most notably the Norwegians, Dutch, and Japan – in addition to Burundi’s 

traditional donors. It was also one factor that encouraged Burundi’s more traditional 

donors – Belgium, the European Commission, the United States, the World Bank, France, 

the UK, and Germany – to increase their support to the country.334 The PBC was also 

linked to a Peacebuilding Fund (PBF), which granted Burundi $35 million to be allocated 

through the UN to peacebuilding projects.335  

Under the overall leadership of the Regional Initiative and South African facilitation, 

Burundi’s multilateral and bilateral donors and several international NGOs had made an 

important contribution to the success of Burundi’s peacebuilding process thus far. The 

international community had continued “investing time and money for years, never 

giving up, bringing protagonists together, acting as intermediary, absorbing the costs of 

negotiations and implementation of the key provisions of the transition, taking real risks 
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in the process.”336 The Regional Initiative and South Africans had repeatedly convened 

the Burundian government and the rebel groups – time and time again – and pressured 

them to stick to their commitments. All of these efforts had helped the protagonists in 

Burundi’s war, with the exception of the FNL, transcend many of their differences and 

establish a new institutional framework intended to promote reconciliation and 

prosperity.     

Unfortunately after the 2005 elections, Burundi no longer had strong external 

advocates for its peacebuilding process. The Regional Initiative was torn apart by 

competition among the various states involved and disagreement on their end goal for 

Burundi.337 After all, many of the members of the regional initiative – Rwanda, DRC, 

Tanzania, Uganda, and Kenya – were not liberal democracies either. Although South 

Africa continued to lead the negotiations with the FNL, rivalries with Tanzania broke 

apart cohesion between their efforts and the Regional Initiative.338 The international 

community tried to maintain its oversight of Burundi’s peacebuilding process by 

establishing a Partners Forum in September 2005. However, the government objected to 

this forum on the grounds that it duplicated the efforts of its National Committee on Aid 

Coordination. The international community responded by reducing the ambitions of its 

forum. The PBC did not attempt to pick up the pieces or use its political leverage to 

encourage the government to work toward peace.  

BINUB was supposed to play a prominent role in coordinating the international 

community but did not make this a priority. The ERSG of BINUB preferred a much 

quieter type of diplomacy than what he viewed as the more abrasive and condescending 

                                                           

336 Uvin, Life After Violence: A People’s Story of Burundi, 22+23. 
337 Observer (O14), via telephone, interview. 
338 Observer (O12), via telephone, interview. 



 133 

approach of many international donors.339 The Burundian government, in turn, tried to 

discourage a coherent approach among the international community and continuously 

reminded them that Burundi was a sovereign territory and would not respond to their 

pressure. Most international advocacy with the government happened behind the scenes. 

“There is the willingness to ensure that the government does not seem to be overly under 

the pressure of the international community, but the pressure is there.”340 

There was also a conceptual reason for the lack of focus by the international 

community in the post-transition period. There was no agreement as to what 

peacebuilding was or how to do it. The PBC strategy framework and core priorities for 

peacebuilding in Burundi were relatively vague and generic. The Arusha Agreement 

provided a much better analysis and framework, although much of it was now outdated. 

Donors coordinated well in their specific sectoral groups – justice, human rights, security 

sector reform – but they did not have an overall approach or strategy. Even if there had 

been an overall international strategy, there is no guarantee that it would have increased 

the effectiveness of international peacebuilding efforts. As the organizational case study 

chapters will show, peacebuilding projects or programs made a difference because of the 

skill and knowledge of the individual staff involved and the buy-in and knowledge of 

their Burundian counterparts. 

Donors were at the mercy of their Burundian counterparts and had few levers of 

their own other than delaying the distribution of funds. Many donors were more 

committed to Burundi’s peacebuilding success than Burundian politicians. “They are 

tired, but they can’t let it fail because if they do it is their failure. It was a real success. 

Now they want to see if they can save it.”341 At the same time, many donors could not 
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fully engage in development cooperation with Burundi: There were the corruption, 

human rights violations, ongoing fighting with the FNL, and uncertainty as to what the 

2010 elections would bring.342  

NGOs, too, faced difficulty in working on peacebuilding programming. The new 

government had cracked down on NGOs because they thought they were taking away 

money that the government should be receiving. They were also reluctant to give work 

permits to NGOs working on peacebuilding.343 “INGOs pay attention to not having a 

direct political role. They know that the situation is delicate now.”344 

In spite of the challenges, there were some important peacebuilding successes 

during this period, most notably in the area of security sector reform and dialogue 

between the political parties. But there was a fundamental problem within much of the 

international community: The parties did not have the skill or willingness to implement 

high-quality conflict sensitive development or peacebuilding programming.  

The system understands pretty much nothing of the dynamics of 
political change… Democracy, good governance, rule of law, justice – all 
are on the agenda, but none of these is rooted in a fine understanding of 
the specifics of Burundi. Donors continue to profess totally unrealistic 
goals – what Pritchett and Woolcock so nicely call “skipping straight to 
Denmark,” without clear intermediary goals, a fine sense of the system 
they are intervening in, or any discussion of what they will abstain from 

intervening in.345 
 

In fact, the post-transition period in Burundi saw the return of standard 

international programming approaches that reinforced the power and privilege of the 

Burundian state. Some INGOs, UN projects, and donor approaches were innovative and 

truly designed for Burundi’s reality, but they all had to comply with a new norm of 
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sovereignty. The CNDD-FDD was in charge now and wanted to do things their way. All 

peacebuilding actors had to contend with this reality.  

4.6 Phase V: Peace, Political Violence, and New Elections – May 

2009–May 2010  

In April 2009, Agathon Rwasa, the leader of the FNL, officially demobilized. The 

FNL was finally ready to participate in Burundi’s political institutions rather than 

challenging them as an external rebel group. By June 2009, the FNL members were given 

their long-awaited positions in government, and the demobilization or integration into 

the security forces of its combatants was under way.  

Burundi’s war was finally over. After almost sixteen years of death, destruction, and 

displacement, all of Burundi’s political parties and rebel groups had been integrated into 

its government. Theoretically, violence would no longer be necessary because political 

parties would resolve their conflicts peacefully within the halls of government. When this 

phase began, most international actors were relatively convinced that Burundi was now 

on the path toward peace and development, although many still remained cautious.346 

When this phase ended, a complete shift had occurred in Burundi’s peacebuilding 

trajectory, away from multi-party democracy and toward authoritarianism. Most 

international actors were caught completely off guard.347 

The end of Burundi’s war had come in phases – the Arusha Agreement was signed, 

the transitional government was inaugurated, the CNDD-FDD joined the transitional 

government and demobilized, democratic elections were held, and, finally, the FNL had 

joined the government and security forces. With each new phase, signs of peace and 
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prosperity appeared. Beach clubs opened along Bujumbura’s sandy Lake Tanganyika 

coast. Well-off Burundians dined by the pool. Expats played weekly beach volleyball 

games, with no realization of the death and destruction that had taken place just a few 

miles away. Only a few years earlier, gunshots and mortar shells had echoed from the 

surrounding hills. Restaurants and roads had crumbled into ruin. Now, Bujumbura was 

once again becoming a holiday paradise. Tourism was taking off, and Burundi was being 

downgraded on travel threat lists. New businesses flourished, and streets were repaved. 

In Bujumbura, at least, these were visible signs that Burundi was truly in a post-conflict 

phase. With the integration of the FNL into the government, this became irrefutable. The 

war was over. 

During its fifteen-year peace process, Burundians had built a vibrant civil society, 

impressive independent media, and a culture of openness and dialogue. Compared to its 

regional neighbors – Rwanda, DRC, Kenya, and Uganda – Burundi was the only real 

multi-party democracy.348 But the memories of war were still there. Burundians had not 

forgotten what had happened. They lived with it daily.  

In spite of the end of the war, violence remained a daily reality. Domestic violence 

grew. Mob justice was common in the face of a corrupt and ineffective judicial system.349 

So many Burundians had become used to violence. 

With the end of the conflict, people still aren’t afraid to kill. They learned 
that experience during the conflict. People live the horrible situations of 
conflict and now they aren’t afraid to do other stuff. People have much 
more courage because they participated in the murders in the crisis. 
Many men were trained and even the community was trained to be 
armed and to kill people. Even youth and women were trained. This 
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greatly increased the violence in households. We never lived this before 

the war.350  
 

Crime and banditry also increased, removing from many Burundians any real sense 

of security.351 Political violence also reemerged, dormant during much of the transitional 

and immediate post-transitional period. The CNDD-FDD and the FNL began this trend 

in 2008 and 2009 while they were still in ceasefire talks, launching attacks and targeted 

assassinations at each other’s supporters.352 These attacks continued even once the talks 

were over and the FNL was finally integrated into the government and registered as a 

political party. 

In the lead up to the 2010 election cycle, planned to take place from May to 

September, the CNDD-FDD and FNL launched attacks and counterattacks against one 

another’s supporters. They built youth gangs, made up of demobilized combatants and 

the multitude of unemployed youth.353 The political violence was most vitriolic between 

the CNDD-FDD and the FNL, but soon many of the other parties became involved. They 

amassed their own youth gangs and used violence and intimidation in their pursuit of 

electoral victory.354 They committed numerous pre-electoral abuses,  

including campaigning before the legally authorized campaign period; 
assassinations; arbitrary arrests; verbal confrontations; fraud in 
distributing the identity documents required to vote; restrictions on free 
assembly; bribes and vote-buying; use of state vehicles for campaign 
purposes; physical confrontations; disturbance of party meetings; and 

hiring and firing based on political affiliation.355  
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But the abuses by the CNDD-FDD were by far the worst. “Human Rights Watch and 

local election monitors have found that CNDD-FDD members – including state officials – 

are responsible for the majority of the abuses, which include personal attacks, arbitrary 

arrests, and what appears to be a politically motivated murder.”356 In fact, targeted 

political assassinations were clearly on the rise.357 

The CNDD-FDD was committed to winning the elections at all costs.358 Although 

they were slated to win, they wanted to continue to control communal level governance 

and maintain their two-thirds’ majority in the National Assembly that allowed them to 

pass legislation without consideration for the other parties.359 The CNDD-FDD was 

fundamentally uncomfortable with sharing power, continuing to employ the 

authoritarian decision-making structure and tactics that it had honed through years of 

warfare.360  

The pre-electoral violence and abuse increased the likelihood of political violence 

during the election cycle. And this time around, there would not be international 

peacekeepers to ensure security as there had been in 2005. Security would be left up to 

Burundi’s corrupt and amateur police force.361 International election observers would be 

present, but they would have little capacity to prevent violence or intimidation. They 

could simply report on it. The capacity of BINUB had also been weakened with the 

expulsion of its head, ERSG Youssef Mahmoud, in late 2009. He was the third 

representative of the Secretary-General in a row to be asked to leave Burundi. With 
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Mahmoud’s departure, the government ensured that the UN would be weakened and 

unable to keep a close eye on its conduct during the elections.362 

Corruption and abuse of power remained flagrant. None of the cases of violations 

against political parties or charges against the police was properly investigated by the 

government, only encouraging other political parties to take up arms to protect 

themselves.363 As before, the government tried to constrain the civil society and media 

from challenging them in any way. The assassination of the vice president of Burundi’s 

main anti-corruption NGO – the Organization for Combating Corruption and Financial 

Misappropriations (OLUCOME) in April 2009 – was a particularly audacious attempt. 

Senior members of the security forces are the suspected culprits.364 In late 2009, the 

organizing license for the NGO umbrella organization – the Forum for the Reinforcement 

of Civil Society (FORSC) – was cancelled. The Human Rights Watch analyst in Burundi 

was also kicked out of the country after publishing a May 2009 report on the growing 

political violence.365 Despite the intimidation and arrests of civil society and media, they 

remained active and continued to report on and challenge the conduct of the 

government. 

The international community was relatively unresponsive to the increasing political 

violence and limits on political freedom. They were focused on the organization and 

outcome of the elections. They were generally counting on a successful electoral period, 

although several donors were still skeptical.366 In the face of clear political intimidation, 

targeted political assassinations, imprisonment of opposition candidates, and other acts 
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intended to influence the outcome of the elections, on what grounds would the 

international community judge the elections as free and fair? Apparently, what mattered 

most to donors was the international stamp of approval that said the elections were 

technically free and fair.367 In other words, if they were technically sound and did not 

lead to large-scale violence, then the elections would be judged as legitimate. Although 

the violations in 2005 had not been nearly as flagrant, the same standard had been 

applied there as well, as Peter Uvin reminds us. 

Note that what was mainly peaceful about these [2005] elections was the 
day they were held. There was significant intimidation before the 
elections, as the parties fought the CNDD-FDD (which possessed parallel 
administrations throughout most of the country) for local control. 
Afterwards, the usual mechanisms of cooptation and intimidation 
allowed further solidifying of power. Hence, democratic elections are 
sandwiched between non-democratic processes, but the international 
community needs only the day itself to allow itself to congratulate itself 

on its beautiful success.368 
 

The international community helped integrate some FNL rebels into the 

government, military, and police and disarm the rest. It gave the money and technical 

support to organize the elections. It pressured the government to select a truly 

independent electoral commission and passed quiet messages to the government 

dissuading bad behavior.  

The international community in Burundi was most vocal and adamant in its critique 

of the Burundian government’s new law against homosexuality – an issue that was easy 

for all international actors to unite around and condemn.369 The Belgians even withheld 

budgetary aid in response.370 In relation to the pre-election violence and intimidation, 
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however, there was no such unanimity or condemnation. The members of the 

international community simply hoped that the elections would be peaceful and that 

Burundi would continue on its slow and winding path toward democracy and 

development. They hoped that Burundi would continue to appear as an overall success – 

partly their success – and give them a good return on their investment. 

4.7 Phase VI: A One-party State and a New Rebellion – June 2010–

December 2011 

In Burundi, peace is reversible. In May 2010, Burundi’s war-to-peace trajectory took 

a decidedly undemocratic turn that led to the exclusion of almost all opposition parties 

from government, a significant increase in targeted political assassinations, and the 

emergence of a new rebel movement. In 2012, war is again looming. There is no peace 

process anymore. The international community is engaged but also resigned to the 

situation. They will not leave for fear of being blamed for Burundi’s descent into war, if it 

does happen. But they stay, watching a new rebellion emerging and authoritarianism 

becoming rooted, and are unable or unwilling to do much to change the situation.  

The first round of elections in Burundi’s 2010 electoral cycle – commune-level 

elections – was held on May 24, a few days later than planned because of mistakes made 

by UNDP (see Chapter 6). To the relief of all, this round of elections was not 

accompanied by serious violence.371 It was, however, strategically important for all 

parties. The communal councils approved all nominations of senior civil servants, elected 
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the Senate, and would therefore determine the number of seats and positions allocated to 

each party.372 

The CNDD-FDD won the communal-level elections by 64 percent. The opposition 

parties responded to the results by declaring “massive electoral fraud.”373 They had all 

thought that they would get a much greater percentage of the vote and had received 

reports of irregularities at the polling stations. Investigations into the allegations revealed 

that the fraud “was not at a level that would have significantly altered the election 

results.”374 Nonetheless, there was fraud and some violence. When the opposition 

complained of fraud, neither the government, the National Independent Electoral 

Commission (CENI), nor the international election observers investigated the specific 

allegations or responded to the opposition candidate’s complaints.375 In addition, the 

CENI refused to make the vote tallies available to the opposition as required by law.376 

The opposition parties responded by boycotting the remaining three rounds of 

elections, including those for president and parliament. They formed a coalition – 

l’Alliance des Démocrates pour le Changement au Burundi (ADC-Ikibiri) – and 

demanded that the CENI be dismissed and the commune-level elections annulled, or 

they would not rejoin the electoral process.  

The international community responded to the opposition’s complaints by declaring 

the elections to be free and fair and calling on the opposition parties to rejoin the electoral 

process.377 Burundian civil society largely echoed the same refrain.378 The East African 

Community (EAC) sent a delegation to Bujumbura to speak with the opposition and the 
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government, but little came of these talks.379 The UN Peacebuilding Commission did not 

intervene.  

There were no concerted attempts to address the opposition’s claims, investigate the 

fraud, or engage the opposition and the government in real dialogue about the electoral 

process. Several local organizations, including the Burundi Leadership Training Program 

(see Chapter 9), attempted to help the parties resolve the issues, but this was 

unsuccessful and did not receive strong support from international or regional actors.380 

There was practically no coverage of the elections in the international press, and what 

news there was focused on their success. 

The Burundian government, however, responded with conviction. At the beginning 

of June 2010, the government banned all meetings by opposition parties. Grenade attacks 

were launched in several locations, unattributed to either the government or the 

opposition. Police surrounded the residence of Agathon Rwasa, the head of the FNL, 

who subsequently fled to an undisclosed location. Other opposition leaders were 

captured by the National Intelligence Services, and several of them were tortured.381  

Meanwhile, the presidential elections were held on June 28, with the only candidate, 

Pierre Nkurunziza, winning with 91 percent of the votes. In spite of the opposition’s 

withdrawal, the election cycle continued to move forward as planned, with only the 

CNDD-FDD, UPRONA, and several other small parties close to the CNDD-FDD 

participating.382 The government imprisoned or attempted to silence in other ways 

media and civil society.383 The leaders of opposition parties fled the country. By the end 

of the election cycle in September 2010, the CNDD-FDD had a secure hold on all 
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branches and levels of government. Burundi was truly a one-party state. Appointments 

in the Senate and National Assembly strictly followed the Constitution’s quotas for 

ethnic and gender balance, although this did not address the Hutu-Hutu conflict that was 

now simmering.  

The international community and regional actors interested in Burundi continued to 

follow the situation, but did not attempt to influence its course. Many of them had 

decided that the elections were a Burundian problem and that the CENI should sort it 

out.384  

UN Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon even visited Burundi on June 9, 2010, and 

declared, “It is imperative that these elections be a success. “Burundi has an opportunity 

to become a success story and a model for the continent.”385 But he did not take any 

significant actions to address the withdrawal of the opposition from the electoral process 

or the assaults on political freedom. The international community and the Regional 

Initiative, it seems, believed that they could help to make Burundi’s elections a success by 

pressuring the opposition to rejoin the electoral process and ignoring any infractions 

against them. A Human Rights Watch quote from a member of the European Union 

Election Observation Mission is illustrative: 

The international community wanted to show at all costs that Burundi’s 
elections were a success. But it wasn’t true. There were serious human 
rights abuses, there was torture, all the opposition leaders are hiding or 
going into the bush – that’s not a success. But, when the opposition 
complained, the diplomats treated the opposition like they were 
worthless. And when we criticized the CENI’s lack of transparency, the 

diplomats didn’t want to hear it.386 
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After the electoral cycle ended in September 2010, the security and political situation 

continued to deteriorate. Attacks and assassinations continued, targeted at both the 

CNDD-FDD and people allied with the opposition parties. This was not banditry or ad 

hoc acts by “armed criminals,” as the government authorities complained.387 It was a 

strategic campaign by an emerging rebel group to harm the government and by the 

government to squelch this rebel group and all other potential opposition.388  

In mid-2011, the international community began to raise its concerns about the 

situation. A letter signed by EU Ambassadors of countries with offices in Burundi 

declared that the “United Nations has received serious and detailed information about at 

least twenty cases of extrajudicial killings as well as several dozen cases of torture 

reportedly committed by security officials between June 2010 and March 2011.” 389 It 

called for the government to stop this practice and prosecute suspected criminals.390  

The growing violence in Burundi only made international news when forty people 

were massacred in a bar on the outskirts of Bujumbura. This even received much more 

international attention than perhaps the entire 2010 electoral cycle. By November 2011, 

there was incontrovertible evidence that a new rebellion had been created, was based out 

of the DRC, and was collaborating with the rebel groups who continued to fight there.391 

The violence had reached frightening levels. The Observartoire de l’Action 

Gouvernementale (OAG), a well-respected Burundian watchdog organization, reported 

that at least 300 members of the FNL had been killed by the government security forces 
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or the CNDD-FDD’s youth wing since May 2011.392 It also reported that violence was 

now being directed toward another opposition party, the Movement pour la Solidarité et 

la Démocratie (MSD), run by former journalist Alexis Sinduhije.393 Arrests and 

intimidation of journalists and civil society members continued, and the justice system 

failed to prosecute any of the cases.394 

Burundi seems to be heading, yet again, toward war. The new Burundian rebel 

movement is not strong enough to challenge the strength of the Burundian army. But 

combined with potential instability in DRC, it could likely do some damage. The 

dialogue and freedom of expression for which Burundians fought so hard is quickly 

being eroded. International actors are increasingly condemning the violence, but these 

words seem to fall on deaf ears, or at least ears that are habituated to empty threats. The 

Regional Initiative is divided and no longer as committed to multi-party democracy as it 

was in the 1990s. Each of the countries in the region has its own problems. Most of them 

– Kenya, Rwanda, DRC, and Uganda in particular – have their own authoritarian 

tendencies. Still, many of Burundi’s donors remain committed to supporting the 

government and civil society, even if only to ensure that they will not be blamed for 

abandoning Burundi if it does descend into war again.395 

This is a sad point at which to end the discussion of Burundi’s war-to-peace 

trajectory. The space and opportunities for peacebuilding in Burundi have eroded. At the 

same time, the need for good peacebuilding and conflict prevention programming has 

grown increasingly acute. International and regional actors missed the opportunity to 

address the opposition’s grievances and help Burundi continue on a relatively positive 
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war-to-peace trajectory. Whether their actions would have made a difference is 

unknown. Now, they mostly sit back and watch, waiting to see how the situation 

evolves, believing that they are unable to do much to influence it. Many donors continue 

to strengthen the hand of the Burundian government by giving it budgetary aid and 

strengthening its institutions. Most international donors, IOs, and many international 

NGOs are tied into a new routine of cooperating with a corrupt authoritarian state – a 

routine from which they, like the Burundian government, may have little chance of 

breaking free.  

4.8 Conclusion 

Uncertainty reigned at each critical juncture in Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory. 

Prior to each new trend that the critical juncture launched, no one knew if Burundi 

would strengthen its institutions that contribute to a just peace or succumb to those that 

encourage renewed war. Once a new trend was under way, there was still no certainty 

that it would stick. “There are factors pushing toward change, and factors pushing 

toward the return of the status quo, and it is not obvious which way things will go. This 

duality of change and continuity exists at the top and bottom of society.”396  

4.8.1 A SYNTHESIS OF BURUNDI’S WAR-TO-PEACE TRAJECTORY 

Burundi’s peace process was considered a success by many because five out of its 

six critical junctures strengthened institutions that were thought to be determinants of a 

just peace. Unfortunately, the most recent critical juncture led to decidedly negative 

changes in Burundi’s institutions and the emergence of a new rebellion. 
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The removal of the regional embargo in January 1999 gave new energy to the 

Arusha peace talks and made it possible for donors to give peacebuilding and 

development funding to Burundi.397 The inauguration of the transitional government in 

November 2001 proved that the politicians were committed to at least trying to 

implement the Arusha peace agreement, signed in August 2000. It opened the 

opportunity for international actors to support the government in implementing the 

reforms outlined in Arusha and to increase the momentum behind the ongoing 

negotiations with the rebel groups.  

The integration of the largest rebel group, the Nkurunziza arm of the CNDD-FDD, 

into the transitional government in November 2003 established security throughout most 

of Burundi and gave international actors the opportunity to work in provinces that they 

had been cut off from because of the fighting. It also signaled that the parties to the 

conflict were committed to peace. “For the first time in years, the country seems to be 

headed towards a genuine end to the conflict.”398 

The inauguration of Pierre Nkurunziza as President of Burundi in August 2005 on 

the heels of free, fair, and peaceful elections showed Burundians that peace was possible. 

The last democratic elections in 1993 had sparked the war. Fears of a recurrence 

pervaded the collective Burundian conscience. The inauguration of Nkurunziza offered 

an opportunity for international actors to help the Burundian state and society address 
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the causes of the conflict and begin to rebuild the social fabric and institutions destroyed 

by the war.  

The integration of the FNL rebel group into the government and military that began 

in April 2009 finally brought Burundi’s lingering war to an end. It offered an opportunity 

for the international community to support the long-delayed integration of the FNL into 

Burundi’s institutions and to help prevent violence and tension from escalating in the 

lead up to the 2010 elections or during the elections themselves. 

The 2010 elections launched most recent phase in Burundi’s peacebuilding 

trajectory. When the opposition contested the results of the May 2010 communal 

elections, there was a clear window of opportunity for the international community to 

intervene to facilitate an agreement between the government and opposition and bring 

the opposition back into the electoral process. This critical juncture led to the withdrawal 

of the opposition parties from the rest of the electoral process, an increase in political 

violence, the establishment of a one-party state, the limitation of political freedom, and 

the emergence of a new rebel movement. 

4.8.2 PATTERNS OF INTERNATIONAL RESPONSE 

For international actors intervening in Burundi, taking peacebuilding actions in 

relation to each of these critical junctures was always risky. If they waited for certainty 

that their actions would deliver the intended results, then they missed the window of 

opportunity to influence the situation. In many cases, organizations were not willing to 

take this risk. However, as the next five chapters will show, many individuals were 

willing to stick their necks out, try something new and innovative, and coerce their 

organizations into supporting them in this effort. Those who were most effective were 

able to anticipate changes in the peacebuilding context and respond to unanticipated 

changes.  
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Both anticipation and reaction were important. Even people who were most 

knowledgeable about the Burundian players and institutions were not able to predict the 

next trend. They could anticipate and prepare for the different scenarios, but they never 

knew exactly how it would unfold. If they were wrong, either they revisited their 

assumptions and altered their approach or their programming became irrelevant to the 

new trend. 

Innovative peacebuilding programming was the exception, not the norm. The 

international community’s response to six critical junctures in Burundi’s peacebuilding 

process followed a pattern that was largely disconnected from the reality. Each critical 

juncture signaled to the various international actors that a response was needed. But the 

response was often based on assumptions about the needs of a war-torn country or 

political imperatives within the international institutions rather than the actual needs and 

capacities of Burundi’s institutions. It was also based on a lack of understanding within 

the international community of how to respond to a country that was implementing a 

comprehensive peace agreement at the same time that its war continued. 

Once the embargo was lifted in January 1999, the UN and several civil society 

organizations advocated with donors to release development aid to Burundi on the 

grounds that aid was necessary for peace to take hold in Burundi. But this logic was 

counterintuitive for most donors, and they held off until they had more certainty that 

peace was on track and that the government could manage development aid. Instead, 

they focused on humanitarian assistance, support for the Arusha talks, and a small 

amount of support for dialogue and reconciliation initiatives.  

Similarly, the inauguration of the transitional government in November 2001 and 

the integration of the CNDD-FDD into the government in November 2003 were met with 

a weak response from the international community. Eventually, peacekeepers arrived, 

but significant peacebuilding and development assistance failed to arrive. Perhaps only 
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the South Africans and the Regional Peace Initiative were really responsive to the 

Burundian context during this period. At the request of Nelson Mandela, the South 

Africans responded by deploying a force to protect exiled politicians who were returning 

to take part in the transitional government and then provided the soldiers for AMIB.  

After the CNDD-FDD was integrated into the government in 2003, the Security 

Council could not decide whether it would deploy a peacekeeping force in Burundi 

while one rebel group still remained outside of the conflict. It made up its mind in spring 

2004 and mandated Burundi’s first UN peacekeeping operation, ONUB. The deployment 

of ONUB in July 2004, just three months before the transitional period was scheduled to 

end, contributed to the prolongation of Burundi’s transitional period from three to five 

years. During this period, most international NGOs and the UN continued implementing 

humanitarian projects even though the majority of the country was peaceful.  

After the 2005 elections, most donors decided that they could now transition from 

humanitarian aid to development aid. They did not have big pots of money reserved for 

peacebuilding programming. Donors began to work with the government on its sectoral 

plans and support the development of the Poverty Reduction Strategic Plan (PRSP), all 

with the aim of setting up Burundi to receive development assistance. With the inclusion 

of Burundi on the PBC’s agenda in 2006, several new donors – Japan, the Netherlands, 

Norway, and the PBF – provided aid to Burundi  that was more directly focused on 

peacebuilding. At the same time, the funding for peacebuilding by international NGOs 

given by USAID, the World Bank, and DFID largely dried up. Even though Burundi’s 

peace process was still not over and the threat of war had certainly not subsided, these 

donors switched primarily to development aid. The attention of the Regional Peace 

Initiative also began to wane after the elections, as disagreements emerged between the 

participating states and their focus turned elsewhere. 
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By the time the FNL were integrated into the government and security forces in 2009 

and the second round of democratic elections were held in 2010, most international 

assistance was focused solely on development. Although a UN peace operation was still 

deployed in Burundi and donors continued to support some type of security sector 

reform and transitional justice, most donors, international NGOs, and UN organizations 

had now made the full transition to development thinking. Unfortunately, the reality in 

Burundi had not, as war again loomed on the horizon.  

4.8.3 THE SIGNIFICANCE 

This case study of Burundi’s war-to-peace trajectory sheds light on the nature of 

peacebuilding and some of the challenges facing organizations doing peacebuilding 

work. Burundi’s trajectory was unpredictable, fraught with uncertainty, and contradicted 

with international assumptions about linear war-to-peace trajectories. It shows that 

peacebuilding opportunities are, by definition, ephemeral. It also shows that all 

peacebuilding is political because its success is tied to the political dynamics at the center 

and periphery. Either directly or indirectly, all peacebuilding aims to influence changes 

political dynamics and institutions, just as changes in these political dynamics influence 

peacebuilding. 

For an organization to respond to peacebuilding opportunities, it has to both 

anticipate the future direction and respond to the actual direction. But because the 

dynamics are so fluid and unforeseeable, any peacebuilding action is risky. One never 

knows whether an action will deliver the intended outcome. The actors and issues are 

constantly changing. This presents many challenges for organizations engaged in 

peacebuilding work. It means that they have to possess real knowledge and 

understanding of the context, but also be flexible and able to alter their knowledge and 

approach in response to a new trend. Even if an organization is able to align its overall 
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aims and approach with a new trend, it still has to adapt its programming as the trend 

unfolds and the relevance of its approach becomes clear.  

In the next five chapters, I examine how five different types of organizations 

engaged in peacebuilding in Burundi navigated these challenges. I do so by measuring 

whether they took significant and systematic action to align their overall aims and means 

with the new phase in Burundi’s peacebuilding process (within one year after it began) 

and/or whether they consistently acted to maintain the relevance of their programming 

once it was under way. I then examine the reasons for each organization’s actions and 

analyze the patterns that emerge. 
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5 UNITED NATIONS MISSIONS TO BURUNDI: UNOB, 

ONUB, BINUB, AND BNUB 

5.1 Introduction 

United Nations peace operations have been the subject of much academic and policy 

study. These operations are simultaneously relied on by the world to solve some of its 

most intractable conflicts and reviled for their wastefulness, scandals, and numerous 

failures to create sustainable peace. Academics have found that peace operations do, in 

fact, contribute to peace at the country level, although exactly why and how this happens 

is still largely unknown.399 There have been very few studies of the micro-level 

effectiveness of peace operations. In post-conflict countries, these operations are 

constantly criticized by donors, non-governmental organizations (NGO), host 

governments, and the UN itself for being costly, imposing, and largely unable to fulfill 

their mandate. Their peacekeepers may help keep the peace, but observers are often 

uncertain what else they do and whether they can engage in effective peacebuilding. 

What explains the enormous variation in the perception of the micro-level effectiveness 

of peace operations?  

This chapter begins to answer this question by examining the interaction between 

the UN peace operations in Burundi and its evolving war-to-peace transition from 1999 

to 2011. This period covers four different peace operations: the UN Office in Burundi 

(UNOB), the UN Office in Burundi (ONUB), the UN Integrated Office in Burundi 
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(BINUB), and UN Office in Burundi (BNUB). These missions represent three common 

types of peace operations: light footprint political missions (UNOB and BNUB), a full-

scale peace operation with peacekeeping troops (ONUB), and a large integrated political 

mission (BINUB). This chapter examines how these missions interacted with the key 

trends in Burundi’s peacebuilding process, marked by six critical junctures (see Figure 5-

1). It asks how these organizations responded to big changes in Burundi’s peacebuilding 

trajectory, whether they were able to maintain their relevance to this trajectory, and, 

when data allow, how their patterns of interaction with the Burundian context influenced 

their effectiveness.  

The findings from this case study help to build a theory that may be generalizable to 

peace operations in other countries, particularly since the factors that enable and prevent 

effectiveness are largely institutional and shared across peace operations. These findings 

have significance for the academic community, which wants to understand the 

effectiveness of international organizations more broadly and the specific capacity of 

these institutions to build peace. They have significance for the academic study of the 

relationship between member-state components of these organizations and the 

bureaucracies tasked with carrying out the states’ decisions. They will contribute to the 

literature on liberal peacebuilding and the role of UN peace operations in imposing 

liberal norms and guaranteeing peace. Finally, these findings have important 

implications for efforts to improve the effectiveness of peace operations, which rely on 

several untested assumptions that this chapter tests. 

This case study finds that while the UN missions to Burundi from 1999 to 2011 made 

significant alterations in their aims and means in response to the critical junctures in 

Burundi’s peacebuilding process, for the most part they were unable to maintain their 

relevance to the context once these changes had been made. Instead, path dependency 



 

and bureaucratic inertia took over, preventing most of the missions from taking 

systematic actions to align with Burundi’s changing context or influencing that context. 

Figure 5-1: Actions by UN Missions to align overall aim and approach and programming with 

Burundi's peacebuilding trajectory

There were important exceptions when the UN’s peace operations in Burundi 

helped save Burundi’s peacebuilding process or at least 

these instances, the success of the peace operations was due to entrepreneurial leadership 

that was committed to peacebuilding, highly skilled teams who developed and 

implemented quality programming, a high degree of nation

interventions, and the development of reflective processes through which these actors 

could come to understand their interventions and make decisions to alter their approach. 

Success was due to extraordinary individuals who made a slow 

bureaucracy work in their favor. The UN did not train or prepare them to do this or even 

facilitate their work with supportive systems. Nonetheless, these individuals persevered 

and figured out how to make the UN’s vast bureaucracy deliver s

peacebuilding results.  
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helped save Burundi’s peacebuilding process or at least gave it significant momentum. In 

these instances, the success of the peace operations was due to entrepreneurial leadership 

that was committed to peacebuilding, highly skilled teams who developed and 
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could come to understand their interventions and make decisions to alter their approach. 

Success was due to extraordinary individuals who made a slow and impersonal 

bureaucracy work in their favor. The UN did not train or prepare them to do this or even 

facilitate their work with supportive systems. Nonetheless, these individuals persevered 

and figured out how to make the UN’s vast bureaucracy deliver some innovative 
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This chapter first provides background on the UN’s assumptions about how it can 

improve the effectiveness of peace operations. Then it outlines how and why its four 

peace operations in Burundi interacted with the six phases in Burundi’s peacebuilding 

trajectory. It then synthesizes the similarities and differences between each of these case 

studies and evaluates them in light of the theory presented in Chapter 2. It concludes by 

presenting an adapted theory about the behavior of peace operations in Burundi and 

discusses the implications of this theory for peace operations in other countries, academic 

literature about international organizations and peacebuilding, and policies to improve 

the effectiveness of peace operations. In the conclusion of this dissertation, the findings 

from this chapter will be compared to the findings from the other five case studies to 

generate a new theory about how organizations engaged in peacebuilding can be 

expected to interact with the countries that they aim to influence. 

5.2 A Brief Background 

There are several distinguishing factors of UN peace operations that influence the 

way they interact with conflict-ridden countries. UN missions are mandated by the UN 

Security Council and are closely monitored by the UN Secretariat. Although much of 

their operations are decentralized to Burundi, their mandate is set and revised by the UN 

Security Council, and the UN Secretariat monitors their actions closely. When a UN 

Mission is deployed, an enormous logistical effort is required to complete the “start-up” 

of the mission, including the shipment of hundreds of white UN vehicles, the 

construction of a secure UN compound, and, for the bigger missions, the hiring and 

placement of hundreds if not thousands of staff. The withdrawal of a UN mission 

requires a similarly labor-intensive process, which also includes firing many local staff 

who benefitted from the higher salaries and cushy status. As opposed to normal 

operations by other UN entities, peace operations receive a higher level of international 
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attention and have more political power because they are mandated by the UN Security 

Council. As a result, all member states and other UN entities are technically accountable 

for their mandate.400 These factors help determine the behavior of peace operations and 

their interaction with Burundi’s war-to-peace trajectory. 

In addition, there were several reforms initiated by UN headquarters that influenced 

the structure and organization of the UN missions in Burundi. In 1997, UN Secretary-

General Kofi Annan initiated a comprehensive organizational reform and restructuring 

process, which, among other things, aimed to strengthen the effectiveness of the UN’s 

preventive diplomacy, peacekeeping, and post-conflict peacebuilding capacities. The 

Secretary-General aimed to undo the fragmentation, duplication, and rigidity that had 

developed over the years, causing aspects of the UN structure to become “in some areas 

ineffective, in others superfluous.”401 He saw the organizational features that were most 

required of the UN in today’s world as being the same ones that were in shortest supply: 

“strategic deployment of resources, unity of purpose, coherence of effort, agility, and 

flexibility.”402  

Increasing the coherence among the interventions of the UN’s various agencies, 

funds, programs, offices, and departments was a core component of the UN’s overall 

reform agenda. In 2002, the Secretary-General’s second major reform report indicated 

that because the “common public policy challenges posed by the current global era cross 

both national borders and institutional boundaries… the strategies we pursue must rely 

on coordinated action within the organization and enhanced cooperation with outside 
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partners.”403 The major reforms that are relevant to peace operations aimed to increase 

the coherence among the UN entities engaged in development and to integrate the entire 

UN system under the leadership of the Representative of the Secretary-General when a 

peace operation is deployed in a country. 

The reforms focused on the UN development system created an overarching 

headquarters organ, the UN Development Group (UNDG), which brings together the 

thirty-two UN funds, programs, agencies, departments, and offices that play a role in 

development to deliver “more coherent, effective, and efficient support to countries 

seeking to attain internationally agreed development goals, including the Millennium 

Development Goals.”404 The UNDG plays a support and advisory role for its members 

and provides a venue for policy formulation, but does not have directive authority over 

the thirty-two members who have their separate governing structures.  

The reforms also increased the power and support structure of the Resident 

Coordinator (RC). The RC became the clear head of the UN Country Team (UNCT) – the 

group of all members of the UNDG operating within one country – and responsible for 

leading the process of establishing a common strategy and objectives for development 

interventions in a particular country through the UN Development Assistance 

Framework (UNDAF). Again, while the RC became the point person for political 

engagement with the UNCT in country, s/he was not given directive authority over 

UNCT members of, which continued to report and be accountable directly to their 

headquarters.  
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In addition to the reforms that focused primarily on the UN development system, a 

highly influential report released by the UN in 2000 pushed for greater coherence among 

all UN entities operating during the deployment of peace operations. The Brahimi report 

defines peace operations as entailing “three principal activities: conflict prevention and 

peacemaking; peacekeeping; and peacebuilding.”405 It defines peacebuilding as 

“activities taken on the far side of conflict to reassemble the foundations of peace and 

provide the tools for building on those foundations something that is more than just the 

absence of war.”406 The Brahimi report emphasizes the importance of peacebuilding to 

the success of peacekeeping operations, which it says requires a “focal point to 

coordinate the many different activities that building peace entails” with particular focus 

on coherence among the development and political arms of the UN because “effective 

peacebuilding is, in effect, a hybrid of political and development activities targeted at the 

sources of conflict.”407  

The Brahimi report indicated that coherence and coordination should be maintained 

under a peacebuilding strategy and that the permanent capacity of the UN needed to be 

strengthened to implement programs that support these strategies.408 It recommended 

that coherence of the UN peacekeeping and peacebuilding effort in country be 

maintained by collaboration between the Special Representative of the Secretary General 

(SRSG), who should be selected through a much more careful and systematic process, 

and the UNCT and at headquarters by an Integrated Mission Task Force (IMTF).409  
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Over the years since the Brahimi report, integration has became the “guiding 

principle for all conflict and post-conflict situations where the UN has a Country Team 

and a multi-dimensional peacekeeping operation or political mission/office, whether or 

not these presences are structurally integrated.”410 The purpose of integration is to 

“maximize the individual and collective impact of the UN’s response, concentrating on 

those activities required to consolidate peace.”411 These “integrated missions” are under 

the overall leadership of the SRSG at the country level, who is “called upon to ensure an 

integrated approach that assures full and equal participation of the peace support 

operation and UNCT participants in the planning, implementation, monitoring, and exit 

planning” of the Security Council–mandated operation.412 Collaboration between the 

peace support operation and the UNCT is to be guided at the country level by an 

Integrated Strategic Framework (ISF) that establishes joint priorities for peace 

consolidation in the country.413 

The UN Peacebuilding Architecture – composed of the UN Peacebuilding 

Commission (PBC), the Peacebuilding Fund (PBF), and the Peacebuilding Support Office 

(PBSO) and established in 2005 – adopted a similar model and aim: to promote a 

coherent international approach to peacebuilding through the establishment of an 

integrated strategy under the overall leadership of the SRSG and his/her national 

counterparts. The PBC aimed to enlarge this coherence beyond just the UN and include 

member states in this effort, although the head of the UN peace support operation in the 

country, not the broader membership of the PBC, reports to the PBC on the evolution of 
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the country context. Burundi was selected as one of the first two countries on the agenda 

of the PBC, and in 2007 it received $35 million in support from the PBF.  

In addition to the focus on coherence, the UN’s reform efforts in the area of 

peacebuilding aimed to increase the speed with which the UN is able to mobilize its 

resources to respond to the opportunities for peace consolidation that appear in the 

immediate aftermath of the signing of a peace agreement or ceasefire.  

The Secretary-General’s 1997 Program for Reform sought to establish measures to 

increase the deployment speed of UN peacekeeping operations. “A critical lesson from 

past experience is the need to be able to deploy operations quickly so as to establish a 

credible presence at an early stage and prevent a further intensification of armed 

conflict… Preparedness on the part of the organization must be coupled with the ready 

availability of trained and equipped troops.”414 In 2000, the Brahimi report reiterated the 

need for both “rapid and effective” deployment of peacekeeping forces.415 The need for 

rapid deployment derives from the critical window of opportunity present during a 

country’s initial transition.  

The first six to 12 weeks following a ceasefire or peace accord is often the 
most critical period for establishing both a stable peace and the 
credibility of the peacekeepers. Credibility and political momentum lost 
during this period can often be difficult to regain. Deployment timelines 
should thus be tailored accordingly. However, the speedy deployment of 
military, civilian police and civilian expertise will not help to solidify a 
fragile peace and establish the credibility of an operation if these 
personnel are not equipped to do their job. To be effective, the missions’ 
personnel need material (equipment and logistics support), finance (cash 
in hand to procure goods and services) information assets (training and 
briefing), an operational strategy, and, for operations deploying into 
uncertain circumstances, a military and political “centre of gravity” 
sufficient to enable it to anticipate and overcome one or more of the 

parties’ second thoughts about taking a peace process forward.416 
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Several reforms were made within the Department of Peacekeeping Operations 

(DPKO) to increase both speed and effectiveness, although, as we will see in the 

discussion of DPKO reforms, there remain serious organizational needs and challenges in 

this area. 

In 2006, the Secretary-General established the PBF, at the request of the General 

Assembly and Security Council, to provide immediate critical funding for interventions 

that are likely to have a direct and immediate impact on peacebuilding in the country 

concerned.417 It is meant to be a quick, short-term funding source that addresses critical 

funding gaps and helps create more sustained support for longer-term peacebuilding.418 

Through a quicker response by the international community to urgent peacebuilding 

priorities, it takes advantage of the window of opportunity in the immediate aftermath of 

a ceasefire or peace agreement to strengthen core institutions and mechanisms and 

shows people in war-torn countries that peace will deliver actual dividends to them.419  

In the following pages, I examine how the UN missions to Burundi interacted with 

its peacebuilding trajectory and how the reforms discussed above influenced this 

interaction. 
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5.3 Accompanying the End of the Arusha Process: The UN’s 

Political Mission to Burundi (Phases I and II) 

UNOB took significant and systematic actions to align its overall peacebuilding aims 

and outcomes in response to the critical events in Burundi’s war-to-peace trajectory in 

1999 and 2001. While in 1999 UNOB took systematic actions to achieve its ongoing 

programmatic aims as well, it did not do so in response to the new trend that began in 

2001. Once the transitional government was inaugurated in November 2001, UNOB was 

given responsibility for overseeing the implementation of the agreement. Although 

significant and systematic actions were taken by the Security Council to help UNOB meet 

that responsibility, the Secretary-General’s man on the ground – SRSG Berhanu Dinka – 

was relatively disengaged from the process and largely unable to fulfill his mandate. 

UNOB was established in November 1993 to support peace and reconciliation 

initiatives in the immediate aftermath of the assassination of Burundi’s first 

democratically elected president, Melchior Ndadaye, on October 21, 1993 and the 

violence and chaos that ensued. The Security Council called for the establishment of this 

office “as a confidence-building measure, to facilitate the restoration of constitutional 

rule, and to promote peace and reconciliation.”420 UNOB reported to the Department of 

Political Affairs (DPA). 

Through UNOB, the Security Council and Secretary-General closely followed both 

the positive signs in the Arusha process after the regional embargo was lifted in January 

1999 and the numerous setbacks in the process during this particularly uncertain time. 
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On April 12, 1999, the Secretary-General informed the Security Council that because the 

peace process had entered a “critical stage,” he had decided to upgrade the level of 

UNOB by appointing the head of the office, Cheikh Tidiane Sy, as his Representative in 

Burundi, who was subsequently replaced by Jean Arnault in May 2000.421 Both Sy and 

Arnault followed the peace process closely and engaged in informal negotiations with 

the various parties. This was the extent of UNOB’s programming at the time, and Jean 

Arnault, in particular, was a highly engaged and effective interlocutor.422 He, as an 

individual, was able to systematically act to achieve his political aims, but did not have 

resources at his disposal to advance beyond quiet diplomacy. 

After Mandela was appointed as the facilitator of the Arusha peace process at the 

end of 1999, the Secretary-General also signaled that the Arusha process was increasingly 

important. He appointed Amb. Berhanu Dinka as his Special Representative for the Great 

Lakes Region at the Assistant Secretary-General level, whereas the head of the UNOB 

office was at a lower grade.423 Amb. Dinka became the Secretary-General’s 

Representative at all Arusha deliberations.  

Plans were also under way to upgrade the UN’s overall presence in Burundi once 

the Arusha Agreement was signed and implemented and the post-conflict threshold had 

been reached. The Secretary-General wrote that at this point UNOB would need to 

“undertake additional responsibilities in the post-conflict peace-building phase to help in 

the consolidation of peace and security. This will entail assisting in the implementation of 

the peace agreement and the establishment of new institutions as well as providing 
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support for the various reforms envisaged in the agreement.”424 The statement implied 

the deployment of a full UN peacekeeping mission, not a pared-down political mission 

such as UNOB. The Arusha agreement called for the deployment of a Chapter VII 

peacekeeping mission once the agreement had been signed.425 But there was significant 

debate in the Security Council and with the UN Secretariat as to whether this would be 

feasible without a ceasefire agreement. In October 2001, even with the inauguration of 

the transitional government less than a month away, members of the Security Council 

reiterated their objection to a UN-mandated peacekeeping force in Burundi.426 

In response to the November 1, 2001, inauguration of the transitional government, 

the Secretary-General decided to strengthen the capacity of UNOB once again, this time 

to support SRSG Dinka in leading the Implementation Monitoring Commission (IMC) of 

the Arusha agreement. He increased the number of staff and appointed a military 

advisor to do contingency planning for the potential deployment of a Chapter VI 

peacekeeping mission.427 In response to the incremental progress in the Arusha peace 

process, the UN Secretary-General made changes within his realm of influence and, of 

course, with the approval of the Security Council. More significant actions were not 

possible without a Security Council resolution that significantly changed the mandate of 

the UN mission on the ground.  

The leadership of the IMC was, nonetheless, an enormous responsibility. It was 

made up of twenty-nine representatives, including the nineteen signatory parties to the 
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Arusha agreement, six civil society representatives, and four representatives from the 

international and regional community, including the UN. It was mandated to “Follow 

up, monitor, supervise, coordinate, and ensure the effective implementation of all of the 

provisions of the Agreement,” including ensuring that the timetable was respected and 

that all disputes preventing the implementation of the accord were resolved.428 In other 

words, the IMC was supposed to resolve many of the issues with the agreement that 

were unresolved during the Arusha peace talks. Because there were many issues in the 

final accord about which the signatory parties had reservations, this was a big task. 

Unfortunately, by most accounts, SRSG Dinka was not up to the task.429 

The IMC was accused of being just another venue for Burundian politicians to 

collect per diems, which they used to buy all of the new Mercedes that were appearing 

on Bujumbura streets at the time.430 Amb. Dinka did not even put the core issues on the 

table so that they could be discussed and debated or actually monitor the context, as 

mandated.431 IMC meetings were convened on an approximately bimonthly basis, giving 

the impression that the Arusha process was advancing, but this was just a foil because 

nothing moved forward.432 The “IMC was supposed to govern the government, but 

instead has fallen into the same political games as the government.”433 While heading the 

IMC was certainly a challenging assignment, most international and Burundian 

observers felt that Amb. Dinka was more concerned with his retirement pension than 

                                                           

428 Parties to the Arusha Agreement, Arusha Peace and Reconciliation Agreement for Burundi, 88–89. 
429 Interviews with international and UN staff members in Bujumbura, July 2002.  
430 Interview with Observer in Bujumbura, August 1, 2002.  
431 Interview with UN staff member in Bujumbura, August 8, 2002.  
432 Interview with UN staff member in Bujumbura, August 8, 2002.  
433 Interview with UN staff member in Bujumbura, August 8, 2002.  



 168 

with engaging in the entrepreneurial leadership required to effectively monitor and 

facilitate the implementation of the Arusha agreement.434  

While the Secretary-General took significant and systematic actions to increase the 

capacity of UNOB to carry out its growing responsibilities, his representative in Burundi 

did not take significant actions to the mandate given to him, even with the limited 

resources at his disposal. The variation between UNOB’s response at the programmatic 

level in response to the increased momentum in the peace process that began in 1999 and 

in response to the inauguration of the transitional government in 2001 can be explained 

by a difference in leadership. Jean Arnault was an entrepreneurial leader. He used his 

limited means to engage in talks with the National Forces of Liberation (FNL).435 Amb. 

Dinka, on the other hand, was content to sit back and convene meetings. He did not 

make serious attempts to push forward the implementation of the Arusha agreement, 

frustrating many Burundians and internationals alike. 

During these two phases, UNOB had frequent discussions with a wide and 

representative range of politicians and rebel leaders, giving them a good perspective on 

the context and, if they listened, sufficient information about its evolution. Their upward 

accountability to the Security Council and UN Secretary-General reinforced their 

willingness to pay attention to this group of “beneficiaries.” The Security Council and 

Secretary-General were monitoring the situation in Burundi closely and requested that 

UNOB report back to them regularly on its evolution. They gave UNOB a clear 

peacebuilding frame and helped to make sure that the mission had sufficient staff with 

knowledge of the political context to support their activities. During both periods, UNOB 

was protective of the information that it received and did not share it widely within the 
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UN or discuss and evaluate information about its outcomes, which were part and parcel 

of the trends that it monitored. It had a relatively defensive approach to dealing with 

information about its contribution, even when it had valid information. 

After 2001, UNOB benefitted from a significant organizational change in the form of 

new staff and a revised mandate from the Secretary-General to support SRSG Dinka in 

his leadership of the IMC. Nonetheless, this new focus and additional staff did not make 

up for the lack of will on SRSG Dinka’s side to use all the means at his disposal to achieve 

his peacebuilding aims. Although his mission was arguably more complex than that of 

his predecessors, he still did not take significant actions to attempt to achieve it. 

5.4 The UN Peacekeepers Finally Arrive: ONUB and Burundi’s 2005 

Elections (Phase III) 

In response to the integration of Pierre Nkurunziza into the transitional government 

in November 2003 and the establishment of security in 95 percent of the country, UNOB 

made important contributions toward the disarmament of CNDD-FDD combatants, and 

the UN Secretariat began preparing for the deployment of a robust peacekeeping mission 

in Burundi.436 After all, for the end of the transition period to take place by October 31, 

2004 as planned, the armed groups who had agreed to ceasefires must be demobilized 

and six rounds of elections organized.  

A robust UN peacekeeping mission was considered critical for the demobilization of 

former combatants, the organization of the elections, and, thus, the successful end of 

Burundi’s transitional phase. ONUB’s important contribution to the demobilization 

process and organization of the elections in 2005, a year later than planned, was widely 
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praised and ONUB was lauded as playing a critical role in Burundi’s thus far successful 

war-to-peace transition. In terms of the theory that these cases are testing, the UN 

Secretariat took significant and systematic actions to align its overall strategy and 

approach with the new trend launched in November 2003 at the same time as it began to 

take systematic actions to alter most of its ongoing interventions in response to the 

changing context. 

5.4.1 UNOB PICKS UP THE PACE 

Toward the end of 2003, UNOB began to take a more proactive approach to 

Burundi’s rapidly changing political context, in large part because the UN Secretariat was 

closely involved and preparing for the deployment of a robust peacekeeping mission.  

After the signature of a ceasefire agreement between the transitional government, 

Jean Bosco Ndayikengurikiye of the CNDD-FDD and Alain Mugabarabona of the 

Palipehutu-FNL, on October 7, 2002, UNOB and the EU helped responded quickly to 

ensure that there was sufficient food for the pre-cantonment phase for Nkurunziza’s arm 

of the CNDD-FDD.437 This response helped to ensure a truce between the CNDD-FDD 

and the Burundian Army until February 10, when fighting resumed.438 After the 

signature of the Pretoria Protocols with Nkurunziza’s CNDD-FDD on October 8, 2003 

and November 2, 2003, food delivery was resumed to Nkurunzia’s combatants in 

Bubanza, Ruyigi, and Makamba provinces, which the Secretary-General reported had an 

immediate effect of reducing violence throughout the country.439 

The Security Council requested that the Secretary-General designate a head of the 

Joint Ceasefire Commission (JCC) to oversee implementation of the ceasefire agreements, 
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and he appointed Brigadier General El Hadji Alioune Samba in that role.440 The UN 

provided financial support for the JCC in the form of the Chairman’s salary, premises, 

and support staff.441 To ensure that the cantonment sites housing former combatants 

were equipped with the necessary shelter and food supplies, UNOB facilitated an 

agreement on behalf of the UNCT with the African Mission in Burundi (AMIB) to ensure 

that they received the necessary security to deliver humanitarian services to these 

sites.442 AMIB was deployed in 2003 under the understanding that the UN would deploy 

a peacekeeping mission that would take over AMIB’s responsibilities within twelve 

months.443  

The campaign continued for a UN-mandated peacekeeping force to take over from 

AMIB. The facilitator of the negotiations with the rebel groups, Deputy South African 

President Jacob Zuma, briefed the Security Council on December 4, 2003, and made this 

request. He indicated that the agreement between the transitional government and 

Nukurunziza’s arm of the CNDD-FDD made 95 percent of the country peaceful, 

therefore meeting the Council’s requirements for the deployment of a peacekeeping 

force.444 It was widely believed that a UN peacekeeping force would offer the sheer 

manpower, international weight, and expertise necessary to ensure that the ceasefire 

agreements were implemented and prepare for democratic elections planned for the 

third quarter of 2004.445 
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On December 22, 2003, the Security Council requested that the Secretary-General 

assess how the UN might best support the full implementation of the Arusha Agreement 

on Peace and Reconciliation, now that calm had been restored to most of the country.446 

In response, the Secretary-General sent an assessment mission to Burundi in February 

2004 composed of representatives from the UN’s political, peacekeeping, humanitarian, 

human rights, security, information, and support arms. 447 

While the assessment mission found that the political and security situation had 

significantly improved as a result of the integration of all but one rebel group into the 

transitional government, they also found that the implementation of the Arusha 

agreement was seriously behind schedule.448 The date for the end of the transition 

period, October 31, 2004, was just eight months away, and critical reforms in the security 

and judicial sectors needed to take place before then.449 Plus, elections needed to be 

planned and organized.450 Based on the mission’s report, the Secretary-General finally 

declared that “the time has now come for the international community to respond 

positively” to Burundi’s request for a peacekeeping mission.451 After approximately four 

years of advocacy efforts by the Burundian government, rebel groups, and many 

international actors and observers, the stage was finally set for the deployment of a UN 

peacekeeping mission to Burundi.  

5.4.2 ONUB ARRIVES WITH NO TIME TO SPARE 

ONUB arrived in Burundi at the last possible minute. As a result, it took significant 

and systematic actions not only to align its approach with the context, but also to alter the 
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context so that it could achieve its mandate. In addition to changing its overall strategy 

and approach to meet fit the new trends in Burundi’s war-to-peace trajectory, ONUB also 

systematically acted to achieve its specific programmatic aims, with the exception of its 

civilian protection mandate, as the context changed.  

After years of advocacy, on May 21, 2004, Security Council resolution 1545 

mandated a Chapter VII peacekeeping mission in Burundi: ONUB. ONUB was finally 

deployed in June 2004, with SRSG Carolyn McAskie arriving in Bujumbura on June 25, 

2004. The UN had delayed in deploying the mission because of the continued fighting 

between the government and the CNDD-FDD and FNL. The logic in the UN Secretariat 

was that the UN was waiting until Burundi was “ripe” for the intervention, ensuring a 

more successful and effective mission.452 But Burundi was in many ways too ripe when 

ONUB arrived.  

Because ONUB started its work in Burundi less than five months before the 

scheduled end of the transitional period, it had to essentially change the context so that it 

could accomplish its mandate within a new timeframe. Before the end of the transition, 

ONUB had to help a new constitution to be accepted, organize six different levels of 

elections, and ensure that the disarmament of former combatants was carried out.453 
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Upon arrival, therefore, “ONUB’s urgent priority had to be managing domestic and 

regional perceptions concerning the inevitable extension of the transitional period, 

placing ONUB under considerable time pressure of its own and risking that it would be 

seen as favoring those Burundian actors who wished for their own interests to extend the 

transition.”454  

UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan said that this mission “opened a new chapter in 

the Burundi peace process.”455 ONUB was mandated generally to “support and help to 

implement the efforts undertaken by Burundians to restore lasting peace and bring about 

national reconciliation, as provided under the Arusha Agreement.”456 The mission’s 

SRSG was a former Canadian Government official with an impressive UN pedigree, 

having served as the Emergency Relief Coordinator for the entire UN system, including 

Burundi.457 McAskie also brought prior experience in Burundi to the job. In 1999, she 

was a member of Julius Nyerere’s facilitation team during the Arusha peace process.458 

As a result, she brought significant knowledge of Burundi and its players to her new 

role.459  

As the UN Secretary-General’s representative in Burundi, McAskie also took over 

the leadership of the IMC from Amb. Dinka. The international community and many 
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Burundians were anxious for a more forceful international presence that could help push 

forward stagnating institutional reforms and negotiate an ever elusive ceasefire with the 

remaining rebel groups.460  

ONUB’s leadership team brought continuity with the previous UN and African 

Union (AU) missions, strong relationships with headquarters and with the South African 

mediation, and an intense knowledge of Burundi’s history and political actors.461 It was a 

well-conceived and selected leadership that helped the mission to start off with a high 

degree of understanding of the context.  

The mission leadership used their knowledge and connections to resolve the 

political roadblocks to the end of Burundi’s transitional phase. ONUB was mandated “to 

contribute to the successful completion of the electoral process stipulated in the Arusha 

Agreement, by ensuring a secure environment for free, transparent, and peaceful 

elections to take place.”462 After ascertaining that the successful organization of elections 

during such a short timeframe would be impossible, ONUB focused all of its attention on 

“the maximum achievable and minimally acceptable progress that could provide an 

incontrovertible indicator that the transition was still moving forward” prior to October 
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31, 2004.463 The progress that ONUB helped to achieve at this stage was the appointment 

of the National Independent Electoral Commission (CENI) in August 2004, the adoption 

of an electoral calendar, the drafting of an interim constitution, and the acceptance of a 

law on October 20, 2004 declaring that the draft constitution was the interim constitution 

until the constitutional referendum took place.464 

ONUB had to accomplish its tasks in the midst of increasingly tense relationships 

between Burundi’s political parties resulting in significant roadblocks, which it worked 

closely with the South African Facilitation and Regional Initiative to help resolve. For 

example, President Ndayizeye sought to amend the interim constitution to allow him to 

run for the presidency in the post-transition period, which was outlawed in the Arusha 

agreement and draft interim constitution. This amendment was encouraged by Vice-

President Kadege, representing the predominantly Tutsi UPRONA party, who saw it in 

his interest to continue to deal with Ndayizeye and his party, FRODUBU, rather than one 

of the other “unknown” political actors, such as one of the rebel group leaders.465 

ONUB’s SRSG, Carolyn McAskie, met with Ndayizeye and other leaders on several 

occasions to “impress upon the parties the importance of adhering to the Arusha 

agreement and its implementation, as envisaged and agreed by the signatories, and 

supported by the Regional Initiative, the African Union, and the international 

community.”466 While we do not know the degree to which McAskie’s conversations 

contributed to Ndayizeye’s decision to withdraw his proposal to amend the constitution, 
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we do know that McAskie did identify his proposed amendment as a clear threat to the 

success of the elections and Burundi’s overall peacebuilding process and acted quickly to 

encourage Ndayizeye to align his actions with these aims. 

In addition to ONUB’s intense political efforts to help the different Burundian 

political parties reach agreement on the modalities of the elections and post-transitional 

arrangements, ONUB was instrumental in the organization and administration of the 

Constitutional Referendum and elections themselves. ONUB collaborated with the UN 

Development Program (UNDP) and the World Food Program (WFP) to assist CENI on a 

technical level to organize the voter registration, which began in November 2004. It also 

provided a great deal of technical support for the constitutional referendum, which took 

place on February 28, 2005, specifically by helping to transport materials throughout the 

country and implement the CENI’s media and civic education program.467 The Center on 

International Cooperation (CIC) reported that the deployment of ONUB officers 

alongside Burundian officers was particularly effective in ensuring security during the 

constitutional referendum.468 

ONUB also supported the CENI in planning the electoral timetable and continued to 

call for conformity to it.469 Once the final timetable for the elections was established, 

ONUB deployed all of its relevant resources to support the organization of the elections 

and managed to help organize six rounds of elections of a very tight six-month period. 

ONUB helped ensure that the ballot boxes and other necessary materials arrived where 

they needed to be ahead of time and that voters were registered and knew where they 
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had to be and when. It was also deployed alongside the Burundian police and military to 

ensure security during the elections.  

Stephen Jackson reported that ONUB’s electoral unit was under intense pressure 

from various political actors to either speed up or slow down the electoral process, which 

he said they resisted deftly, focusing on the “technical” nature of their work.470 He also 

reported that in all of his interviews, “the single point of agreement from all was that 

ONUB’s role in the conduct of elections in Burundi has been ‘unimpeachable’ and an 

‘immeasurable contribution’ to the cause of peace.”471 

Of course, if the Burundian political parties had not also had an interest in the 

organization of peaceful, free, and fair elections, then the efforts of ONUB and other 

international and regional actors would have been in vain. Although the political 

environment was tense, the large majority of Burundian parties wanted the transitional 

phase to end and did not desire a return to war. The international and regional actors 

helped to facilitate agreement among these parties, but while this was most likely a 

necessary condition for the successful end of the transition, it was far from sufficient. The 

political will and interest of the Burundian parties themselves was also necessary, and we 

will never know whether it would have been sufficient.  

5.4.3 THE CHALLENGE OF PROTECTION 

Although ONUB was able to systematically act to achieve its mandate of facilitating 

the free, fair, and largely peaceful elections in Burundi, it did not show the same 

determination in relation to the protection aspect of its mandate. 
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In spite of ONUB’s contribution to the electoral process, many Burundians were 

leery of its imposing presence and questioned its real purpose. ONUB was very visible in 

Burundi, with over 5,300 troops covering a country the size of Massachusetts, all driving 

around in big white jeeps.472 ONUB’s task to protect civilians “without prejudice to the 

responsibility of the transitional Government of Burundi” carried certain 

complications.473 ONUB’s role in protection was complicated by the fact that the 

Burundian Armed Forces (FAB) were in the midst of open combat with the FNL, which 

resulted in the death and displacement of civilians, while ONUB’s approximately 5,300 

peacekeepers were mandated in Burundi to protect these same civilians. For all this 

“coverage,” ONUB did very little to protect civilians. 

Perhaps the most blatant case of ONUB’s failure at protection was the Gatumba 

massacre in August 2004.474 Not only was ONUB unable to prevent the massacre of 150 

Congolese refugees in a neighborhood on the outskirts of Bujumbura, but they were not 

even aware that it happened until they were informed by the SRSG of Mission de 

l’Organisation de Nations Unies en République Démocratique du Congo (MONUC) ten 

hours later.475 The FAB, who held the primary responsibility for guarding the refugee 

camp, had refused to allow ONUB to patrol after curfew and failed both to prevent the 

massacre and to relay its occurrence to ONUB.476 Jackson argues that the inability of 

ONUB to protect Burundians “added to the ease with which the new government could 

make the argument for the rapid phase-down of the Blue Helmet presence.”477  
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The focus on continuity from the previous missions may have also inhibited 

ONUB’s capacity to engage in more forceful protection of civilians. Jackson argues that 

because the AMIB force that formed the core of ONUB’s peacekeepers had a much more 

minimal mandate that did not permit the same degree of force, this set a pattern for 

engagement within ONUB, in spite of its much broader mandate.478 This points to a 

significant contradiction in “best practice” for peacebuilding. On the one hand, to ensure 

that the organization has the necessary knowledge of the context and of past experiences 

in the context, best practice generally dictates that continuity of staff between missions is 

important. The high turnover of staff is a constant critique. On the other hand, in the case 

of ONUB, the continuity of forces from AMIB to ONUB set in place a certain path 

dependency that reduced the capacity of ONUB to act on its mandate and its relevance to 

new context in the country. There may be important cases, or critical junctures, where 

continuity is not as important as a fresh start.  

ONUB’s unwillingness to protect civilians may also be explained by the fact that 

ONUB was partnering so closely with the Burundian government and armed forces and 

was reluctant to weaken these partnerships. This points to a tension between ONUB’s 

tasks and the required relationship with the government to achieve them. For example, a 

close relationship with the transitional government was necessary for ONUB to organize 

the elections and facilitate security sector reform, while a more distant relationship 

would have been required for ONUB to protect civilians from fighting and displacement, 

which was perpetuated by the Burundian government as well. The routines of 

sovereignty and partnership, grounded in international law and organizational 

procedure, may privilege some types of actions over others and make it difficult for a 

peace operation to reconcile a complex mandate.  
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5.4.4 ASSESSING UNOB’S AND ONUB’S ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS IN PHASE III 

After the integration of Pierre Nkurunziza into the transitional government in 

November 2003, UNOB again became more proactive, particularly in its support for the 

cantonment of the rebel combatants and in preparation for the arrival of ONUB. This was 

in large part because of the increased attention from the UN Secretariat on the evolving 

context in Burundi. Once ONUB was finally deployed, it followed events relevant to the 

success of the elections very closely, publishing many of them in the quarterly reports of 

the Secretary-General on ONUB. It acted very quickly to facilitate agreement between the 

political parties and to organize six successful rounds of elections.  

During Phase III, ONUB systematically acted to align intention and outcome at both 

the political and technical levels in relation to the core purpose of its mission: the 

peaceful organization or free and fair democratic elections, which would mark the 

successful end to Burundi’s transitional phase. Because Burundi’s war essentially began 

after the last round of democratic elections, taking place in 2003, there was a high degree 

of concern among the population, politicians, and regional and international actors that 

these elections could lead to violence as well. The fact that the elections were largely non-

violent and almost universally considered to be free and fair indicates that not only did 

ONUB systematically act to achieve its intended outcome, but it achieved its intended 

peacebuilding outcome. As a result, this is a case not only of action to align, but also 

alignment.  

What explains the proactive approach of the UN missions in Burundi during Phase 

III and their important contribution to this phase of Burundi’s war-to-peace transition? 

The commitment and knowledge of ONUB’s leadership, the cooperation of the 

leadership with the Regional Initiative, the external attention to the outcome of the 

election, and the skill of the electoral unit are the primary contributing factors.  
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5.4.4.1 Leadership 

The presence of entrepreneurial leaders committed to ONUB’s main peacebuilding 

objectives in Burundi seems to have been very important for ONUB’s contribution to 

ending Burundi’s transitional phase. McAskie and Sati were highly knowledgeable about 

the Burundian context, the Arusha peace process, and the actors involved. They 

capitalized on this knowledge and their relationships with the Regional Initiative and got 

to work right away on addressing the numerous roadblocks to a successful end of 

Burundi’s transitional phase. But because these individuals had only so much time in a 

day, there were only so many highly political objectives that they could pursue. The 

technical staff were not able to substitute for them – not even the Force Commander, who 

was most comfortable in a military leadership role but not a political one.479  

While knowledge and relationships matter, they only matter to the degree that one 

has the political weight and leverage to act on them. You can be very well informed but 

not have the power to act on that information. You can also, of course, have the power to 

act but not be well informed. Neither of these scenarios is likely to lead to good results. In 

terms to the series of steps necessary for a successful end of Burundi’s transitional period, 

ONUB had the knowledge, relationships, and entrepreneurial leadership necessary to 

capitalize on them to push forward to achieve its peacebuilding aims. 

5.4.4.2 Information, analysis, and knowledge 

In spite of the high-level of knowledge possessed by ONUB’s leadership, the 

organization in general had problems with information management and analysis. While 

ONUB systematically gathered information about the context, it had difficulty 

centralizing this information and did not have accurate information about its outcomes. 
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ONUB’s information gathering was focused on reporting to headquarters on the context 

in Burundi, not on understanding its contribution to the context. For the elections, ONUB 

benefitted from the presence of international observers and other monitors who reported 

on the degree to which the elections were free, fair, and peaceful. ONUB did not aim to 

contribute to democracy in general, but just to support good elections, and therefore did 

not consider the conflicts between the political parties, intimidation of voters, or other 

potential infringements on democracy to be part of their outcome. In relation to ONUB’s 

other goals, it had too much information about the context and insufficient capacity to 

create knowledge based on that information, much less understand its contribution to the 

evolving context. 

ONUB was envisaged to have an improved intelligence and information gathering 

capacity in the form of the Joint Mission Analysis Cell (JMAC), one of DPKO’s new 

instruments of integration. Nonetheless, a year and a half into ONUB’s presence in the 

country, the JMAC remained unstaffed.480 Apparently, the DPKO budget office had 

removed the funding for the JMAC from the budget before it was sent to the Advisory 

Committee on Administrative and Budgetary Questions (ACABQ), which had to 

approve the budget for the General Assembly.481 The DPKO budget office assumed that 

this new instrument would not be accepted by the General Assembly and preemptively 

removed it from the request without consulting its colleagues who wrote the budget.482 

This points to the role that bureaucratic decisions at headquarters can play in 

determining whether a mission has the capacity to understand the context, much less to 

act on that understanding.  
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Because the JMAC was not appropriately staffed, the senior leadership of ONUB 

and several staff with experience with Burundi placed in various units in the 

organization conducted the political analysis for the mission.483 Because this information 

was not centralized and a longer-term perspective was not taken, both political reporting 

to headquarters and intelligence gathering in the mission suffered.484 Unlike its 

successor, BINUB, there was no monitoring and evaluation capacity in ONUB to help the 

mission understand whether it was achieving its desired intermediary outcomes.  

5.4.4.3 Accountability routines, knowledge-laden routines and frames, and 

organizational change 

ONUB was accountable to UN Headquarters and the Burundian government. It had 

no direct feedback from the broader Burundian population on its peacebuilding 

interventions. Nonetheless, for its primary goals – reconciliation between the political 

parties, launching the disarmament process, and the organization of free, fair, and 

peaceful elections – feedback from the population was not a necessity. ONUB needed 

feedback from its contacts in government and received a high level of international 

feedback about the election results. External election observers monitored whether the 

elections were effectively organized, providing ONUB with the information necessary to 

understand its contribution and creating a real incentive for it to perform in relation to 

these targets, which were shared by ONUB, international observers, the CENI, and many 

Burundians. A public opinion survey of ONUB’s work conducted in 2006 finds that the 
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vast majority of Burundians were very satisfied with ONUB’s contribution to the 2005 

elections.485  

The skill of ONUB’s election unit seems to have played a very important role in the 

successful organization of the elections. They organized six rounds of elections in a six-

month period, without any serious glitches. Combined with the knowledge and skill of 

ONUB’s leadership, ONUB’s technical capacity in this area was critical for the success of 

the elections. ONUB’s organizational frame was also focused on a single peacebuilding 

goal – the successful end to Burundi’s transition. This frame was shared by headquarters, 

ONUB leadership, and its staff, providing the institutional incentive, leadership, and 

technical capacity necessary for systematic action to achieve this aim and, finally, for the 

achievement of this aim. 

UN Missions benefit from organizational change that happens through the creation 

of each new mission. A mission is, hopefully, designed and created for a particular 

moment in a country’s war-to-peace trajectory, which gives it the opportunity to start off 

on the right foot. In ONUB’s case, this was certainly true. It was given the mandate and 

resources necessary to accomplish its main peacebuilding goals. Interestingly, it was also 

given some elements of continuity from UNOB and AMIB, which gave ONUB greater 

knowledge and better relationships on the one hand, but also created an element of path 

dependency on the other. This continuity contributed to preventing the organization 

from breaking out of some of the past patterns and adjusting to the new political 

configuration in the transitional government – in particular, to the rise of the CNDD-FDD 

– and to the significant difference in the mandates of AMIB and ONUB peacekeepers. 
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5.4.4.4 Burundian context 

An additional factor influencing ONUB’s capacity to systematically act to align, and 

its contribution to Burundi’s war-to-peace transition, was the context itself. The context 

was ready and waiting for ONUB. In fact, ONUB’s late arrival may have actually 

contributed to worsening the tensions between the political parties by necessitating a 

delay in the elections. Although the skill, knowledge, and persistence of ONUB’s leaders 

and staff enabled the organization to navigate the political complexity that they faced 

when they arrived, there was a general openness to ONUB’s mission and purpose. 

Almost all parties also believed in the importance of ONUB’s involvement, giving them a 

significant opening and opportunity. ONUB could have squelched this opportunity with 

serious negative implications for Burundi’s war-to-peace transition. But it did not have to 

create the opportunity or opening, as it was already there, ready and waiting for ONUB 

to act.  

5.4.5 PUTTING THE PIECES TOGETHER 

During Phase III, which began with the integration of Pierre Nkurunziza into the 

transitional government in November 2003 and ended with his election to the presidency 

in August 2005, the two UN Missions – UNOB and ONUB – lacked many of the 

characteristics that the theory presented in Chapter 2 hypothesized would be necessary 

for systematic and significant action to align their peacebuilding aims with Burundi’s 

changing context. ONUB provides a particularly important example. It did not have 

systematic feedback from the population and had poor learning behavior. However, it 

did have a clear peacebuilding frame and the necessary peacebuilding knowledge to 

skillfully pursue its most critical peacebuilding aims.  

ONUB also had several other characteristics that helped to compensate for its 

accountability routines and learning behavior: It had entrepreneurial leadership that was 
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committed to achieving its peacebuilding aims and had undergone an organizational 

change process that ensured that it had the mandate and skills necessary to work toward 

these aims. In other words, the organizational change process had provided a new 

organizational frame and ensured that the organization had the necessary knowledge-

laden routines for these aims, which compensated for the organization’s poor learning 

behavior and feedback from stakeholders. This was the type of work that the UN 

Secretariat did, was known for, and did well.  

The nature of the aims also generated a lot of accountability for the results and 

support for their achievement: Everyone focused on the elections and their outcomes, 

and many external observers helped to monitor the ongoing progress. Nonetheless, this 

monitoring and attention has existed in other instances (e.g., BINUB) that were not nearly 

as successful and is therefore not the determining factor. The decisive characteristics 

seem to be the clarity of the organizational frame; the skill of its technical staff in 

navigating the complexity and organizing a very complex operation; the knowledge, 

focus, and determination of its leadership; and the desire of all political parties to 

participate in well-organized and internationally legitimate elections.  

5.5 A More Subtle Approach to Peacebuilding: August 2005–May 

2010 (Phases IV and V) 

ONUB had little time to bask in the glory of Burundi’s successful elections. Soon 

after Pierre Nkurunziza was inaugurated as Burundi’s president, his government 

launched its efforts to weaken the international community’s influence in Burundi. The 

government made the argument that peace had already been built in Burundi and that 
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the election of the CNDD-FDD proved this.486 Now, they argued, it was time to 

consolidate peace through reconstruction and development that would be implemented 

by the new government. ONUB was no longer overseeing Burundi’s war-to-peace 

transition; the Burundian government was now in charge. 

First on the government’s agenda was to remove ONUB and its approximately 5,000 

peacekeepers from their soil. The UN was caught off guard by this request but adjusted 

quickly. It withdrew ONUB and began planning for a new type of UN Mission: an 

integrated mission that focused solely on peacebuilding. The UN Secretariat responded 

immediately at the diplomatic level, engaging in high-level negotiations with the 

government, although it took another year to withdraw all of ONUB’s peacekeepers and 

much of its staff and establish a much smaller integrated peacebuilding mission with no 

troops. In altering the mandate and structure of its peace operation in Burundi, the UN 

Secretariat took what the theory presented in Chapter 2 describes as significant and 

systematic actions to change its overall peacebuilding strategy and approach to align 

with the new trend in Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory.  

The UN Integrated Office in Burundi, known by its French acronym BINUB, was 

officially established in January 2007. BINUB immediately received US $35 million from 

the PBF to implement a series of peacebuilding programs. Some of these projects made 

an important contribution to Burundi’s war-to-peace transition. In these cases, the staff 

took systematic action to alter the project design so that it could maintain its relevance to 

the evolving context. Overall, however, the design and approach of BINUB’s projects was 

not updated to ensure their ongoing relevance to Burundi’s context. Between the time 

they were designed in early 2007 and implemented in 2008 and 2009, much had changed. 
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As a result, most of them lost their intended relevance to Burundi’s war-to-peace 

trajectory by the time they were finished. 

Although BINUB was not able to systematically act to align the majority of its 

peacebuilding programming with the Burundian context, it did take systematic and 

significant actions at the strategic level in response to the integration of the FNL into the 

government in April 2009. Specifically, it found quick and flexible peacebuilding funds 

necessary to demobilize combatants associated with the FNL, enabling the FNL to 

participate in the 2010 elections. 

5.5.1 A PREMATURE EXIT 

With the dissolution of the IMC, the international community in Burundi saw the 

need to create a follow-on mechanism that would allow them to continue to monitor 

Burundi’s peace consolidation trajectory and to coordinate their response. After all, 

Burundi was still engaged in war with the FNL and the political infighting during the 

transitional phase pointed to the possibility of continuing tension between the political 

parties. Under ONUB’s leadership, the Burundi Partners’ Forum was created. Its 

informal launch meeting on October 18, 2005, convened representatives of the African 

Union, Regional Initiative, neighboring countries, the UN, and donors. The plan was for 

it to meet regularly to discuss how international actors could best support the Burundian 

government in consolidating peace and promoting recovery and development and to 

serve as a counterpart for the PBC, which was expected to add Burundi onto its 

agenda.487  
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The fact that the Partner’s Forum was announced during the same UN meeting that 

“celebrated” Nkurunziza’s presidency apparently angered the new president, 

precipitating his call for ONUB’s premature exit.488 The new government perceived 

ONUB, perhaps accurately, as a threat to its sovereignty. They believed that ONUB’s 

leadership was partial to Burundi’s old political leadership, and specifically with 

FRODUBU, with whom ONUB’s leadership had a history, had been working closely 

since the mission’s deployment, and had developed relationships during the Arusha 

talks.489  

In November 2005, Burundi’s new president, Pierre Nkurunziza, requested that the 

UN withdraw its peacekeepers from Burundi and did not initially accept the deployment 

of a follow-on UN mission. During the Security Council’s mission to Bujumbura, as part 

of its visit to the Great Lakes Region, the government notified the diplomats of its wish 

for ONUB’s to withdraw from Burundi. According to the Security Council mission’s 

report:  

The Government envisages a role for the United Nations primarily in 
reconstruction and development assistance, and suggested that the 
peacekeeping component of the United Nations could be gradually 
reduced, as security had returned to a major part of the country, with the 
exception of the western provinces of Bubanza, Bujumbura Rural and 
Cibitoke, where the operations of the Palipehutu-FNL rebellion and 
movements of other armed groups and weapons smuggling remained 

issues of concern.490  

In May 2006, an agreement was reached to establish a peacebuilding mission in Burundi: 

BINUB. To avoid being formally declared persona non grata, McAskie left Burundi before 

the mission ended. She served from June 1, 2004, to March 31, 2006, at which point her 
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deputy, Nureldin Satti, took over as acting SRSG until the mission closed on December 

31, 2006.491 He was subsequently declared persona non grata before the end of his term. 

This experience led the mission leadership to recommend that “when a transition comes 

to an end, it may be prudent to consider replacing the entire echelon of top UN Mission 

management in order to promote the confidence of the post-transition government that it 

is dealing with an entirely new dispensation.”492  

5.5.2 A NEW KIND OF PEACE OPERATION: BINUB 

On January 1, 2007, a scaled-down UN presence began its operations in Burundi. 

BINUB was unique in several ways, several of which influenced its capacity to remain 

relevant to Burundi’s war-to-peace transition. It was a large political mission, meaning 

that unlike ONUB, it did not have any actual peacekeepers. But BINUB did have a broad 

mandate and a large staff and, as a result, was managed by DPKO and its Department of 

Field Support (DFS), not DPA as other political missions were. It was an integrated at the 

strategic and operational levels, which meant that the entire UN system in Burundi was 

supposed to be accountable to the head of BINUB and that several UN entities were 

combined into thematic units. BINUB was also the representative of the PBC at the field 

level. Burundi had been selected by the PBC as one of the first two countries on its 

agenda and benefitted from a large grant from the PBF as a result. In addition, unlike 

many other peace operations and political missions, BINUB attempted to empower the 

Burundian government to resolve its own problems rather than cajoling the officials into 

carrying out BINUB’s agenda.  
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BINUB’s unique structure and approach were the result of intense negotiations 

between the Burundian government and the UN.493 In these discussions, the Burundian 

government fought to scale down the presence and power of the UN, while the UN 

fought to ensure that it maintained a visible presence that would help to prevent Burundi 

from sliding back into war. BINUB’s founding resolution reflects the government’s 

insistence that they were now in charge. In Resolution 1719, the Security Council 

reaffirmed its “strong commitment to the sovereignty, independence, territorial integrity 

and unity of Burundi” and emphasized “the importance of national ownership by 

Burundi of peacebuilding, security and long-term development.”494  

The Nkurunziza government had modeled its approach to the international 

community on Rwanda’s. Following the 1994 genocide in Rwanda, the Rwandan 

government sought to demonstrate that it was the sovereign power and would 

determine the trajectory of its country, not international donors or the UN. The difference 

between Burundi and Rwanda is that Rwanda has been able to deliver the donors and 

UN what they wanted in terms of socio-economic policies, administrative efficiency, and 

low corruption, even though it received very bad marks on political and civil rights. The 

Nkurunziza government has gotten bad marks across the board. 

BINUB’s mandate was broad, including what had become the UN’s standard 

template for peacebuilding: peace consolidation and democratic governance; 

disarmament, demobilization, and reintegration (DDR) and reform of the security sector; 

the promotion and protection of human rights and measures to end impunity; and donor 
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and UN agency coordination.495 This vast mandate came with few resources from the 

Security Council to enable its fulfillment. 

The Security Council did not ask BINUB to achieve these assumed determinants of 

peace themselves, but to support, promote, and strengthen the government’s capacity to do 

so. Only in the area of donor coordination was BINUB actually mandated to achieve a 

particular outcome: “Ensuring effective coordination among the strategies and 

programmes of the various United Nations agencies, funds, and programmes in 

Burundi.”496 There was no guidance given as to what it would mean to support, 

promote, or strengthen the government’s capacity or how BINUB would measure its 

contribution. Instead, BINUB had to fill out a results-based budgeting matrix that listed 

“reconstruct rule of law,” “create dialogue,” etc., as its measurable results.497  

The contradictory messages from BINUB’s aims and the results it was supposed to 

achieve contributed to BINUB’s reluctance to measure its outcomes. It was impossible for 

it to achieve the results that it was supposed to, and there was no clarity as to how it was 

supposed to measure or report on the catalytic results implied by its mandate. In the end, 

BINUB’s leadership developed its own approach to pursuing its mandate and treated the 

accountability requirements from headquarters as bureaucratic boxes to be checked not 

pursued. 
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5.5.3 A SUPPORTIVE APPROACH 

In response to the government’s wish for a more low-key UN mission, BINUB took 

a qualitatively different approach to engaging with the Burundian government from that 

of ONUB, much of the rest international community in Burundi, and DPKO. Partly in 

response to instructions from UN headquarters, and partly because of the personal 

approach of the new Executive Representative of the Secretary-General (ERSG), Youssef 

Mahmoud, BINUB tried to empower the government rather than impose the UN’s 

agenda. In fact, BINUB played such a “supportive” role that many members of the 

international community and Burundian civil society questioned whether it actually did 

anything. BINUB largely refused to take credit for its own actions but put the 

government or other national partners in the driver’s seat and in front of the camera. For 

many UN staff, this approach required adjustment, but the ERSG was adamant that this 

adjustment be made.498  

5.5.4 THE DREAM OF INTEGRATION 

BINUB was also an integrated mission, perhaps the truest integrated mission the 

UN had fielded up to that point. It was headed by a multi-hatted ERSG, not unlike the 

multi-hats worn by Carolyn McAskie and her deputies. However, unlike ONUB, all of 

these hats were worn by one person: Mahmoud. In addition, BINUB had three integrated 

units – Security Sector Reform and Small Arms, Justice and Human Rights, and Peace 

and Governance – staffed by employees from different UN entities.  

Integration was held up by the UN as an organizational panacea – enabling it to 

respond simultaneously and coherently to post-conflict political, development, 
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humanitarian, and security needs.499 It was seen as the structural solution for the UN’s 

fragmented and often linear approach to post-conflict intervention.500 By putting all UN 

entities in a country under the leadership of the Representative of the Secretary General, 

it was thought that the UN could ensure that its resources were consolidated toward the 

most urgent political priorities and reduce waste and duplication. Building on the 

ground laid by Secretary-General Kofi Annan, Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon 

established clear guidance that established integration as the guiding principle for all 

post-conflict situations where both the UNCT and a peace operation are present. In these 

cases, the “main purpose of integration is to maximize the individual and collective impact 

of the UN’s response, concentrating on those activities required to consolidate peace.”501 

BINUB was viewed by many in UN headquarters as the perfect manifestation of this new 

policy and received several visits from the UN Secretariat aiming to learn lessons from 

BINUB’s integrated experience.502 

BINUB’s integrated structure served two political purposes. First, it helped to 

further the integration agenda that member states and the UN Secretariat were pushing. 

It even served as an unofficial test case for the Integrated Mission Planning Process 

(IMPP).503 Second, it responded to the Burundian government’s call for a smaller, less 

powerful peace operation that was focused on peacebuilding, not peacekeeping. The 

government believed that the integration of the UN into one structure would reduce the 

leverage that it had over the government as well as the number of actors that the 
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government had to manage.504  Paradoxically, the integration of the UN system under 

BINUB actually significantly increased the leverage and power of the UN as a whole 

compared to what it would have been if it remained unintegrated.  

The integrated structure of BINUB and the presence of flexible peacebuilding 

funding from the PBF enabled the ERSG to wield a higher degree of political power both 

within the UN and with the international community and Burundian government.505 

Using the political networks of key staff who had also worked for UNOB and ONUB, the 

ERSG was able to gather excellent intelligence about the evolving political situation and 

relay messages to key political actors.506 One international observer commented that Mr. 

Mahmoud was always better informed than other international actors and that BINUB 

was a powerful force with which to contend.507 That said, many other members of the 

international community were frustrated with BINUB’s approach. It was so focused on 

supporting the government and not appearing to be a domineering Western presence 

that it failed to consult with the rest of the international community or coordinate with 

them, as it was mandated.  

5.5.5 A TEST OF THE UN’S PEACEBUILDING ARCHITECTURE  

BINUB also stood out from other peace operations because it was one of the first 

two countries selected for assistance from the PBC and its PBF. The PBC and PBF brought 

BINUB several things it would not have had otherwise. The PBC brought high-level 

attention from headquarters to a country with almost no geo-strategic importance. This 

was exactly what the PBC was designed to do – marshal attention and resources on less 
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important post-conflict countries to ensure that they did not return to violence within the 

short term (i.e., approximately five years).508  

To support the PBC, the PBF gave BINUB $35 million in early 2007 to for BINUB and 

the Burundian government to implement 18 projects that targeted core peace 

consolidation priorities selected by a joint UN-Government Steering Committee. This 

money provided the mission with funds for peacebuilding programming that it would 

not have had otherwise. Normal peace operations, like ONUB, only advised the 

government on its peacebuilding programs or implemented its own peacebuilding 

programs through small quick impact projects, which often had little real impact. Or they 

supported UNDP or other UN organizations in implementing programs, such as 

organizing the 2005 elections.  

The PBF funding gave BINUB the resources necessary to do broad peacebuilding 

programming. Because much of BINUB’s mandate implicitly required some type of 

programming, the PBF actually gave BINUB the capacity to implement much of its 

mandate. BINUB eventually also received funding from other bilateral donors to engage 

in programmatic work, but the PBF allowed BINUB to hit the ground running.  

The PBF funding came with two important criteria. The selected projects were 

supposed to be short-term – approximately one year – and catalytic (i.e., catalyzing 

funding or actions by others).509 They were also supposed to target core peace 

consolidation priorities. Although the Peacebuilding Support Office (PBSO) provided 

almost no indication of how BINUB was supposed to operationalize these concepts, there 
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were several projects that did fit these two criteria.510 These projects, which are discussed 

further in the subsequent sections, offer important examples of how BINUB’s unique 

structure, mandate, approach, and partnership with the government could enable a new 

type of programming and engagement by a UN peace operation, one that focused on 

endogenous peacebuilding processes rather than imposing an agenda from above.  

BINUB’s PBF support also enabled an unprecedented degree of joint programming, 

at least for a peace operation, between the government and the UN.511 Each of the 

eighteen PBF projects had a national director from the Burundian government and a 

director from the UN. The projects were staffed by UN and former government staff, and 

in many cases, the projects were located in government offices. The projects were selected 

by a joint UN-government group of experts and were overseen by the Joint Steering 

Committee, jointly chaired by the government and BINUB. Each sector was advised by 

an integrated monitoring group made up of key donors, partners, and civil society 

organizations. Although the complex implementation and oversight structure established 

for the PBF projects was neither seamless nor efficient, in the best cases it did create true 

joint ownership and joint implementation that produced some important peacebuilding 

results.512  

5.5.6 INTERACTION BETWEEN BINUB AND BURUNDI’S WAR-TO-PEACE TRANSITION 

How did BINUB interact with Burundi’s war-to-peace transition, and how did its 

new approach influence this interaction? As described above, the creation of BINUB was 

a significant and systematic response to a new trend in Burundi’s war-to-peace 

transition: the validation of Burundi as a sovereign, democratic state. BINUB was created 
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in response to the Burundian government’s demand that the UN scale down its presence 

and take an approach that it deemed to be more respectful of the government’s new 

legitimacy. Although BINUB was established over a year after the 2005 inauguration of 

Nkurunziza, the planning for BINUB had already begun in early 2006. The months of 

effort that went into creating a new type of peace operation that responded to the 

requests of the Burundian government as well as some of the specific circumstances in 

Burundi constituted a significant and systematic effort by the UN Security Council and 

DPKO to align with the new context created by the election of Nkurunziza in August 

2005.  

Once established, BINUB kept close tabs on the ongoing political context. ERSG 

Mahmoud capitalized upon the knowledge and networks of several key staff who had 

been with ONUB and, in the case of several staff, with UNOB.513 This core team was well 

informed of the inner workings of Burundi’s political scene, passed messages, and gave 

support behind the scenes. They refused to take credit for the actions of the government 

or even reveal their own actions to the broader international community. Instead, this 

core group of BINUB staff, which included the ERSG himself, engaged in backroom 

negotiations, discussions, and support – hoping that this would influence the actions of 

Burundi’s government. In this way, BINUB aimed to support endogenous change that 

aligned with its mandate and goals.514 Although the degree to which this approach 

worked was the subject of debate both within and outside of BINUB, it was clear to all 

that it was based on a thorough understanding of the context and a desire to achieve 

BINUB’s mandate in this context.515  
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Even though Mahmoud’s core team of advisors kept close tabs on Burundi’s 

political situation and aimed to influence its trajectory, they did not have fully flexible 

resources with which to do so. Instead, they had $35 million provided by the PBF for 

eighteen peacebuilding projects as well as two contributions from its emergency basket 

fund.516 BINUB used this money to try and influence Burundi’s evolving war-to-peace 

transition, both by designing projects targeted at potential stumbling blocks to this 

transition and by supplying the government’s breadth of ministries with new cars, 

computers, and other goods in hopes of buying its favor and increasing the government’s 

willingness to cooperate with BINUB. BINUB also requested and received two $1 million 

grants from the PBF emergency fund. These rapidly disbursed funds were used to 

support the political directorate and pay for the demobilization of the 10,000 adults 

whom the FNL said were affiliated with them.    

BINUB’s use of the PBF funds was a continuation of the UN Secretariat’s significant 

and systematic action to respond to new peacebuilding context created by the election of 

the CNDD-FDD to office in 2005. The UN sought to repair the continuing tension with 

the Burundian government by ensuring that the PBF money was allocated evenly across 

the ministries and that each ministry received “peace dividends” in the form of new cars, 

computers, and other office supplies.517 The incentive structure of the PBF funds – which 

privileged quick spending of a pre-set amount of money – also encouraged BINUB to 

include a large number of expensive and quickly deliverable goods in the project 

budgets.  

In spite of the political nature of the selection and design of many of the eighteen 

PBF projects, several of them sought to address issues that were considered by most to be 
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critical to the advancement of Burundi’s war-to-peace transition.518 Specifically, several 

projects sought to support the ongoing reform and integration of the rebel groups into 

the National Defense Forces (FDN), and one project sought to encourage democratic 

dialogue at all levels of society, including between the political parties. These projects 

were widely recognized as making BINUB’s most important contribution to Burundi’s 

war-to-peace transition.  

In the area of security sector reform, BINUB implemented a set of complementary 

peacebuilding projects that aimed to support the continued integration and reform of the 

security forces, a critical factor during Burundi’s transitional phase and an equally 

important factor in ensuring the maintenance of security and working toward respect for 

the rule of law in its post-transitional period. While BINUB’s projects that focused on the 

Burundian police and national intelligence services were highly flawed and, in one case, 

did harm, its projects that supported the integration of the FDN were largely successful 

at meeting their aims and advancing the reform of the FDN.519 With the PBF funding, 

BINUB helped the military to rehabilitate and enlarge overcrowded military cantonment 

sites to accommodate the increased size of the military. This removed the military from 

the population and improved the relationship between the military and civilians in 

several cases.520 This project led to a spin-off project that relocated families that had been 

living in the existing cantonment sites, addressing a critical stumbling block for the 

success of the project through the reallocation of resources to this spin-off project. BINUB 

also supported the development and dissemination of a training curriculum within the 

FDN that established common standards of behavior for both old and new members.  
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BINUB also developed an innovative dialogue project that built on the approach 

originally developed by the Burundi Leadership Training Program (BLTP) (see Chapter 9 

for further details). The Cadre de Dialogue project supported four different series of 

discussions that empowered Burundians to analyze the barriers to a successful war-to-

peace transition and develop approaches to address them. While the actual plans 

developed through these discussions were too general and largely discarded, the 

dialogue process contributed to improving the climate between the political parties and 

breaking the deadlock in Parliament in 2007 and supporting the establishment of the 

widely accepted CENI in 2009. This project was well known throughout Burundi’s 

political and international circles and was widely regarded as being BINUB’s most 

important contribution to Burundi’s ongoing peacebuilding process. 

These projects were targeted at core peacebuilding priorities. They were altered and 

adapted during their implementation to ensure that they maintained their relevance to 

the changing context. They were jointly conceived, designed, implemented, and 

monitored by BINUB and the Burundian government. There was a high degree of 

ownership and buy-in from all sides. They also largely fulfilled their objectives of 

improving the relationship between the population and the military and helping to create 

a culture of dialogue, however temporary, among Burundi’s political parties, its media, 

and civil society.521 These projects were not without fault – they could have been much 

more cost-effective, and the community and civil society components of the dialogue 

efforts delivered few clear results.522 Nonetheless, they benefitted from systematic 

actions by staff to align with the context and learn from their ongoing programming and 

made a clear contribution to Burundi’s ongoing war-to-peace transition. 
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The two projects supported by the PBF emergency basket fund were even more 

flexible and potentially more relevant than the eighteen projects supported with the 

original $35 million promised by the PBF. This was precisely the purpose of the PBF’s 

emergency fund: to support urgent peacebuilding priorities. The basket fund did not 

require the same type of consultative process or detailed project design as the normal 

PBF funding required. With this funding, BINUB was able to provide badly needed 

funding for the newly created political directorate and for the demobilization of the 

10,000 adult non-combatants associated with the FNL: a prerequisite for the full 

demobilization of the FNL and their participation in the 2010 elections. As is discussed in 

detail in the UNDP chapter, BINUB’s support for the demobilization of the adults 

associated with the FNL was a significant and systematic response to another critical 

juncture in Burundi’s war-to-peace transition: the demobilization of the FNL and their 

integration into the government and armed forces in 2009.  

BINUB’s peacebuilding projects that maintained alignment with Burundi’s 

peacebuilding context benefitted from the unique structure and approach of BINUB. In 

these projects, the close collaboration between BINUB and the Burundian government 

officials created real “ownership” of the project aims and implementation process. The 

government officials and staff were invested in the project and worked hard to 

implement it in the short timeframe and maintain its relevance to the Burundian context. 

The normal PBF projects (i.e., not those funded by the emergency PBF fund) benefitted 

from unique oversight structures that were set up for the PBF projects – bringing together 

local and international civil society, international donors, and government officials to 

monitor the progress of these projects and suggest ways to maintain their relevance to 

the context and to the project aims. These projects were also implemented by units 

staffed by both UNDP and DPKO staff who had to navigate the procedures of both 

agencies. While this integration increased the administrative complexity of each project, 
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it also gave DPKO the capacity to implement projects, stepping beyond its normal 

advisory role.  

In spite of the systematic actions by several of BINUB’s PBF-funded projects to 

maintain their relevance with the evolving peacebuilding context, most of BINUB’s PBF 

projects were highly bureaucratic and failed to alter either their aims or means to align 

with the changing context. BINUB’s unique structure and approach helped the few more 

innovative peacebuilding projects discussed above to systematically align with Burundi’s 

war-to-peace transition and for several of them to make a positive contribution to that 

transition. But the design of the project, the readiness of the context for its approach, the 

willingness of BINUB’s leadership to engage in the project, and the skill and knowledge 

of the particular international and national staff involved in the project also influenced 

their contribution, as is discussed in more detail below. Most of BINUB’s peacebuilding 

projects were deficient in one of these areas, and staff simply followed a standard 

bureaucratic approach of implementing the project as designed, focusing on spending 

the money allocated to them, not achieving the desired outcomes, which in many cases 

staff did not fully understand. After all, most of them were not involved in the 

conceptualization or design of the projects. 

The anti-corruption project offers a good example of the majority of BINUB’s 

peacebuilding projects. The first problem with the project was that its goal was largely 

unattainable in the Burundian context. It aimed to “rebuild trust between the state and 

the citizens by improving transparency and reinforcing mechanisms designed to fight 

corruption and related offences in the whole country.”523 It aimed to do so by supporting 

a government anti-corruption brigade, conducting community-based awareness raising 

sessions, and strengthening the anti-corruption court. The project was implemented from 
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October 2007 to December 2009. During this period, Transparency International reported 

that corruption increased in Burundi.524  

The anti-corruption project aimed to target an entrenched problem that was 

growing rapidly, but it aimed to do so without actually tackling the systemic issues. It 

encouraged community members to denounce corruption, without addressing the high 

levels of impunity in society. As a result, no matter how enthusiastically they denounced 

corruption, these denunciations would not lead to prosecution and could even lead to 

retribution against them. It gave resources to the anti-corruption court and the anti-

corruption brigades without targeting the legal framework that prevented the court from 

prosecuting the most important cases or protecting the brigade’s independence and 

security. While the number of cases identified by the brigade and tried by the court did 

increase over the period of the project, so did the instances of corruption.525 

The anti-corruption project faced a large gap between its aims and outcomes, but 

did nothing to change its aims or its approach. Why? It lacked the investment of senior 

leadership in the project. The staff were not pushed to alter their approach, but saw their 

role as more bureaucratic. They thought that they were supposed to implement the 

project as designed and not alter it in any way.526 The project was also poorly designed, 

focusing on the surface-level changes mentioned above and not strategically targeting the 

causes of corruption or trying to curb their occurrence. The project was too politically 

sensitive, and neither the national or international players involved seemed to want to 

tackle the corruption problem. In fact, one national actor reported that they saw the 

project as a way of doing something on corruption, even if inadequate.527 They knew 
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that the political will to tackle the problem was lacking but thought that this project was 

better than nothing. It is debatable whether spending money on an inefficient and 

ineffective project is better than doing nothing at all. 

In addition, there was no clear information about the relationship between aims and 

outcomes, although information would not have been difficult to find. There was no 

accountability for delivering outcomes. Project staff were only accountable for spending 

the designated amount of money on the predetermined activities, not for achieving 

specific outcomes. Furthermore, the staff implementing the project did not have the 

training or background to design or implement a more effective project.  

In sum, BINUB took significant and systematic action to align with the change in 

Burundi’s war-to-peace trajectory marked by the critical peacebuilding events in August 

2005 – the inauguration of the new Burundian government and their change in approach 

to the UN – and April 2009, the beginning of the integration of the FNL into the 

government and security forces which necessitated quick international support. In 

addition, several of its projects targeted core peacebuilding priorities and took systematic 

actions to retain their relevance to these priorities. The majority of BINUB’s 

peacebuilding projects, however, were not as well staffed or conceived and failed to 

systematically act to maintain their relevance to Burundi’s quickly changing context. 

Why is this, and what is the relationship between these outcomes and BINUB’s unique 

structure and approach?  

5.5.7 THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN BINUB’S FORM, FUNCTION, AND EFFECTIVENESS 

How did BINUB’s unique structure, funding sources, and approach influence its 

capacity to interact with and contribute to Burundi’s war-to-peace transition? BINUB’s 

integrated form, flexible peacebuilding funding from the PBF, and approach to the 

Burundian government were necessary but insufficient conditions for BINUB’s successes. 
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As a corollary, they were insufficient to prevent BINUB’s numerous unsuccessful 

peacebuilding projects. Other factors mattered as well: knowledge, accountability 

structures, the quality of the project design, investment of leadership, feedback from the 

wide range of stakeholders in each project, and the receptivity of Burundian institutions 

to solutions that BINUB proposed.  

5.5.7.1 Integration: an uncertain route to effective peacebuilding 

While the push for an integrated UN helped BINUB combine the different 

knowledge-laden routines and frames of DPKO, DPA, and UNDP and implement some 

good peacebuilding programming, it did not cause effective peacebuilding. For the most 

successful projects, the integrated structure helped to bring together the political and 

development capacities necessary to fulfill BINUB’s mandate. It gave DPKO 

programmatic teeth and in several good cases created an unprecedented degree of 

national buy-in. But this was not across the board. The majority of BINUB’s 

peacebuilding projects were poorly designed and/or poorly implemented. Even in the 

most successful cases discussed above, staff struggled to manage the organizational 

complexity created by the operation integration of several UN entities into joint teams.  

The main problem was that the routines and procedures of the different UN entities 

were incompatible, creating a great degree of additional work and a steep learning curve 

for integrated teams. Several UN agencies argued that the focus on peace consolidation 

contradicted their mandates. UNICEF, for example, refused a request to focus its 

assistance primarily on the three provinces most affected by recent fighting because its 

mandate was to help the thousands of vulnerable children in all of Burundi’s seventeen 

provinces, not just those in the three most conflict-affected provinces.528 Even though 
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BINUB was integrated at both the strategic and operational levels, staff remained 

accountable to their home agency, fund, or program and its incentive mechanisms, which 

often contradicted those that the ERSG was trying to encourage. The ERSG and his senior 

leadership team lacked both the time and the leverage to ensure that the entire integrated 

mission worked toward their priorities or took actions to ensure the relevance of their 

projects to these priorities and to the context.529 

For the UN, the assumption behind integration was that it already had all of the 

necessary pieces to the puzzle but just needed to assemble them correctly to be able to do 

effective peacebuilding. To integrate was to assemble the various pieces of the UN under 

a common vision of the UN’s peacebuilding work in Burundi. This common framework 

was the Strategic Framework for Peace Consolidation, which was developed for the PBC 

and reflected in all BINUB strategic documents. As is discussed in detail below, the 

BINUB and its component parts lacked the knowledge, systems, learning behavior, and 

accountability structure to systematically act to align or align with Burundi’s evolving 

war-to-peace transition. While integration offered a helping hand to several well-

designed, well-staffed projects, it did not address the significant barriers to the alignment 

of the UN’s peacebuilding approach with the complex dynamics of Burundi’s war-to-

peace transition.  

In sum, although integration is often held up by the UN as a necessary and 

sufficient condition for effectiveness of peace operations, this case study shows that is not 

true. While a more coherent UN system would certainly be beneficial for many, more 

effective peacebuilding by the UN requires much more fundamental changes in the 

knowledge, targets, accountability systems, and learning behaviors of all UN entities 

aiming to contribute to peacebuilding. Integration, like coordination, is a means to an 
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end, not an end in itself. But because of the complexity of the UN system and the lack of 

feedback from the intended beneficiaries of BINUB programming, integration and 

coordination often appeared to be the organizational target. 

5.5.7.2 Knowledge-laden routines and organizational frames 

The most important contribution of integration to BINUB’s interaction with 

Burundi’s war-to-peace transition was the knowledge that it combined and the new 

knowledge that this combination created. Because UN agencies are broken up into 

specialized bureaucratic silos with corresponding capacities and no one UN entity is 

responsible for peacebuilding, most UN peacebuilding efforts suffer from split capacities, 

where national, political, programmatic, and monitoring and evaluation knowledge are 

not only held by different individuals, but by different UN entities who respond to 

different, often incompatible governing and accountability structures and organizational 

cultures. At its best, the integrated units in BINUB helped to bridge the knowledge gap 

between those who were mandated to prevent the reemergence of violent conflict in 

Burundi (i.e., DPKO), those who had been working on the political dimensions of the 

Burundian peace process for over a decade (i.e., DPA), and those who had the 

operational capacity to implement programming (i.e., UNDP, UNHCR).  

The most successful integrated teams – specifically the Cadre de Dialogue team and 

the team working with the Burundian Army – combined together a deep knowledge of 

Burundi’s political context, a clear focus on Burundi’s most urgent peacebuilding 

priorities, and the programmatic knowledge necessary to design and implement its 

peacebuilding project. These teams also worked very closely with their counterparts in 

the Burundian government, the projects’ beneficiaries, and community and civil society 

organizations. Several projects were housed in Burundian government ministries. Staff 

were seconded from ministries for each project, and each project had both director within 
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the relevant ministry and one within the UN. Groups of Burundian stakeholders were 

established to give regular feedback on the project direction and suggest alterations to its 

design. These arrangements integrated “local knowledge” into the design, 

implementation, and monitoring of their projects. Burundians “owned” these projects, 

were invested in their success, and were an integral component of each project team.  

This was a different type of partnership than Burundian actors were used to having 

with UN peace operations, which were known for dictating what the government should 

do and having little or no real interaction with Burundian communities or civil society. 

UNOB, ONUB, and much of the rest of BINUB were highly removed from Burundian 

society and “local knowledge.” The high walls of the UN compound, ringed with barbed 

wire and guarded by a cumbersome security apparatus, made the UN seem inaccessible 

to most Burundians. Most UN staff, in turn, were so focused on writing reports, 

coordinating their own system, and sometimes interfacing with high-level government or 

international officials that they had little time to build real knowledge of the Burundian 

society that they were supposed to be transforming.  

The government-UN joint implementation arrangements mandated for the PBF 

projects and the creation of integrated UN units within BINUB combined to produce an 

unprecedented degree of collaboration within the UN and between the UN and the 

Burundian government. This collaboration was a necessary condition for the contribution 

of the BINUB’s most important peacebuilding projects. But for most of its other projects, 

these arrangements did not enable the projects to systematically act to align with the 

relevant context or to achieve their outcomes. In the case of the police projects, the 

collaboration was distant at best and there was little real will for reform in the newly 

created, undisciplined, and highly politicized Burundian National Police (BNP). In the 

case of the anti-corruption project, there was the will among neither the national 

counterparts nor the UN staff to tackle this seemingly insurmountable problem. Even 
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with the projects that seemed to pursue less difficult aims – such as the small business 

project – the collaborative setup neither delivered high degrees of national ownership nor 

corrected the highly faulty project design.  

For BINUB’s peacebuilding projects, UN integration and the joint implementation of 

these projects with the Burundian government seems to have contributed to the 

achievement of their peacebuilding aims only when UN staff also had the relevant 

peacebuilding expertise, developed mechanisms to systematically monitor the 

intermediary project outcomes, and made significant efforts to include their government 

counterparts in the project implementation and decision making.530 Integration and 

partnership alone were insufficient for BINUB to achieve its peacebuilding aims. It 

mattered what the staff did with the new opportunities and challenges offered by 

integration of the UN system and closer partnerships with the Burundian government 

and to what degree they understood their peacebuilding project and its relationship to 

the context and felt that they should alter their project to better align with the context. 

Staff personality and prior experience therefore played an important role in the success 

or failure of BINUB’s peacebuilding projects. 

The problem with BINUB’s dependence on prior staff competence in peacebuilding 

was that none of the UN agencies that were part of BINUB – DPA, UNDP, DPKO, 

UNHCR, and OHCHR – provided their staff in Burundi with any significant training in 

peacebuilding programming, design, or monitoring and evaluation. Neither did they 

provide staff with any orientation on Burundi’s war-to-peace trajectory thus far, 

understanding of Burundi’s history, or other training that would enable them to make 

informed decisions about peacebuilding. The PBF and PBC were similarly mute on the 

subject, instead requesting that BINUB write reports and provide briefings to educate the 
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PBF and PBC on the subject of peacebuilding and how it should be done in Burundi and 

elsewhere.531 BINUB brought in external consultants to help design some of the 

peacebuilding projects, but even most of these “experts” lacked significant experience 

designing peacebuilding projects and did not stick around to help the staff charged with 

implementing their designs adapt them to the changing context.  

The large gaps in knowledge are derived from the fact that no operational UN entity 

thinks of itself as a peacebuilding organization. Peacebuilding is something that is done 

by everyone and no one. Most UN agencies, funds, programs, and offices want to claim 

that they do peacebuilding because there is a lot of money in it and because they 

implement programming in post-conflict environments. The UN PBC and PBF are the 

only entities that have a peacebuilding organizational frame, but they rely on 

programming carried out by other UN entities or member states. They are not, 

themselves, operational in post-conflict countries. They depend on organizations such as 

UNDP, which has a predominantly development frame; DPKO, which has a 

predominantly peacekeeping frame; and UNHCR, which has a predominantly 

humanitarian frame, among others.  

The DPKO component of BINUB was the only organization with a peacebuilding 

organizational frame because it was accountable to the peacebuilding mandate given by 

the Security Council. But this peacebuilding frame was not supported by DPKO 

headquarters. DPKO, in fact, does not even normally engage in programming, which 

meant that its Burundi staff had very little experience not only with peacebuilding 

programming, but with the design and implementation of any type of project.532 

                                                           

531 Key informant interviews with BINUB staff, Bujumbura, 2009. 
532 Key informant interviews with BINUB staff, Bujumbura, 2009. 
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Headquarters provided no support and even held up the appointment of key monitoring 

and evaluation staff because they were not used to filling these types of positions.533  

In sum, even though integration helped to combine the capacities and knowledge of 

several UN entities, it did not make up for the lack of peacebuilding knowledge within 

all of the integrated entities. Furthermore, the different organizational frames of UNDP, 

DPKO, DPA, OHCHR, and UNHCR meant that staff working for BINUB, while still 

being evaluated under the frames of their home agency, faced few organizational 

incentives to work toward BINUB’s peacebuilding aims. They would be evaluated on the 

degree to which they complied with their host organization’s frames and priorities, not 

those of BINUB, which would soon be disbanded.534 Several staff commented that 

BINUB’s integration and the resulting collaboration between staff from different UN 

agencies, funds, programs, departments, and offices was highly tenuous.535 It was like a 

rubber band stretched too thin, tearing at the edges, waiting to pop.536 

5.5.7.3 Accountability routines 

Even though the various UN organizations in Burundi were integrated to an 

unprecedented degree under BINUB, the accountability routines and incentive 

mechanisms remained separate.  The various UN organizations in Burundi – UNDP, 

UNICEF, UNHCR, WHO, FAO, WFP, UNFPA, UNIFEM, UNESCO, UNAIDS, OHCHR, 

OCHA, ILO, UN-Habitat – were integrated at the strategic level under the Strategic 

Framework for Peacebuilding and the corresponding UN Development Assistance 

                                                           

533 Key informant interviews with BINUB staff, Bujumbura, 2009. 
534 Key informant interviews with BINUB staff, Bujumbura, 2009. 
535 Key informant interviews with BINUB staff, Bujumbura, 2009. 
536 Interview, BINUB staff member (UO1), Bujumbura 2009. 



 214 

Framework (UNDAF).537 This meant that all UN entities in Burundi were supposed to 

do their part to achieve these strategic plans, sometimes in collaboration with other UN 

entities and sometimes alone. The three integrated sections (Security Sector Reform and 

Small Arms, Justice and Human Rights, and Peace and Governance) were integrated at 

the operational level. Members of each section – from DPKO, DPA, UNDP, and OHCHR 

– were housed in the same office and worked to implement the same operational plans, 

but held contracts with their parent organization. As a result, their organizational 

rewards were not based on how they complied with the goals of BINUB, but with the 

targets of their own UN entity, which were often incompatible. 

The clearest institutional divergence was between DPKO and UNDP, which had the 

closest partnership in BINUB’s integrated structure. UNDP was also responsible for 

managing and disbursing the PBF funds and procuring the goods needed for BINUB’s 

peacebuilding projects. ERSG Mahmoud simultaneously served as the Resident 

Representative, or boss, of UNDP and the Secretary-General’s representative in Burundi, 

or head of the DPKO-managed peace operation. Between 2007 and 2009, UNDP’s 

programming strategy and plan was subsumed completely under BINUB, with no clear 

program or plan existing for UNDP alone. In spite of this high degree of integration, 

DPKO and UNDP maintained their distinct and separate accountability routines. Both 

DPKO and UNDP were highly upwardly accountable to their headquarters at the same 

time as they were horizontally accountable to the Burundian government, who was their 

main partner and with whom they needed to maintain good relations to ensure that they 

would not be kicked out of the country, as ONUB had been.  

                                                           

537 BINUB, Strategie Integree d’Appui des Nations Unies a la Consolidation de la Paix au Burundi - 2007-
2008 (Bujumbura: United Nations, 2006); UN Peacebuilding Commission, Strategic Framework for 
Peacebuilding in Burundi (New York: United Nations, July 30, 2007). 
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DPKO was accountable to its headquarters for fulfilling the Security Council’s 

mandate, although it did not measure the degree to which it fulfilled this mandate. As a 

result, BINUB’s DPKO staff were evaluated more generally on the perception that 

headquarters had of their individual effectiveness and the overall effectiveness of 

BINUB.538 This perception was based on some anecdotal evidence, but was certainly not 

based on an assessment of the overall contribution of a peace operation to the war-to-

peace transition in Burundi, the individual contribution of staff members, or the degree 

of difficulty of the mandate. In the final analysis, BINUB was considered by many at UN 

headquarters to have been largely unsuccessful because its ERSG was kicked out and the 

government requested that the UN’s presence, once again, be scaled back.539  

DPKO had two overall, often contradictory, organizational targets. First, it wanted 

to stay in the country as long as the Security Council wanted it to, which required that it 

remain on the government’s good side. Second, it wanted to prevent violent conflict from 

erupting again in Burundi, which would require that DPKO staff challenge the 

government if it was acting in a way that was likely to increase the risk of violent conflict. 

Neither of these targets was measured with real data, and DPKO constantly reported on 

the evolving Burundian context and the activities that it implemented, although not their 

outcomes. 

UNDP, on the other hand, was overwhelmingly focused on spending the money 

that it was allocated within the designated time period. In fact, it did not actually monitor 

the outcomes of any of the projects with which it was charged, but had a color-coded 

sheet that it held up at each weekly staff meeting showing the disbursement rates of all of 

the peacebuilding projects.540 It aimed to fulfill headquarter demands for accountability 

                                                           

538 Key informant interview, UN Secretariat staff member (O21), New York, 2010. 
539 Key informant interview, UN Secretariat staff member (O21), New York, 2010. 
540 Participant Observation, Bujumbura, 2009. 
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for results by bringing in a team of evaluators to assess the overall contribution of UNDP 

to five key outcomes between 2005 and 2009. It gave the evaluators two weeks to do this 

and provided no monitoring data or other data that would aid the evaluators in making 

their assessment. Needless to say, the resulting evaluation reports provided little 

indication of exactly how UNDP may or may not have contributed to peace consolidation 

in Burundi, which was supposed to have been its overarching framework during this 

period. It tried to discredit criticism from evaluators and continuously claimed 

contributions to peace and development in Burundi that were not supported by 

evidence.541  

UNDP’s organizational targets focused on disbursing money, getting more money 

from donors, maintaining a good relationship with the Burundian government so that it 

could continue to operate in the country, and checking off boxes indicating that it had 

done evaluations, which were subsequently shelved. These targets did not bode well for 

effective peacebuilding, particularly since the UNDP Burundi office had long had a poor 

reputation within UNDP in general, lacking both innovative staff and leadership willing 

to take risks.542  

Within BINUB, the combination of these targets meant that staff were rewarded for 

spending money and contributing to the aspects of BINUB’s mandate that the ERSG 

thought were the most important. Staff in the integrated sections had to attend meetings 

organized by UNDP that assessed the degree to which they had spent their allocated 

funds, high-level meetings held by the ERSG that discussed the project’s overall 

approach and their contribution to Burundi’s evolving war-to-peace transition that rarely 

got into the details, and meetings held by the joint UN-Government Steering Committee 
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2010. 
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for the PBF projects that reviewed some of the project details and requested some 

evidence of their contribution, although little was actually provided. These three 

meetings often sent contradictory messages to staff and offered practically no 

accountability for outcomes or help in refocusing ongoing projects on Burundi’s 

changing context. The BINUB projects that seem to have made the most important 

contribution to Burundi’s war-to-peace transition took monitoring into their own hands: 

creating groups of stakeholders who gave regular feedback and involving civil society 

and communities in the process.543  

For the UN organizations in Burundi that did not implement joint projects with 

BINUB, their integration under one overall peace consolidation framework had no real 

impact on how they did their programming. They went about their programming in the 

way that they always had, focusing on their organizational frames and objectives and not 

on those of DPKO, BINUB, or the UN Security Council.  

In spite of the lack of organizational incentives to do effective peacebuilding 

programming, several UN staff pursued and implemented projects that made a 

contribution to Burundi’s evolving war-to-peace transition and even had the foresight to 

target critical junctures in this transition. Why?  

The UN’s incentive mechanisms do not easily punish poor performance by 

individuals or organizations. Many, possibly most, staff sit in their positions, taking few 

risks and delivering few interesting results, but carrying out the necessary daily tasks. 

The formal incentive system does little to punish or reward staff for their work, as long as 

it meets the very minimum requirements. One gets ahead in the UN by forming 

relationships with people in power and forming mini mafia, with people hiring their 

friends and recommending them to others. Reputation matters, but it is not based on 
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clear evidence of one’s contribution to the organization’s aims. Rather, it is based on the 

perception of peers as to one’s own strengths and weaknesses and the willingness of 

one’s bosses to provide recommendation for other positions. As a result, most UN staff 

spend a lot of their energy searching for new posts, applying for new posts, and 

networking in hopes of being chosen for a new post. They make their own way through 

the system by building a network in the system, learning how the system works, and 

learning how to play by its rules.544  

Perhaps many of the UN’s successes are due to the interesting nature of its work 

and people’s desire to make an impact, even if the organization neither encourages nor 

rewards this impact. After all, peacekeeping and peacebuilding are interesting, complex 

endeavors that can deliver a lot of personal satisfaction. Unfortunately, few UN staff 

actually engage in peacebuilding work, instead walled inside their compounds 

producing reports and attending meetings that make the bureaucracy function, with 

significant implications for the knowledge and understanding that the bureaucracy has 

about the contexts it aims to influence. 

5.5.7.4 Learning behavior 

Despite the countless meetings and high levels of consultation between the ERSG 

and his core team, BINUB was characterized primarily by defensive and invalid learning 

behavior. The large majority of BINUB’s projects lacked any information about their 

contribution to their peacebuilding aims, and staff had little or no training in monitoring 

and evaluation in general, much less more complex monitoring of intermediary 

peacebuilding outcomes. It took BINUB two years to find staff for its Joint Monitoring 

and Evaluation (M&E) Unit, and even when it did find staff, they were mostly junior and 
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had no experience with M&E for peacebuilding or conflict-sensitive programming.545 As 

a result, for the vast majority of its work, BINUB lacked systematic valid data about 

outcomes preventing it from even attempting to learn from its successes and failures. 

Projects monitored the goods that they bought, the meetings and trainings that they 

organized, and the money that they spent. Most of BINUB’s projects assumed that these 

outputs would lead to their desired outcomes and impact, but did not actually 

investigate whether this was the case. 

In spite of the absence of systematic monitoring of project outcomes or impact, 

several of BINUB’s peacebuilding projects developed innovative mechanisms that gave 

them feedback on key stakeholders’ perceptions of the project and its contribution to 

Burundi’s war-to-peace transition. The Cadre de Dialogue project created a monitoring 

group made up of a representative group of Burundians who evaluated each dialogue 

session, gave feedback to the program team, and recommended alterations to the agenda. 

It also had an overall approach that mandated that the Burundian participants determine 

the content and direction of the dialogue sessions, enabling them to largely own the 

process. The project team, in turn, was very inclusive of all perspectives and regularly 

discussed and evaluated the project, combining their various political, conflict resolution, 

development, and administrative experience to form a whole that was greater than the 

sum of the parts.546  

Although the Cadre de Dialogue stuck to the main components of its project design, 

implementing the requisite number of meetings with the predetermined groups, it left 

the exact focus, form, and participants in each session undetermined, allowing this to be 

developed and adjusted throughout the implementation process. This flexibility in its 

project design allowed it to incorporate feedback from each dialogue session and alter its 
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approach. If the project had also been allowed to drop some of the dialogue sessions with 

civil society and community members that proved to be less productive and reallocated 

resources to more important dialogue sessions, then it would have been much more cost-

effective.547 In spite of the Cadre de Dialogue’s open and non-defensive learning 

behavior and its commitment to taking systematic action to align with Burundi’s 

changing context, its action was bounded by the overall framework of its project design, 

the activities that it had committed to organizing, and the money that it had committed 

to spending. It was still subject to the overall accountability routines of DPKO and 

UNDP. 

The peacebuilding projects that focused on the Burundian military did not develop 

the type of innovative mechanisms that the Cadre de Dialogue did, but monitoring was 

integrated into the conception of the project. The projects were implemented by and for 

the army. They wanted them to work well and complained when they did not. Of course, 

these projects suffered some problems – unreliable contractors, lack of consideration for 

military widows living in the cantonment sites, and poor supplies – but the staff 

implementing these projects recognized these problems and acted to correct them. They 

were open about the problems when asked about them and open about their capacity or 

incapacity to address them. They cared about the outcomes because the intention was to 

improve their own institution. They would have to live with the results of these projects 

– impacting the reputation of the staff and their position within the army. 

In sum, although formal monitoring and evaluation tools might have helped 

BINUB’s projects to improve their learning behavior, they are not the only way that an 

organization can gather data about its outcomes. Mechanisms that provide feedback 

from a representative group of stakeholders, combined with a willingness of the project 
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team to systematically and openly process this information and real ownership of the 

project by Burundian institutions, were sufficient conditions for the project to take 

actions on this information to improve its alignment with the institutional context. 

The majority of BINUB’s peacebuilding projects lacked such monitoring 

mechanisms, a high degree of team collaboration, or a willingness to openly process 

information about outcomes. In addition to the UN’s own resistance to criticism and 

introspection, the high degree of collaboration between BINUB and the Burundian 

government contributed to this unwillingness to openly and honestly examine the 

contribution that it was making to Burundi’s evolving war-to-peace transition. The 

Burundian government was allergic to critique, and BINUB was adamant that it should 

be perceived as supporting the government, not imposing anything on it. As an 

illustration, BINUB sought to couch the results of a 2009 external evaluation of BINUB’s 

peacebuilding projects commissioned by the PBF in soft language that would be 

palatable to its government counterparts.548 They felt that any overt criticism would 

create more tension in an already fraught relationship.  

BINUB also believed that, understandably, evaluations of their peacebuilding 

projects would not take into account their own institutional weaknesses and the degree 

of difficulty of their peacebuilding aims because of the uncooperative approach of the 

Burundian government. They knew that they lacked peacebuilding knowledge and that 

UNDP’s systems were not appropriate for the high procurement demands of the PBF 

projects. They also knew that their government counterparts had their own significant 

capacity weaknesses in addition to their distrust of the UN in general. All of these factors 

made BINUB’s work more difficult and they feared that any evaluation of impact would 

fail to take these constraints into account, unfairly criticizing BINUB and UNDP staff for 
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many things that were beyond their control. This made BINUB staff reluctant to gather 

information about their projects, be introspective about what was working and what was 

not working, or openly report successes and failures.  

BINUB’s concerns raise an overall problem with gathering data about peacebuilding 

outcomes: The aims are often beyond what one organization can influence alone, and 

they often fail to gather baseline data that would establish the degree of difficulty of the 

peacebuilding activity and enable measurement of their relative contribution. As a result, 

even though formal monitoring and evaluation may not be necessary for reflective 

learning, when done right it can certainly contribute to a more realistic assessment of 

what can and cannot be achieved in a particular context, encouraging organizations to be 

open about their constraints and their contributions. In the absence of real data and 

monitoring mechanisms, success and failure become the equivalent to myth and rumor. 

This in turn prevents the organization from improving its knowledge of effective and 

ineffective peacebuilding practices and fails to provide any evidence that might help the 

organization to alter its overall organizational frame to be more favorable to 

peacebuilding. BINUB’s predominant accountability routines that prioritize reporting on 

political events and organization outputs to headquarters over any real discussion or 

engagement with Burundians involved in or influenced by the BINUB’s activities 

perpetuate this pattern. In large part, BINUB lacked sufficient knowledge or 

understanding of its relationship with Burundi’s war-to-peace transition to be able to 

even begin thinking about systematically altering its relationship or better aligning with 

the context.   

5.5.7.5 Flexible peacebuilding funding 

To what degree did the peacebuilding resources allocated to BINUB influence its 

capacity to take significant and systematic action in response to the critical junctures in 
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Burundi’s war-to-peace transition in 2005 and 2009? How did they influence the capacity 

of each of BINUB’s peacebuilding projects to take systematic action to improve their 

alignment with Burundi’s war-to-peace trajectory?  

The allocation of $35 million by the PBF to BINUB for peacebuilding projects made a 

very important impact on BINUB’s authority and capacity to implement its Security 

Council mandate. Although the Security Council gave BINUB a broad peacebuilding 

mandate, it did not provide any funds to implement peacebuilding programs. It would 

have to rely on voluntary contributions from member states for these types of activities, 

which were not considered to be normal peacekeeping activities that could be funded by 

member states’ assessed contributions to the UN. The PBF contribution came at a time 

when there were still few other resources for peacebuilding in Burundi. Without this 

money, it is unlikely that BINUB would have been able to implement peacebuilding 

programs in most areas of its mandate. With the money, BINUB became operational. The 

PBF funds also gave the ERSG leverage over the rest of the UN entities in Burundi that he 

would not otherwise have had. Even though he was given the responsibility over all UN 

entities in Burundi, he could only influence what these organizations did by providing 

them with money. The PBF funding enabled several parts of the UN system to work 

together toward peace consolidation in Burundi. In this way, it made BINUB’s 

integration much stronger than it likely would have been.  

The PBF funding was also flexible enough to allow BINUB to develop several 

innovative peacebuilding projects – most notably the Cadre de Dialogue, projects with 

the Burundian Armed Forces, and even the project with the National Intelligence Service. 

This allowed BINUB to go beyond standard UN programming to incorporate new 

approaches and techniques and take on riskier institutional reform processes.  

While the initial PBF funding allowed the development of innovative projects, once 

the project implementation began, most of the innovation was lost. Then the project 



 224 

became the territory of the implementing UN bureaucracies and was subject to their 

strengths and weaknesses discussed above. In other words, the peacebuilding funds 

altered the design of projects but did not necessarily alter the way that they were 

implemented. Any alterations in the way that projects were implemented were due to the 

unique UN-government cooperation that accompanied the PBF funding, the unique 

integrated structure of the UN, and the individual efforts of BINUB’s leadership and 

staff. Flexible peacebuilding funding is therefore likely to influence the degree to which 

DPKO and/or UNDP can initiate new activities in response to a critical juncture in a war-

to-peace transition, but unlikely to enable these organizations to systematically act to 

align their activities with the changing context.   

BINUB also received two emergency grants from the PBF. Unlike the initial $35 

million, these grants were delivered within weeks and did not require an extensive 

planning or proposal process. They were quick and focused. They enabled BINUB to 

respond to the critical juncture in Burundi’s war-to-peace transition created by the 

integration of the FNL into the military and government in April 2009. BINUB and 

UNDP provided a cash grant to adults associated with the FNL who were not otherwise 

eligible for assistance (see Chapter 6). These emergency funds therefore enabled a quick 

response but did not lead to a sustainable outcome. They funded projects that lacked 

national buy-in or ownership and were not concerned with the medium to longer-term 

impact of their efforts. They were concerned with providing a one-time payment to the 

FNL affiliates, without concern for how they used the money or whether they were 

reintegrated into society. There was no follow-up, just a quick response. As a result, the 

availability of quickly disbursed and flexible peacebuilding funds is not the panacea for 

effective peacebuilding programming. It can help an organization react, but it cannot 

ensure that programming is well designed or sustainable. In fact, it may discourage the 

latter. 
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5.5.7.6 Leadership 

How did BINUB’s leadership, and specifically ERSG Mahmoud, influence its actions 

to align in response to the critical junctures in Burundi’s peace process in 2005 and 2009? 

How did its leadership influence the degree to which its peacebuilding projects took 

systematic actions to align with the changing context?  

Mahmoud’s constant focus on the negotiations with the FNL and his initiative to ask 

the PBF for emergency funding were necessary conditions for BINUB’s contribution to 

the successful, if temporary, transformation of the FNL from a rebel group into a political 

party in 2009. Mahmoud was instrumental in determining BINUB’s new approach to 

Burundi’s government, which aimed to support rather than impose change, and in 

maintaining its focus on peace consolidation. He surrounded himself with a core team of 

highly skilled political analysts who kept him informed about the ongoing negotiations 

with the FNL and the evolving political situation. His focus on the peace talks with the 

FNL set the stage for BINUB’s response to the integration of the FNL into the 

government and security forces in April 2009. BINUB’s use of the PBF funds to 

demobilize – or pay off – the FNL’s list of associated adults helped remove an important 

roadblock to the FNL’s demobilization and participation in the 2010 elections.  

Mahmoud did not play a part in the UN Secretariat’s response to the change in 

climate that followed the election of Nkurunziza in 2005. The planning and design of 

BINUB was carried out by other UN staff, and not the ERSG who only arrived in Burundi 

in late 2006. The ERSG was instrumental in creating BINUB’s institutional culture once it 

was established. He required his staff to change the way they related to the Burundian 

government, which both he and the government had found disrespectful. BINUB’s new 

approach would be to facilitate action by the government and refuse to take credit for 

their actions. As a result, many observers were unclear about what exactly BINUB did 

and what the impact was of all of the resources being dumped into it. 
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Mahmoud’s leadership influenced the capacity of one project in particular – the 

Cadre de Dialogue project – to systematically act to align with Burundi’s evolving 

context. His leadership had little impact on the degree to which BINUB’s other projects 

acted to align or aligned with the context. Mahmoud dedicated a great degree of energy 

to the design and implementation of the Cadre de Dialogue project, specifically by 

talking to high-level political figures, showing his commitment to the overall process, 

and helping unblock barriers within the UN bureaucracy. His focus on the project 

certainly helped to raise its profile within BINUB and ensure that it was not undermined 

by petty competition and bureaucratic hurdles. 

The ERSG had very little influence on the implementation of BINUB’s other 

peacebuilding projects. He focused on BINUB’s overall strategy but did not get into the 

details of how the other projects were implemented. He intervened to save the local 

business project after it received a bad evaluation, but was relatively hands-off with the 

other projects. He turned over the chairmanship of the Joint Steering Committee for the 

PBF projects to his deputies and spent his own time focusing on Burundi’s ongoing 

negotiations with the FNL and high-level interactions with government, shaping the 

overall strategy of BINUB, reporting regularly to UN headquarters, and managing 

BINUB’s complex organizational structure. It was not also possible for one person to 

supervise all of BINUB’s peacebuilding projects or ensure that they maintained their 

alignment with Burundi’s evolving context. The people to whom he dedicated this task 

were not as well informed about Burundi’s political situation, nor did they have a 

detailed understanding of peacebuilding programming. They also lacked the authority 

necessary to move bureaucratic barriers or influence change in other UN entities that 

were part of BINUB’s integrated structure, specifically UNDP. Furthermore, BINUB was 

stuck with the staff that it had, and neither Mahmoud nor his deputies could do much to 
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change this. The skill and training of staff played a big role in the success of BINUB’s 

programming, and its leaders could do little to influence either. 

In sum, BINUB’s leadership was instrumental in determining whether it took 

significant and systematic action in response to critical junctures in Burundi’s war-to-

peace trajectory, but it was largely ineffective at influencing the alignment of the majority 

of BINUB’s projects with the changing context.   

5.5.7.7 Conclusion Period V: What matters for actions to align and alignment? 

This case study of BINUB during Phases IV and V reveals some interesting trends in 

the causes of actions to align and the relationship between actions to align and 

alignment. It shows that BINUB’s overall peacebuilding organizational frame, 

availability of flexible peacebuilding resources, and entrepreneurial leadership that was 

committed to peacebuilding had an important influence on the UN Secretariat and 

BINUB’s ability to take systematic and significant action in response to two critical 

junctures in Burundi’s war-to-peace trajectory. It also shows that these factors were 

insufficient to ensure that BINUB’s projects systematically acted to align with the 

changing context. Instead, even BINUB’s projects that were initially well aligned with the 

context largely began to lose their relevance over time. The factors that influenced the 

direction of these projects were more structural in nature: accountability routines and the 

corresponding bureaucratic patterns, practices of data collection and learning behavior, 

and the knowledge and training of BINUB’s staff. This shows that while individual 

leadership, new funding mechanisms, and an overarching organizational analysis and 

strategy can enable the organization to take important peacebuilding actions, these 

factors are insufficient to alter structure and day-to-day functioning, which ultimately 

determine an organization’s capacity to systematically respond to changes in the context. 



 228 

What about the relationship between actions to align and the actual achievement of 

the desired aims, or alignment? When the UN Secretariat took systematic and significant 

actions to align in response to the change of climate sparked by the 2005 elections, they 

altered both their aim and their means. This significant and systematic action took the 

form of a series of negotiations with the Burundian government, among UN agencies, 

and among members of the Security Council. These negotiations led to compromise on 

all sides: in terms of the aim of the UN mission, its structure, and its approach to 

peacebuilding. When BINUB acted in response to the integration of the FNL into the 

army and government in April 2009, it built on the back of significant and systematic 

action that the ERSG had been taking to push forward the negotiations with the FNL. 

This action helped him to recognize the opportunity and need presented by the FNL’s 

request to demobilize non-combatant adults who had been associated with the rebel 

movement. He then mobilized the UN’s resources to respond. If the organization had not 

already been focused on the negotiations with the FNL, it is unlikely that they would 

have recognized the opportunity or reacted so quickly or effectively. These instances 

show an important causal relationship between systematic and significant actions to 

align and alignment. 

The causal relationship between systematic actions to align and alignment was not 

as clear-cut for BINUB’s peacebuilding projects. When the same overall trend continued 

in Burundi’s war-to-peace trajectory, systematic actions to align did lead to some degree 

of alignment. When a team continually worked to improve its capacity to achieve its aims 

in a changing context, it achieved these aims to some degree. They altered their project 

aims, which were vague and overly ambitious in almost all cases, and/or their project 

design to make a significant contribution to the realization of its aims. In several cases 

where the project was clearly not delivering the intended results, such as the small 
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business project, the project team took systematic actions to align at the beginning and 

then essentially gave up once they realized that alignment would not happen.  

When the project bridged a big critical juncture in Burundi’s war-to-peace trajectory, 

significant actions to align were not necessarily enough to ensure alignment. For 

example, the Cadre de Dialogue project led to the establishment of a permanent Forum 

for Political Parties that was run by the political parties themselves with the support from 

the UN and NGOs, such as the BLTP (see Chapter 9). The results of the 2010 elections 

significantly altered the direction of Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory. They reduced 

opportunities for collaboration and discussion between the political parties, even as the 

need for dialogue grew. BINUB continued to systematically act to convene the Forum for 

Political Parties, but eventually they gave up as the political space for this forum had 

closed. This example illustrates that significant action to align may not lead to alignment 

when it crosses a critical juncture in the peacebuilding process that launches a markedly 

new direction. To realign with the context, the organization would have to revisit and 

redesign its overall strategy and programming approach.   

5.6 Period VI: A Disappointing Turn of Events 

The 2010 elections in Burundi resulted in the creation of a one-party state and the 

emergence of a new rebel movement by 2011. Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory had 

taken a sour turn, and the international community largely sat back and watched. The 

UN took no systematic or significant actions to pursue its peacebuilding aims; instead, it 

became a much weaker and more timid organization, trying even harder to maintain its 

good standing with an increasingly resistant government. 

In January 2010, the Burundian government requested that BINUB’s ERSG, Youssef 

Mahmoud, leave the country on the grounds that he was biased toward the CENI and 

against the government. With Mahmoud’s departure, BINUB no longer had a leader for 
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the relationships and political approach necessary to dialogue with the government. He 

was replaced in April 2010 by Charles Petrie, a highly revered UN civil servant who had 

worked in multiple conflict zones and with many different UN entities.  

As the elections unfolded, the opposition withdrew, and it became clear that 

Burundi was becoming a one-party state, BINUB was largely silent. It helped organize 

the elections – quickly cleaning up a ballot procurement and distribution process that 

UNDP had botched – but failed to intervene or attempt to negotiate a settlement between 

the CNDD-FDD and the opposition parties. BINUB endorsed the elections as free and 

fair and emphasized that the situation was now up to Burundians to resolve. After 

almost two decades of closely accompanying Burundi’s peacebuilding process, the UN 

Secretariat abandoned its post. While BINUB still had a clear physical presence in 

Burundi, it no longer dedicated much energy to try to influence Burundi’s war-to-peace 

trajectory. Like much of the rest of the international community, it sat back and watched 

the events unfold.  

BINUB’s cadre of people who were knowledgeable about Burundi and had worked 

on its peace process fled, hoping to find other posts before the mission closed. In fact, at a 

staff meeting in July 2010, they were told to go looking for other posts.549 Just as 

Burundi’s war-to-peace transition was taking a decidedly negative turn, the UN 

Secretariat took the role of observer of Burundi’s peace process, rather than that of an 

integral actor in that process as it had in the past. It declared the fact that violence had 

not yet erupted to be a testament to the success of Burundi’s peace process, without 

mentioning its potential role in preventing the escalation of violence. “Despite the deep 

divide among political actors over the elections and the fact that a single party will 

                                                           

549 Key informant interviews (O22), 2009. 
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dominate the political landscape for the next five years, it is remarkable that neither of 

those factors has led to the return of large-scale violence, as has been widely feared.”550  

The UN’s PBC, which was established to prevent post-conflict countries from sliding 

back into war, was equally unresponsive to events in Burundi. The Swiss chaired the 

PBC configuration on Burundi and were reluctant to make waves at UN headquarters or 

in Bujumbura.551 After all, the capacity of the PBC in preventing the escalation of conflict 

was still relatively untested. The PBC neither intervened to try to stop the opposition 

from withdrawing from the elections nor attempted to broker negotiations between the 

CNDD-FDD and the opposition parties. Instead, the Swiss focused on economic 

development, seeing their role as continuing to help mobilize resources for Burundi for 

the implementation of its poverty reduction strategy. The head of the Burundi 

configuration, Amb. Segar, explained this decision to the Security Council. 

Indeed, the integration into society of groups affected by conflict enables 
them to live in dignity and also minimizes the risk of former combatants 
taking up arms once again and returning to violence because of a lack of 
alternatives. This is particularly true in the case of young people, among 
whom the unemployment rate remains very high. Work would not only 
give them a sense of purpose in life but also the feeling of being an 
integral part of society. In that respect, socio-economic integration is a 

key pillar of peacebuilding.552  

The PBF followed the Swiss lead, contributing $9.2 million to “sustainable socio-

economic reintegration of marginalized populations in three provinces bordering the 

Democratic Republic of the Congo,” or those most affected by the war.553 In spite of the 
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good intentions, the findings from this dissertation combined with the UN’s track record 

in Burundi indicate that if these projects are not implemented by skilled staff with a 

predominant focus on peacebuilding, not simply on development, they will be unlikely 

to positively influence Burundi’s war-to-peace trajectory. 

Even though the political and security situation in Burundi continued to deteriorate, 

at the beginning of 2011 the UN peace operation presence was again downgraded to a 

small political mission entitled the UN Office in Burundi (BNUB). BNUB was mandated 

by the Security Council to strengthen judicial independence, promote inclusive political 

dialogue, support the establishment of transitional justice mechanisms, promote and 

protect human rights, ensure that all economic strategies in Burundi have a focus on 

peacebuilding and equitable growth, and support Burundi’s chairmanship of the East 

African community.554 Unlike BINUB, BNUB was not programmatically integrated with 

UNDP. 

Although the Security Council gave BNUB the mandate to support political 

dialogue and protect human rights, it had little capacity to do so or political will to 

pressure the Burundian government. Even though its new ERSG, Karin Landgren, was 

clearly a “smart lady” with a lot of experience with the UN and peacebuilding, she was 

not an entrepreneurial leader.555 Like her predecessor, Charles Petrie, it seems that she 

was given a clear message by UN headquarters not to rock the boat and risk having the 

head of a UN mission, yet again, kicked out of Burundi.556  

The reticence to put too much overt pressure on the Burundian government was 

also present in the Security Council, which refused to include clear language calling for 

                                                           

554 UN Security Council, UN Security Council Resolution 1959, Resolution (New York: United 
Nations Security Council, December 16, 2010), http://daccess-dds-
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accountability for extrajudicial killings in the country.557 In the end, they agreed on more 

moderate language that called on the Burundian authorities to end extrajudicial killings 

and ensure prosecution of those responsible.558 The resolutions on Burundi are replete 

with statements by the Security Council that “suggest,” “encourage,” or “call upon” the 

Burundian government to take certain actions.559 They reflect the Security Council’s 

“strong commitment to the sovereignty, independence, territorial integrity, and unity of 

Burundi,” which has prevented the imposition of any actions on the country or the 

enforcement of anything imposed.560  

The Burundian government continued to use the UN’s deference to its sovereign 

authority to its advantage. It made slight improvements to satisfy the UN and other 

international donors while simultaneously governing as it wanted to govern, including 

by attacking and killing those thought to be loyal to the opposition and its emerging 

rebel movement. The Burundian government had a high degree of agency over its own 

actions and was far from being imposed upon by the UN or other international actor. The 

government was able to use the threat of expulsion of the UN as a way to bend it to its 

will. The Security Council felt that it had to have a presence in Burundi in case violence 

were to break out, even though it would have no capacity to prevent or respond to this 

violence. It seems it was better to be there and be ineffective than not be there at all. 

Why were BINUB and BNUB unable to take significant and systematic action to 

achieve its peacebuilding aims in Burundi once the direction of Burundi’s 2010 elections 

became clear? It seems almost everything had changed, both within BINUB and in their 
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assumptions about the context. BINUB’s leadership had changed, its most 

knowledgeable staff had left, the PBF funds were drying up, and the UN Secretariat had 

decided that Burundi was now largely a Burundian problem.561 Theoretically, the UN 

could have found new entrepreneurial leadership, skilled staff, and more money – the 

PBF even provided an additional tranche in 2011 – but it could not push for 

peacebuilding in Burundi if UN headquarters would not back this approach. The gulf 

between BINUB’s – and then BNUB’s – peacebuilding aims and Burundi’s war-to-peace 

trajectory was too great, and there was no political will in the UN to attempt to close this 

gap. 

Burundi was, on the one hand, too insignificant. It had no real geostrategic 

importance and had already received attention that exceeded any importance it could 

claim. On the other hand, the government was too important to ignore. It provided a key 

contribution to the African Union’s peacekeeping force in Somalia, which the US in 

particular appreciated. It was also a sovereign state and member of the UN and knew 

that it was important enough not to be imposed upon by any international actor. The UN 

did not have the will to challenge the government’s stance and simply went along with it. 

During this period, BINUB and BNUB’s real targets seem to have been to maintain 

their presence in the country, not to ruffle the government’s feathers, and to monitor and 

report on the evolving situation. They monitored the situation and commented on the 

increased violence and oppression but did little to actually change it. These were 

different targets than those articulated in their mandate, but they were clear to all 

involved. The UN was not willing to openly compromise on its pursuit of rule of law, 

human rights, and political freedom, but it implicitly compromised on these standards by 

standing by and supporting the Burundian government without taking any real action to 

                                                           

561 Key informant interviews (O22), 2010. 
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try and alter the downward spiral in its peacebuilding trajectory. It was more important 

for the UN to accompany a failing process than to withdraw or risk being kicked out of 

the country by openly challenging the government’s approach. Through this inaction to 

align its peacebuilding aims and outcomes, BINUB and BNUB became complicit in 

Burundi’s deteriorating context.  

The organizational factors that had enabled BINUB to make a positive contribution 

Burundi’s war-to-peace transition – entrepreneurial leadership, an organizational change 

process, integration, teamwork, knowledgeable staff, instances of non-defensive and 

valid learning behavior, flexible peacebuilding funding, and innovative beneficiary 

feedback mechanisms – were gone. Similarly, the opportunities for peacebuilding and 

conflict prevention work were greatly reduced at the same time as the need for them was 

increasingly potent. 

5.7 Synthesis of Cross-case Findings and Conclusion 

Between 1999 and 2011, the UN Security Council mandated four separate peace 

operations: UNOB, ONUB, BINUB, and BNUB. At times, these peace operations were 

highly focused on Burundi’s most urgent peacebuilding needs and instrumental in 

advancing its war-to-peace trajectory. At other times, they had little influence on 

Burundi’s trajectory, instead appearing disconnected, sloppy, and indifferent. What 

explains the huge variation in the peacebuilding effectiveness of the UN’s peace 

operations in Burundi?  

In all but the most recent phase (June 2010–December 2011) of Burundi’s 

peacebuilding trajectory, the UN’s peace operations took significant and systematic 

actions to align their peacebuilding aims and means with new trends in Burundi’s 

peacebuilding trajectory (see Figure 5-2 and Table 5-1 below). This means that the UN 

Security Council, with the support of the UN Secretariat, altered its aim and approach to 
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peacebuilding in Burundi within one year of a critical juncture in Burundi’s 

peacebuilding process. On the other hand, four out of six times, once a new trend was 

under way the UN peace operations in Burundi did not take systematic actions to align 

their peacebuilding programming with the relevant context. This study of four 

consecutive peace operations over a thirteen-year period in one country points to a 

pattern of high-level response to big peacebuilding events followed by path dependency 

once the organization’s new direction was set. As a result, even though the peace 

operations were often on target in their initial focus on Burundi’s war-to-peace trajectory, 

they most often lost that focus once normal bureaucratic operations were under way. 

5.7.1 ACCOUNTABILITY ROUTINES, ORGANIZATIONAL FRAMES, AND LEARNING BEHAVIOR 

The accountability routines, organizational frames, and learning behavior remain 

relatively consistent across all four UN missions and all six periods studied here and 

seem to have little influence on the variation in outcome across the cases. These variables, 

which comprise the theory articulated in Chapter 2, combine to describe the overall 

structure of UN peace operations, which was confirmed by discussions of how the UN 

missions in Burundi compare to UN missions elsewhere. 

UN peace operations have accountability routines that require them to respond to 

their headquarters and to the host government, when it demands it. These organizations 

pursue norms, standards, and targets set by the Security Council and the UN Secretariat, 

sometimes through intense negotiations with the host government. Even when there is 

significant and representative stakeholder dialogue, as was the case for BINUB, this 

dialogue was primarily with the host government or rebel groups and therefore qualifies 

largely as horizontal accountability. 
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Figure 5-2: Synthesis of Dependent Variable for UN Mission Case 

 

UN peace operations, by definition, have predominantly peacebuilding 

organizational frames. They aim to impact peace and security and have a variety of 

means of doing so. Few peace operations can be classified as simple peacekeeping 

missions – defined as the interposition of forces between parties who have agreed to a 

ceasefire. The vast majority of operations today include some peacebuilding element that 
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UN peace operations studied here largely had a defensive approach to information 

about the relationship between their aims and outcomes. When they did receive 

information about their effectiveness, they did not systematically evaluate and analyze 

this information or engage in self-reflection about how they could improve their impact. 

Instead, the peace operations largely assumed that they were having a positive impact on 

Burundi’s war-to-peace transition and were defensive when told that they may not be 

making such an important contribution. 

Combined together, these three factors gave the UN Missions in Burundi both the 

opportunity and the challenge of pursuing peacebuilding aims. These factors meant that 

the peace operations were likely to be largely insensitive to their influence on Burundi’s 

war-to-peace trajectory, even though they regularly monitored changes in this trajectory. 

They were likely to be highly focused on the targets set by the UN Security Council and 

the Burundian government and not adjust these targets to the needs and realities of 

Burundi’s institutions or the perspective of its people and civil society. These factors 

mean that even when they received good information about their contribution to 

peacebuilding, this information was likely to be lost or shelved and remain unprocessed 

beyond the specific individuals or teams that collected it. Based on the theory presented 

in Chapter 2, these factors would lead to the prediction that the UN Missions to Burundi 

would remain relatively immune to changes in Burundi’s war-to-peace trajectory and 

largely unable to align with new trends or changes in this context. The case studies 

presented here show a much more nuanced story, where immense efforts were made to 

align the peace operation with Burundi’s trajectory and several of these efforts made 

critical contributions to the advancement of Burundi toward peace. What explains this 

variation?    
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5.7.2 SIGNIFICANT ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGE PROCESSES 

The UN Security Council, DPA, and DPKO closely monitored significant changes in 

Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory and altered or issued new mandates for the peace 

operations depending on the magnitude of the change required. These new mandates 

came with new staff, leadership, money, and structures. Although the UN Secretariat 

attempted to build on the existing UN infrastructure, these were big changes that 

required the deconstruction of an old organizational structure and construction of a new 

one. At the same time, once the new mission, structure, staff, and programming approach 

were in place, the bureaucracy took hold. Most staff carried out their standard 

programming approaches as they would have in most other post-conflict states, with 

little real consideration of the particular dynamics of Burundi or how these dynamics 

changed over time. 

In three out of six cases, a significant organizational change process that prioritized 

peacebuilding was necessary for significant and systematic actions to align the UN 

mission with the new trend in the peacebuilding trajectory. Through this process, the 

Security Council and DPA or DPKO reconfigured the mandate and structure of the UN 

Mission in Burundi. UN Mission I (UNOB from 1999 to 2001) and UN Mission II (BINUB 

from May 2009 to May ’20 0) are two exceptions.  

UNOB did not need to be reconfigured because it was a small political mission that 

was simply continuing its political support for the Arusha negotiations. While the end of 

the regional embargo in 1999 triggered an important new phase in the Arusha 

negotiations that eventually led to the signature of the accord, it did not require UNOB to 

significant change its approach. Rather, UNOB simply had to increase its political efforts, 

which were helped by the appointment of a new entrepreneurial leader, Jean Arnault, 

who took systematic and significant action, however unsuccessfully, to try and bring the 

rebel groups into the peace process and support the Tanzanian facilitation.  
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BINUB followed a similar pattern in 2009. ERSG Mahmoud was following the 

negotiations with the FNL carefully and was able to mobilize PBF funding to support 

their demobilization once it finally began in April 2009. The implication being that if an 

organization is already on the right course, a critical juncture does not necessarily require 

a change in course or significant increase in capacity but may just require increased 

efforts in the same direction. 

It is unlikely that the Security Council would have mandated as many different 

missions in Burundi if the Burundian government had not required them to do so. The 

establishment of both BINUB and BNUB was requested by the Burundian government. 

The change process in these cases was therefore endogenous: caused and mandated by 

the context. The fact that the Security Council responded so readily to these requests 

points to the horizontal accountability routines of all post-election UN Missions: They are 

only in the country at the permission of and are there to serve the sovereign government. 

Further research should explore how this plays out with a host government that does not 

request significant changes in the peace operation form and function. 

Finally, to establish BNUB in 2011, there was yet another organizational change 

process, but this process did not lead to significant peacebuilding action. BNUB was 

significantly smaller and weaker than BINUB. It was not an integrated mission. Although 

BNUB still had an important peacebuilding mandate, it no longer had much capacity to 

meet that mandate nor was its new leadership willing to take the political risks to pursue 

the mandate. Three of the past four heads of the UN Mission in Burundi had been kicked 

out by the government, and the final one, Charles Petrie, had resigned. The UN 

Secretariat did not want to repeat this pattern and seems to have requested that BNUB 

refrain from challenging the government or giving it other cause to kick out its 

leadership. The implicit aim being communicated to BNUB staff and leadership – to 

maintain the UN presence and not disturb the government – was different from the aim 
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expressed in its mandate – to help protect human rights, ensure political freedom, and 

establish the rule of law – which would have required it to directly challenge actions of 

the government. BNUB took actions to meet the implicit target, which largely prevented 

it from taking actions to meet its mandate. This implies that an organization actually has 

to have permission to pursue its mandate first before other organizational factors 

discussed here can make a difference in its capacity to achieve this mandate.   

5.7.3 ENTREPRENEURIAL LEADERSHIP 

At the programmatic level, entrepreneurial leadership and peacebuilding 

knowledge-laden routines were necessary for systematic action by the UN peace 

operations in Burundi to align their peacebuilding programming with the relevant 

context. Significant action at the programmatic level only took place in two phases: UN 

Mission I (January 1999–October 2003 – UNOB) and UN Mission III (December 2003–

August 2005 – ONUB). In the other four phases, the UN Missions did not attempt to align 

their programming with the changing context, but rather allowed it to maintain its 

original course, veering away from Burundi’s changing reality. Although several of 

BINUB’s projects during Phases IV and V (September 2005–April 2009 and May 2009–

May 2010) were systematically aligned with the context, this was not the case for the 

majority of its projects. 

Once a peace operation’s aims and means were adjusted by the Security Council, 

entrepreneurial mission leadership became a necessary condition for ensuring that the 

new direction of the mission remained aligned with the regular changes in the Burundian 

context. UN field-level leadership had to conduct high-level discussions with the 

Burundian government to persuade officials to take the political action necessary for the 

particular peacebuilding initiative. For example, ONUB’s senior leadership persuaded 

the various constituencies in the transitional government to postpone the start of the 2005 
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elections, on the one hand, and to ensure that they took place as soon as possible and in 

line with Arusha’s stipulations, on the other. This required sustained attention by the 

SRSG and her deputies, as well as their support staff. 

The sustained attention of UN field-level leadership was also necessary to help 

bypass potential organizational and bureaucratic barriers to achievement of a 

peacebuilding aim. When achievement of a peacebuilding aim required that the UN 

work faster than usual, collaborate more than usual, or take more politically informed 

action, the intervention of senior leadership was necessary to show headquarters and 

other UN entities that these exceptions had their approval and were indeed a priority. 

This reflects the UN’s hierarchical structure and management arrangements.  

Intervention by senior leadership was not only necessary to remove potential 

bureaucratic roadblocks, but also to provide incentives and accountability to the staff 

implementing these initiatives. This speaks to the UN’s incentive structure, where 

positive visibility is an important indicator of success in the organization and immediate 

management plays a critical role in an individual’s promotion. The organization itself 

does little to reward or punish behavior. In this large, impersonal bureaucracy, personal 

relationships and connections are an important determinant of an individual’s success. 

UNOB’s, ONUB’s, and BINUB’s entrepreneurial leaders who were committed to 

peacebuilding helped to encourage and reward innovative peacebuilding programming 

by their staff. 

Intervention by senior leadership was also necessary to ensure that the staff had 

access to sensitive political information necessary for the intervention’s success and to 

help redirect the project when the information showed that the project was off track (i.e., 

when an actual or potential error between intention and outcome was detected).  

The problem is that the time and energy of senior leadership is inevitably limited, 

which the implication that they will only be able to intervene in a few instances to ensure 
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that programming adjusts to the changing context. If, as in the case of BINUB’s 

peacebuilding projects, there are more activities than senior leadership is willing or able 

to oversee, then it is likely that many of the interventions that senior leadership deem less 

important will veer off target. The exception seems to be with projects, such as those 

implemented by BINUB and the FDN, which were fully nationally owned and jointly 

implemented by the UN and the government. In these cases, adaptation to the context 

happened more automatically. 

5.7.4 SUFFICIENT PEACEBUILDING KNOWLEDGE-LADEN ROUTINES 

In addition to entrepreneurial leadership that was committed to peacebuilding, 

systematic actions to maintain the relevance of ongoing activities with the evolving 

Burundian context required sufficient peacebuilding knowledge-laden routines. In other 

words, they had to know their craft well enough to adapt their approach to alterations in 

the context and new information about what was or was not working well. They could 

not simply follow a pre-set roadmap, but had to have sufficient knowledge of their 

particular programmatic approach and their desired outcomes to adapt their approach 

during its implementation. The experience of the cases reviewed here shows that 

sufficient peacebuilding knowledge-laden routines cannot be possessed by one 

individual alone, but require teamwork that combine a mastery of the peacebuilding 

technique being employed, real knowledge and understanding of the local institutions 

that the project aims to influence, and an understanding of how to monitor the 

incremental achievements and setbacks in the project implementation. 

5.7.5 FLEXIBLE PEACEBUILDING FUNDING 

Contrary to the assumption in much of the literature, flexible peacebuilding funds 

do not stand out as having made a particularly important contribution to the capacity of 
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peace operations in Burundi to be relevant to the context. BINUB was the only peace 

operation that had large amounts of flexible peacebuilding funding from the PBF and 

this money did not enable BINUB to ensure the relevance of its programming. ONUB 

had a small amount of flexible peacebuilding funding that it used for quick impact 

projects, although there are no data on the contribution of these projects and they are 

generally thought to have little impact. The PBF funding allowed BINUB to initiate new 

projects that responded to critical junctures in Burundi’s war-to-peace transition, but did 

not influence how these projects were implemented or their contribution to Burundi’s 

peacebuilding process. In sum, flexible peacebuilding funding could allow a peace 

operation to begin an intervention that they thought would be relevant to the context, but 

could in no way ensure or even enable the peace operation to maintain that relevance or 

make a positive contribution to Burundi’s peacebuilding process. 

5.7.6 SYNTHESIS AND SIGNIFICANCE OF FINDINGS  

The UN peace operations in Burundi followed a general pattern. Their mandates 

and aims were altered in response to critical junctures in Burundi’s peacebuilding 

process. The UN Security Council and Secretariat closely monitored events on the 

ground and were ready to respond to a big change in Burundi’s trajectory or to demands 

from the government that they change their approach. These significant organizational 

change processes initiated by the UN Secretariat enabled the peace operations to realign 

with Burundi’s changing context. But once a new mission was installed, its programming 

tended to be largely path-dependent and unresponsive to relevant changes in the 

context.  

In the two instances where a significant organizational change process did not take 

place, the organization was already on the right track and simply redoubled its efforts. In 
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one of these cases (UN Mission V – BINUB, May 2009–May 2010), flexible peacebuilding 

funding enabled the organization to quickly increase its response along this track. 

Several factors explain the instances when UNOB, ONUB, and BNUB departed from 

this trend. Only when the mission had senior leadership who were both entrepreneurial 

and committed to pursuing its peacebuilding aims was it possible for the peace operation 

to either alter the context, as in the case of ONUB, and/or cajole the bureaucracy into 

responding to the changing context. If senior mission leadership were not closely 

involved closely in an intervention, then it usually veered off course, unless it was truly 

owned and implemented by Burundian institutions. If Burundian institutions took the 

project on as their own, it was automatically adjusted to the changing reality of these 

institutions. For an activity to maintain its relevance to the changing context, project 

teams also had to have the right combination of knowledge, skills, and teamwork. Some 

regular, well-informed self-reflection or open and non-defensive learning behavior was 

also necessary for each project team to figure out how to better align with the context.  

Did systematic actions by UNOB, ONUB, BINUB, and BNUB to reduce the gap 

between their aims and outcomes lead to the actual achievement of these outcomes? Yes, 

except when a project crossed over a critical juncture line but its aims and means were 

not adjusted in response. When a project was implemented within one-trend period – not 

crossing a critical juncture in the peace process – systematic actions to reduce the gap 

between its aims and outcomes were correlated with the partial or total achievement of 

the desired outcomes.562 In these cases, staff did not ask whether they were using the 

right overall approach, but instead engaged in regular analysis of their effectiveness and 

adapted their approach and/or their aims to better align with the context.   

                                                           

562 These findings are based on the available data about outcomes from external evaluations and 
interviews. These data are not based on representative samples but are sufficient to show trends in 
effectiveness.  
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When these same projects continued past a critical juncture, systematic efforts to 

align its aim and outcomes were insufficient. Once a new trend was under way, the 

formerly “successful” project was no longer relevant to the context. It had to be either 

stopped, as in the case of the Cadre de Dialogue offshoot, or completely rethought. The 

continuation of socio-economic projects targeted at FNL ex-combatants by BINUB and 

BNUB after the FNL began remobilizing is an example of a project that was designed in 

response to one trend in the peace process but not readjusted as a new trend emerged.  

This finding does not mean that all projects were well designed for the Burundian 

context. In fact, many of the PBF projects implemented by BINUB were not. But teams 

with the necessary characteristics – sufficient knowledge about peacebuilding and the 

context, learning processes, and, when required, support from senior leadership – took 

the project designs and gradually adjusted them to the context at the same time as they 

unofficially adjusted the project aims. It is possible that teams that were responsible for 

implementing very poorly designed projects gave up because they could not see how to 

adjust the project to the context. But these same teams also had insufficient peacebuilding 

and contextual knowledge, making it impossible to test this counterfactual with the 

available cases. 

In sum, the effectiveness of UNOB’s, ONUB’s, and BINUB’s efforts to advance 

Burundi’s war-to-peace transition are due to the organizational change processes carried 

out by the UN Secretariat combined with the efforts of several highly skilled and 

committed individuals in each of these missions. The incentive mechanisms, patterns of 

learning, and training provided to peace operations do not, on their own, lead to effective 

peacebuilding. But highly skilled people who are committed to innovative and effective 

peacebuilding programming can sometimes make the system deliver good results. 

Perhaps this explains why so many good people continue to work for peace operations at 
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the same time as they lament the enormous dysfunction in the system and the lack of 

appreciation that it shows for their efforts.   

These findings have potentially broad significance. They mean that the effectiveness 

of UN peace operations may be due to the efforts of entrepreneurial individuals who 

extend the functioning of the UN beyond its organizational design. The ineffectiveness of 

UN peace operations could be explained by the status quo: the knowledge-laden routines 

and organizational frames, accountability routines, and learning behavior that are part of 

the UN’s organizational design. The generalizability of these findings to other peace 

operations has been preliminarily tested and supported through interviews with staff 

about their experiences in other peace operations, but should be fully examined through 

similar case studies of UN peace operations in other countries. 

These findings also challenge several assumptions within the UN about 

effectiveness: that integration leads to greater effectiveness and that the PBC can help 

prevent post-conflict countries from descending back into violence. While the integration 

of BINUB may have helped to create several effective teams, it in no way ensured that all 

of its teams would take systematic actions to align their projects with the relevant 

context. In fact, integration made people’s work more challenging and time-consuming 

while only contributing to the effectiveness of a minority of teams. In addition, the PBC 

was unable to prevent the emergence of a one-party state in Burundi, the use of 

increasingly violent and oppressive tactics by this state, or the emergence of a new 

rebellion. In fact, the PBC refused to take significant or systematic action to prevent these 

trends, showing it is unwilling to prevent the reemergence of violence in post-conflict 

states. 

The theoretical significance of this research is also important. The case study of 

Burundi shows the agency possessed by host governments and their power to dictate 

and control the actions of international organizations and the most powerful member 
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states. This challenges assumptions about the power of the Security Council, 

international organizations, and the poorest southern states. This case study challenges 

the assumption in the critical literature on liberal peacebuilding: that liberal peace is 

imposed on southern states through neo-colonial practices. In the case of Burundi, 

neither peace nor liberal institutions were imposed by international organizations.563 

Even if international actors wished to impose these institutions, they lacked the agency 

and adaptive capacity to do so. By repeatedly discarding representatives of the Secretary-

General, the Burundian government continued to remind the UN Security Council and 

UN Secretariat that it was a sovereign state and would dictate the actions of the UN 

within its territory. 

This case study also has significance for the literature on international organizations 

that assumes that the international bureaucracy must respond to the political framework 

set out by member states and does not possess agency. In fact, these findings show that it 

is precisely when field-based IOs operate outside of this organizational design that they 

are most effective. 

This research also has important implications for the practice of peace operations. It 

shows that improvements in the effectiveness of peace operations will rely on 

mechanisms that encourage reflective practice, innovation rather than standardization, 

leadership that is committed to pursuing peacebuilding aims, and true teamwork and 

collaboration with the national institutions that they aim to influence.   

Each of these areas of significance presents opportunities for further research. In 

addition, the findings presented here should be tested in other countries where the 

government has not demanded that the UN reconfigure its peace operations so often. In 

countries where the host government puts fewer demands and constraints on the UN 

                                                           

563 Campbell, “Routine Learning? How Peacebuilding Organizations Prevent Liberal Peace.” 
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peace operation(s), are the peace operation(s) more path-dependent and less able to 

adjust to the critical junctures in the country’s war-to-peace trajectory? Are peace 

operations more effective in countries that are more receptive to its aims and approach 

and therefore develop greater ownership of the efforts of the peace operations? The 

findings should also be tested in countries that received funding from the PBF, but where 

the UN peace operation was not operationally integrated with the rest of the UN system. 

Did the integration of BINUB actually have an impact on the outcomes observed, or was 

it simply the presence of innovative peacebuilding funding, the leadership, and the 

degree of collaboration with the government? Finally, what would the adaptive capacity 

of UN peace operations look like in a country with a very different war-to-peace 

trajectory? What if the country descended into war midway through? What if it 

continued to be successful and did not begin to edge toward an authoritarian state, as 

Burundi has? What if the host country was much bigger and required a much larger 

peace operation? Would these factors change the peace operations’ patterns of adaptation 

and pursuit of their own peacebuilding aims? 
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Table 5-1: Synthesis of values for UN Mission case 

Organizational 

Data Point 

Accountability 

Routines 

Knowledge-laden Routines 

and Organizational Frames 

Learning 

Behavior 

Significant 

Organization

al Change 

Process 

Flexible 

Peacebuilding 

Funds 

Entrepreneurial 

Leadership 

Committed to 

Peacebuilding 

Action to Align in Relation to 

Peacebuilding Aims 

UN Mission I  

Jan. ’99–Oct. ‘01 

(UNOB) 

External/ 

Significant and 

Representative 

Stakeholder 

Dialogue 

Predominant Peacebuilding 

Org. Frame/  

Sufficient Peacebuilding 

Knowledge-laden Routines 

Defensive

/ Valid 
No No Yes 

Significant and Systematic Actions to 

Align with New Trend in Peacebuilding 

Trajectory/ 

Systematic Actions to Align 

Programming with Relevant Context 

UN Mission II  

Nov. ’01–Nov. ‘03 

(UNOB) 

External/ 

Significant and 

Representative 

Stakeholder 

Dialogue 

Predominant Peacebuilding 

Org. Frame/  

Sufficient Peacebuilding 

Knowledge-laden Routines 

Defensive

/ Valid 
Yes No No 

Significant and Systematic Actions to 

Align with New Trend in Peacebuilding 

Trajectory/ No Systematic Actions to 

Align Programming with Relevant 

Context 

UN Mission III 

Dec. ’03–Aug. ‘05 

(UNOB and ONUB) 

External/ 

Horizontal 

Predominant Peacebuilding 

Org. Frame/ 

Sufficient Peacebuilding 

Knowledge-laden Routines 

Defensive

/ Invalid 
Yes No Yes 

Significant and Systematic Actions to 

Align with New Trend in Peacebuilding 

Trajectory/ 

Systematic Actions to Align 

Programming with Relevant Context 

UN Mission IV 

Sept. ’05–April ‘09 

(ONUB and 

BINUB) 

External/ 

Horizontal 

Predominant Peacebuilding 

Org. Frame/ Insufficient 

Peacebuilding Knowledge-

laden Routines 

Defensive

/ Invalid 
Yes Yes Yes 

Significant and Systematic Actions to 

Align with New Trend in Peacebuilding 

Trajectory/ No Systematic Actions to 

Align Programming with Relevant 

Context 

UN Mission V 

May ’09–May ’10 

(BINUB) 

External/ 

Horizontal 

Predominant Peacebuilding 

Org. Frame/ Insufficient 

Peacebuilding Knowledge-

laden Routines 

Defensive

/ Invalid 
No Yes Yes 

Significant and Systematic Actions to 

Align with New Trend in Peacebuilding 

Trajectory/ No Systematic Actions to 

Align Programming with Relevant 

Context 

UN Mission VI 

June ’10–Dec. ‘11 

(BINUB and BNUB) 

External/ 

Horizontal 

Predominant Peacebuilding 

Org. Frame/ Insufficient 

Peacebuilding Knowledge-

laden Routines 

Defensive

/ Invalid 
Yes No No 

No Significant and Systematic Actions 

to Align with New Trend in 

Peacebuilding Trajectory/ 

No Systematic Actions to Align 

Programming with Relevant Context 
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6 THE UNITED NATIONS DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 

(UNDP) IN BURUNDI 

6.1 Introduction 

The United Nations Development Program (UNDP) is a prominent actor in conflict-

ridden countries. In most cases, it was in the country before large-scale violence erupted 

and will be there after it dissipates. UNDP prides itself on its sustained commitment to 

these countries and its close cooperation with their governments. Because of its 

continued presence in these countries, UNDP’s board believed that the organization had 

an important role to play in preventing the emergence of violent conflict and 

reconstructing the post-war country. In 2001, the UNDP Executive Board transformed its 

Emergency Response Division into the Bureau on Crisis Prevention and Recovery 

(BCPR) with the following mandate: “To enhance UNDP’s efforts for sustainable 

development, working with partners to reduce the incidence and impact of disasters and 

violent conflicts, and to establish the solid foundations for peace and recovery from crisis, 

thereby advancing the UN Millennium Development Goals on poverty reduction.”564 

The establishment of BCPR was spurred in part by the release of the Report of the 

Panel on United Nations Peace Operations, or the “Brahimi Report”, which specifically 

identified UNDP as “best placed to take the lead on implementing peace-building 

                                                           

564 Executive Board of the United Nations Development Programme and of the United Nations Population 

Fund, Role of UNDP in Crisis and Post-Conflict Situations (New York, 2000), 

http://www.undp.org/execbrd/pdf/dp01-4.pdf (accessed October 13, 2011); quoted in United Nations 

Development Programme Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery (BCPR), Bureau Strategy 2007-2011 (New 

York, January 2007), 8, http://europeandcis.undp.org/cd/show/47C5775A-F203-1EE9-BBCAC96CECB11142 

(accessed October 13, 2011).  
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activities”.565 Prior to this point, UNDP’s Board had been reluctant to examine the 

relationship between its development work and violent conflict partly because it wanted 

“to protect the integrity of development programmes and insulate them from more 

controversial issues.”566 Nonetheless, a report commissioned by the board at this point 

commented, “UNDP cannot continue to do so. It must develop new methodologies and 

tools to integrate concern for prevention of violent conflict into its programming and 

measure the impact of development strategies and different types of projects on the risk 

of conflict.”567 What was unclear at the time and remains so today is whether UNDP 

would be able to transform itself from an old-school development organization that stuck 

to its apolitical approach into a nimble conflict prevention and peacebuilding 

organization that based its programming on a solid understanding of conflict dynamics 

and its contribution to those evolving dynamics. 

Figure 6-1: UNDP Burundi's Actions to Align its Aims and Approach & its Programming with 

Burundi's Peacebuilding Trajectory 

                                                           

565 United Nations General Assembly Security Council, The Report of the Panel on United Nations Peace 

Operations, para. 46. 

566 Executive Board of the United Nations Development Programme and of the United Nations Population 

Fund, Role of UNDP in Crisis and Post-Conflict Situations, 6.  

567 Ibid. 
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transition between 1999 and 2011. It asks if UNDP was able to maintain its relevance to 

Burundi’s war-to-peace transition and have a positive influence on this transition, and 

aims to explain why. Although BCPR was only established in 2001, UNDP Burundi had 

an early start on its conflict prevention and peacebuilding approach because of the 

presence of Kathleen Cravero as UNDP’s Resident Representative and the Resident 

Coordinator and Humanitarian Coordinator of the UN System from 1998 to 2000.

brought an awareness of UNDP’s conflict prevention and recovery role to UNDP’s work 

in Burundi, and subsequently went to New York to run the BCPR office there.  

This chapter finds that

from Burundi’s war-to-peace transition

UNDP Burundi made a positive contribution to the context but in these cases the context 

aligned with UNDP’s appro

systematic efforts to maintain its relevance to the peacebuilding context. BCPR and the 

tools and advice that it provided had little influence on UNDP Burundi’s trajectory. Its 

                                        

568 The Resident Coordinator is the leader of the UN development community present in one country and the 

Humanitarian Coordinator is the leader of the humanitarian community present in one country.
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positive contributions to peacebuilding and conflict prevention are due to its leadership, 

flexible peacebuilding funds, and the skill and innovation of exceptional staff. Its 

insensitivity to Burundi’s transition resulted largely from its faithfulness to UNDP’s 

standard operating procedures. In other words, this case study implies that if UNDP 

country offices are to have an important impact on war-to-peace transitions, staff and 

leaders have to work outside of UNDP’s normal bureaucratic practices and incentive 

mechanisms. This has implications for UNDP’s overall effectiveness as a conflict 

prevention and peacebuilding organization and for our understanding of whether or not 

development organizations can be effective peacebuilders. 

In the following pages, I discuss the interaction between UNDP and the six main 

phases in Burundi’s war-to-peace trajectory between 1999 and 2011. I ask whether UNDP 

took systematic and significant actions to align its overall aims and approach with the 

new phase in Burundi’s transition, and whether its programming took significant actions 

to maintain its alignment with the changing context. I then conclude by synthesizing my 

findings and reflecting on the generalizability of these findings to other UNDP offices 

and to other large development bureaucracies. 

6.1.1 ADVOCATING FOR AID TO BRING PEACE (PHASE I) 

UNDP responded quickly to the end of regional sanctions against Burundi in 

January 1999, which had been in place since 1996. UNDP had become a staunch advocate 

for the removal of the sanctions from Burundi and the resumption of development 

cooperation with the impoverished country. UNDP’s organizational frame and 

accountability structure combined together to make the resumption of aid to Burundi a 

core priority. UNDP was the leader of the UN development community and responsible 
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for organizing donor roundtables to raise funds for specific countries.569 UNDP Resident 

Representatives – the head of UNDP at the country level – were also rewarded by the 

organization foremost for “the volume of resources” raised locally.570 Contrary to much 

of the development discourse that argued that negative peace must precede 

development, UNDP advocated for the resumption of aid to Burundi on the grounds that 

it was a necessary condition for peace. In spite of its strong response to the removal of 

sanctions, UNDP did not attempt to maintain the relevance of the rest of its 

programming to Burundi’s evolving peacebuilding process.   

By its own claims, UNDP “engaged in relentless advocacy” for resumed 

development cooperation before complete security had returned to Burundi.571 These 

initial efforts culminated in UNDP’s co-organization of a donor conference for Burundi 

on December 12, 2001, where $440 million was pledged for humanitarian, reconstruction, 

and development aid.572 UNDP continued to organize annual donor conferences on 

Burundi, although the first few that it organized after the removal of the sanctions were 

the most visible, featuring the facilitator of the Arusha negotiations, Nelson Mandela, 

and other high-level representatives.  

UNDP had co-organized donor roundtables for Burundi before, but significantly 

stepped up its efforts in response to the suspension of the embargo, which they hoped 

would signal to international donors that it was now “safe” to resume development 

                                                           

569 United Nations Development Group, “UN Resident Coordinator Generic Job Description”, January 29, 

2009, http://www.undg.org/docs/1341/RC-Generic-Job-Description---UNDG-Approved.doc (accessed 

September 6, 2011). 

570 Craig Murphy, The United Nations Development Programme: A Better Way? (Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press, 2006), 295. 

571 Executive Board of the United Nations Development Programme and of the United Nations Population 

Fund, Second Country Cooperation Framework for Burundi (2002-2004) (New York, July 24, 2001), para. 16, 

http://www.undp.org/execbrd/archives/sessions/eb/2nd-2001/DP-CRR-BDI-2.pdf (accessed September 28, 

2011). 

572 “Burundi: Donors pledge $440 mn,” Africa Recovery, United Nations 14, no. 4 (January 2011), 

http://www.un.org/ecosocdev/geninfo/afrec/subjindx/144aidf.htm (accessed October 30, 2011). 
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cooperation.573 In advocating for the resumption of development cooperation with 

Burundi, UNDP made a connection between aid and peace that was largely missing from 

its other programming documents. It argued that development and expanded 

humanitarian aid, as opposed to purely lifesaving humanitarian assistance, would “help 

to consolidate the restoration of peace”.574  

Although peacebuilding was a component of UNDP’s program, it was subservient 

to its overall focus on development, or organizational frame. UNDP’s overall program 

for this phase focused on capacity building in the area of governance, including economic 

management, the legislature, and civil society.575 It also aimed to reduce poverty 

reduction through community development, fighting HIV/AIDS, food security, and 

environmental restoration.576 It aimed to do peacebuilding by mainstreaming the 

principles of reconciliation, peaceful coexistence, and the advancement of women into all 

of its other programming.577 In other words, all aspects of its program – from beneficiary 

selection to communication with stakeholders to monitoring of the program outcomes – 

would be infused with an analysis of the specific causes and consequences of gender, 

ethnic, and socio-economic inequality in Burundi and corresponding peacebuilding 

techniques. In addition, as part of its governance programming, UNDP Burundi 

                                                           

573 Executive Board of the United Nations Development Programme and of the United Nations Population 

Fund, Fifth Country Programme for Burundi, Note by the Administrator (New York, July 24, 1995), para. 12, 

http://www.undp.org/execbrd/archives/sessions/eb/1st-2nd-3rd-Annual1995/DP-1995-58.pdf (accessed 

September 28, 2011). 

574 Executive Board of the United Nations Development Programme and of the United Nations Population 

Fund, Second Country Cooperation Framework for Burundi (2002-2004), para. 16. 

575 Executive Board of the United Nations Development Programme and of the United Nations Population 

Fund, First Country Cooperation Framework for Burundi (1998-2000) (New York, July 29, 2008), para. 33, 

http://www.undp.org/execbrd/archives/sessions/eb/3rd-1998/DP-CCF-BDI-1.pdf (accessed September 28, 

2011). 

576 Executive Board of the United Nations Development Programme and of the United Nations Population 

Fund, First Country Cooperation Framework for Burundi (1998-2000). 

577 Ibid., para. 35. 
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supported local NGO efforts to increase women’s participation in the Arusha peace 

process and rebuild the capacity of Burundi’s traditional elders (Bashingatahe).578  

UNDP’s efforts to mainstream peacebuilding largely failed. Although it did take 

significant and systematic action to align with the new trend in Burundi’s peacebuilding 

trajectory triggered by the removal of sanctions, it did not regularly attempt to align 

details of its programming align with Burundi’s trajectory.  

6.1.1.1 How Burundi’s war-to-peace transition aligned with UNDP 

UNDP’s response to the removal of the regional embargo in January 1999 did not 

require that the organization significantly change its aims or its activities in this area. 

Instead of UNDP aligning with the Burundian context, the Burundian context aligned 

with one of UNDP’s core aims: to increase the amount of development assistance coming 

to Burundi. UNDP’s responded by scaling up its existing activities. It did not attempt to 

alter its overall aims or means because it assumed that they already fit the context.  

Since the outbreak of Burundi’s war in 1993, donors had given only humanitarian 

assistance to Burundi. UNDP, as a development organization, had been poorly funded 

during this period.579 The suspension of the embargo was a real opportunity to increase 

the amount of money coming to UNDP Burundi and its capacity to implement its 

planned activities, many of which had been delayed. This, in turn, would help to increase 

its standing within the broader organization. The removal of sanctions were, of course, 

also an opportunity to help Burundians begin to rebuild their lives, although UNDP 

offered no institutional incentive for this goal.  

                                                           

578 Executive Board of the United Nations Development Programme and of the United Nations Population 

Fund, Second Country Cooperation Framework for Burundi (2002-2004), para. 19. 

579 Executive Board of the United Nations Development Programme and of the United Nations 
Population Fund, Extension of the First Country Cooperation Framework for Burundi, Note by the 
Administrator (New York, December 20, 2000), 
http://www.undp.org/execbrd/archives/sessions/eb/1st-2001/DP-CCF-BDI-1-EXTENSION-
I.pdf (accessed September 28, 2011). 
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UNDP had several incentives to focus its energy on increasing the amount 

development assistance to Burundi. The organization’s accountability structures focused 

on the amount of money raised and spent. Headquarters praised staff who raised large 

amounts of money from other donors. Once the money was raised and allocated to a 

particular office, UNDP headquarters and regional offices monitored whether the money 

was spent in the planned areas. It prized accurate planning and spending money 

according to plan, not flexibility, adaptation, or a focus on what the projects actually 

did.580  

The focus of UNDP’s upward accountability routines on the amount of money 

raised and spent was reinforced by its horizontal accountability to the Burundian 

government for the organization of donor roundtables and preparation of development 

strategies, which the roundtables were supposed to fund. These incentives helped to 

encourage staff to take quick and robust action to raise more development funding once 

the embargo was lifted. Out of $440 million at the December 2001 donor conference, $41.5 

million of this went to UNDP’s country program.581 

UNDP did not ask whether or not increased aid led to increased peace or collect 

data on the relationship between the two. UNDP’s focus on raising and spending money 

was supported by data on the money pledged, which was easy for the organization to 

monitor. UNDP gauged its success on the amount of money pledged by donors. It did 

not evaluate its contribution based on whether or not donors actually released the 

money. It did not ask whether the money had the intended impact on peace and 

development in Burundi. As a result, UNDP had no valid data on its target of raising 

                                                           

580 Ken Menkhaus and Ben K. Fred-Mensah, Institutional Flexibility in Crises and Post-Conflict Situations: Best 

Practices from the Field (New York: United Nations Development Programme Evaluation Office, December 
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more money, and the target was shortsighted. It did not include any information on the 

contribution of the money pledged to its overall peacebuilding aim – to increase aid so 

that both peace and development would be possible. It did not even ask or informally 

survey whether or not more money led to more peace and better peacebuilding in 

Burundi.  

As discussed in Chapter 4, the subsequent phases in Burundi’s peacebuilding 

trajectory challenge the assumption that more aid leads to more peace. It is true that over 

the next 10 years there was a correlation between more donor funding and more stability 

in Burundi, but the causality was most likely reversed. More stability led to more pledges 

and contributions from donors. Although the increased development funding and the 

improved security situation are likely to have contributed to consistent improvements in 

Burundi’s economy, they have not prevented the emergence of a new rebellion and the 

increasing threat of war in 2011. Furthermore, as discussed below, the effectiveness of 

UNDP’s peacebuilding programming did not increase when more money was available. 

UNDP Burundi did not need new specialized knowledge to advocate for increased 

development cooperation. It had made the argument in previous publications. The UN 

Security Council, International Crisis Group, and Refugees International joined the 

chorus arguing that resumed aid was essential for the success of Burundi’s peace process. 

It knew how to conduct advocacy, coordinate with other international actors, and 

monitor the amounts pledged. Because UNDP did not assess the peacebuilding aspect of 

this aim, it did not need any more specialized knowledge to do so.  

The factors that enabled Burundi to make a big effort to raise more aid for peace in 

Burundi – disobeying the convention at the time that negative peace should precede 

large contributions of development aid – were its accountability routines and committed 

leadership. The Resident Coordinator/Resident Representative, Georg Charpentier, gave 

a lot of his time to this endeavor. But, Charpentier took little political risk in so doing. 
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The “aid for peace” argument had become commonplace in Burundi and was 

championed by the Security Council and many other external actors. UNDP Burundi did 

not need specialized peacebuilding knowledge or open and non-defensive learning 

behavior because all that was required was advocacy carried out by Charpentier and 

other officials and the technical capacity to organize the donor roundtables. UNDP knew 

how to do this and did it well. It did not push the edges of its knowledge or experience or 

do anything that was particularly unique to Burundi. It assumed that increased pledges 

of aid would lead to increased peace, just as it assumed that all of its other programming 

would have a positive impact on Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory.  

6.1.2 2001-2004 – STAYING THE COURSE AND WAITING FOR DEVELOPMENT (PHASES II AND III) 

Although UNDP Burundi had responded quickly to the removal of the embargo, it 

largely failed to respond to the next two big events in Burundi’s peacebuilding process: 

the Inauguration of the transitional government on November 1, 2001 and the integration 

of the CNDD-FDD rebel group into the transitional government in November 2003. 

UNDP viewed these events as precursors to the development phase, when it would be 

well funded and able to implement a normal program. It did not believe that it should 

adapt its ongoing program as a result of these peacebuilding events. UNDP altered its 

overall aims and approach only when its governing board required the submission of a 

new two- or five-year strategy document or when UN headquarters mandated a new 

intervention or approach and sent corresponding money and staff.  

In spite of the immense changes in Burundi’s context, UNDP maintained largely the 

same aims and activities between 1998 and 2004. UNDP’s program strategy was outlined 

in Country Cooperation Framework (CCF) that it had to submit to its Executive Board at 

designated times. The development of new CCF offered an opportunity for UNDP to 

revisit and revise its overall aims and approach. UNDP submitted its 2002-2004 CCF to 
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its Executive Board in July 2001, a time when a great deal of certainty existed as to 

whether the transitional government would ever be inaugurated. UNDP’s CCF indicated 

that it was aligned with the priorities of the transitional government even though the 

government had yet to be established.582 Once the transitional government was actually 

established, it failed to alter its approach to account for the particularities of transitional 

institutions, as opposed to normal post-conflict institutions.583  

UNDP and other UN entities in Burundi recognized the critical importance of the 

integration of Pierre Nkurunziza into the transitional government in November 2003. In 

their Common Country Assessment, they wrote that this event marked the beginning of 

Burundi’s post-conflict transition, which would end when it began a “true process of 

sustainable development”.584 UNDP did not take any significant actions to respond to 

this critical event. Instead, it extended its 2002-2004 program for one more year so that it 

could align with the programming cycles of the other UN development organizations 

and enable them finally to develop a joint UN Development Assistance Framework 

(UNDAF).  

The UNDAF would establish a shared strategy and series of aims for the United 

Nations System in Burundi. It would also harmonize the programming cycles of the 

entire UN System so that all new programs began in 2005. The UN System in Burundi 

had first tried to develop an UNDAF in 2001, and even went as far as developing a draft 
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document that was discarded.585 But, the continuing conflict and uncertainty about the 

peace process in Burundi delayed the document. Now that the UN believed that the 

conflict was finally about to end, it could prepare and begin implementing its long-

awaited development strategy. 

UNDP also failed to adapt the details of its programs to the changes in Burundi’s 

peacebuilding context. UNDP’s Burundi program focused on democratic governance, 

economic governance, combating poverty, and preventing HIV/AIDS. These activities 

could have been designed and implemented with a peacebuilding lens, but UNDP chose 

not to do so. Instead, in its 2002-2004 program it removed the goal of mainstreaming 

peacebuilding and conflict prevention that had appeared in its earlier program 

documents.586 It indicated that it would continue to help Burundi’s peace process 

through support for the parliament, decentralization, civil society, the mobilization of 

aid, and support for the Ubushingantahe (traditional elders) system, but in practice most 

of these interventions were largely disconnected from the dynamics of the ongoing peace 

process.587   

UNDP Burundi implemented a relatively standard set of development activities, 

most of which were disconnected from the particular needs of Burundi during its 

transitional phase. UNDP’s community development project, for example, was well 

respected for its close connection with Burundi’s rural populations and responsiveness to 

some of their needs, but it failed to take into account the causes or manifestations of the 
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conflict.588 It was an example of UNDP Burundi’s pattern of doing development 

programming even in the midst of conflict.589 Although there was a need for good 

development programming during the conflict, to ensure that it did not do harm or 

exacerbate the causes of the conflict, the programming should have had a conflict 

sensitive lens.590 

An evaluation of UNDPs Democratic Governance project – a continuation of the 

project included in the 1999-2001 country program – provides another example of 

UNDP’s programming. The evaluation found that the Democratic Governance project 

was not focused on the specific needs and capacities of the transitional government at 

that point in time.591 Its aims and activities were more appropriate for a democratically 

elected Government, not a transitional government.592 The evaluators found that the 

project was ill prepared for very predictable challenges that it would face in Burundi: 

changes of staff in key government positions, the preoccupation of government officials 

with politics, and the challenge of finding a national coordinator.593 As a result, the 

project got off to a late start and was unable to achieve many of its ambitious objectives. 

Once off the ground, the project staff believed, incorrectly the evaluators argued, that 

their role was to stick to the project as planned and implement it to the best of their 

ability, not significantly alter its aims or activities to the particular circumstances in 

Burundi.594 

The UN’s leadership in Burundi supported UNDP’s path dependent approach that 

largely failed to take into account the capacity and needs of Burundians. The United 
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Nations Country Team, made up of UN humanitarian and development agencies in 

Burundi, blamed the poor impact of its programs during this period on the fact that 

beneficiaries were unable to sustain the results, rather than considering that their 

approach may have been poorly designed and adapted to the reality of Burundians.595 

Why was UNDP able to make such a convincing argument to donors about the role 

of development in sustaining peace, but unable to integrate this awareness into its own 

programming? 

6.1.2.1 Alignment with the UN System, Not Burundi’s Peacebuilding Trajectory 

UNDP did not attempt to align its programming with the new trends launched in 

November 2001 and October 2003 because it was focused on aligning with the rest of the 

UN System and with its own programming cycle. It was acting to align, but just not with 

Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory. Its upward accountability routines prioritized its 

responsiveness to other UN entities over Burundi’s evolving context. 

Once UNDP had agreed on a new cooperation framework with the Burundian 

government, it continued to pursue these same aims and activities for the entire three-

year programming cycle. It did not revisit these aims in light of big changes in the 

Burundian context or revelations about its own effectiveness. It did suspend and extend 

its cooperation framework in 1994 and 2000, but did not to significantly alter its content. 

UNDP headquarters and regional bureaus evaluated the office on the degree to which it 

implemented its activities as planned. UNDP Burundi was also evaluated on the amount 

of new funds that it raised to support its cooperation framework and to start new 

                                                           

595 United Nations Country Team Burundi, Burundi: Les defis du processus de transition, para. 70. 



 265 

activities.596 This enabled UNDP to add on new aims activities, but not to significantly 

adjust its overall aims or approach. 

In 2001, UNDP was focused on developing a new cooperation framework for 2002-

2004, not on the dynamics of Burundi’s transitional phase. In 2003, UNDP began looking 

ahead to the 2005 presidential elections and the transition to its post-conflict phase, as the 

UN categorized it.597 It wanted to align all of the programming cycles of the UN 

development organizations operating in Burundi so that it could finally develop a UN 

Development Assistance Framework (UNDAF). The UNDAF was a core part of the 

Secretary-General’s reform agenda articulated in 1999, and would enable the UN 

development community in each country to work toward the same overall objectives 

and, ideally, advance the Millennium Development Goals. This was part of an overall 

push in the UN for greater unity of effort among its different constituent organizations 

and a reduction in duplication. The concept of integration described in Chapter 5 was 

another manifestation of this trend.  

The UN reform efforts that pushed for more coherence and integration among UN 

entities on the ground assumed that these efforts would increase the UN’s effectiveness. 

In this case, however, UNDP’s desire to develop a coherent approach to development in 

Burundi and stick to its cooperation framework prevented it from responding to 

important changes in Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory. These changes in the 

transitional government were highly relevant to most of UNDP’s ongoing programs, 

which were implemented in partnership with the government. UNDP’s inability to 
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prepare for and adjust to the new dynamics in the transitional government limited its 

effectiveness.598 

This example shows that a focus on coherence among UN organizations or other 

international actors may actually inhibit their ability to prepare for or respond to critical 

peacebuilding opportunities in the context and limit their overall peacebuilding 

effectiveness. A 2004 UNDP study supports this finding: “integrated institutional 

arrangements can also limit the range of flexibility and speed required of one actor” with 

serious implicates for the ability of actors to respond to complex and fluid post-conflict 

dynamics.599 The challenge, the review notes, is finding the balance between flexibility 

and coherence. Too much flexibility can “serve as an invitation to strategic incoherence 

and lack of accountability”, while too much coherence can lead to alignment with other 

international actors at the expense of alignment with the changing context.600 The review 

found that UNDP is at the coherence-heavy end of the spectrum with “real implications 

for its ability to achieve its goals on the basis of a flexible response.”601 These findings 

falsify the theory articulated in the scholarly and policy literature that greater coherence 

automatically leads to greater effectiveness.  

6.1.2.2 The development frame and phased approach to intervention 

UNDP Burundi saw itself as a development organization. It worked in and around 

conflict, not on it. Although its Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery (BCPR) had 

existed for several years at this point, UNDP generally believed that it did its best work 

in environments that were stable and without significant conflict. UNDP Burundi’s 
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approach between 2001 and 2004 reflected this organizational frame. Within this frame, 

UNDP pursued a phased approach to intervention in Burundi, which viewed 

humanitarian assistance and development as occurring in a linear sequence, hopefully 

with a seamless transition in-between. UNDP seemed to be biding its time until the 

humanitarian phase was over and the development phase would finally begin. It was 

more preoccupied with the “relief-to-development transition” than with Burundi’s own 

“war-to-peace” transition, which it saw as a trigger of its own transition to full 

development programming.602  

The reality in Burundi was much less linear and more complex. Even in the most 

intense phases of the war, there had always been provinces that were largely peaceful. 

These provinces were ready for development programming that aimed to build people’s 

capacity to improve their own livelihoods, rather than humanitarian programming that 

focused on distributing food, seeds, plastic sheeting, buckets for water, and other “life-

saving” goods. 

UNDP’s approach shunned the significant evidence that country’s war-to-peace 

transitions are not linear and should not be subject to phased programming.  A 2002 

review of the role of UNDP in reintegration and reconstruction programs reiterated this 

lesson:  

Humanitarian assistance and development cooperation do not follow a 
consecutive linear progression but rather should be viewed in the totality 
of a given situation. Peace, reintegration, and development should all be 
considered as critical components and objectives of post-conflict 

management, coexisting synergistically.603  

Several other UNDP offices seemed to shun this lesson as well. “In a questionnaire 

addressed to 24 countries or areas receiving assistance from UNDP’s Bureau for Crisis 
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Prevention and Recovery, only seven said that they did not follow a phased 

approach.”604 

Earlier, UNDP Burundi had been one of the pioneers within the organization of a 

more multidimensional approach. In 1994, in response to the outbreak of Burundi’s war a 

few months earlier, UNDP Burundi froze its development program and developed an 

interim emergency program focusing on “preventive development” that aimed to 

contribute to peace and conflict resolution through local governance and rehabilitation 

programming.605 UNDP Burundi’s focus preceded the establishment of UNDP’s 

Emergency Response Division (ERD), the predecessor to the Bureau for Crisis Prevention 

and Recovery (BCPR). UNDP Burundi’s multidimensional approach was shared by 

much of the rest of the UN system at the time. An external review in 2000 praised the 

simultaneous response of the UN System to Burundi’s relief, rehabilitation, 

reconstruction, and development needs as “one of the most encouraging examples of 

synergistic action in a conflict-prone country”.606  

Once the Arusha Agreement was signed in August 2000, UNDP anticipated an 

influx of development funds and began to focus more clearly on development. The 

leadership of UNDP Burundi also changed around this time, encouraging the shift. In its 

2004 Common Country Assessment (CCA), the UN system in Burundi identified the 

ceasefire with the CNDD-FDD on November 16, 2003 as the trigger for Burundi’s post-

conflict transition.607 A post-conflict transition, it said, is marked by the establishment of 

peace and ends when the country begins a true process of sustainable human 
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development – a process that they estimated would take 2-3 years.608 The 2005-2007 

UNDAF was intended to correspond to this post-conflict transitional phase.  

By focusing on the transition to sustainable development, and diminishing the 

ongoing violence and instability in the country, UNDP hoped that to encourage donors 

to release long-awaited development funds. The Burundian government shared this 

wish. The country was broke. But in its effort to transition from relief to development, 

UNDP ignored the complex political dynamics and fighting that continued. Just after the 

inauguration of the Transitional Government in November 2001, the CNDD-FDD and 

FNL rebel groups significantly stepped up their attacks on the Burundian army. In fact, 

the inauguration marked an increase in fighting that only subsided with the integration 

of the CNDD-FDD into the Transitional Government in November 2003. The violence 

directly affected some international staff as well as many Burundians. In November 2001, 

the Representative of the World Health Organization (WHO) in Burundi was murdered, 

found floating in Lake Tanganyika. With the donor conference on Burundi planned for 

December 2001 in Paris, the UNDP downplayed his death and the overall trend of 

escalating violence, which it feared would discourage donors from committing 

development funds to Burundi.609 

The phased approach to intervention in Burundi predetermined the type of 

knowledge, funding, and programming that Burundi would require at the different 

“phases” of its transition. Humanitarian organizations did humanitarian work. 

Development organizations did development work. Only a small group of NGOs 

engaged in truly peacebuilding work – the BLTP, International Alert, Search for Common 

Ground. During this period, the majority of other international organizations operating 

in Burundi were still focused on humanitarian relief. They brought in staff with the 
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requisite humanitarian experience, operated under very short timeframes, and focused 

on the delivery of emergency goods, not longer-term sustainable programming. 

In this phase, UNDP maintained its development focus and corresponding staff 

capacity. By its own admission, UNDP lacked the knowledge or capacity to engage in 

transitional programming, which was neither specifically relief or development.610 Even 

though UNDP lessons learned documents had repeatedly warned against a phased 

approach, and emphasized the importance of contextually relevant programming, 

UNDPs knowledge-laden routines and organizational frames prevented it from acting on 

this learning.  

Donors and NGOs reinforced UNDP’s phased approach. As long as significant 

fighting continued, donors largely refused to give non-humanitarian aid to Burundi.611 

Even where there was funding for development or “expanded humanitarian” 

programming, UNDP’s NGO implementing partners largely consisted of humanitarian 

NGOs who lacked the capacity to implement more sustainable programming, not to 

mention peacebuilding programming.612 When security was finally established 

throughout most of the country in late 2003, most donors were still reluctant to release 

development funding, which they saw as only appropriate for more stable countries. 

Donors could not respond because they did not have funding earmarked for more 

transitional programming that focused on peacebuilding, early recovery, or 

rehabilitation.  
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In sum, the focus of UNDP and much of the rest of the international community in 

Burundi on a linear relief-to-development continuum prevented them from adapting to 

the Burundi as it actually was. These organizations’ visions of themselves of relief or 

development organizations were supported by relief or development knowledge and 

relief or development programming routines, or knowledge-laden routines. These 

organizations were largely unable to operate in the intermediary space that Burundi 

occupied: where neither pure humanitarian programming nor pure development 

programming were needed.613 Instead, a type of transitional programming was 

necessary: one that sought to strengthen the capacity of Burundians to sustain their own 

peace, or peacebuilding. 

6.1.2.3 No data, unguided adaptation, and disconnected programming 

UNDP did not seek to understand the gap between its overall peacebuilding aim 

and its specific projects. It gathered no data in its projects about their impact on relevant 

drivers of conflict or peace or on their contribution to Burundi’s overall peacebuilding 

trajectory.614 In fact, it gathered very little data on the outcomes or impact of any of its 

programs, instead focusing on monitoring the deliverables: number of houses 

rehabilitated, number of people trained, number of meetings held, etc.…615 Although 

specific projects developed a culture of discussion and self-reflection, this was not shared 

by the broader organization or reinforced by its interactions with its regional bureau or 

headquarters.616 
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As a result, alterations to activities lacked the necessary data or analysis to close the 

gap between the project aim and its actual outcomes.617 The absence of data in Burundi 

also plagued UNDPS attempts at conflict analysis. The process of developing Burundi’s 

2001 Common Country Assessment (CCA) revealed that incomplete data and analysis 

were a challenge in conflict-affected countries, particularly at the sub-national level.618 

As a result, the teams compiling Burundi’s CCA had to rely on international sources, 

exposing serious deficiencies in the national statistical system.619 This touches on one 

alternative explanation for the theory this dissertation is testing: in countries where data 

is widely available, there would be more information about peacebuilding outcomes and 

more systematic and significant actions to improve peacebuilding outcomes. Might this 

increase the responsiveness of organizations to the context?  

Even with the available data, the analyses of the drivers of conflict and peace 

contained in the CCAs or other analytical documents did not make it into the 

programming documents. Instead, an overall analysis was done of the context to identify 

areas of intervention, and then programs were designed in each area without integrating 

the findings of this overall analysis or examining their manifestations in the target 

institutions of each program.620 Mary Kaldor’s 2005 study of UNDP’s work in post-

conflict countries found this to be a trend across many UNDP offices.621  

In sum, even if UNDP Burundi had wanted to alter its approach in response to the 

significant changes in Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory, it did not have information or 
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analysis that would enable it to make informed alterations. Even if it had wanted to make 

its programs more relevant to Burundi’s actual context, there was no data, analysis, or 

reflective process that would help its staff overcome the organizational frames, 

knowledge-laden routines, and accountability mechanisms that discouraged 

responsiveness to the peacebuilding context in Burundi. UNDP’s leadership was not 

committed to peacebuilding either and did not encourage staff to think outside of the 

box. Nor was there significant funding for peacebuilding programming. All of these 

factors together contributed to UNDP’s unresponsiveness to two big changes in 

Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory. 

6.1.3 2004-2007: THE TRANSITION TO “POST-CONFLICT” (PHASE III) 

Burundi’s three-year transition phase would culminate in democratic elections that 

were scheduled to take place by October 31, 2004. UNDP began preparing for the arrival 

of these elections in early 2004, seeing them as a trigger for the release of development 

aid and the real beginning of its post-conflict phase. UNDP also expected that it would 

play a big role in the organization of the elections. Within the UN, it had become the 

organization responsible for managing the money given to organize elections, procuring 

electoral supplies, and organizing voter education campaigns, among other activities.622 

A UN peacekeeping operation was to help distribute the ballots and guarantee security 

during the elections. Once the UN Mission in Burundi (ONUB) finally arrived in mid-

2004, UNDP worked very closely with its electoral unit to ensure that the elections, 

finally held in mid-2005, were technically free and fair.  

UNDP and ONUB were widely praised for their significant and systematic efforts to 

ensure that Burundi’s elections were successful. They made an important contribution to 
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Burundi’s peacebuilding process. UNDP’s other programming was not nearly as 

relevant. It lacked a peacebuilding lens and was largely disconnected from Burundi’s 

fast-moving war-to-peace transition. In anticipating and helping to organize the 

elections, UNDP had aligned with the context, but the context had also became ready for 

UNDP to act in an area where it had a high degree of knowledge and capacity. This was 

supported by its organizational frames and accountability structures. Its other 

programming did not benefit from such a clear match between UNDP’s goals, 

knowledge, and incentive structure and the needs of Burundi’s institutions. They 

followed the predominant pattern in UNDP Burundi: a tendency to do the same types of 

programming it had always done in Burundi, focusing on implementing each program as 

planning not on aligning it with Burundi’s changing context. 

On August 26, 2005, the former head of the CNDD-FDD rebel movement, Pierre 

Nkurunziza, was inaugurated as President of Burundi. The vast majority of Burundians 

had cast their vote in the first democratic elections since the 1993 elections that triggered 

the war. The inauguration of Burundi’s new president marked a critical transition in 

Burundi’s peace process. A democratically elected Hutu president was now governing 

the country, and the vast majority of Burundians had accepted him. Burundi’s ethnic 

power-sharing arrangement had delivered previously unimaginable results.    

UNDP played an important role in ushering in Burundi’s peaceful transition to 

democracy in Burundi. It advocated with donors to provide the necessary funding for the 

elections and managed the US$ 17.5 million that was eventually given to the election 

trust fund.623 It also worked closely with the ONUB Electoral Unit to provide technical 

support to the National Independent Electoral Commission (CENI), procure the 
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necessary materials, train election staff, and provide civic education.624 Just over 87% of 

Burundians surveyed in March 2006 said that the UN did a “good” or “very good” job at 

ensuring that the 2005 elections were free and fair.625 Some respondents specifically 

praised the public information campaign run by UNDP.626  

ONUB brought a new political awareness and focus on peacebuilding to UNCP. 

ONUB was intended to be an integrated mission, which meant that it would focus all of 

the UN System’s resources in Burundi toward common objectives. To achieve this type of 

coherence, the Deputy Special Representative of the Secretary-General (DSRSG) would 

also have the title of Resident Coordinator, Humanitarian Coordinator, and Resident 

Representative of UNDP. By wearing each of these four hats, it was hoped that this 

individual could achieve coherence between the UN’s political, humanitarian, and 

development arms. Although integration within ONUB was not successful across the 

board, there was a high degree of collaboration between UNDP and ONUB on elections 

and the overall tone of UNDP’s approach became more focused on the peacebuilding 

process in Burundi.627 

Although UNDP’s new leadership and its partnership with ONUB contributed to 

UNDP’s success in supporting Burundi’s 2005 democratic elections, they did not 

significantly change the rest of UNDP’s program. UNDP’s 2005-2007 country program 

maintained largely the same focus as the previous two programs had: good governance, 

rehabilitation, and the fight against HIV/AIDS. It updated these areas with a focus on 

elections as well as coordination of community development efforts with the World 
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Bank’s disarmament, demobilization and reintegration efforts.628 The rest of its programs 

remained largely consistent and there was no effort to mainstream peacebuilding or 

conflict sensitivity. This followed the model set out by the 2005-2007 UNDAF, which 

focused on simultaneous humanitarian, development, and political action, not integrated 

action, peacebuilding, or conflict sensitivity. Peacebuilding was considered to be a sector, 

not an approach. 

A 2008 evaluation of UNDP’s 2005-2008 support for the reintegration of IDPs and 

refugees provides a window into the effectiveness of its programs. The evaluation found 

that the project made an important contribution through the construction of basic social 

service infrastructure and the distribution of farming supplies.629 As the only project of 

its kind at the time of its initiation, it made an important impact on the lives of returnees. 

Nonetheless, it found that the project’s overall performance was very poor.630 It suffered 

from poor leadership, insufficient staff capacity, and poor communication within UNDP. 

Even though it had included a specific reference to coordination with DDR efforts in its 

country program document, the project failed to do so or take advantage of other 

opportunities that arose during its implementation (i.e., repatriation of refugees, private 

initiatives, and early harvests).631 In addition, the evaluation found that the objectives 

were overly ambitious and did not respond to the real reintegration needs. The project 

also lacked measurable qualitative or quantitative indicators and both the project and 

UNDP lost credibility because it was constantly late in delivering on its promises.632 
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While it seems that UNDP continued its previous pattern of programming that was 

relatively detached from the context, why was it now able to take systematic and 

significant actions to achieve its aim of supporting free and fair elections in Burundi? It 

had been unable to adapt its programming to Burundi’s transitional needs. Why was it 

able to respond so effectively to elections that marked the end of the transition? 

6.1.3.1 Organizational frames and knowledge-laden routines 

UNDP had planned for the elections in Burundi and as an organization had built up 

a solid base of expertise in this area. UNDP had included its support for the elections in 

its 2005-2007 country program and the UN’s 2005-2007 UNDAF.633 At the global level, 

UNDP had built up a capacity and reputation for its election support work. It had been 

engaged in significant electoral assistance activities around the world since 1991 and had 

become “the major implementing body for UN electoral support”.634 UNDP therefore 

had the knowledge about how to support elections. The larger organization recognized 

this as an important area of UNDP’s work, and provided staff with the necessary 

materials and training. In other words, UNDP Burundi had knowledge-laden routines 

and organizational frames that encouraged it to plan for and ensure that it had the 

capacity to support Burundi’s electoral process.  

UNDP Burundi acted to ensure that it was ready for the elections at the same time 

that Burundian context changed so that UNDP could act. It did not significantly change 

its other activities, but instead added on a new set of electoral activities that were 

supported and funded by UN headquarters and other donors. Unlike the inauguration of 
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the transitional government in 2001 or the implementation of the comprehensive 

ceasefire agreement with the CNDD-FDD in 2003, the elections were predictable. 

Elections had long been planned for the end of Burundi’s transitional period, and the 

vast majority of Burundians and regional and international actors agreed that they must 

take place. When UNDP adopted its 2005-2007 country program, it was not certain 

exactly when elections would take place, but it knew that there was widespread interest 

that they take place within a reasonable timeframe. It also knew that UN headquarters 

would help to ensure that it had the resources and knowledge necessary to respond.  

6.1.3.2 Accountability routines 

UNDP’s upward accountability to headquarters created downward accountability 

to Burundians for free and fair elections. Because of the high visibility of elections within 

the international sphere, UNDP had an interest in preserving its reputation as playing an 

important role in election organizing. UNDP headquarters monitored the organization of 

the elections in Burundi closely, creating a sense of accountability for their outcome. 

Election support also brought in a lot of revenue to UNDP who took 7% overhead from 

all of the Trust Funds that it managed.635 UNDP’s and ONUB’s focus on ensuring that 

the elections were free and fair was shared by the majority of the Burundian people, 

creating a rare instance of accountability to Burundian’s wishes.  

Additional attention, pressure, and support for the electoral process was brought by 

the deployment of ONUB in mid-2004. As discussed in Chapter 5, ONUB’s leadership 

put a lot of its political capital behind the preparation and organization of Burundi’s 

elections. ONUB’s Electoral Unit led the technical process and received praise for its 

capacity to astutely manage a highly complex and political election process over a very 

                                                           

635 Key informant interviews, UN staff members, Bujumbura, 2009. 



 279 

short time period.636 UNDP’s close partnership with ONUB’s Electoral Unit, and 

ONUB’s focus on the elections undoubtedly contributed to UNDP’s capacity to respond 

to the often uncertain electoral context and ultimately contribute to successful elections. 

Given the focus of ONUB on the elections, it is likely that there was a high degree of non-

defensive learning behavior within this unit, and in its communication with UNDP. 

In sum, UNDP succeeded in taking the significant and systematic actions necessary 

to organize the 2005 elections in close collaboration with ONUB. The deployment of 

ONUB was a necessary condition for UNDP’s response. In the areas where it did not 

collaborate closely with ONUB, UNDP did not systematically attempt to maintain their 

relevance to the context. Even though UNDP counted as a lesson learned from its 2005-

2007 program the need to adapt better to Burundi’s evolving political and security 

situation, it was unable to do so. Its staff had no training in peacebuilding or feedback 

about their own intermediary results that might have helped them self-correct.637 

Furthermore, UNDP’s leadership was in flux during this period and, when present, 

lacked the will to push for significant peacebuilding outcomes.638 

6.1.4 2008-2009: THE FRUITS OF INTEGRATION (PHASE V) 

In 2007, the deployment of the United Nations Integrated Office in Burundi (BINUB) 

reoriented UNDP’s focus toward peace consolidation. In collaboration with BINUB, 

UNDP again took significant and systematic actions to respond to an important new 

opportunity in Burundi’s war-to-peace transition: the integration of the FNL into the 

government and armed forces. It also collaborated in several other BINUB projects 

discussed in Chapter 5 that were focused on key peacebuilding priorities, implemented 
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in a conflict sensitive way, and made a contribution toward the advancement of 

Burundi’s peace process.639 Most of its programming, however, followed the patterns set 

in the preceding years. It was neither adapted to Burundi’s evolving war-to-peace 

transition nor to the specific needs of Burundi’s institutions. The deployment of BINUB 

changed UNDP’s leadership, program, and structure, but did not alter the inner 

workings of the organization – its routines. 

The new UNDP Resident Representative was Youssef Mahmoud, who was also the 

Executive Representative of the Secretary-General (ERSG), the Resident Coordinator 

(RC), and the Humanitarian Coordinator (RC). The main elements of UNDP’s 2005-2007 

program were subsumed within the UN Integrated Peacebuilding Support Strategy and 

framed within the language of peace consolidation. UNDP contributed core staff to 

BINUB’s three integrated sections: Human Rights and Justice Section, Democratic Peace 

and Governance Section, and the Security Sector Reform and Small Arms Section. The 

majority of the staff in each of these integrated sections, regardless of which UN entity 

they were contracted by, were housed within the same office.640 UNDP was also made 

responsible for managing the US$ 35 million given to BINUB by the UN Peacebuilding 

Fund in 2007, and for procuring all related goods and supplies.  

Once it was subsumed within BINUB, UNDP responded systematically and 

significantly to the next critical event in Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory: the final 

implementation in April 2009 of the Comprehensive Ceasefire Agreement signed by the 

FNL and CNDD-FDD on September 7, 2006. Because of the pitfalls in the negotiation 

process, the FNL only began to disarm its combatants in April 2009.641 The full 
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demobilization of the FNL’s 21,000 combatants would constitute the separation of its 

political and military arms, which was a prerequisite for its participation in the 2010 

elections. Unfortunately, the Multi-Donor Reintegration Program (MDRP) that had 

funded the DDR of the CNDD-FDD had closed in 2008 and there was no big pot of 

money to fund the demobilization of the FNL.  

UNDP responded in several ways to ensure that the FNL combatants received the 

same reintegration assistance as the CNDD-FDD had received, and were thus able to 

transform into a political party. BCPR provided funding for the cantonment of the FNL 

and the demobilization of 11,000 associated adults.642 The Joint UNDP-BINUB Security 

Sector Reform and Small Arms Section distributed the first payment to the 11,000 

associated adults, which had been funded by the PBF emergency basket fund.643 UNDP’s 

Early Recovery Unit followed up with the second tranche once they returned to their 

town of residence.644 Finally, UNDP targeted its community development program in 

the provinces and areas where the majority of FNL combatants returned.645 

BINUB and UNDP’s support for the DDR process had two goals: 1) the conversation 

of the FNL into a political party, which would allow them to participate in the elections 
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and, hopefully, use the democratic institutions to achieve their aims in a non-violent 

fashion; and 2) the sustainable reintegration of former combatants into society or into the 

police and military, which would, hopefully, prevent them from engaging in criminality 

and violence outside of the rule of law.646 The Security Sector Reform and Small Arms 

Section focused on achieving the first “political” goal, which their input of reintegration 

kits helped to jumpstart, but not the second “sustainability” goal. Both the BINUB section 

and the UNDP Early Recovery Unit monitored the distribution of kits and money, but 

not the sustainability of the reintegration of ex-combatants into Burundian society.647 

With remaining PBF funds, UNDP began implementing a socio-economic reconstruction 

project in the provinces where high levels of FNL combatants were being reintegrated, 

but the implementation of the project was delayed so long that the remobilization of 

former combatants by the FNL in 2010 put the continued relevance of this program into 

question.648  

Several other projects that UNDP implemented in collaboration with BINUB also 

made an important contribution to Burundi’s peacebuilding process: the Cadre de 

Dialogue Project, the projects with the Burundian National Defense Forces, and the local 

public service project.649 But, the majority of projects that UNDP and BINUB 

implemented together were not of high quality, did not act to sustain their relevance to 

Burundi’s war-to-peace trajectory, and did not demonstrate an important contribution to 

their specific aims or the general peacebuilding aims of UNDP.650 For example, 

UNDP/BINUB supported the reconstruction of local tribunals, but failed to consult with 

the population or monitor the work by the contractors, leading to shoddy work that did 
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not meet the needs of the local judiciary.651 UNDP’s other activities that were not 

implemented with BINUB were equally variable in their quality and were even more 

disconnected from Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory.652 “Some communes have 300 or 

1000 agricultural associations. We have been supporting these associations. Where is the 

impact?”653 

The problem was not confined to UNDP. Many other members of the UN 

development community in Burundi had similar problems designing, implementing, and 

monitoring peacebuilding programming. The UN Population Fund implemented a youth 

peacebuilding project that was plagued by local corruption.654 Some, such as UNICEF, 

refused to even try.655 The UN Country Team in Burundi had a pattern of doing 

programming in Burundi that was largely disconnected from Burundi’s peacebuilding 

process. Some with a more humanitarian focus were still stuck in the humanitarian 

mode, delivering food and other supplies to people who no longer needed it.656 Others, 

like UNICEF, focused on their core mandate of helping the vulnerable children in 

Burundi without asking how Burundi’s peacebuilding dynamics related to their 

vulnerability or how UNICEF’s programming might influence these dynamics.657 In fact, 

most staff rarely went to the provinces to talk to their beneficiaries and try to better 

understand how the conflict affected them.658 It was neither a priority on their work 

plan, nor within their organizational frame.659 It continued a pattern.660 These 

                                                           

651 Ibid. 

652 Mangu Wa Kanika, L’évaluation de l’effet Paix et Gouvernance: Inclusion politique accrue, réconciliation 

nationale et responsabilité à travers des structures démocratiques renforcées et la décentralisation des 

institutions aux niveaux national, provincial et local des programmes et projets 2005-2009 appuyés par le 

PNUD au Burundi (Bujumbura, Burundi: United Nations Development Programme Burundi, November 2009). 

653 Key informant interview, UN staff member (UP1), Bujumbura, 2009. 

654 Campbell, Independent External Evaluation: Peacebuilding Fund Projects in Burundi. 

655 Key informant interview (O19), Bujumbura, 2009. 

656 Key informant interview, UN staff member (UP1), Bujumbura, 2009. 

657 Key informant interview (O19), Bujumbura, 2009. 

658 Key informant interview (O24), Bujumbura, 2009. 

659 Key informant interview (O24), Bujumbura, 2009. 



 284 

organizations had been insensitive to their relationship to Burundi’s conflict and 

peacebuilding process throughout the conflict.661 

These organizations felt that paying attention to the influence of their programming 

on Burundi’s war-to-peace trajectory was too far out of their scope of work and carried a 

high opportunity cost.  

The opportunity cost of being targeted and specific to meet 
peacebuilding priorities is very high because of the extent to which we 
have standardized programming implementation. The fact that Burundi 
has innovative [peacebuilding] programming is 80 to 90 percent due to 
Youssef [Mahmoud]. Youssef had a knack for using [PBF funding] for 

his own purposes.662 

But unlike most of the other UN development organizations, UNDP had a special 

mandate to engage in conflict prevention and peacebuilding programming. Why was it 

not able to fulfill this mandate during this period in Burundi? Why was UNDP able to 

respond so quickly to the opportunity presented by the demobilization of the FNL, but 

not able to align the rest of its programming with the peacebuilding context?  

6.1.4.1 Leadership and understanding 

UNDP’s partnership with BINUB made a big difference in UNDP’s willingness and 

capacity to respond to key opportunities in Burundi’s war-to-peace trajectory. The 

approach of BINUB’s ERSG, Youssef Mahmoud, in particular made a big difference. 

BINUB’s leadership was directly involved in the talks that led to FNL’s agreement to 

disarm and demobilize in 2009. Through his membership in the Political Directorate 

established by the South African Facilitator of the peace process, the ERSG followed the 

negotiations between the FNL and CNDD-FDD closely and was invested their success.663 
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When opportunities arose for his office to support this process, he and his core political 

staff acted quickly to mobilize BINUB’s and UNDP’s resources.664  

The ERSG’s response is not so different from the approach of his predecessor, 

Carolyn McAskie, who mobilized ONUB’s resources for the 2005 elections. The 

difference was that ERSG Youssef Mahmoud had a significant influence over the actions 

of UNDP, not just those of DPKO staff, as had been the case with McAskie. Because the 

heads of the three integrated sections reported directly to Mahmoud, he was able to 

influence the direction and focus of their programs. Partly because of the historical 

relationships that several key staff had with key Burundian politicians, the ERSG and his 

team had excellent access to information and analysis about the evolution of the 

negotiations and were well prepared to take advantage of this opportunity.665 

The ERSG was not able to impact the operations of much of the rest of the UN 

system, including UNDP. Although Mahmoud was technically the boss of UNDP, the 

day-to-day operations were managed by the UNDP Country Director and his deputies, 

all of whom came from more classical development backgrounds. In addition, UNDP 

Burundi had an organizational culture that discouraged effective programming, leading 

to entrenched patterns that were difficult to change. Burundi office had developed a bad 

reputation because of its pre-2007 performance and weak capacity.666 In an effort to 

improve its capacity to manage successfully the US$ 35 million provided by the PBF, 

UNDP headquarters significantly upgraded the quality and quantity of UNDP Burundi’s 

staff.667  

By 2009, the new staff had begun to shift the organizational discourse away from 

pure development and toward early recovery and more contextually relevant 
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programming, but it was an uphill battle.668 Staff were used to staying in Bujumbura, not 

going out to the countryside to talk with the people they were supposed to be helping.669 

UNDP’s Burundi staff were predominantly Tutsi and many of them were traumatized by 

the conflict, reticent to go out to the countryside and talk to poor Hutu.670 Many 

international staff were also reluctant to leave the capital – consumed by meetings, events 

and reports. “Burundi is not a place where you see suffering people everywhere” and it 

was easy for people to focus on their high-level discussion with government and other 

meetings and forget that the reality was very different outside of Bujumbura.671 This 

culture and UNDP’s patterns of programming were difficult for any leader to change, 

particularly without the type of self-reflective reform process that Care Burundi adopted 

(See Chapter 8).672  

6.1.4.2 Flexible peacebuilding funding 

Leadership that was committed to peacebuilding combined with a solid 

understanding of the peacebuilding context were insufficient for UNDP to respond to the 

need for support for the FNL’s disarmament and demobilization. Money was also 

necessary. Because it had already benefited from PBF funding and was on the 

Peacebuilding Commission’s agenda, Burundi was an ideal candidate to access the PBF’s 

Emergency Window funding.673 When the demobilization of the FNL seemed imminent, 

the ERSG and his team acted quickly to mobilize this funding to provide a reintegration 

package to the 11,000 non-combatant adults that the FNL insisted be demobilized. UNDP 

also mobilized its own resources through BCPR, which had established its own flexible 
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and rapid funding disbursement mechanism. The presence of these flexible funds made 

it possible for UNDP to respond quickly. Normally, the long planning process and three- 

to five-year country programs made it difficult for the organization to develop new 

interventions to respond to unforeseen opportunities. The PBF emergency fund and 

BCPR fund made a quick and targeted response possible.  

6.1.4.3 Knowledge-laden routines and organizational frames 

Under BINUB, UNDP adopted an overall frame of peace consolidation, but the 

knowledge of its staff, accountability routines, and procedures were still geared for 

development programming. The office was trying to make the shift to early recovery 

programming, but there was still a great deal of confusion as to what this actually meant 

and how it should be done.674 The connection between peace consolidation, 

peacebuilding, and early recovery were also unclear to most staff, making it difficult for 

them to develop and implement programs that fulfilled the different criteria.675  

Several of the projects funded by the PBF truly had a peacebuilding lens and 

achieved some type of peacebuilding impact.676 They were made possible by UNDP 

Burundi’s adoption, however superficial, of a new organizational frame. UNDP’s 

contribution to the demobilization of the FNL was one such project. The majority of 

UNDP’s other projects, however, retained their development frame and approach and 

were largely insensitive to their interaction with Burundi’s war-to-peace transition. 

UNDP’s development frame was focused on the Millennium Development Goals and 

implementing projects that it believed were directly relevant to them and were not 

already ‘taken’ by other UN organizations. Perhaps even more so, UNDP was interesting 

in maintaining the areas of programming that it had laid claim to in Burundi: economic 
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and political governance, civilian disarmament, community development, and judicial 

reform, among others, and expanding to new programmatic areas that donors were 

interested in funding, such as tourism.677 UNDP believed that BINUB would soon leave 

the country and that, finally, development and early recovery would be the predominant 

frames.678 

The integrated Security Sector Reform and Small Arms Section, made up of staff 

contracted by UNDP and DPKO, had the right combination of local and political 

knowledge and development skills to respond to the demobilization of the FNL 

associated adults. They had staff with a lot of programming experience with DDR as well 

as those with deep knowledge of the Burundian context and technical skills. At times, its 

staff combined these skills nicely to support well-designed and targeted interventions, 

such as this one. At other times, they did not.679  

In addition to these knowledge-laden routines, both UNDP and DPKO viewed DDR 

as a priority and wanted to be seen as contributing to its success. This organizational 

frame helped to encourage action in this area, as both organizations saw it as falling 

clearly within their mandate and approach. In fact, supporting the reintegration of ex-

combatants was viewed within UNDP as one of its core areas of post-conflict 

programming. 

In spite of the high level of political, programmatic, and local knowledge of the 

Security Sector Reform and Small Arms Section, they did not have specific peacebuilding 

programming or monitoring and evaluation knowledge. They supported the 

                                                           

677 Key informant interviews, UN staff members (UP2) and observers (O28), Bujumbura, 2009. 
678 Key informant interviews, UN staff members (UP1) and observers (O28), Bujumbura, 2009. 

679 The projects designed for the police were not as successful as many of this section’s other projects. 

Specifically, the project that purchased uniforms for the police had serious flaws, including the absence of staff 

with the necessary skills or good communication within the team or between the team and their Burundian 

counterparts. The result was that in an effort to increase the professionalism of the police, many police officers 

were forced to wear uniforms that were faded and of the wrong size and cut for them. This did not increase the 

perceived professionalism of the police nor did it make the individual police officers wearing these uniforms 

proud. Campbell, Independent External Evaluation: Peacebuilding Fund Projects in Burundi. 



 289 

demobilization of the FNL combatants by providing them with reintegration kits, which 

required a good fundraising apparatus and a politically astute distribution system. The 

unit did not monitor the contribution of these kits to sustainable reintegration, nor was 

that part of the project design.  

BINUB and UNDP staff repeatedly expressed their desire for more training in 

peacebuilding design and programming, which they felt they had been thrust into 

without a proper induction phase.680 A few staff did have training in peacebuilding or 

conflict prevention, and others were able to learn on the job, but the vast majority did not 

know how to do peacebuilding programming or monitor its outcomes, and UN 

headquarters provided very little support for this.681 The ERSG brought in several 

external consultants to help to design programs, but these programs were not always 

well designed and there was no training on peacebuilding programming.682 The Joint 

Monitoring and Evaluation Unit (JMEU) that was supposed to support monitoring and 

evaluation for all of BINUB was unstaffed for its first year, and then was seriously 

understaffed and lacked any specific peacebuilding expertise. In fact, in its four years of 

existence, the position of the head of the unit was never filled.683 UNDP Burundi’s M&E 

capacity was equally weak, with one M&E advisor who had no specific peacebuilding 

M&E training for the entire office.684 Without M&E expertise, few UNDP or BINUB 

projects were able to understand their contribution to Burundi’s peacebuilding process. 

The dearth of peacebuilding training or knowledge among BINUB’s staff reflected 

the position of peacebuilding within the participating organizations: DPKO, DPA, and 

                                                           

680 Ibid. 
681 BINUB, UN integration in Burundi in the context of a peacebuilding office BINUB: Lessons learned from 

Jun 2006 to Oct 2007, 12, 15. 

682 Campbell, Independent External Evaluation: Peacebuilding Fund Projects in Burundi. and my interviews. 

683 Interviews and participant observation. BINUB, UN integration in Burundi in the context of a 

peacebuilding office BINUB: Lessons learned from Jun 2006 to Oct 2007, 17. 

684 Key informant interviews, UN staff members, and Participant Observation, Bujumbura, 2009. 
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UNDP. Although BINUB adopted peacebuilding as its predominant organizational 

frame, DPKO, DPA, and UNDP did not. DPKO remained focused on peacekeeping, 

which primarily involves the deployment of peacekeeping troops and technical advisors 

to conflict-ridden countries. It did not try to hire staff with experience designing and 

implementing peacebuilding programs. DPA remained focused on political analysis, 

strategic coordination and managing political missions. Just as with DPKO, these 

missions rarely engaged in peacebuilding programming, except when the PBF provided 

funding for that purpose. Even in these cases, DPA did not have a roster of staff who 

were skilled in the design, implementation, or monitoring of peacebuilding programs. 

They hired people with political analysis and strategy development skills.  

UNDP remained focused on development. It developed a strong cadre of staff with 

peacebuilding and conflict prevention expertise in BCPR, but these people were only 

advisors. They were deployed to countries for a week or two and help to do a conflict 

analysis, design a program, assess the progress of a program, or provide some other type 

of support. But they could not significantly alter the incentive structure or knowledge of 

field staff, or influence organizational routines to make peacebuilding programming 

more adaptive. BCPR could only respond to requests for assistance, not impose any 

change that the country office did not ask for. 

6.1.4.4 Learning behavior 

Although staff working the FNL project shared information about the evolving 

negotiations and were well-informed about the situation of the FNL combatants, this 

information was not widely shared within the Security Sector Reform Unit, BINUB, or 

UNDP. Furthermore, there was not an open non-defensive learning culture in relation to 

programming outcomes. Staff did not attempt to gather sufficient valid information 

about outcomes, and when they did it was not openly discussed and debated. This was 
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partly because some of the information was thought to be too sensitive to discuss openly 

within the team. It was also because people worked on their own projects and did not 

regularly discuss one another’s work or outcomes. In addition to relatively closed 

communication within the Security Sector Reform Unit, there was not much 

communication with the UNDP Early Recovery Unit that was supposed to follow up on 

the combatants.685 They worked in separate offices and did not openly or regularly 

collaborate.  

Non-defensive learning behavior supported by valid information would have been 

most important for the follow-up phase of the UN’s support to the FNL, which was 

supposed to be covered by newer PBF projects that UNDP began implementing in 2010 

and 2011. The BINUB/UNDP Security Sector Reform Unit only distributed the initial 

tranche of cash and was not concerned with what the FNL affiliates did with the money 

and therefore did not need to learn from or adapt to changes in the context.  

Within UNDP in general there was open and non-defensive discussion among a 

certain group of core staff who challenged each other’s assumptions and ideas, but this 

discussion was not accompanied by significant data on UNDP’s outcomes, particularly in 

relation to Burundi’s peacebuilding process.686 While some interventions were rarely 

discussed, others were over discussed. One socio-economic reconstruction project that 

did aim to be conflict sensitive and learn lessons from UNDP’s other efforts in this area 

became bogged down in discussion, consultation, and reflection. This consultative 

process significantly delayed the project and it eventually began to outlast its 

relevance.687 

                                                           

685 Key informant interviews, UN staff members, and Participant Observation, Bujumbura, 2009. 

686 Interview with UNDP staff, Bujumbura, 2009 (UP1); Interview with UNDP staff, Bujumbura, 2009 (UP2). 

687 The project that I am referring to is the final PBF project funded by the 2007 tranche. It focused on 

reconstruction and rehabilitation in Bubanza, Bujumbura (Rurale), and Cibitoke, the provinces that were most 

affected by the recent stages of the conflict. The BINUB and UNDP teams sought to include all of the lessons 

that they had learned from the other PBF projects in this one, resulting in the delay in its implementation by 
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6.1.4.5 Accountability routines 

In relation to the negotiations with the FNL and support for the demobilization of 

the FNL’s military wing, horizontal and upward accountability aligned. UNDP and 

DPKO were not downwardly accountable to the ex-combatants, but were horizontally 

accountable to the politicians and peace process that they hoped to influence. The UN 

Member States who funded, governed, and mandated UNDP and DPKO wanted 2010 

elections to take place. The elections were another critical benchmark by which they 

would measure their own success.688 

UNDP’s other programming did not benefit from this alignment between horizontal 

and upward accountability, but were constrained by UNDP’s primary focus on upward 

accountability. Most of UNDP’s projects focused on their collaboration with government 

ministries. UNDP staff did not actually go to the countryside to understand the problem 

for themselves or develop a more context-specific approach. They relied on what the 

government ministries told them.689 For much of this period, UNDP “had difficulty 

being up to date with all of the agencies because we did not have anyone in the field.”690  

UNDP did not measure intermediary outcomes, but assessed its projects on the 

degree to which they spent the money allocated to them.691 Staff were rewarded for 

spending money according to plan, delivery supplies, and organizing the events outlined 

in their project proposal.692 When they achieved visible positive outcomes, they were 

also praised, but the incentive structure in the organization did not facilitate this.693 This 

                                                                                                                                                               

two years. By the time the project finally got off the ground, the problem that it was supposed to be addressing 

– the need to integrate the former FNL combatants into these provinces – was beginning to be replaced by a 

new problem: the need to stop the FNL combatants from being remobilized. But, the project was not designed 

to address this problem and continued largely on its previous path. 

688 Key informant interviews, members of the International Community, Bujumbura, 2009. 

689 Interview with UNDP staff, Bujumbura, 2009 (UP1). 

690 Interview with UNDP staff, Bujumbura, 2009 (UP1). 

691 Campbell, Independent External Evaluation: Peacebuilding Fund Projects in Burundi. 

692 Key informant interviews, UN staff members, and Participant Observation, Bujumbura, 2009. 

693 Key informant interviews, UN staff members, and Participant Observation, Bujumbura, 2009. 
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focus on delivery, rather than outcomes or impact, was encouraged by many of UNDP’s 

donors who also were evaluated on the degree to which they spent the money allocated 

to them.694  

UNDP’s procedures were notoriously slow, bureaucratic, and insensitive to the 

needs of Burundi’s transition. UNDP was the “most bureaucratic organization” partly 

because it did “a lot of the procedural work for the whole [UN] system”.695 Even so, 

UNDP insiders and outsiders repeatedly complained about the slowness of the 

bureaucracy and how it held them back from doing the type of programming that they 

wanted to do.696  

For the PBF projects, UNDP’s bureaucratic procedures led to considerable delay as 

they awaited the delivery of procured goods, the finalization or contracts, and the arrival 

of staff.697 Although BINUB and UNDP headquarters have streamlined many of these 

procedures, much of the bureaucracy remained conflict insensitive. This had a negative 

impact on Burundi’s war-to-peace transition in at least two instances. In one case, the 

procurement office and the BINUB Security Sector Unit failed to properly examine the 

police uniforms that they had procured, distributing poor quality uniforms throughout 

the country. Instead of increasing the perceived professionalism of the police as intended, 

these faded purple and pink uniforms made the new Burundian National Police look 

faded and tattered.698 The UNDP procurement office made a similar mistake with the 

ballots for the 2010 elections, leading to the postponement of the elections by several 
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days.699 These examples show that normal bureaucratic procedures can have a big 

political impact and should be overseen by staff who are attentive to their impact on a 

country’s war-to-peace transition.  

Even BINUB and UNDP’s more successful peacebuilding projects had to contend 

with very slow procedures and planning cycles that were ill-suited to the fast pace and 

unpredictable nature of events in Burundi. Staff in these projects prided themselves on 

finding ways of working around UNDP’s arduous procedures and caging their requests 

in bureaucratic language that would aid their easy approval.700 The routines that 

prioritized spending money, not returning it, made staff implement activities that they 

considered to be relatively useless.701 Project planning had to take place so far in advance 

that they inevitably including activities that would no longer be relevant by the time they 

happened. Still, they had to be implemented so that the money could be spent as 

planned.  

Some staff were able to innovate within these constraints, cajole the bureaucracy 

into giving them what they needed, and implement important peacebuilding projects. 

But, in most cases, UNDP procedures bogged people down. Combined with their lack of 

peacebuilding knowledge or feedback from the people and institutions they wanted to 

influence, these upward accountability routines prevented most staff from implementing 

conflict-sensitive peacebuilding or development activities. In other words, the project 

implementation phase did not incorporate understanding of the evolving situation in 

Burundi and the relationship between the intervention and this context. This led most 

projects to veer significant off the course of Burundi’s war-to-peace trajectory. 

                                                           

699 Key informant interviews (O22), 2010. 

700 Key informant interview (UO2), Bujumbura, 2009. 

701 Key informant interviews, UN staff members, Bujumbura, 2009. 
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6.1.4.6 The Role of Integration 

Integration helped UNDP and DPKO achieve important peacebuilding outcomes 

that they were not likely to have otherwise achieved. The provision of cash to FNL 

affiliates, which in turn facilitated the integration of the FNL into the government and 

armed forces, was one such outcome.702 But, the majority of BINUB’s integrated activities 

were not very relevant to Burundi’s war-to-peace transition. Integration only changed the 

discourse, the leadership structure, and the aims of the integrated units. It did not alter 

UNDP’s or DPKO’s infrastructure, knowledge-laden routines, or accountability systems. 

Consequently, most of the activities carried out by UNDP followed the same patterns of 

previous years. They were primarily development activities that failed to correspond to 

the specific needs and capacities of Burundi’s war-to-peace transition.  

Although the creation of BINUB’s joint programs did, in some cases, enable the 

creation of teams that combined political, local, and peacebuilding programming 

knowledge, it also further decreased the efficiency of the UN. Staff had to navigate at 

least two sets of bureaucratic procedures and accompanying reports and meetings, 

leading to a great deal of wasted time and a steep learning curve.703 There were also 

contradictory messages coming from the ERSG’s office and from UNDP’s leadership: the 

former focused on the relevance programming to peace consolidation while the latter 

focused on spending the funds allocated to each project.704 This left staff confused as to 

what the real organizational priorities were.  

                                                           

702 The other key outcomes were the unblocking of the deadlock in Parliament in 2007 and the appointment of 

a neutral head of the 2009 National Independent Electoral Commission (CENI), which the Cadre de Dialogue 

claimed to contribute to. 

703 Key informant interviews, UN staff (UO3), Bujumbura, 2009. 

704 Key informant interviews, UN staff (UO3), Bujumbura, 2009. The Joint Steering Committee and Monitoring 

Committees for the PBF projects did regularly request information about outcomes, but in most cases staff did 

not deliver this information. These consultative bodies had no direct sanctions or incentives that they could 

mobilize to encourage the production of this information. 
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The UN Integrated Peacebuilding Support Strategy (UNDAF+ 2007-2008, and 

extended until the end of 2009) grouped all of the UN programming under common 

aims, but other than through the joint programs, it did not change the way that different 

UN entities in Burundi, including UNDP, carried out their programs. In fact, the 

UNDAF+ proclaimed that it had built on all of the previous aims and objectives pursued 

by the UN in Burundi, which it saw as an asset.705 While this did allow for continuity, it 

also reinforced UNDP’s path dependency and tendency to doing the same types of 

programming in the same ways, whatever the context. The analysis used in the 2007-2008 

UNDAF+ was actually developed for the PRSP in 2005, before the end of Burundi’s 

transitional period, and not significantly updated to take into account the changes that 

had taken place in the previous two years, or during the UNDAF+ lifetime.706  

Furthermore, the integration of the entire UN under the same strategy failed to 

provide the training or incentives necessary for the various UN entities involved to 

integrate a conflict sensitive and peacebuilding approach into their normal programming 

approach. The UN began to use the common rhetoric of peace consolidation, but most 

UN entities did not specifically develop peacebuilding interventions nor did they 

monitor their programs according to their conflict sensitivity or contribution to 

peacebuilding aims. UN headquarters offered practically no technical support or 

guidance to increase their country offices’ capacity to do so.707 For UNDP, the 

peacebuilding contributions that were achieved are due to the on-the-job innovation of 
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staff, their capacity to make the system work for them, and the innovative monitoring 

mechanisms put in place specifically for the PBF projects.708  

6.1.5 2010 – 2011: DEVELOPMENT AND THE VIOLENT ONE-PARTY STATE 

The next critical event in Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory was the 2010 election 

cycle. After a tumultuous pre-election period, communal elections took place in May 

2010. The CNDD-FDD won with 64 percent of the vote and the other parties received 

much less than they had thought that they would. Claiming fraud, the opposition parties 

withdrew from the subsequent elections. The international community declared the 

elections free and fair and did not make significant attempts to facilitate dialogue 

between the CNDD-FDD and the opposition parties. On June 28, 2010 the presidential 

elections were held, with Pierre Nkurunziza as the only candidate. Once the electoral 

period was over, Burundi had officially become a one-party state that used oppression 

and violence to maintain its power.  

Many Burundians lost the hope that they had held on throughout Burundi’s 

peacebuilding process: that democracy and peace were both possible.709 More violence 

and instability loomed over the horizon. In response to these trends, UNDP did not take 

systematic or significant action to change the course of events or to alter its course. By its 

own admission, the UN in Burundi “was often guided by problems and without 

sufficient regard for opportunities.”710 The results of the 2010 elections seemed to present 

a problem that the UN was neither willing nor able to deal with. 

Unlike the 2005 elections, where the president was appointed by the parliament, the 

Burundian people directly elected the President in 2010. For both Burundians and 
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international actors this round of elections marked Burundi’s real transition to 

democracy. For UNDP Burundi, it marked the transition toward relatively normal 

development cooperation between UNDP and the Government of Burundi, and a chance 

for it to move out from the shadow of BINUB.711 For the previous three years, UNDP’s 

entire country program had been subsumed within BINUB. UNDP did not even have its 

own country program document from 2007 to 2009. For this new phase, UNDP had its 

own country program document (2010-2014) that was aligned with, but not subsumed 

by, the new UNDAF + (2010-2014).  

UNDP was to play an important role in the 2010 elections by providing technical 

support to the National Independent Electoral Commission (CENI), procuring the 

needed ballots and other supplies, managing the US$ 46.5 million election trust fund, and 

running a civic education campaign.712 The organization of the 2010 elections was 

different from the 2005 round. For the 2005 elections, there was a Chapter VII 

peacekeeping operation with several thousand troops and an appointed transitional 

government in place. As a result, the UN had a lot of leverage over the electoral process. 

In 2010, by contrast, the government was in the driver’s seat.  

For the 2010 elections, the national leadership of the electoral process posed several 

challenges for the UN. First, the UN could not officially begin planning for the electoral 

period until the government requested its support in May 2009. Second, because the 

government was managing the electoral process to a greater degree than it had in 2005, 

the success of the elections depended more on the government capacity to prevent fraud, 
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managing a highly contentious political context, and ensure that the elections were 

technically sound. Third, and most destructive, the government felt that BINUB was 

taking sides by supporting the National Independent Electoral Commission (CENI), 

which did not initially favor the CNDD-FDD, and decided to expel the ERSG in 

December 2009.713 Mr. Mahmoud’s expulsion left a leadership vacuum at a time when 

good political leadership was most needed. 

Within this context, UNDP mobilized funding for the elections and created an 

electoral unit to support the CENI in the organization of the 2010 election cycle, 

beginning in May and ending in September 2010. Unfortunately, technical failures caused 

the postponement of the first round of elections by three days, from May 21, 2010 to May 

24, 2010.714 UNDP had failed to adequately check the ballots and distributed ballots that 

did not contain all of the parties, creating speculation of fraud in an already politically 

charged environment.715 As mentioned earlier, UNDP had made a similar procurement 

mistake in relation to police uniforms in 2009, which embarrassed both the police and 

UNDP.716 Although DPKO mobilized MONUC resources to reprint the ballots and 

distribute them by the May 24th elections, the rumors about fraudulent elections had 

already spread.717  

Once it became clear that the elections would result in a one-party state, the UN 

conducted a review of its strategic aims and established its priorities for the next five 

years: economic recovery, accountable institutions, dialogue and reconciliation 
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mechanisms, and transitional justice.718 These priorities reflect the general strategies and 

priorities already articulated in the 2010-2014 UNDAF+, and had not been altered in light 

of the election outcome. The implementation of the UNDAF had already been delayed 

because of the election period, which was easy to predict but had, nonetheless, not been 

integrated into their planning schema.719  

UNDP’s 2010-2014 program contained the same areas of work that UNDP had been 

engaged in during the previous three years, with the exception of additional 

programming in the area of tourism and infrastructure development.720 UNDP’s conflict 

prevention and peacebuilding work continued to focus on small businesses, reintegration 

of returning refugees and IDPs, and the reintegration of former FNL combatants.721 Even 

though the FNL combatants were demobilized in 2008, the project was far from over in 

2011, with only 15% of the money allocated having been spent.722 Given that the FNL 

was remobilizing in 2011 to form new rebel movement, the project seems to have missed 

its window of opportunity.723  

UNDP’s overall country program did not contain general conflict prevention or 

peacebuilding goals, or aim to mainstream peacebuilding, conflict prevention, or conflict 

sensitivity into its various elements. Conflict prevention and peacebuilding were 

compartmentalized into a few projects related to governance or small arms. Some of 

these projects, particularly in the area of governance, were potentially very innovative 
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peacebuilding projects.724 But, they were designed in 2009 at a time when BINUB and 

UNDP still believed that real institutional reform was possible in the Burundian 

government. By the end of 2010, most of the staff involved in the design of these 

innovative governance projects had left Burundi.  

After the full election results were in, UNDP continued to implement its program as 

planned. After all, it was in Burundi for the long haul and had to push forward. It did not 

significantly alter it to take into account of the fact that Burundi was now run by a one-

party state that used violence to quiet its opposition. The main alterations that UNDP 

made were to drop activities, such as its support for the Permanent Forum of Political 

Parties, that were no longer possible in the increasingly closed political climate. That 

said, with the support of the PBF it did launch more socio-economic activities in areas 

where the FNL combatants were returning, but did not take into account the relationship 

between these activities and the remobilization of many of these ex-combatants by a new 

rebellion.  

UNDP’s approach was supported by the BINUB and the UN Secretariat. They felt 

that the best approach was to attempt to stabilize the situation by pressuring the 

opposition parties to join the electoral process. The UN Secretary-General visited 

Burundi during the middle of the election period and declared: “It is imperative that 

these elections be a success. Burundi has an opportunity to become a success story and a 

model for the continent.”725 The UN did not attempt to facilitate a serious dialogue 

between the opposition parties and the CNDD-FDD, nor it they have alternative 

strategies to encourage multi-party democracy in Burundi. It continued to declare the 

elections legitimate and pressured the opposition to join them. 
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UNDP had designed its new program on the assumption that the 2010 elections 

would be “successful”. The result of the elections technically fit the bill because they 

were free, fair, and mostly peaceful. In this light, it continued implementing its program 

as designed. Much of the rest of the international community initially echoed UNDP’s 

approach. For international actors, regional heads of state, and many Burundians, fatigue 

with Burundi’s peacebuilding process had set in.726 For them, the 2010 elections were 

supposed to mark a successful culmination of years of peacebuilding, not the beginning 

of an entirely new peacemaking process. 

6.1.5.1 The leadership vacuum 

Why was UNDP unable to systematically or significantly adjust its aims or approach 

in anticipation of the elections or in response to the unsatisfactory outcome? Leadership, 

or the absence thereof, certainly played a role. The expulsion of Youssef Mahmoud left a 

huge void in BINUB and UNDP. Mr. Mahmoud was very politically astute, knew the 

players well, and was highly attuned to the evolving Burundian context. He also brought 

his team together to discuss critical issues in Burundi that they needed to anticipate and 

address. Without Mahmoud, there was no longer a powerful interlocutor with the 

government, nor was there a direct line of communication between the evolving political 

reality in Burundi and BINUB and UNDP’s operational programs.  

Youssef Mahmoud’s expulsion also had an impact on BINUB morale and on staff’s 

willingness to take risks. They no longer had a champion nor were they enthusiastic 

about working with a government who had been so disrespectful to their boss, 

particularly since he had been so deferential to the government.727 After Mahmoud left, 

other BINUB staff began to gradually leave. In fact, Mahmoud’s replacement held a staff 
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meeting in mid-2010 telling people to begin to look for new jobs because BINUB would 

be closing down soon.728 Mahmoud’s expulsion and DPKO headquarters sent a clear 

message to the new ERSG, Charles Petrie, that the government would not hesitate to 

expel him as well.729 He kept a low profile and did not openly challenge the government. 

Being declared Persona Non Grata was not good for one’s career or for the reputation of 

the associated UN entity. 

UNDP’s leadership was relatively insensitive to the peacebuilding context in general 

and the implications of the election results in particular. During the election period, the 

head of UNDP Burundi went on vacation.730 He was not around to ensure that the 

election ballots were correctly printed and distributed. Although this may have seemed 

like a simple technical issue, the repercussions of the ballot blunder were significant for 

Burundians and for the initial tone of the election cycle.  

6.1.5.2 Accountability to the government, not the people 

UNDP’s accountability structure also played a role in UNDP Burundi’s decision not 

to take significant or systematic actions to enable free, fair, and peaceful elections and in 

the failure to adjust its aims or approach in response to the new political landscape that 

emerged after the elections. UNDP’s accountability routines focus on upward 

accountability to headquarters for resource mobilization and spending, and horizontal 

accountability to governments for policy and strategy development.731  

UNDP works directly with the government of host countries and rarely challenges 

their politics or policies. It builds long-term relationships with governments and aims to 

sustain its presence in a country through thick and thin. It does not have the same 
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political clout or power as DPKO or DPA because it does not directly implement 

mandates from the Security Council. UNDP helps governments to accomplish their 

development goals, and achieve the targets to which they have committed themselves, 

namely the Millennium Development Goals.  

UNDP generally considers governments and government institutions as 
its major partners. In countries emerging from conflict or going through 
a formal transition process, strengthening the capacity of governments 
and national institutions is one of the strategic objectives of the 
international community. The dilemma faced by UNDP [is] between 
ensuring long-term sustainability of programmes by favouring national 

ownership and the need for speed and efficiency.732 

UNDP staff lack the incentive to pressure a partner government to carry out a 

reform that it does not desire. UNDP’s partnership with DPKO under ONUB and BINUB 

helped it to implement more conflict-sensitive programming than it had previously 

pursued in Burundi. But without ONUB’s or BINUB’s leadership, UNDP’s capacity to 

pressure the government significantly decreased. When Burundi’s peacebuilding 

trajectory was heading in a relatively positive direction, UNDP could support that 

evolution. But, when the peacebuilding trajectory took a sharp negative turn during and 

after the 2010 elections, UNDP did not try and alter this trend. It continued implementing 

its cooperation program with the government, hoping that good socio-economic 

development would address the root causes of Burundi’s conflict and reverse the curve. 

It did not ask whether or not socio-economic development under a violent, oppressive 

regime might reinforce some of the root causes of the conflict.733 

6.1.5.3 The frame of long-term apolitical development 

UNDP’s predominantly development, rather than peacebuilding or conflict 

prevention, knowledge-laden routines and frames also influenced its response to 

                                                           

732 United Nations Development Programme, Evaluation of UNDP Support to Conflict-Affected Countries, 54. 

733 Peter Uvin, Aiding Violence: The Development Enterprise in Rwanda (West Hartford, CT: Kumarian Press, 

1998). 



 305 

Burundi’s 2010 election period. Implicit in this organizational frame was the focus on 

maintaining programs over several years and pursuing long-range goals. Over the entire 

period under study, UNDP maintained relatively consistent organizational goals and 

programs, focusing on good governance, reintegration of refugees and IDPs, and the 

fight against HIV/AIDS. UNDP more frequently achieved its goals when the context 

aligned with UNDP’s aims, not due to actions by UNDP to align with the context.  

Even though UNDP adopted the peacebuilding frames under BINUB and BNUB, it 

did not accompany these with peacebuilding knowledge-laden routines. In most cases, 

UNDP staff did not have peacebuilding programming expertise, nor was any training of 

this kind provided.734 The bureaucratic tendency to implement a project as designed and 

focus on delivery, rather than outcomes, prevailed. Most projects were not based on a 

solid conflict analysis or assessment of the target institution, nor did they include conflict 

sensitive approaches to monitoring and evaluation. They were “peacebuilding” projects 

in name and aim. But, the majority of peacebuilding projects were implemented by staff 

who did not know how to adapt the original project design to the changing context. They 

also lacked the capacity to monitor or evaluate the contribution of the project to potential 

causes of peace and conflict in Burundi. The projects that were exceptions to this rule 

were the product of high-levels of cooperation with DPKO and are discussed in further 

detail in Chapter 5. Most of the staff who participated in these more successful projects 

have left UNDP Burundi. After BINUB was closed and replaced by BNUB, UNDP 

continued to implement joint programs, but the peacebuilding and conflict prevention 

capacity that it had under BINUB was even further reduced. UNDP Burundi had 

“moved on” and believed that peace consolidation was representative of its past 

                                                           

734 The exceptions were the peace and conflict advisors deployed to work on the Cadre de Dialogue project 

and other staff who worked on this project, the Security Sector Reform projects, and the local public services 

who understood good peacebuilding programming even though they did not have formal training. 
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cooperation with BINUB, but not important for its present and future work in 

Burundi.735 

6.2 Conclusion 

Between 1999 and 2011, UNDP Burundi was highly relevant to Burundi’s war-to-

peace trajectory at three points in time: the removal of the regional embargo in 1999, the 

democratic elections in 2005, and the demobilization of the FNL in 2009. (See Figure 6-1 

above) At these points, UNDP took significant and systematic actions to influence 

Burundi’s peacebuilding process. Unlike the other cases discussed in this dissertation, 

UNDP did not significantly alter its overall aims and means at these periods. Instead, 

these were peacebuilding opportunities that fit well with what UNDP was good at and 

had the mandate, capacity, and funding to do. In these cases, the peacebuilding context 

largely aligned with UNDP.  

UNDP Burundi did not respond to the other three key shifts in Burundi’s 

peacebuilding process: the inauguration of the transitional government in November 

2001, the integration of the CNDD-FDD into the transitional government in November 

2003, and the sour turn to the 2010 elections and subsequent risk of renewed war . 

Furthermore, UNDP generally failed to maintain the relevance of its programming to 

Burundi’s institutions and the complex political and social dynamics that infused them. 

There were several individual projects that were well designed and implemented and 

judged to be highly relevant to Burundi’s institutions and the peacebuilding process (See 

Figure 6-2 above). But, this was the minority of projects. UNDP’s programming over this 

period in Burundi gave it a bad reputation with UNDP headquarters and within the 

international community in Bujumbura. 

                                                           

735 Interview with BINUB staff member (UP2), October 2009, Bujumbura.  
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context was ready for what UNDP had to offer. Below, I briefly describe the factors that 

explain UNDP’s patterns of interaction with Burundi’s war-to-peace transition and 

discuss their potential generalizability to UNDP’s operations in other war-to-peace 

transitions.  

UNDP’s development frame predominated in Burundi. This meant that the 

leadership and most staff in the organization believed that development was its primary 

activity. Even when UNDP was subsumed within BINUB and adopted an overall 

peacebuilding frame, it was guided by a development culture. Staff repeatedly 

commented that the peace consolidation focus was only temporary and that they were 

anxious to get out from under BINUB and be able to do real early recovery and 

development programming.736 Within UNDP as a whole, development was still the main 

priority and country offices are aware of this.737 Development programming is funded 

from core UNDP funding, conflict prevention and peacebuilding work is not.738 This 

traditional development frame, and accompanying knowledge and training of staff, 

largely ignores the relationship between development and violent conflict or its potential 

positive or negative impact on a country’s peacebuilding process. Conflict analysis is not 

systematically done or integrated into programming, even in conflict-affected 

countries.739 

UN staff that are not working directly or explicitly on conflict issues do 
not want to hear about conflict or its relation to their work. For instance, 
governance staff do not see the relevance of conflict prevention tools and 
approaches, because they are not framed in terms that they understand 

or accept.740 

                                                           

736 Key informant interviews, UN staff members (UP1), Bujumbura, 2009. 

737 Key informant interview, UN staff member (UP3), New York, 2009. 

738 Key informant interview, UN staff member (UP3), New York, 2009. 

739 United Nations Development Programme, Evaluation of UNDP Support to Conflict-Affected Countries, 57. 

740 Diana Chigas and Peter Woodrow, Assessment of BCPR-Supported Conflict Prevention Initiatives 

(Cambridge, MA: CDA Collaborative Learning Projects, December 9, 2009), 10.  
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Even though UNDP headquarters had dedicated substantial resources to building 

the organization’s conflict prevention and peacebuilding capacity, these activities 

remained tangential to its development work. BCPR had its own pot of money that it can 

provide to country offices to implement small conflict prevention or peacebuilding 

activities, but it has had little success mainstreaming conflict prevention and 

peacebuilding throughout country offices’ other program.741 It provides temporary 

support to country offices, but does not normally continue to work with them through 

the design, implementation, and monitoring of peacebuilding or conflict prevention 

programming. BCPR’s governance and rule of law programming have a potentially very 

high relevance to peacebuilding processes, but BCPR has been unable to help these 

programs adopt a conflict sensitive or peacebuilding lens.742  

People need accompaniment in the field to be able to integrate training 
concepts well. However, staff really did not have the time/capacity to 
provide that kind of follow up, and the [Peace and Development 
Advisor] did not have the time to fill that gap and do everything else he 

needed to do.743  

A key component of UNDP’s development frame is the idea that it is in the country 

for the long-haul and will have a longer-term impact on the country. In Burundi, this 

long-term perspective led to path dependency. UNDP implemented largely the same 

activities the entire thirteen-year period without significantly adjusting them to big 

changes in Burundi’s war-to-peace trajectory. When UNDP did adapt to new trends it 

was because of new resources, staff, and mandate coming from the UN Secretariat, not 

because of an internal change and adaptation process in UN Burundi. In its search for 

continuity and sustainability, UNDP Burundi lost its capacity to adapt to changes in the 

context and maintain its relevance, either to peacebuilding or even to its overall 

                                                           

741 Key informant interview, UN staff member (UP3), New York, 2009; Chigas and Woodrow, Assessment of 

BCPR-Supported Conflict Prevention Initiatives, 9. 

742 Chigas and Woodrow, Assessment of BCPR-Supported Conflict Prevention Initiatives, 9.  

743 Ibid.; United Nations Development Programme, Strategic Review of the Bureau for Crisis Prevention and 

Recovery, Final Report (New York, NY, March 10, 2010), 19.  
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development aims. After all, negative peace is a prerequisite for long-term economic 

growth.744 

To sustain its presence in a country over the long haul, UNDP has become a jack of 

all trades on the one hand and a jack of none on the other. According to a 2011 review of 

UNDP by the UK Government: “UNDP’s near universal mandate means its technical 

�resources are spread very thinly.”745 It has built its reputation as a financial and project 

management organization, but as a result its staff do not necessarily have the required 

skills to manage each type of project in each context. Again, from the UK review of 

UNDP: “UNDP’s results framework, HR, and prioritization on areas where it can add 

most value are all weak and reduce its impact.”746 A 2005 review of UNDP’s capacity in 

post-conflict countries came to similar conclusions.747 It also warned that if UNDP 

continued to serve as the administrator for the rest of the UN system and fill 

programming gaps left by other UN agencies, its focus on administration would “detract 

UNDP from its core development mandate and divert human resources that could be 

used to further develop UNDP’s lead role in development.”748 

In Burundi, it seems that UNDP’s focus on raising funds, spending funds, and 

administering funds – all within a one-year budget cycle – was a much higher priority for 

the organization than achieving peacebuilding or development outcomes. This reflects 

the accountability mechanisms in place for individual staff. 

Staff contracts and the tenure of office of the Resident 
Representative/Country Director are both shorter than the period of the 
[Country Program Document] CPD and not necessarily in phase with the 

                                                           

744 Collier, Breaking the Conflict Trap: Civil war and Development Policy. 
745 Department for International Development, Multilateral Aid Review: United Nations Development 

Programme (including the Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery) (London: UK Aid, March 2011), 4, 

http://www.dfid.gov.uk/Documents/MAR/UNDP-response.pdf (accessed February 10, 2012). 

746 Ibid. 

747 United Nations Development Programme, Evaluation of UNDP Support to Conflict-Affected Countries, 41. 

748 United Nations Development Programme, Evaluation of UNDP Support to Conflict-Affected 
Countries, 41. 
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CPD. Hence accountability for results implicitly concerns only short-
term targets—such as resource mobilization, delivery and project 
outputs—rather than longer-term development outcomes. Since 
programme staff in many offices are funded from extra-budgetary 
resources, their accountability for results is aligned more to outputs of 

projects as opposed to delivering at outcome level.749 

It is also challenging to hold staff accountable for development or peacebuilding 

outcomes, which may be caused by multiple actors and may only be attained years down 

the line. Yet, intermediary outcomes can be measured as can manager’s efforts to adjust 

programming in response to information about effectiveness, as the methodology 

employed in this dissertation demonstrates.750  

UNDP Burundi also prioritized coordination and coherence with the rest of the UN 

system at the expense of UNDP’s alignment with the Burundian context. This, too, 

reflects and overall pattern in UNDP: “there is a “tendency for staff to get caught up in 

inter-agency preoccupations rather than the needs of beneficiaries.”751 

UNDP’s upward accountability routines prioritized its administrative and 

coordination function over its commitment to sustainable development or peacebuilding. 

There was information about how much money was spent, whether a project was 

implemented, and whether a UN document was created, but no systematic information 

about whether the activities achieved their desired outcomes or impact. Without 

information, no accountability for outcomes or impact was possible. This pattern, too, is 

found in UNDP more broadly. 

“[A]lthough relevant [monitoring and evaluation] tools have been 
developed, their deployment has been mixed, and their application has 
not been systematic, consistent or widespread. Measurement and 
evaluation capacities in HQ and in countries are not adequate, and 

                                                           

749 United Nations Development Programme Evaluation Office, Evaluation of Results-Based 
Management at UNDP (New York, December 2007), 37, 
http://www.undp.org/evaluation/documents/thematic/RBM/RBM_Evaluation.pdf (accessed 
October 13, 2011). 
750 Ibid. 
751 United Nations Development Programme, Evaluation of UNDP Support to Conflict-Affected Countries, 57. 
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resources are not sufficient for the needed improvement in M&E activity. 
BCPR's focus on projects as outputs, varied interpretations of outcomes, 
and a lack of clarity regarding how to measure BCPR’s indirect role, 
specific contributions, and added value within a given context, have 
contributed to a tendency to focus on activities rather than outcomes or 

tangible results.”752 

Without an understanding of the interaction between its projects and the context, it was 

difficult for UNDP Burundi to know how to adapt and improve its projects even when it 

was willing to do so. When high-level staff, in particular, made trips to the provinces, 

some open and reflective discussion often took place and changes in practice did happen, 

but these “field trips” were few and far between.753 In most cases, however, UNDP 

Burundi did not aim to better understand or reflect on its impact or improve its 

programming. This, too, was a common characteristic found in other UNDP offices.754  

Both national and international staff need a more supportive and 
stimulating environment in which time and effort is devoted to reflection 
and analysis, to developing a culture in which local concerns take 
priority over UN concerns, and to the needs and wishes of those on a 

career path.755 

UNDP was able to overcome some of these barriers and take significant and 

systematic action in response to new peacebuilding trends when three factors came 

together: leadership, resources, and core competency. When UNDP’s leadership was 

excited about a new opportunity in Burundi’s peacebuilding process and committed to 

responding to it, then the organization could do highly effective peacebuilding work. 

Because UNDP is so decentralized, country leadership can have a big impact on the 

direction and approach of UNDP’s program.756  

Mainstreaming depends a lot on management and leadership at the 
country level because it is so decentralized. If you work with countries 

                                                           

752 United Nations Development Programme, Strategic Review of the Bureau for Crisis Prevention and 

Recovery, iv. 

753 Key informant interview, UN staff member (UP1), Bujumbura, 2009. 

754 Department for International Development, Multilateral Aid Review: United Nations Development 

Programme (including the Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery), 4.  

755 United Nations Development Programme, Evaluation of UNDP Support to Conflict-Affected Countries, 46. 

756 Key informant interview, UN staff member (UP3), New York, 2010. 
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that are on the brink… leadership is absolutely crucial. You can do lots of 
workshops with program staff, but without the leadership buy in then it 
doesn’t work. They have to get it up front because they don’t come to the 

training.757 

Even though leadership matters a great deal, Resident Coordinators and Country 

Directors of UNDP do not receive significant training in conflict prevention and 

peacebuilding programming. “Skills and performance in relation to conflict issues are not 

yet a regular part of RC recruitment or personnel evaluation criteria.  If they are not 

assessed on this measure, they will not give it priority.”758 

The presence of funding that was meant specifically for peacebuilding 

programming also helped to determine when UNDP Burundi took significant 

peacebuilding actions. UNDP did not have spare resources to allocate toward 

peacebuilding programming. To respond to a new opportunity, it had to find the money 

and then the staff to implement the program. In all of the cases where UNDP responded, 

money was earmarked for the particular type of response. 

Even though UNDP is known for attempting to do many different types of 

programming, its responses to Burundi’s peacebuilding process employed core areas of 

competency. In this sense, the context became ripe for what UNDP does best, and UNDP 

Burundi and HQ rallied their resources in response. UNDP prides itself on its donor 

coordination, election support, and DDR work, and has built core competencies, 

although still insufficient, at headquarters and in the field in these areas.759 It had the 

necessary knowledge-laden routines and an overall organizational frame that supported 

actions in these areas. 

Several specific projects maintained their relevance to Burundi’s war-to-peace 

transition and had a positive impact on that transition. In these cases, the success was 

                                                           

757 Key informant interview, UN staff member (UP5), New York, 2010. 

758 Chigas and Woodrow, Assessment of BCPR-Supported Conflict Prevention Initiatives, 12.  

759 United Nations Development Programme, Evaluation of UNDP Support to Conflict-Affected Countries, 57. 
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due to the efforts and skill of individual staff and to the partnerships between UNDP 

Burundi and ONUB and BINUB. UNDP does not prevent staff from engaging in good 

peacebuilding work, but it does not enable them either. 

UNDP’s several organizational change processes made little difference in its 

peacebuilding actions. This was because these processes were in many ways imposed on 

UNDP by ONUB, BINUB, and BNUB. In addition, UNDP was not necessarily interested 

in doing more effective peacebuilding programming, but was instead focused on making 

the transition to full development cooperation.  

These findings are not new to UNDP. Numerous reports and evaluations cited in 

this chapter have reiterated the challenges that the organization faces in its conflict 

programming. The vast majority of them have made good recommendations about how 

UNDP could alter its capacity and approach, but the basic challenges and path 

dependent tendency of UNDP remains, in Burundi and elsewhere.  

The findings in this case study have implications for our understanding not only of 

what UNDP can accomplish in terms of peacebuilding and conflict prevention, but also 

what other development organizations that are highly upwardly accountable can 

accomplish. Their peacebuilding effectiveness may be found only on the margins, as was 

the case with UNDP Burundi. Their overwhelming focus on development and spending 

money may not be able to make space for more nimble, political, and labor-intensive 

conflict prevention and peacebuilding programming that measures progress in terms of 

incremental contributions. Development organizations’ commitment to following the 

host government’s lead may not leave space for challenging the same government’s 

approaches and tactics.  

This case study also challenges the assumption in some of the development 

literature that coherence among the international community and continuity of staff and 

programming over time are effective. In fact, UNDP’s experience in Burundi shows that 
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both of these factors detracted from its peacebuilding effectiveness. Finally, this case 

provides and important example of slow-moving institutional change by an international 

organization and its mismatch with fast-paced change in a post-conflict country. 
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7 THE DEPARTMENT FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

(DFID) IN BURUNDI 

7.1 Introduction 

The UK DFID spearheaded donor efforts to improve the effectiveness of aid to 

conflict-affected and fragile states.760 Soon after it was established in 1997, DFID 

produced two white papers that committed the organization to help mitigate violent 

conflict so that development could be taken forward, rather than first waiting for the 

establishment of peace.761 “The UK government sees security and stability as 

preconditions for development and for achieving the [Millennium Development Goals] 

MDGs. Thus, DFID is strongly committed to increasing its aid to fragile countries and 

conflict zones, where the MDGs are most vulnerable to derailment.”762 

Over the years, DFID has progressively increased its capacity for engagement with 

fragile and conflict-affected states, producing numerous policy documents and 

guidelines and investing substantial resources in building its capacity in this area. It has 

created a Conflict, Humanitarian, and Security Department (CHASE), an Africa Conflict 

Group, a Post-Conflict Reconstruction Unit, Global and Africa Conflict Prevention Pools 

(CPP), Fragile States country teams, and a joint DFID-Foreign Commonwealth Office 

                                                           

760 Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, United Kingdom Development 
Assistance Committee (DAC) Peer Review, Peer Review, 2010, 13, 
http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/49/20/45519815.pdf (accessed February 20, 2012) p. 13. 
761 Smith, Towards a Strategic Framework for Peacebuilding: Getting Their Act Together - Overview report 
of the Joint Utstein Study of Peacebuilding, 36–37; Simon Lawry-White, Review of the UK Government 
approach to peacebuilding and synthesis of lessons learned from UK Government funded peacebuilding 
projects 1997 - 2001 (DFID: London, 2003), 
http://www.oecd.org/LongAbstract/0,3425,en_35038640_35074403_35098280_1_1_1_1,00.html 
(accessed October 2, 2011).  
762 Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, United Kingdom Development 
Assistance Committee (DAC) Peer Review, 30.  
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(FCO)-Ministry of Defence (MoD) Stabilization Unit, among other initiatives.763 With its 

2009 white paper, DFID moved “to put unprecedented emphasis on conflict and on 

politics as key determinants of the prospects of success in development and development 

assistance…. Never before… has an institution with the weight of DFID set out the 

arguments so clearly.”764  

In spite of its pledge to work for peace in conflict-affected countries, DFID failed to 

honor this commitment in one of the poorest, most conflict-ridden countries in the world: 

Burundi. It began its engagement with Burundi in 2002 by focusing almost solely on 

peacebuilding, but then in 2005 quickly shifted to a focus on development, the MDGs, 

and aid effectiveness (see Figure 7-1 below). From 2005 to 2009, even though DFID 

Burundi was led by a highly skilled and knowledgeable political operative and supplied 

with conflict analyses and conflict advisors, its program was largely insensitive to 

Burundi’s conflict dynamics and sought neither to have a peacebuilding or statebuilding 

(i.e., state-society building) impact. In 2011, DFID announced that it would close its 

Burundi office and stop all bilateral assistance to Burundi. It is puzzling that a bilateral 

donor that has made such strong commitments to conflict-sensitive development and 

peacebuilding would fail to pursue these goals in Burundi – one of the poorest fragile 

states in the world. What explains this? 

DFID’s organizational frame and accountability mechanisms that prioritize progress 

toward the MDGs and the aid effectiveness agenda eclipsed conflict-sensitive 

programming in Burundi. Recent analyses of DFID show that this pattern has appeared 

                                                           

763 Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, United Kingdom Development 
Assistance Committee (DAC) Peer Review, Peer Review, 2006, 43, 
http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/54/57/37010997.pdf (accessed February 20, 2012).  
764 Dan Smith, “Development thinking develops – DFID’s white paper and what comes next,” Dan 
Smith’s Blog, August 21, 2009, http://dansmithsblog.com/2009/08/21/development-thinking-
develops-dfids-white-paper-and-what-comes-next/ (accessed February 20, 2012). 
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765  National Audit Office, Department for International Development: Operating in insecure 
environments - National Audit Office
http://www.nao.org.uk/publications/0708/operating_in_insecure_environm.aspx (accessed 
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affected countries, most of which are 

ailed case studies and a reliance on untested assumptions. 

1: DFID Burundi’s actions to align aim and approach and programming with Burundi’s 

 

This chapter describes DFID’s programming in Burundi from 1999 to 2011 and how 

peace transition, discussed in Chapter 

5. It discusses DFID’s work in Burundi in terms of three general periods: 1999–2004, 

2011. In each period, I analyze the reasons for DFID’s interactions 

with Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory. I conclude by synthesizing the cross-case 

Department for International Development: Operating in insecure 

http://www.nao.org.uk/publications/0708/operating_in_insecure_environm.aspx (accessed 
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findings and describing the implications of these findings for the theory presented in 

Chapter 2, for the literature, and for peacebuilding effectiveness.  

7.2 1999–2004: Supporting Burundi’s Peacebuilding Process, 

Phases I, II, and III 

Between 1999 and 2004, DFID completely changed its approach to Burundi. It went 

from being a detached donor that provided primarily humanitarian aid to one that was 

highly engaged in peacebuilding and supported some of the most innovative 

peacebuilding projects at the time. After the removal of the regional embargo in January 

1999, DFID did not alter its approach to Burundi on the grounds that peace should 

precede aid.766 In 2002, DFID established a new office in Burundi whose main purpose 

was to “support the peace process in Burundi.”767 This time, the head of DFID, Clare 

Short, argued that peacebuilding was a “necessary prerequisite for sustained economic 

growth.”768 After the November 2003 ceasefire and integration of the CNDD-FDD into 

the Burundian government, DFID again took significant peacebuilding action by funding 

projects intended to help the CNDD-FDD demobilize and ease their integration into the 

transitional government.769 In one instance, DFID paid for food that was delivered to the 

                                                           

766 Statements by Clare Short, Secretary of State for International Development, House of Commons 
Hansard Debates for 2 Dec 1998 (pt 12) (London, 1998), 
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm199899/cmhansrd/vo981202/debtext/81202-
12.htm (accessed October 4, 2011); Parliament of the United Kingdom, “Lords Hansard text for 5 
Apr 2000 (200405-10),” Parliamentary Business, April 5, 2000, 
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld199900/ldhansrd/vo000405/text/00405-10.htm 
(accessed February 20, 2012).  
767 DFID staff person (D3) by telephone, October 12, 2011. 
768 Statements by Clare Short, Secretary of State for International Development, House of Commons 
Hansard Written Answers for 19 Jul 2002 (pt 4), 2002, 
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200102/cmhansrd/vo020719/text/20719w04.htm 
(accessed October 4, 2011). 
769 DFID staff person (D3) by telephone, interview; DFID staff person (D6), Bujumbura, Burundi, 
June 6, 2009. 
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CNDD-FDD in the assembly areas before they were disarmed.770 DFID was well 

positioned to act quickly because it had a local office in place that was focused on 

peacebuilding and had flexible funds.771 Nonetheless, once a project was under way, 

DFID had minimal tools to influence the relevance of the project to Burundi’s changing 

context. 

7.2.1 PEACE BEFORE AID 

Before 1999, DFID viewed Burundi as a humanitarian situation. Even though UK 

Parliamentarians repeatedly decried the immense suffering of the Burundian people and 

were committed to preventing a full-scale genocide, they took limited actions to alleviate 

this suffering.772 DFID gave humanitarian assistance through non-governmental 

organizations (NGO) and multilateral organizations, funded the facilitation of the 

Arusha process, and supported a few small grassroots peacebuilding initiatives, namely 

dialogue and women’s empowerment efforts by International Alert.773  

DFID’s funding approach to Burundi did not change when the Arusha agreement 

was signed in August 2000. Along with many other donors, DFID wanted more evidence 

that the peace process was really on track before reengaging as a development partner. 

                                                           

770 DFID staff person (D3) by telephone, interview. 
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772 “House of Commons Hansard Debates for 10 Jul 1996 (pt 19)”, July 10, 1996, 
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peacebuilding and synthesis of lessons learned from UK Government funded peacebuilding projects 1997 - 
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774 At the time, it did not have much money for countries that were in between – neither 

strong enough to manage budgetary development aid nor experiencing such a high 

degree of conflict that only lifesaving humanitarian assistance was possible.  

In general, most donors divided their international aid into two categories: short-

term lifesaving humanitarian assistance or long-term development programming. They 

did not have money to support a country’s transition from humanitarian to development 

funding. Traditional humanitarian funding was given by NGOs and international 

organizations (IO) directly to the people, bypassing the state. Traditional development 

aid was given directly to the state, largely bypassing NGOs and the people. The middle 

ground between the two was still very much a work in progress.  

Initially, DFID had followed the lead of other donors and Julius Nyerere, the 

facilitator of the Arusha talks until late 1999. Clare Short said that President Nyerere had 

believed that the regional sanctions, in spite of the humanitarian cost, encouraged 

President Buyoya to commit to the Arusha peace talks.775 In this sense, DFID’s 

peacebuilding strategy was one of withholding aid. But after the Arusha agreement was 

signed in August 2000, DFID and other donors continued to apply this tactic, reneging on 

their own promises to reward the politician’s efforts.776 They again used the carrot of 

renewed development cooperation to encourage the government to implement the peace 

agreement, which had little meaning when only on paper. Donors were also reluctant to 

give Burundi more money while its government was still engaged in a war with the two 

rebel groups. They argued that this aid would indirectly fund the war. Many donors also 

                                                           

774 Statements by Clare Short, Secretary of State for International Development, House of Commons 
Hansard Written Answers for 18 Dec 2002 (pt 14) (London, 2002), 
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200203/cmhansrd/vo021218/text/21218w14.htm 
(accessed October 2, 2011). 
775 ICG, A Framework for Responsible Aid to Burundi. 
776 Ibid. 
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believed that development could only really begin once peace, defined as the absence of 

violent conflict, had been created.777  

7.2.2 AID FOR PEACE 

In 2002, DFID changed its approach to Burundi and began using aid to help to build 

a foundation for peace. It adopted a clear peacebuilding organizational frame. In 

February 2002, Clare Short and the development ministers from Norway and the 

Netherlands visited the countries of the Great Lakes region, including Burundi. This trip 

changed Short’s perspective on Burundi, leading her to make more of a commitment to 

Burundi in particular and the region as a whole.778  

I was encouraged from my recent visit to the Great Lakes that there is 
now a window of opportunity for achieving peace... Progress in the 
[Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC)] peace process will enable the 
international community, finally, to concentrate on a partnership with 
governments in the region for the long-term development of their 
countries—an outcome keenly awaited and much needed by the long 

suffering population of the region.779 

Interestingly, it was Clare Short’s personal observations in Burundi that changed 

DFID’s approach. The inauguration of the transitional government in November 2001 did 

not automatically trigger a different response from DFID, but the direct experience of the 

head of the organization with Burundi’s reality did. Her change of heart was also 

influenced by advocacy by Belgium and most likely by concurrent changes in DFID’s 
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779 Parliament of the United Kingdom, “House of Commons Hansard Written Answers for 6 Mar 
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own policies that framed aid as a tool for creating peace rather than something that could 

only follow peace. 780 

During her trip to the Great Lakes region, Short and her European colleagues used 

the incentive of resumed aid to get the leaders of DRC, Uganda, Rwanda, and Burundi to 

pledge to participate actively in the ongoing peace processes.781 “This was the kind of 

diplomatic initiative that used to be undertaken by the Foreign Office, but Short and the 

experts in her ministry clearly demonstrated that they were able to go farther than the 

Foreign Office in linking moves to secure political stability with development 

projects.”782  

In December 2002, Short confirmed DFID’s commitment “to an increasing effort to 

bring peace and help restart efforts to develop Burundi’s full potential.”783 In mid-2002, 

DFID established an office in Burundi to ensure that DFID could “see what was going on, 

engage and report back, play a role.”784 The office consisted of one international and two 

Burundian staff. The office worked specifically on peacebuilding, with the aim of 

establishing peace in Burundi before DFID made the transition to normal development 

assistance:785 “We were there to support the peace process.”786 It also advocated with 

other donors to re-engage with Burundi.787  

                                                           

780 Clare Short, House of Commons - European Scrutiny - Twenty-Second Report (London: UK 
Parliament, 1999), http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm199899/cmselect/cmeuleg/34-
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781 Dickie, The new mandarins, 226. 
782 Ibid. 
783 Statements by Clare Short, Secretary of State for International Development, House of Commons 
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786 DFID staff person (D3) by telephone, October 12, 2011. 
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Between 2002 and 2004, DFID supported approximately thirty humanitarian and 

peacebuilding projects, many of them highly innovative.788 DFID’s program was unique 

not only in comparison to many other bilateral donors in Burundi, but also in 

comparison to other DFID country programs.  

DFID [in Burundi] did everything but the standard development 
program. They hired conflict advisors to sit in the country. They wanted 
to work with demobilized soldiers. They were doing stuff that no other 
donor was doing. They broke so much ground based directly on policies 
coming out of London… It was one our best examples ever of taking on 

board conflict policies.789 

Along with the United States Agency for International Development’s (USAID) 

Greater Horn of Africa Initiative, USAID’s Office of Transition Initiatives (OTI), and the 

World Bank Post-Conflict Fund and Multi-Country Demobilization and Reintegration 

Program (MDRP), DFID’s support for peacebuilding programming helped a community 

of peacebuilding NGOs and civil society organizations continue to flourish in 

Burundi.790 Most other donors at the time gave only humanitarian funding to 

Burundi.791 

Initially, the office had an annual budget of £2 million, which increased to £5 million 

a year by 2004. The money was flexible and intended primarily to support 

                                                                                                                                                               

Mr. Stephen O’Brien MP and Elizabeth Carriere (House of Commons: UK Parliament, 2011), 
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789 DFID staff person (D2) by telephone, May 20, 2010. 
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peacebuilding.792 DFID used the money to fund new projects and opportunities as they 

emerged. It did not have a pre-determined set of activities or goals, but sought to 

contribute to the momentum in Burundi’s peacebuilding process.793 DFID funded 

conflict resolution at the political level, local-level peace and reconciliation work, and 

DDR, among many other activities.794 The recipients of these funds included the Burundi 

Leadership Training Program (BLTP) (see Chapter 9), International Alert, Jan Van Eck of 

the Center for Conflict Resolution in Cape Town, Action Aid, Accord in South Africa, 

and the United Nations.795 It also worked to make the Poverty Reduction Strategic 

Program (PRSP) more conflict-sensitive and influence the quality of disarmament, 

demobilization, and reintegration (DDR) and other programs.796 One-third of the money 

was allocated to humanitarian assistance.797  

DFID also contributed money to Burundi through its African Conflict Prevention 

Pool (ACCP). Between 2001 and 2005, the ACPP supported DDR efforts, policy dialogue, 

the South African Peace Support Detachment, the African Union Mission in Burundi 

(AMIB), and the secondment of the DFID Great Lakes Regional Conflict Advisor to the 

UN Office of Burundi’s (ONUB) political section during its critical start-up phase.798  

This was also a time in Burundi that was highly conducive to peacebuilding: Most 

rebel groups were part of the transitional government, and all parties in the government 

wanted free, fair, and peaceful elections to take place. The transitional government was 
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very open to peacebuilding interventions, and many NGOs were jumping on the 

peacebuilding bandwagon. Most donors and UN agencies lagged behind. 

While the amount of money that DFID gave paled in comparison to that of many 

other donors in Burundi, it was strategically targeted toward core priorities in the 

peacebuilding process. It was not the amount of money, but the type of money and how 

it fit with the context, that mattered. This challenges the assumption in much of the 

literature that more money will have more impact. It was not the amount of money that 

mattered, but the degree to which the available funds targeted key peacebuilding 

priorities, and the degree to which the allocated money could actually make a difference 

in the outcome (i.e., was it enough money to enable the desired change?). 

7.2.3 PEACEBUILDING KNOWLEDGE 

To support the projects that it funded and influence other peacebuilding processes, 

DFID Burundi made very good use of the growing ranks of conflict advisors within the 

organization. It benefited from period visits and advice from key conflict advisors in 

London and the Great Lakes region and hired consultants with expertise in 

peacebuilding to help monitor some of its ongoing programs.799  

These conflict advisors had expertise not only in political analysis, but also in 

peacebuilding and development. They were not necessarily conflict resolution experts 

but had built expertise in the peacebuilding areas that were becoming the purview of 

development agencies: security sector reform, reintegration of ex-combatants, and 

support for dialogue processes. As opposed to the stark conflict resolution/political 

knowledge vs. development/humanitarian knowledge divide that I outlined in Chapter 

2, these conflict advisors possessed a new type of emerging peacebuilding knowledge 
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that focused on the type of peacebuilding interventions in which development 

organizations could engage. DFID was at the forefront of creating knowledge about these 

types of interventions – defining what they were and how they should be done. 

While DFID’s conflict advisors helped the Burundi office select good projects and 

influenced the design of other projects and initiatives, they were not able to 

systematically help to ensure the relevance of the projects that DFID funded.800 Because 

DFID did not implement its own projects, but funded projects implemented by NGOs 

and IOs, it did not have the capacity to alter the way that projects were implemented. It 

could recommend certain changes, but its tools for enforcing these recommendations 

were blunt: give money or withdraw money. It could advise and assist its grantees, but it 

could not control their actions, nor could a staff of three closely monitor thirty odd 

projects.  

DFID evaluated several of its peacebuilding projects, showing that the “results were 

patchy.”801 But these evaluations often came after the project funding had ended, which 

meant that DFID’s only opportunity to increase the relevance of a project was to redesign 

and fund it again. The DFID office believed that it made an important contribution to 

Burundi’s peacebuilding process: “I genuinely think we did have influence and were 

lucky enough to be able to make a difference.”802 But it did not have a lot of data to show 

that this was the case, although several of the peacebuilding projects that it supported 

had good reputations among observers.  

Generally, the office was given “loads of flexibility” to select projects and pursue 

other peacebuilding efforts without always seeking approval from headquarters or 
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reporting on clear targets.803 This allowed DFID to support riskier peacebuilding projects 

and take advantage of unforeseen opportunities. In the case of some of the most risky 

projects – such as the provision of food for the encamped CNDD-FDD rebels in 2003 – 

the office requested approval from the director of DFID in London to make sure he was 

on board.804 

DFID’s decisions about which projects to fund and how to support Burundi’s 

peacebuilding process were made by Georgina Yates, the director of the Burundi office, 

and Sue Hogwood, the UK Ambassador based out of Kigali. Georgina came into Burundi 

without a strong peacebuilding background, but quickly adapted to the context and 

bought into the importance of DFID’s peacebuilding role.805 Sue Hogwood knew the 

Great Lakes Region very well and was tuned into the minute details of the politics in 

Rwanda and Burundi as well as the overall patterns and trends.806 Given the flexible 

nature of DFID Burundi’s funding and the lack of overall guidance from London, the 

knowledge and approach of DFID Burundi’s leadership made a big difference to its 

interaction with Burundi’s peacebuilding context. The flexibility of the office’s upward 

accountability routines gave a lot of power to its leaders on the ground. 

7.2.4 DONORS AS ENABLERS, NOT IMPLEMENTERS 

DFID’s 2002–2004 support for Burundi’s peacebuilding process provides some 

important insights for the theory being tested in this dissertation. It shows that donors 

have fewer opportunities to act to align their peacebuilding aims and outcomes than 

their implementing partners do. Donors have a lot of influence over a project when 

deciding whether to fund it or whether to fund it again. But the donor’s influence 
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dramatically declines once a donor has given the money to its grantee. At this point, it is 

up to the implementing partner to ensure the relevance of the project to the context. 

DFID could only support, advise, and assist in this effort. Plus, once the money is 

committed, DFID staff had an interest in ensuring that it was spent, not in returning it to 

headquarters and possibly diminishing their future budgets.807  

As a result, the ability of a donor to maintain the relevance of its programming with 

the evolving peacebuilding context may depend on its capacity to help cultivate non-

defensive learning behavior, significant dialogue with stakeholders, and peacebuilding 

frames and knowledge in its implementing partners. DFID Burundi did this by choosing 

several implementing partners who already seemed to have these characteristics. It also 

worked closely with a few of these partners to help them revise their program strategies 

and activities. In the best cases, a donor can provide external support that helps a partner 

organization identify its weaknesses and improve them. In the worst cases, a donor sets 

targets and requires reports that distract an implementing partner from adjusting its aim 

and approach to maintain its relevance with the context and achieving this aim. 

Did the fact that DFID had open and valid learning behavior, entrepreneurial 

leadership committed to peacebuilding, peacebuilding organizational frames and 

knowledge-laden routines, and flexible peacebuilding funds help it select good 

peacebuilding projects and continually act to align with Burundi’s peacebuilding 

process? Yes, it seems that these factors were essential to DFID’s approach at this time in 

Burundi. These factors may make a donor like DFID more likely to support these same 

types of behaviors in its recipient organizations. But they ensured neither that DFID 

selected this type of grantee nor that DFID helped its grantees undergo an organizational 

change process intended to enable them to become peacebuilding learning organizations. 
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As a corollary, the capacity of a donor to achieve alignment between its peacebuilding 

aims and outcomes is likely to depend not only on its own capacity to take systematic 

actions to achieve its relevance, but also on its ability to influence and support the 

capacity of its grantees to maintain their relevance to the evolving peacebuilding context. 

7.3 2005–2009 – Development and the “Fragile State” 

With the inauguration of Pierre Nkurunziza as president of Burundi in August 2005, 

DFID again significantly changed its approach and programming. While its 2002–2004 

program had supported peacebuilding activities to help bring a successful end to 

Burundi’s five-year transitional phase, its 2005–2009 program aimed to use development 

programming to strengthen the capacity of Burundi’s new government to operate a 

democratic state and deliver peace dividends to its people.808  

When making this shift, DFID largely dropped its peacebuilding frame and adopted 

a more generic development mindset. As a result, even though DFID acted to align with 

the new trend in Burundi’s peacebuilding process ushered in by the 2005 elections, it did 

not act to align with its peacebuilding aims with the Burundian context or changes in this 

context.809 In 2009, DFID maintained its development approach and did not take 

significant actions to respond to the new opportunity presented by the integration of the 

FNL into the government and armed forces. This approach was surprising for an 

organization that had made such a strong institutional commitment to peacebuilding, 
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particularly when the Burundi office had such a politically astute leader as Sue 

Hogwood.810  

7.3.1 A DEVOLVED OFFICE AND PROGRAM APPROACH 

In 2005, DFID appointed Hogwood, the former UK Ambassador to Rwanda and 

Burundi, as the Director of its Burundi office. In so doing, it devolved the management of 

the office from London to the country level. Two program officers, a Foreign Office 

representative, and Burundian support staff were appointed to the office, bringing the 

total number of staff to seven. The integration of the Foreign Commonwealth Office 

(FCO) and DFID into one office was a unique structure for DFID, intended to give its 

development work a political focus.811  

The goal of the office was “to support the new government in delivering an early 

peace dividend to the population, building an effective state with better governance, and 

starting to make progress toward the MDGs.”812 DFID believed that the appointment of 

Burundi’s first democratically elected government in twelve years required a new 

approach, one that aimed to strengthen the capacity of the state to deliver basic social 

services, namely health, education, and justice.813 This approach followed the policies 

outlined in London’s policy papers on engagement with fragile states and its overall 

strategy for the Great Lakes Region.814 

DFID’s new approach was also a direct response to the priorities articulated by the 

Burundian government. In his inaugural speech, President Nkurunziza had announced 
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that there would be free primary education for all Burundians.815 The subsequent year, 

he declared that there would be free maternal healthcare.816  The Burundian government 

had failed to plan for either of these initiatives or warn donors that they were coming 

down the pike. Nonetheless, DFID and other donors rallied to support them, first with 

humanitarian assistance and then with development aid.817 

Once DFID’s new program got off the ground, its support for Burundi was generally 

divided as follows: 20 percent was allocated toward the education sector; 20 percent to 

the health sector; 20 percent to social protection; 20 percent to humanitarian assistance; 10 

percent to justice reform, access to justice, and accountability; and 10 percent to 

collaboration and technical assistance.818 DFID also continued to contribute to the Multi-

Country Demobilization and Reintegration Program (MDRP) until its closure at the end 

of 2008 and funded the organization of the 2010 elections. In addition, during 2005 and 

2006, DFID supported the Burundi Leadership Training Program’s (BLTP) workshops 

with the new cabinet and security forces. This was DFID Burundi’s sole purely 

peacebuilding project, and it was a carryover from the pre-2005 program.819  

DFID’s new development program gradually phased out the thirty-odd projects that 

it had inherited from its previous incarnation and adopted a program-based approach. In 

this approach, DFID collaborated directly with the government to develop and fulfill its 
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sectoral policies in the areas of health, education, and justice.820 Because of the well-

documented corruption in the government and ongoing scandals, the program did not 

provide any funding directly to the government budget.821 Instead, it collaborated with 

other donors to manage the funds and gave the money to the government in increments 

for agreed-upon activities.822 

7.3.2 DEVELOPMENT AND DIPLOMACY: PARALLEL TRACKS 

DFID’s program in Burundi from 2005 through 2009 existed on two parallel and 

largely disconnected tracks: its development track and its diplomatic track. Its 

development track aimed to increase the capacity of the state to deliver education and 

healthcare. According to DFID’s own reports, DFID made an important contribution in 

each of these areas.823 Its justice and governance programming was also based on a 

development model and aimed foremost to strengthen the capacity of the Burundian 

government to ensure justice and rule of law.824 Unfortunately, the Ministry of Justice 

and Burundian National Police were two of the most corrupt, abusive, and dysfunctional 

parts of the government. As a result, DFID’s efforts to strengthen the justice system were 

                                                           

820 DFID Burundi, DFID Burundi, 2009-2011: Issues and Choices Paper - Burundi’s options for 2009-11, 
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823 International Development Committee, The Closure of DFID’s Bilateral Aid Programme in Burundi 
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repeatedly stalled, and it eventually abandoned the aspect of its program that directly 

funded the Ministry of Justice.825  

DFID’s political and peacebuilding activities were mainly confined to the diplomacy 

and reporting work of Sue Hogwood and the FCO liaison officer. Their analyses and 

diplomatic actions were not integrated into DFID’s development cooperation 

programming, or vice versa. DFID’s development projects were not based on an analysis 

of their relationship to the conflict environment, and development assistance was not 

used directly to influence political outcomes. 

In spite of the disconnect between its development and diplomatic tracks, DFID 

framed its Burundi program as a peacebuilding and statebuilding program that 

culminated in successful democratic elections in 2010. “In 2002, DFID first responded to 

humanitarian needs in Burundi created by the civil war, and the focus then moved to 

building a peaceful and stable state and the successful return of 500,000 refugees. These 

objectives were largely met when a second successive set of well-managed elections was 

held in 2010.”826  

7.3.2.1 Diplomacy 

Hogwood was a force of nature. She was always very well informed about 

Burundian politics and a vocal advocate for better-quality programming by international 

actors and the Burundian government alike. “Sue Hogwood was amazing. There was no 

way to keep up with her.”827 As the UK Ambassador to Rwanda and Burundi from 2001 

to 2004, she had followed the politics of Burundi and collaborated closely with Georgina 
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Yates, the previous director of DFID’s Burundi office. In addition to her own capacity 

and network, she benefitted from the UK position on the Security Council and the 

knowledge base within DFID.828 Most of her staff were also very well respected and 

influential: not afraid to speak up and hold the international community and Burundians 

to a higher standard. 

In spite of DFID’s small program in Burundi, Hogwood and her team’s excellent 

reputation with Burundians and foreigners and her determination allowed the office “to 

punch above its weight.”829 She pressured the UN and other international actors to 

harmonize and align as dictated by the Paris principles for aid effectiveness. She also 

helped the UN to improve the quality of its peacebuilding programming. As an observer 

at the regular meetings of the Joint Steering Committee (JSC) for the UN Peacebuilding 

Fund (PBF), she ensured that there was some degree of programmatic oversight, a task 

that neither the UN nor other donors were willing to take on.830  

Hogwood had good relationships with key Burundian politicians and worked with 

her European colleagues to develop a common front on key political issues. She followed 

the ongoing negotiations with the FNL and the political meanderings within the 

government very closely and engaged in quiet diplomacy with the various parties.  The 

office assessed itself this way: 

We have been able to play an influential role. The government sees us as 
a partner with whom they can do business (we come with no baggage 
and no hidden agenda), and partners see us as leaders on joint working 
and [Sector Wide Approaches] SWAps, and uniquely joined-up on our 
development/foreign policy agenda. This places us in an influential 
position, and DFID can – and does – play a strong advocacy role, 
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including on best practice and conflict transformation, and on political 

and security issues.831 

In 2009, together with DFID’s Regional Conflict Advisor, she oversaw the 

preparation of a Strategic Conflict Assessment that described the complex political 

dynamics in Burundi leading up to the elections and made recommendations for what 

the international community and DFID could do to reduce the likelihood of violence and 

increase the likelihood of sustained peace. DFID did not alter its programming in 

response to the findings of this analysis. DFID had also conducted a conflict-analysis 

workshop a few years earlier that had no impact on its programming. 

In spite of Hogwood’s political astuteness and the continuous conflict analysis done 

in the DFID office, DFID’s programming was not conflict-sensitive. DFID’s health, 

education, governance, and justice programming was largely detached from the causes of 

the conflict and its manifestations. Furthermore, DFID did not take significant actions to 

respond to the scenarios outlined in its own 2009 strategic conflict analysis or to respond 

to demobilization and integration of the FNL into the government and armed forces that 

began in April 2009.832 Hogwood followed the negotiations carefully, but DFID did not 

take any kind of programmatic response or provide financial support for the FNL 

demobilization or reintegration.833 Instead, around this time DFID focused more 

intensely on its development program, including the creation of a new Burundi Revenue 

Authority.834 
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5. 
832 DFID Staff person (D12), via email, February 17, 2012. 
833 Ibid. One reason for the FCO’s reluctance to provide financial support for the demobilization 
was its outstanding request against the lack of investigation or prosecution into the death of the 
British Voluntary Service Oversees (VSO) worker who was killed by an ambush on the bus she was 
traveling in from Bujumbura to Kigali in December 2000. 
834 DFID Burundi, DFID Burundi, 2009-2011: Issues and Choices Paper - Burundi’s options for 2009-11. 
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7.3.2.2 Development, statebuilding, and conflict sensitivity 

DFID Burundi aimed to have both a peacebuilding and a statebuilding impact 

through its health, education, governance, and justice programming. It believed that 

these interventions would help Burundi’s fledgling democracy deliver a peace dividend 

to the population and contribute to more sustainable peace. It believed that by 

strengthening the capacity of the Burundian state to respond to the populations’ needs in 

the areas of health, education, and justice, it would help strengthen Burundi’s fragile 

state. In reality, DFID’s programming in Burundi neither supported statebuilding nor 

necessarily delivered a “peace dividend” to the population. 

DFID’s health program focused on “improving drug distribution systems” by 

working on the supply chain.835 DFID assessed this work as a success because “the 

proportion of health centers suffering from lack of stock has declined from 55 percent in 

2010 to 42 percent in 2011.”836 DFID’s education program provided money to a basket 

fund to which other European donors also contributed. Combined together, by 2012 

these donors reported that they “supported the construction of 288 school rooms and 

provision of 2.2 million schoolbooks, enabling all primary school children to have a set of 

books in maths, Kirundi, and French for the first time.”837 The education program also 

purchased textbooks and teacher training materials and helped reintegrate returning 

refugees into Burundi’s school system.838 DFID also funded Care International and 

Catholic Relief Service (CRS) to provide care to orphans and other vulnerable children.839 
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DFID’s justice program worked with the EU to improve the delivery of local justice 

by supporting the local court system. It also worked with Belgium and the Swedish 

International Development Agency (SIDA) to strengthen the Ministry of Justice. “This 

programme was closed early as it was shown to be underperforming.”840 DFID and 

SIDA, whose program DFID managed, also supported two international NGOs working 

on juvenile justice and legal aid.841  

Table 7-1 below lists DFID’s contribution in each sector, by year. 

Table 7-1: DFID’s contribution to Burundi, by sector, 2004–2012 

 

 

DFID argued that its program played “a strong role in reinforcing state capability, 

responsiveness, and accountability” through its support for an international NGO-run 

communication campaign “to promote dialogue between the citizens and the state” and 

its work to create the Burundi Revenue Authority.842 In fact, DFID’s program 

strengthened the state much more than the society or state-society relations. The 

                                                           

840 Ibid. 
841 Ibid., para. 27. 
842 Ibid. 



 340 

communication campaign that it supported intended to increase state-society interaction 

but was largely deemed to be unsuccessful.843  

Its efforts to create the Burundi Revenue Authority increased the capacity of the 

state to collect, and extract, taxes from the population, but did not increase the 

responsiveness of the state to the population’s needs or demands. It decreased the 

corruption within the tax collection system but did not make the government more 

accountable to its citizens. According to a UK Parliamentarian who visited the Burundi 

project:  

The tax authority stuff is purely national budget stuff; there is no way of 
making it local or giving any form of accountability other than through 
the Government. If the Government itself does not abide by what we 
would expect it to, it seems to me there is not much we can do. In 
Burundi it could quite clearly be argued that all we are doing is raising 
money to go into the President’s pocket, because it goes into the budget 
pot and we have absolutely no control whatsoever of the budget pot, 

which as an aid community we are contributing half to anyway.” 844 

Corruption remains a huge problem in Burundi. A study by a local corruption 

watchdog found that half of the Burundian government’s 2006 and 2007 budget was 

embezzled.845 Instead of enabling an effective social contract, the increased capacity of 

the government to tax the population combined could even further penalize the poorest 

and most vulnerable.846  
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Similarly, DFID’s health and education programs strengthened the capacity of the 

state in these critical sectors but did little to increase the capacity of the citizens to hold 

the state accountable for what they were delivering. As a result, DFID’s programming in 

Burundi contradicted its own policy papers indicating how statebuilding should take 

place.  

Statebuilding is not a technical process of strengthening government 
institutions this is more accurately described as “institution building”. In 
all contexts, statebuilding is principally about strengthening the 
relationship between the state and society, and developing effective 
ways to mediate this relationship… Statebuilding is primarily an 
endogenous process, and a wide range of local and national actors 
beyond state institutions will have an impact. Many statebuilding 
processes in fragile situations are characterized by tensions between 
formal and informal institutions, with each wanting to exert influence 

and establish a dominant position.847 

DFID inserted itself in this statebuilding dynamic and, like most other donors, 

increased the power and leverage of the state without also strengthening the capacity of 

the society or civil society to hold the state to account. Similarly, DFID inserted itself in 

Burundi’s war-to-peace transition without examining how its programming affected the 

causes of Burundi’s war or its ongoing peacebuilding process. 

Access to education in Burundi was closely linked to the conflict.848 Hutu had been 

excluded from the education system, perpetuating their exclusion from state institutions, 

civil society, and business. In 1972, the Tutsi army sent a clear message that education 

could be deadly, massacring over 100,000 Hutu intellectuals. In the consciousness of 

many Burundians, unequal access to education was both a cause and manifestation of the 

conflict. 

Exclusion has been at the root of Burundi’s cyclical conflicts since 
independence in the early 1960s. Exclusion begins with differential 
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access to education. This is especially so in a society and economy in 
which state employment has been virtually the only alternative to 
peasant agriculture, and education is the only path to such advancement. 
Chronic distortions in access to education have been a major factor in 
ensuring that the minority Tutsi have predominated in the institutions of 
the state. This has been most evident in the army and the judiciary, but it 
has extended across the whole range of state employment, especially at 

senior levels.849 

The relationship between education and the conflict in Burundi had been discussed 

in the UK Parliament and in at least one study commissioned by DFID. Nonetheless, 

DFID’s education program did not examine the relationship between its programming 

and the causes of the past conflict or any potential future conflicts.850 While DFID’s 

education program may have helped to increase equal access to education, it may also 

have contributed to new types of discrimination and inequality. No one knows because 

no one asked whether this was taking place.  

Similarly, DFID did not ask who received the drugs that the state delivered and who 

did not. An improved supply chain for drugs could certainly make an important 

contribution to people’s health, but if the actual distribution of the drugs to individuals 

was not monitored, then more drugs could actually increase the potential for exclusion, 

corruption, and favoritism. 

These challenges were partly addressed in the House of Commons discussion of UK 

aid policy to Burundi, DRC, and Rwanda: “It is not to say infrastructure, health, and 

education are not important; clearly they are. But that has got to be complemented by a 

more assertive attempt to assert the rights of people and for governments to respect those 

rights.”851 Another commentator expanded this argument: “Where you have got 
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infrastructure projects that will contribute to the local infrastructure of villages or 

regions, it is really critical to have civil-society oversight of the priorities for that 

spending and how that spending takes place. From that comes accountability.”852  

An activity is only a peace dividend if the population perceives it to be a 

demonstration of the government’s capacity to provide services that acknowledge the 

causes of war and the possible foundations of peace. If projects intended to be peace 

dividends are poorly implemented or encourage discrimination and inequality, then they 

are unlikely to have the intended effect. DFID assumed that health and education 

programs were peace dividends, but did not actually design them that way or ask 

whether they achieved a peace dividend. In addition, recent research has falsified the 

theory that “short-run economic conditions are a major determinant of one’s disposition 

toward society and the state.”853 

DFID’s work in the justice sector was more conflict-sensitive because it was based 

on an overall understanding of the role of access to justice in the conflict. Nonetheless, it 

took a relatively standard development approach of directly strengthening the Ministry 

of Justice. The program lacked a fine-grained analysis of the actors and issues preventing 

progress from taking place in the justice sector and could therefore not develop a more 

nuanced program.854 The Minister of Justice was notoriously uncooperative with donors 

and other international actors and repeatedly stonewalled DFID’s program, leading 

DFID eventually to abandon this effort.855 Otherwise, DFID supported the programming 

of two well-respected international NGOs working in the justice sector.  
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7.3.3 DFID’S PUZZLING ROUTINES 

It is puzzling that DFID Burundi’s program from 2005 to 2009 was not conflict-

sensitive and did not contain peacebuilding or statebuilding programming. DFID is the 

donor that has perhaps made the greatest contribution to conflict-sensitive development, 

conflict prevention, peacebuilding, and statebuilding policies and guidelines, and in 

increasing the capacity of its staff in these areas. Why would DFID choose to implement a 

program that was devoid of this type of programming in a country that still had an 

ongoing peace process? Why would it do so on the heels of a three-year program that 

focused almost solely on peacebuilding? Even more perplexing, why would it do so 

under the leadership of a highly skilled political operative such as Hogwood and in an 

office that combined DFID and the FCO? 

7.3.3.1 Responding to hope 

In the aftermath of the 2005 elections, there was a type of euphoria in Burundi. The 

government, international actors, and average Burundians all hoped that the country was 

entering a new phase, and they wanted to accompany it in its journey.856 The design of 

DFID’s Burundi program was partly a response to this hopefulness. DFID wanted to 

make sure that the new Burundian government could deliver its promises to the 

Burundian people, namely free primary education and maternal healthcare.  

DFID argued that if the government could not significantly improve its health and 

education systems, “how stable would [Burundi] have been?”857 DFID believed that the 

legitimacy and stability of the government was linked to its capacity to provide the social 

services it had promised. It did not test this theory of change about the relationship 
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between its programming and the Burundian context. Nor did it ask whether its 

programs may convey legitimacy on a government that may otherwise be perceived as 

illegitimate because of human rights abuses, the abuse of power, corruption, or other 

factors. Would this, in turn, create de facto sovereignty under the guise of de jure 

sovereignty?858 

7.3.3.2 The development frame 

As an organization, DFID is “completely focused on MDGs and aid effectiveness,” 

not on politics.859 In spite of the cutting-edge policies and publications that DFID has 

released on conflict prevention, peacebuilding, and statebuilding, DFID remains an 

organization that is primarily focused on development. As a corollary, DFID is fully 

committed to the MDGs and the aid effectiveness agenda set out in Paris in 2005 and 

Accra in 2008.860 These are the organizational frames that predominant.  

During this period, DFID Burundi was guided by this organizational frame and the 

supporting knowledge-laden routines. Although the FCO office was combined with the 

DFID office in Burundi, and the head of the DFID office had an FCO background, DFID’s 

programming was largely focused on standard development goals. Even its justice and 

governance programming took a long-term development perspective, not a shorter-term 

peacebuilding perspective.861  

Sue Hogwood used her political perspective and high degree of “local” knowledge 

of Burundi and the region to negotiate DFID’s politically sensitive program agreements 
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and conditions with government, encourage the government to take certain types of 

actions in relation to the ongoing peace process, and influence and inform the broader 

international community in Burundi. This political knowledge was not employed to 

implement or design conflict-sensitive or peacebuilding programming, respond 

programmatically to key peacebuilding opportunities, or prioritize serious involvement 

of communities or civil society in DFID’s statebuilding efforts.862 Furthermore, the 

knowledge possessed by DFID conflict advisors had little real influence on DFID 

Burundi strategies or programming. 

DFID’s focus on education and health also corresponded to DFID’s corporate 

priorities and policies, creating upward accountability incentives for results in these 

areas. DFID’s leadership had made a strong commitment to health and education as part 

of the MDGs and through other key commitments that DFID had made, such as the 

International Health Partnership.863 In addition, when DFID surveyed the field of donors 

in Burundi in 2005 and 2006, they saw that health, education, and justice lacked the 

necessary donor leadership and investment. To avoid duplication of efforts, DFID 

focused on these areas.864 

The approach that DFID had taken in Rwanda also influenced its approach in 

Burundi. The DFID office in Rwanda oversaw DFID’s Burundi program. Hogwood 

reported directly to the Rwanda office. Furthermore, several of the DFID Burundi staff 

had worked in the DFID Rwanda office. Hogwood had been the Ambassador in Rwanda 

from 2001 until she took the Burundi post with DFID in 2005.  
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Soon after the 1994 Rwandan genocide, DFID had invested heavily in Rwanda and 

had prioritized pursuit of the MDGs above pursuit of peace, justice, human rights, and 

governance.865 It had been committed to statebuilding there, defined as increasing the 

capacity of the state to deliver services, not in terms of strengthening state-society 

relations.866 Even though Burundi was different from Rwanda in many ways, DFID 

applied this same frame to its work in Burundi.  

The leadership of DFID Rwanda and London saw the elections as a trigger for 

development.867 In fact, they first argued that DFID should provide direct aid to the 

Burundian budget (i.e., budgetary aid) even though there would be no way to monitor 

the use of the funds.868 While the Burundi office successfully convinced its superiors that 

budgetary aid was not appropriate to the capacity and degree of corruption in Burundi, 

the overall development focus of the program held.  

7.3.3.3 The ineffectiveness of aid effectiveness 

DFID was a strong proponent of improving the effectiveness of development aid 

and had fully bought into the aid effectiveness agenda outlined in Paris and Accra. In 

DFID, “anything against Paris is bad.”869 The aid effectiveness agenda aims to help 

donors reduce the duplication of their efforts, the administrative burden that they place 
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on recipient countries, and the sustainability of the results of aid interventions. 

Specifically, the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness outlines five principles:  

• Ownership by developing countries of their own poverty reduction strategies 

and objectives;  

• Alignment of donor countries behind these strategies and objectives and use of 

local systems to deliver aid;  

• Harmonization and coordination of donor approaches and modalities; 

• A focus on achieving and measuring results of development cooperation; and 

• The creation of mutual accountability between donors and recipient countries.870 

 

These principles refer to standard development programming in “normal” 

developing countries, not peacebuilding or statebuilding programming in countries 

facing or recovering civil war or large-scale violent conflict. By applying the aid 

effectiveness principles to its Burundi program, DFID’s incentive structures and routines 

largely acted as if Burundi were a “normal” democratic country that was relatively free 

of conflict or violence.  

In 2005, when DFID Burundi began to implement its programs directly through and 

with the Burundian government, its capacity to spend the approximately £10 million in 

its budget for each year was greatly reduced.871 The Burundian government lacked the 

experience, plans, or infrastructure to spend the amount of money that NGOs and the 

UN, however flawed, had spent.872 Consequently, DFID’s capacity to achieve its own 

primary measures of effectiveness – delivering results and spending its budget – was 
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reduced once it began applying the aid effectiveness agenda in a fragile and conflict-

affected state.873 

The aid effectiveness agenda and DFID’s cooperation mechanisms had not been 

sufficiently adapted to the particular conditions of fragile and conflict-affected states. 

Because DFID worked directly through the government, it was unable also to work with 

the Burundian people. Nor was it able to develop sufficient mechanisms to help the 

Burundian people hold the government accountable for the results.  

In spite of a few efforts to empower community groups and support media, the vast 

majority of DFID’s support to Burundi strengthened the government, not the state 

(understood as being composed of both the government and the people).874 One DFID 

staff person commented that it is easier to do statebuilding when “the government and 

the state are one [and] the same,” meaning that the government actually represents the 

interests of the people.875  

Burundi’s political leadership was much more focused on its own enrichment than 

on developing and implementing policies that would benefit its people.  

People like the president of Burundi “could not care less about human 
rights; they have no interest at all. We have no leverage whatsoever on 
them, because they are quite happy for us to do whatever aid we want” 
presumably because they get their cut in different ways through budget 

support and everything like that – “and we have to work around it.”876 

Although the difficulty of implementing the aid effectiveness principles in fragile 

and conflict-affected states is well known, DFID has not provided staff with tools for 
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managing these challenges.877 An audit of DFID’s capacity to operate in insecure 

environments found that DFID did not have sufficient guidance for how staff should 

operate or design programs in insecure environments, and “no operational guidance on 

how to ensure that aid is conflict-sensitive.”878 As a result, “DFID country teams in most 

insecure countries assess the extent and nature of conflict, but these assessments rarely 

make explicit links to program choices and management.”879  

The major modification that DFID made to take into account the circumstances in 

Burundi was to refuse to provide budgetary assistance directly to the government. 

Otherwise, DFID employed standards, mechanisms, and a statebuilding strategy in 

Burundi, and elsewhere, that largely acted as if the Burundian government was fully 

representative of its people and capable of responding to its needs and being held 

accountable by both the population and civil society.880  

It was not that the DFID Burundi staff did not know that Burundi was in a very 

different situation than other countries. They were very aware of this as well as the 

complexities and nuances of Burundian politics. But they had a limited menu of options 

for engagement. DFID’s institutional imperatives to transition to full “development” 

mode as quickly as possible, to make measurable progress toward the MDGs, and to 

abide by the principles of aid effectiveness predominated. Corresponding knowledge-

laden routines followed. 
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Staff went to workshops on fragile states, but the information provided focused 

more on academic literature and failed to provide specific guidance on what to do 

differently or how to do it.881 Even the regional conflict advisor largely focused on his 

own initiatives, like the 2009 strategic conflict assessment. 882 He did not help the 

Burundi office make its programs conflict-sensitive or encourage the pursuit of 

development strategies that were more appropriate to a state just emerging from civil 

war.883 

It is possible that by supporting the Burundian government’s development priorities 

and engaging with them in a respectful way, DFID gained their trust and had greater 

influence in political discussions with the government.884 But it is impossible to know 

whether this was the case because DFID did not attempt an alternative strategy. 

7.3.3.4 Accountability for funds and friends, not outcomes 

DFID Burundi’s incentive structure was guided by upward accountability routines 

as well as horizontal accountability routines. DFID country offices are rewarded 

primarily for spending the money that they are allocated and for delivering tangible 

results that provide good success stories for DFID’s Ministers.885 In fact, DFID Burundi’s 

successes with its health and education interventions were used by DFID’s Ministers in 
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its testimony before Parliamentary oversight committee to illustrate the overall value of 

DFID’s work.886  

While these upward accountability routines predominated, horizontal 

accountability to the recipient government was also important. In DFID, being branded 

as “difficult” by the recipient government can be harmful for your career. It is better “if 

you don’t rock the boat.”887 In addition, DFID held itself accountable to the rest of the 

international community in Burundi. In line with the aid effectiveness agenda, it aimed 

to harmonize its approaches with the other donors in Burundi so that it could help 

reduce duplication and the administrative burden placed on the government by different 

donors and facilitate a common stance on key issues. 

Although Hogwood was an outspoken member of the international community, not 

afraid to hold both the Burundian government and other international and regional 

actors to account, she also maintained a good relationship with the Burundian 

government.888 Interestingly, it was when her direct supervisor, based in Kigali, was in 

town that she tempered herself and her comments in an aid coordination meeting.889  

The focus of DFID’s accountability mechanisms on demonstrating tangible results, 

spending the allocated funds, and maintaining a good relationship with the recipient 

government reinforces the predominant organizational frames outlined above: the MDGs 

and the Paris principles of aid effectiveness. DFID Burundi’s programming in the areas of 
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health and education delivered much quicker and more tangible results. It also received 

much more support from headquarters than the governance or justice programming.890  

Pursuit of the MDGs privileges simple, easily measurable results. The MDGs fail to 

measure the complex peacebuilding or statebuilding that is often necessary for fragile 

and conflict-affected countries to make progress toward the MDGs.891 As a result, 

measurement of progress toward the MDGs often ignores the measurement of other 

factors that are necessary for the achievement of the MDGs.  

DFID’s commitment to the Paris Declaration and the overall aid effectiveness 

agenda privileges horizontal accountability to the recipient government and discourages 

programming that helps the people and civil society hold the government accountable. 

Although DFID Burundi did support several small-scale efforts to create accountability, 

it neither had the staff time nor the organizational commitment necessary to mount 

significant efforts to improve the accountability of the government or even to engage in 

development work at the community level.892  

DFID has amassed an impressive cadre of very smart, well-trained, and innovative 

staff. But there are few incentives for staff to take posts in fragile and conflict-affected 

countries.893 According to the 2008 audit of DFID’s work in insecure environments, 70 

percent of staff surveyed had thought that working in an insecure environment would 

positively impact their careers, but only 30 percent reported that taking these positions 
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actually had a positive impact.894 Combined with the organization’s predominant focus 

on development, the lack of incentives for staff to work in fragile and conflict-affected 

countries discourages individuals from taking these difficult posts and, once in these 

posts, from challenging the predominant organizational frames and status quo.  

DFID has very strong policy guidance in fragile and conflict-affected states, but 

lacks the necessary institutional incentives and mechanisms to realize this guidance.895 

Although the Country Director possesses a high degree of autonomy in designing the 

country program, DFID’s organizational frames and accountability structure prioritize a 

development programming and quick, tangible results.896 DFID offices can include 

additional less conventional programming, as DFID Burundi did with its governance and 

justice program. But given the limited time and the many other difficulties faced in 

conflict-affected states, DFID’s incentive structures seem to largely discourage innovative 

and time-consuming peacebuilding and statebuilding programming. 

7.3.3.5 Learning behavior and information  

By all accounts, DFID Burundi had a high degree of open and transparent 

information sharing within its small office.897 Staff openly discussed issues that arose in 

their programming and in Burundian politics. They shared information with their head 

office in Kigali and headquarters in London, but resolved most problems locally.  
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Bucking the trend in much of the aid industry, DFID Burundi staff read a lot: 

keeping up on the latest local news, political analyses, relevant guidance and reports 

from headquarters, and reports from their projects. They had access to a wealth of 

resources about best practices, thematic strategies, and DFID’s particular approach. 

Other members of the international community reported that Hogwood was always on 

top of the latest information, both about Burundi’s evolving peace process and the 

international community’s response.898 When the office received negative information 

about their programs or projects, they discussed it openly and decided what to do.899 

They resolved these issues at the country office level and in consultation with the Kigali 

office and only took issues up to headquarters when necessary.900  

In the terminology of the theory presented in Chapter 2, DFID Burundi possessed 

non-defensive learning behavior. But DFID did not question whether its approach was 

the right one for Burundi. It did not have sufficient data on the relationship between its 

aims and outcomes, partly because this type of data was not regularly collected by 

Burundian government and because DFID did not try and collect these data itself.901 

DFID staff spent most of their time in Bujumbura interacting with their counterparts 

there. They relied mostly on partner quarterly reports about project outputs and on 

conversations with partners and observers in Bujumbura.902  

DFID project staff conducted a minimum of two field visits a year per project.903 

DFID Burundi staff did not believe it was their role to systematically monitor the 

implementation of their programs and projects outside of Bujumbura. Instead, they 
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focused on policy-level engagement, discussion, and reform with government officials 

and international partners. The FCO staff person in the office regularly went to the 

countryside to assess the situation, but he was not collecting information about DFID’s 

interventions.904 The inability of offices to monitor and evaluate impact and outcomes in 

fragile states was a problem shared by other DFID offices.905 

Although DFID possessed non-defensive learning behavior, in most cases it did not 

have valid information about the relationship between its articulated aims and 

intermediary outcomes, nor did it clearly articulate peacebuilding, conflict prevention, or 

statebuilding aims. In cases where DFID did act to align a program’s aim and outcome, it 

engaged in single-loop learning in relation to its expressed goal.906 It did not question 

whether it was the right goal or approach or engage in double-loop learning. 

7.3.3.6 The relationship between learning behavior and outcomes 

As discussed earlier in this chapter, this case shows that donors do not use learning 

behavior and information about the relationship between aims and outcomes in the same 

way as NGOs and IOs that are directly implementing programs. Donors cannot, in fact, 

systematically and directly act to align project or program aims and outcomes. The direct 

actions that bilateral donors can take are limited to disbursing funds, postponing the 

disbursement of funds, and stopping the disbursement of funds. But as discussed above, 

donors also have an incentive to disburse their committed funds and view any 

postponement or stop disbursement as a last resort.  
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Most of DFID Burundi’s “actions to align” took place in the form of dialogue with 

its partners – informing, advocating, persuading, discussing – about the aims, different 

approaches, and challenges. Then, if things did not go according to plan, DFID had to 

carry out the same types of activities with the Kigali and London offices – informing, 

advocating, persuading, and discussing its approach in Burundi; why things were not 

proceeding according to plan; and what the office wanted to do about it. In cases where 

DFID Burundi thought it was taking particularly risky actions, such as providing funding 

in 2005 to feed the CNDD-FDD in cantonment areas, it made sure to get the approval of 

DFID’s governing ministers.  

To further complicate matters, DFID did not train its partners in the “DFID 

approach” or share policy papers or guidelines with partners. It provided “technical 

support” during its discussions, drafted program documents, and appointed several 

technical assistants to serve in different ministries or international organizations.907 But 

DFID did not invest serious time or energy to build the capacity of its partners to 

implement effective programs or monitor and evaluate these programs. This light touch 

further reduced the capacity of DFID to achieve its outcomes. It largely relied on the 

capacity, knowledge, and will of its partners to achieve these outcomes.  

7.3.3.7 Resources: financial and human 

What else explains DFID’s approach to Burundi during this period? Resources 

certainly played a role. Because DFID pursued long-term development objectives in 

Burundi and committed its resources toward these objectives, it did not have the money 

available for shorter-term peacebuilding interventions that would have allowed it to 

respond to opportunities in the context. This falsifies one of the alternative explanations 
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discussed in Chapter 2 – that more resources will increase peacebuilding effectiveness. 

Because DFID no longer directly pursued peacebuilding or conflict prevention objectives, 

the allocation of more resources did not increase its capacity to achieve them. In fact, the 

type of resources available to Burundi in 2005 decreased the capacity of the office to 

engage in peacebuilding or conflict prevention because these resources were intended for 

development programming that was largely insensitive to the conflict dynamics.  

For comparison, the pre-2005 DFID funds and the PBF supported Burundi’s war-to-

peace transition not because of the amount of money, but because of the peacebuilding 

focus and flexibility of the funding. That said, if DFID had provided more peacebuilding 

funds between 2002 and 2004, there is no guarantee that there would have been more 

effective peacebuilding. Funding is only the first step. You also have to have the right 

idea, right opportunity in the context, right design, right people, and the capacity to 

adjust all of the above in response to feedback from the context. 

Although financial resources may not make a difference in peacebuilding 

effectiveness, staff resources may. Even if DFID had decided to alter its program and 

adopt more specific peacebuilding goals, it would not have had the number of staff to 

manage it.908 DFID’s budget in Burundi was small compared to its support for 

neighboring countries, and, as a result, the number of staff allocated to the office was also 

small. Even though DFID country offices have a great deal of autonomy, the amount of 

money and staff available to each office is determined by headquarters.  

DFID headquarters’ decision to assign a small number of staff followed the logic 

that a small pot of money required a small number of people to manage it. But in fragile 

and conflict-affected states this is often not the right approach.909 Because the state is still 

weak and does not often represent the society, donors to these states have an important 
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accompaniment role to play that builds the capacity of the state and society to produce 

sustainable results. This approach is much more time-consuming, produces far fewer 

quick results than traditional development programming, and therefore requires more 

staff time in proportion to the amount of money allocated.910 It also requires a focus on 

incremental outcomes rather than quick results.  

The OECD-DAC’s recent guidance on Supporting Statebuilding in Situations of Conflict 

and Fragility: Policy Guidance recommends that donors increase the “staff-to-aid spending 

ratio” to take into account the investment needed by staff to understand local networks 

of power and to develop appropriate approaches for engaging with them.911 A DFID 

Synthesis of Country Programme Evaluations Conducted in Fragile States made a similar 

recommendation, commenting that “operating in a fragile state is typically more labor-

intensive and expensive than elsewhere for a variety of reasons including the weakness 

of host governments, a risky operating environment, difficult communications, and ill-

adapted internal procedures and regulations.”912 

7.3.3.8 Leadership 

Leadership also made a big difference in DFID’s approach in Burundi, although not 

in the way one might suspect. Hogwood was very well respected by the international 

community and by many in government. She brought to DFID Burundi an intense 

commitment to the country and knowledge of the broader Great Lakes Region. She not 

only influenced DFID’s approach in Burundi, but also the general approach of the 
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international community. She was transferred to a DFID West Africa office in mid-2009, 

less than a year before the 2010 elections. After her departure, the DFID office shifted 

even further away from a political focus, and in 2011 its closure was announced. It seems 

that Hogwood enabled DFID Burundi to be much more politically relevant than it would 

have otherwise been and served as a strong advocate for DFID’s cooperation with 

Burundi. With her absence, a great asset for DFID and Burundi was lost. 

7.3.3.9 Harmonization 

Did DFID’s focus on harmonization of its programs with other donors make a 

difference for its effectiveness in terms of peacebuilding and statebuilding? One could 

argue that this approach reduced the burden placed on the Burundian government, 

giving it more time for governing. But this assumes that the Burundian government was 

concerned with governing, which it did not seem to be. It also assumes that the 

harmonized strategies had a positive impact on peacebuilding or statebuilding. 

However, because these approaches lacked a peacebuilding or statebuilding frame, they 

did not attempt to align with relevant changes in the context, which minimized their 

contribution. Furthermore, harmonization had little positive impact on DFID’s capacity 

to act to align its peacebuilding aims and outcomes. If anything, harmonization with 

other donors reduced DFID’s capacity to take action to achieve peacebuilding aims. 

DFID’s decisions about its programs had to be made in cooperation with other 

international development donors. Because most of these donors also failed to adopt 

clear peacebuilding, statebuilding, or conflict prevention aims or approaches, DFID’s 

development frame and priorities were reinforced by harmonization, to the exclusion of 

conflict sensitivity, peacebuilding, and statebuilding. 
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7.3.3.10 Readiness of the context 

The lack of readiness in the Burundian context for the type of longer-term 

peacebuilding and statebuilding work that DFID Burundi hoped to pursue, particularly 

in the areas of justice and governance, proved to be an important barrier to DFID’s 

capacity to systematically and significantly act to align its aims and outcomes. While the 

Ministers of Health and Education were generally amenable to DFID’s inputs, the 

Minister of Justice was a notorious spoiler of donor efforts.913 Because DFID’s strategy 

depended on the willingness of the Minister to pursue the reform program, his support 

for the program was a precondition for actions to align, however limited, and 

alignment.914 In the face of these barriers, DFID did not attempt to change its strategy, 

but continued to attempt to reform the justice system and push forward governance 

reforms bit by bit. In the end, it simply cancelled the program, both the governance 

program at first and then the entire DFID program in Burundi. 

7.4 2009–2011: The Political Battle over DFID’s Aid to Burundi 

In response to the results of Burundi’s 2010 elections, DFID did not alter its 

approach or attempt to address the increasing likelihood of armed violence or the 

growing authoritarianism of the government. Instead, DFID painted these “peaceful” 

elections as a sign that Burundi was ready to begin its “transition from a fragile state to a 

more stable and prosperous future.”915 In response, DFID decided to close its bilateral 

program with Burundi in 2012 and provide support only through its regional efforts to 

strengthen the East African Community (EAC) and its general contribution to 
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multilateral organizations operating in Burundi: the UN, EU, and World Bank.916 It 

justified this decision partly based on its purported contribution to statebuilding. 

The programme has also invested strongly in building government 
capacity to deliver basic services (including access to justice), in line with 
DFID’s fragile states principles on statebuilding. This approach has 
prepared the ground for a responsible exit, as sustainability has been 

built into most of DFID’s programme.917 

Even before DFID made the decision to close its Burundi office, DFID Burundi had 

shifted even further away from peacebuilding and statebuilding (i.e., focused on two-

way state-society relations and accountability). In the final stages of its Burundi program, 

DFID focused solely on education, health, and, to a small degree, justice and helped the 

Burundian government to strengthen its tax base by reforming the Burundian Revenue 

Authority, increasing its yield by £35 million between 2010 and 2011.918 The office was 

no longer intensely involved in Burundian politics in part because Hogwood had left and 

in part because the entire international community had pulled back from its close 

engagement with Burundi’s peacebuilding process.  

DFID had anticipated and supported the 2010 elections. It had even commissioned a 

strategic conflict assessment that assessed the risk of violence in relation to the elections. 

But it was not prepared to alter its course based on the results. DFID contributed 

approximately £1.8 million to support the organization of the elections, election 
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observers, and media coverage.919 It viewed the elections as successful because they were 

technically sound and relatively peaceful, irrespective of the fact that they created a one-

party state and a significant increase in political violence.920 DFID simply continued its 

plan that was already under way as part of its Bilateral Aid Review (BAR) to withdraw 

its support from Burundi.  

The purpose of DFID’s bilateral aid review was to help to focus its development aid 

on countries and multilateral organizations that deliver the best value for money.921 It 

also decided to prioritize assistance to unstable and conflict-affected countries.922 DFID’s 

review of its cooperation with Burundi concluded that in order to make a significant 

impact on development in Burundi, DFID would have had to substantially scale up its 

program.923 But, the aid review argued, even a scaled-up program would be unable to 

deliver the desired immediate impact because the Burundian government lacked the 

necessary capacity.924  

Given the BAR’s criteria for selecting of countries that would benefit from DFID aid, 

the members of DFID’s Parliamentary oversight body, the International Development 

Committee (IDC), and observers were perplexed by the decision to cut its aid to Burundi. 

Compared to the hundreds of millions of pounds that DFID was pouring into Rwanda, 

Uganda, and DRC, all of which suffer from their own versions of conflict and instability, 
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its contribution to Burundi was minimal and by many accounts very good value for 

money.925 Why was DFID dropping its cooperation with the EAC’s poorest and most 

vulnerable member and lynchpin for stability in the Great Lakes Region?  

If the focus of the Bilateral Aid Review and DFID’s priorities is fragile 
states, conflict states, the poorest people in the poorest countries and 
tackling extreme poverty so we meet the MDGs, what is the careful and 

rational decision and argument for ending a program in Burundi?926  

In July 2011, the Archbishop of Burundi launched a compelling appeal before the 

IDC of the House of Commons for DFID to maintain its presence in Burundi, rather than 

reduce it at the same time as it increased funding to all of Burundi’s neighboring 

countries. 

I am worried that the signs I am seeing here and there, the noises I am 
hearing from the mountains that are above Bujumbura city, what you 
heard and listened to when you visited Burundi – that people are not at 
peace. The signs that we see show that, if we are not careful, there might 
be another war in Burundi, because most of the young people who were 
demobilized do not have jobs. This is why I am saying that it is not the 

right time for DFID, which contributed a lot, to withdraw.927 

DFID’s decision to close its Burundi program also went against the 

recommendations of the DFID Burundi office. A 2009 draft of DFID Burundi’s Issues and 

Choices paper that outlined the Burundi office’s recommendations for DFID’s cooperation 

with Burundi stated: “We recommend that we remain engaged to help meet Burundi’s 

enormous development needs and sustain the fragile peace. This is vital for our wider 

interests in the region.”928  
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926 House of Commons Oral Evidence Taken Before the International Development Committee, Closure of 
DFID’s Aid Programme in Burundi, Tuesday 5 July 2011, Archbishop Bernard Ntahoturi and Patrick Watt, 
Mr. Stephen O’Brien MP and Elizabeth Carriere, 26. 
927 Ibid., 4. 
928 DFID Burundi, DFID Burundi, 2009-2011: Issues and Choices Paper - Burundi’s options for 2009-11, 
3. 
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Surprisingly, the IDC was not given a complete copy of this document or a clear 

explanation for DFID’s decision to withdraw from Burundi. Based on the evidence that 

they were given by DFID, in October 2011 the IDC recommended that DFID “reinstate a 

bilateral aid program with Burundi”.929 In December 2011, DFID refused the IDC’s 

recommendation, leading Malcolm Bruce MP, the Chairman of the IDC, to declare: 

The Government still has not provided us with a full explanation of why 
it did not accept the proposal to scale up the Burundi program to make it 
viable which was put forward by the DFID Burundi office in its 
submission of June 2010 to the Bilateral Aid Review. DFID was unable to 
show us the unredacted submission, even in confidence. Our analysis is 
only as good as the evidence on which it is based and DFID has not fully 

explained the reasoning behind this.930se  

The decision to drop development cooperation with Burundi was largely 

political.931 While the relative unimportance of Burundi may have given the office useful 

autonomy in earlier years, it now made the program an easy one for DFID to drop.932 

With the departure of Hogwood, the office lacked a strong advocate in favor of the 

Burundi program. Finally, one gets the impression that programming in Burundi was 

simply too difficult. Unlike Rwanda and Uganda, which DFID strongly supported, the 

state was too fragile to deliver significant development results. Rather than scale up to 

address these challenges, DFID decided to withdraw leaving a gaping hole in its 

otherwise generous Great Lakes and East Africa strategy.  

Although DFID published a series of guidance notes in March 2010 on working 

effectively in conflict-affected and fragile situations, these guidelines seemed to have had little 

                                                           

929 International Development Committee, The Closure of DFID’s Bilateral Aid Programme in Burundi 
- Tenth Report of Session 2010-12, Summary. 
930 Government of the United Kingdom, “Secret Advice Compromises Government’s Decision on 
Burundi” (London, February 3, 2012), http://reliefweb.int/node/474509 (accessed April 21, 2012). 
931 DFID staff person (D2) by telephone, interview. 
932 Ibid. 
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impact on DFID’s programming in Burundi.933 It remains to be seen whether a Strategic 

Conflict Assessment that DFID decided to conduct in February 2012 leads to another 

change in DFID’s programming in Burundi.934  

7.5 Synthesis of Findings and Conclusion 

DFID has become a “leading proponent of engagement in fragile states,” conflict-

sensitive development, and peacebuilding.935 It has committed to allocating 30 percent of 

its aid to fragile and conflict-affected states by 2014. It has amassed an impressive cadre 

of conflict advisors across the organization. It spent millions on research into improving 

the impact of development in fragile and conflict-affected states. It continues to push 

multilateral organizations to be more conflict-sensitive and engage in more effective 

conflict prevention, peacebuilding, and statebuilding.936 Since 2001, it has produced 

several white papers and policy documents that have established new standards for 

engagement with fragile and conflict-affected states, both for DFID and for the rest of the 

international community. 

In spite of DFID’s intense investment in improving aid to conflict-affected and 

fragile states, its program in Burundi was unable to maintain its sensitivity or relevance 

to Burundi’s evolving war-to-peace transition (see Figure 7-2 below). From 2002 to 2004, 

DFID’s support to Burundi was primarily focused on peacebuilding. It had a flexible 

peacebuilding fund with few strings attached and could easily take advantage of new 

                                                           

933 DFID, DFID guidance on working effectively in fragile states, A DFID Practice Paper (London: 
Department for International Development, March 2010), http://www.gsdrc.org/go/fragile-
states/chapter-7--dfid-guidance-on-working-effectively-in-fragile-states (accessed October 18, 
2011). 
934 Key informant interview, 2012. 
935 Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, United Kingdom Development 
Assistance Committee (DAC) Peer Review, 43; Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 
Development, United Kingdom Development Assistance Committee (DAC) Peer Review, 14. 
936 Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, United Kingdom Development 
Assistance Committee (DAC) Peer Review, 35. 
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opportunities in Burundi’s peacebuilding process and support important new initiatives 

by international NGOs and multilateral organizations. After 2005, DFID completely 

changed its approach. It directed most of its resources through the Burundian 

government and focused on core development priorities: health, education, and 

governance. Even though the peace process was ongoing, DFID’s programs largely 

lacked a conflict-sensitive lens and did not explicitly aim to reduce the recurrence of 

violence in Burundi. Furthermore, the office failed to respond to key peacebuilding 

opportunities and new trends in Burundi’s peacebuilding process in 2009 and 2010. In 

fact, just as the Burundian conflict seemed to be descending toward renewed conflict, 

DFID declared its program in Burundi a success and decided to close its office there. 

Figure 7-2: 2X2 of DFID's Values on Dependent Variable 
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DFID Burundi had most of the trappings of a conflict-sensitive office, but these did 

not make a difference to its programming. Its director was a skilled political operative 

with in-depth knowledge of Burundi and the Great Lakes Region. The FCO and DFID 

were integrated into one office. A regional conflict advisor supported the office. Its staff 

went to trainings on improving programming in fragile states. It conducted regular in-

house conflict analyses and brought in external analysts to do more conflict analysis. Its 

staff regularly and openly discussed the conflict environment and their programming 

approaches. They were all very well read and informed about Burundi and DFID’s 

policies. The programs that DFID supported were based on a good analysis and an 

intensive planning process. DFID’s director also had a great deal of autonomy and 

decision-making power.  

DFID’s program in Burundi between 2005 and 2011 failed to react to Burundi’s war-

to-peace transition because of its organizational frames, corresponding accountability 

routines, and politics. DFID’s development organizational frame predominated in 

Burundi and was reinforced by management in Kigali and London. Implicit in this frame 

was DFID’s strong commitment to the aid effectiveness agenda and the MDGs. DFID was 

committed to harmonizing its approach with other donors and increasing the capacity of 

the Burundian state to deliver basic social services that corresponded to the MDGs.  

This commitment sidelined its peacebuilding, statebuilding, and conflict prevention 

agendas in Burundi. DFID’s application of the aid effectiveness agenda in Burundi led to 

ineffective peacebuilding and statebuilding. It failed to design programs that took the 

conflict into account, and it strengthened the state, not relationships between state and 

society. Its focus on the MDGs supported quick, easily measurable results rather than 

riskier programming that had more ambiguous results. The decision to close the Burundi 

program in 2011 seems to have been the whim of politicians, not unlike the decision to 

open the office in 2002. 
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What is the significance of the DFID Burundi case study for the theory presented in 

Chapter 2? It tells us that organizational frames may have the greatest impact on an 

organization’s responsiveness to a war-to-peace transition. For development 

organizations, this is a particularly important finding. Most development organizations 

that intervene in conflict-affected countries aim at least to do conflict-sensitive 

development, which means that they pay attention to how their programming can affect 

the causes or manifestations of conflict and peace in a particular country. Many 

development organizations also aim to implement some type of peacebuilding or 

statebuilding programming. This case study shows that unless development 

organizations make a peacebuilding, statebuilding, or conflict-sensitive development, 

their central organizational frame will be unlikely to sustain alignment with a country’s 

war-to-peace transition. As a corollary, their peacebuilding, statebuilding, or conflict-

sensitive programming is likely to be largely ineffective. Sue Unsworth agrees with the 

importance of the political analysis organizational frame. 

So long as political analysis is seen as an optional add-on rather than as 
central to the whole development process, agencies will not make the 
necessary investment in understanding the political dynamics at work in 
the countries in which they operate, or make fundamental changes in 
their own organization, values, attitudes and behavior… the temptation 
to revert to technocratic, supply driven approaches will be hard to resist, 

and opportunities will be missed.937 

The DFID Burundi case study also provides important insights into the particular 

role of learning behavior in donor organizations. Unlike NGOs or multilateral 

organizations that design and implement many of their projects themselves, donors 

primarily work through partners and depend on partners’ existing capacity to design 

and implement the projects. Once DFID committed the money for a project or program, it 

largely lost its capacity to influence its direction. In response to new information about 

                                                           

937 Unsworth, “Is Political Analysis Changing Donor Behavior?”. 
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the activity’s achievement of its objectives, DFID had a limited repertoire of possible 

actions. It could provide “technical assistance,” which entailed sitting down with the 

partner and discussing the problem and providing some kind of advice. Or it could stop 

the flow of the money, which it would only do as a last resort. But, in the end, it was 

highly dependent on the partner organization’s willingness and capacity to implement 

the program. DFID Burundi did not train its partners. It did not analyze their capacity to 

achieve the program goals.  

The DFID Burundi case shows that the capacity of a donor to achieve alignment 

between its peacebuilding aims and outcomes is likely to depend not only on its own 

capacity to take systematic actions to achieve its relevance, but also on its ability to 

influence and support the capacity of its grantees to maintain their relevance to the 

evolving peacebuilding context. This implies that donors should be supporting a whole 

new skill set in their staff – one that includes knowledge of organizational change 

processes, management, facilitation and collaboration, and monitoring systems, in 

addition to sectoral and programming knowledge. Ideally, the donor and the grantee 

would create their own type of learning organization, where the donor would be 

responsible for injecting new resources and skills and altering the incentive structure, 

and the grantee would be responsible for implementing program and ensuring consistent 

dialogue and feedback from the relevant stakeholders.  

In sum, this case does not falsify the theory presented in Chapter 2 because it did 

not have all of the values present in the ideal-type theory. But it does show that good 

leadership, good analysis, and open and valid learning behavior are not sufficient for an 

organization to maintain its relevance to a peacebuilding context. Peacebuilding 

organizational frames and peacebuilding programming knowledge are also necessary. In 

addition, donors are also likely to need a new type of relationship with their grantees 

that is based on real collaboration, joint monitoring, and mutual capacity building.  
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These findings have real significance for academic and policy debates about aid 

effectiveness in fragile and conflict-affected states, particularly since neither the 2011 

World Development Report (WDR) nor the most recent forum on aid effectiveness deal 

with the full extent of the problems that they raise. These findings also have important 

implications for DFID’s peacebuilding work as well as the peacebuilding, statebuilding, 

and conflict prevention efforts of many other bilateral donors. 
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8 CARE BURUNDI 

 

8.1 Introduction 

Care Burundi is in many ways an exemplary learning organization. Through an 

intense restructuring process, it transformed its own organizational culture from a 

hierarchical humanitarian organization to one that empowered Burundians, lived in the 

communities it served, and was representative of Burundi’s ethnic and gender 

balance.938 It regularly acted to improve the capacity of its projects to meet their aims.939 

It empowered staff and partners to analyze the context and evaluate their own actions, 

rather than depending on external consultants.940 Staff discussed positive and negative 

information about their projects relatively openly and with a problem-solving 

mindset.941 It invested significant time and resources in designing and planning 

innovative community empowerment interventions.942 Its projects helped to resolve 

domestic conflicts943, increase women’s confidence, increase family income, resolve 

conflicts within communities944, and develop community-based structures that 

                                                           

938 Care Burundi, A Journey of Empowerment: CARE Burundi’s Rights-Based Learning Program Approach 

(Buju, 2010), 

http://pqdl.care.org/sii/compendium/Original%20documents/CARE%20Burundi%20Learning%20Program

%20Approach_final.pdf (accessed October 25, 2011). 

939 Care staff member (C23), Bujumbura, 2009; Care staff member (C26), Bujumbura, 2009, 26. 

940 Care Burundi, “Analysing the causes of poverty - a process and change of attitudes: Care Burundi’s story” 

(Care, 2008), 3. 

941 Care staff member (C22), Bujumbura, 2009; Care staff member (C18), Bujumbura, 2009. 

942 Care Burundi, “Analysing the causes of poverty - a process and change of attitudes: Care Burundi’s story”; 

Care Burundi, A Journey of Empowerment: CARE Burundi’s Rights-Based Learning Program Approach. 

943 Marthe Diarra, Evaluation a Mi-Parcours du Programme Kirumara - PN BDI 060, Extern (Bujumbura, 

Burundi: Care Burundi, October 2008), 31. 

944 Care Burundi, Learning from Peace and Conflict Monitoring (LCPM) Bi-annual Narrative Report, 

November 2007 - April 2008 (Bujumbura, Burundi: Care Burundi, April 2008). 
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Burundians were eager to sustain themselves.945 It was recognized among NGOs in 

Burundi and other Care country offices as one of the best.946 

In spite of Care Burundi’s obvious successes, it remained largely detached from 

Burundi’s peacebuilding process. After 2003, it aimed to make its interventions conflict-

sensitive and reinforce good governance but it largely failed on both accounts.947 Only in 

2005, did Care Burundi take systematic and significant action to align with its new 

peacebuilding trend sparked by the first round of democratic elections (See Graph 8-1 

below). Here, Care capitalized on the changing climate in Burundi and changing attitude 

of bilateral donors to refocus on peacebuilding programming.948 

Care paid attention to the way that events in Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory and 

conflicts in the communities that it worked influenced its ongoing projects.949 It acted to 

reduce the negative impact that these events had its projects.950 It acted to prevent its 

projects from doing harm to the communities in which it worked.951 It acted to help 

                                                           

945 Care staff member (C23), Bujumbura, interview; Care staff member (C9), Bujumbura, March 20, 2009; Care 

staff member (C11), Bujumbura, 2009; Care staff member (C26), Bujumbura, interview, 26; Care staff member 

(C16), Bujumbura, 2009; Care staff member (C15), Bujumbura, 2009. 

946 Care staff member (C12), via telephone, 2009; Care staff member (C11), Bujumbura, interview, 11; DFID 

staff person (D7) in Bujumbura, interview. 

947 Babu Ayindo, “Demystifying Theory of Social Change: Reflections on the Praxis of Select CARE programs 

in Burundi” (Care Burundi, July 26, 2008); Care staff member (C16), Bujumbura, interview, 16; Care staff 

member (C17), Bujumbura, March 27, 2009; Care staff member (C8), Bujumbura, 2009; Care staff member (C3), 

Bujumbura, June 9, 2009; Care staff member (C6), Bujumbura, June 2, 2009. 

948 Care Burundi, A Journey of Empowerment: CARE Burundi’s Rights-Based Learning Program Approach, 3; 

Care International - Burundi, Strategic Journey 2007-2011 (Bujumbura, Burundi: Care International, November 

2006), 16; Care staff member (C9), Bujumbura, interview; Care staff members (C10), Bujumbura, 2009; Care staff 

member (C11), Bujumbura, interview. 

949 Care Burundi, Learning from Peace and Conflict Monitoring (LCPM) Bi-annual Narrative Report, 
November 2007 - April 2008 (Bujumbura, Burundi: Care Burundi, April 2008); Care Burundi, 
Learning from Peace and Conflict Monitoring (LCPM), Narrative Report, September - December 2008 
(Bujumbura, Burundi: Care Burundi, January 2009). 

950 Care Burundi, Learning from Peace and Conflict Monitoring (LCPM), Narrative Report, September - 

December 2008; Care Burundi, Learning from Peace and Conflict Monitoring (LCPM) Bi-annual Narrative 

Report, November 2007 - April 2008. 

951 Care Burundi, Learning from Peace and Conflict Monitoring (LCPM), Narrative Report, September - 

December 2008; Care Burundi, Learning from Peace and Conflict Monitoring (LCPM) Bi-annual Narrative 

Report, November 2007 - April 2008. 
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Burundians resolve conflicts within households and within communities.952 But, other 

than in 2005, it did not alter its overall approach, aims, or means in response to critical 

junctures in Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory or attempt to influence policies or 

governance at the regional or national level. It adopted a national program in 2010 that 

aimed to influence governance and policies, but this program did not focus on conflict 

sensitivity, peacebuilding, or conflict prevention, in spite of the increasing threat of 

war.953 

Care Burundi was a pilot office for conflict sensitivity, peacebuilding, and 

learning.954 Care UK provided technical support for conflict sensitivity and 

peacebuilding. It had a learning team and a conflict-sensitivity and peacebuilding 

advisor.955 Since 2004, Care Burundi had maintained conflict-sensitivity and 

peacebuilding as a cross cutting focus of all of its projects.956 It conducted regular 

participatory context analyses.957 All projects received regular feedback on the conflict 

dynamics in the communities in which they worked.958 Care Burundi was committed to 

learning, exchange, research, self-reflection, and continuous improvement of its 

                                                           

952 Care Burundi, Learning from Peace and Conflict Monitoring (LCPM), Narrative Report, September - 

December 2008; Care Burundi, Learning from Peace and Conflict Monitoring (LCPM) Bi-annual Narrative 

Report, November 2007 - April 2008. 

953 Care Burundi P-Bouge Series, “Making the ‘P-Bouge’ Bouge: Advancing, Revisiting, Revising, and 

Advancing Once Again, Brief No. 3” (Care Burundi, 2009); Participant Observation, Care Burundi P-Shift 

Workshop, March 17, 2009; Care Burundi, “Program Shift Documents - Burundi”, n.d., http://p-

shift.care2share.wikispaces.net/Burundi (accessed February 27, 2012). 

954 Care staff members (C10), Bujumbura, interview. 

955 Care staff member (C2), Bujumbura, March 24, 2009; Care staff member (C3), Bujumbura, interview; Care 

staff member (C4), Bujumbura, June 25, 2009. 

956 Care International - Burundi, Strategic Journey 2007-2011; Care Burundi, A Journey of Empowerment: 

CARE Burundi’s Rights-Based Learning Program Approach. 

957 Care Burundi, A Journey of Empowerment: CARE Burundi’s Rights-Based Learning Program Approach. 

958 Care staff member (C15), Bujumbura, interview; Care staff member (C16), Bujumbura, interview; Care staff 

member (C17), Bujumbura, interview; Care Burundi, Learning from Peace and Conflict Monitoring (LCPM), 

Narrative Report, September - December 2008; Care Burundi, Learning from Peace and Conflict Monitoring 

(LCPM) Bi-annual Narrative Report, November 2007 - April 2008. 



 

programming.959 Each project had a monitoring and evaluation (M&E) framework and 

staff person assigned to M&E.
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959 Care International - Burundi, Strategic Journey 2007

CARE Burundi’s Rights-Based Learning Program Approach; Care Burundi, “Analysing the causes of poverty 
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960 Care staff member (C25), Bujumbura, 2009; Care staff member (C2), Bujumbura, interview; Care staff 

member (C3), Bujumbura, interview; Care staff member (C4), Bujumbura, interview.
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Each project had a monitoring and evaluation (M&E) framework and 
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it would have a good chance of maintaining its relevance to Burundi’s peacebuilding 

trajectory. The fact that it did not take significant or systematic actions to align with key 

peacebuilding trends in Burundi, provides important insight into the factors that 

                                                           

Burundi, Strategic Journey 2007-2011; Care Burundi, A Journey of Empowerment: 

Based Learning Program Approach; Care Burundi, “Analysing the causes of poverty 

a process and change of attitudes: Care Burundi’s story”; Care staff member (C9), Bujumbura, interview; Care 
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influence an organization’s alignment with a country’s war-to-peace transition and, 

ultimately, the effectiveness of peacebuilding programming. 

Care Burundi’s organizational frames, knowledge-laden routines, upward 

accountability routines, and leadership, discouraged it from responding to the other 

critical junctures Burundi’s peacebuilding transition. Out of these factors, its 

organizational frame was the most significant one. Like UNDP and DFID, Care Burundi 

did not have an overall peacebuilding frame nor were the majority of its staff trained in 

conflict sensitivity or peacebuilding.961 In 2004, staff had undergone extensive training in 

gender and diversity and had adopted a focus on women’s empowerment as one of its 

core programs and cross-cutting themes.962 As time moved on, Care Burundi increased 

its focus on women’s empowerment.963 

Care USA, which oversaw the Burundi office, had made women’s empowerment a 

core institutional priority and the organization had a lot of experience in this area.964 

Donors were also interested in funding women’s empowerment projects.965 As women’s 

empowerment became a core focus of the office, conflict sensitivity and peacebuilding 

receded to the background. Staff did not want to rehash discussions about the conflict, 

which still seemed all too fresh.966 Donors were anxious to move on to development 

programming. Care USA wanted country offices to achieve gains in women’s 

empowerment and its other core objectives, which did not include conflict sensitivity or 

                                                           

961 Care staff member (C15), Bujumbura, interview; Care staff member (C16), Bujumbura, 
interview; Care staff member (C17), Bujumbura, interview; Care staff member (C18), Bujumbura, 
2009; Care staff member (C22), Bujumbura, 2009; Care staff member (C14), Bujumbura, 2009. 

962 Care Burundi, A Journey of Empowerment: CARE Burundi’s Rights-Based Learning Program Approach, 2–

3. 

963 Care Burundi, A Journey of Empowerment: CARE Burundi’s Rights-Based Learning Program Approach; 

Care Burundi P-Bouge Series, “Making the ‘P-Bouge’ Bouge: Advancing, Revisiting, Revising, and Advancing 

Once Again, Brief No. 3”; Care staff member (C11), Bujumbura, interview. 

964 Care staff member (C9), Bujumbura, interview; Care staff member (C11), Bujumbura, interview. 

965 Care staff member (C12), via telephone, interview. 

966 Participant Observation, Care Burundi P-Shift Workshop, interview. 
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peacebuilding.967 The development background of Care Burundi’s Country Directors 

after 2003 also played a role. 

Care Burundi’s staff of about 200 people was 97 percent Burundian. There were only 

three or four international staff at any one time: The Country Director, the Assistant 

Country Director, the learning coordinator, and, later on an advocacy coordinator. Care 

Burundi is part of Care International, a decentralized international federation of non-

governmental organizations that are committed to fighting global poverty through 

humanitarian relief and development work. 

Care began its operations in Burundi in 1994 and was initially managed by Care 

Canada. In 2003, Care USA took over management of the Care Burundi Office.968 Most 

Care Country offices are either managed by Care USA, Care Canada, or Care Australia. 

As a confederation, Care is composed of Care Australia, Care Canada, Care Denmark, 

Care Germany-Luxembourg, Care France, Care Japan, Care Netherlands, Care Norway, 

Care Austria, Care Thailand, Care UK, and Care USA. Each member of the Care 

International federation adopts the same general approach, aims, and methods, but has 

different leadership, staff, budgets, and operates in accordance with the laws of its home 

country. In addition to being in charge of specific Care Country Offices where they 

implement programs, Care members also collaborate with other Care offices through 

supporting specific programs.969 

Between 1999 and 2011, there were three stages in Care Burundi’s programming: 

1999-2002 was the humanitarian stage, from 2003 to 2008 was the Journey, and 2009 to 

2011 was the Program Shift stage. In each stage, Care Burundi adopted a different 

                                                           

967 Care staff member (C9), Bujumbura, interview; Care staff member (C11), Bujumbura, interview. 

968 Care Burundi, A Journey of Empowerment: CARE Burundi’s Rights-Based Learning Program Approach. 

969 Care International, “Care International Structure”, n.d., http://www.care-international.org/Structure/ 

(accessed October 25, 2011). 
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programming approach, which in turn changed the way that it interacted with the six 

phases in Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory. 

8.2 Humanitarian, Homogenous, and Insensitive – (Phase I-II) 

In response to the removal of the regional embargo in 1999, Care Burundi did not 

attempt to alter its programming or aims. Nor did it respond to the inauguration of the 

transitional government in November 2001. Care Burundi was largely a humanitarian 

NGO from 1994 to 2002: “Care Burundi worked in spite of the conflict, not on it. We 

ignored the context and tried to deliver food.”970 Although it implemented pilot 

peacebuilding projects in a northern province, peacebuilding was not mainstreamed 

throughout the rest of its projects. 

Like most NGOs in Burundi at the time, Care Burundi provided life saving 

assistance to Burundians who were displaced by the conflict.971 Care prioritized quick, 

short-term assistance to Burundians who were worst affected by the conflict: refugees, 

people temporarily fleeing their homes but remaining within the country (i.e., internally 

displaced people), and children without a home or family able to support them. Like 

most other international NGOs in Burundi at the time, Care did not work for sustainable 

solutions to the conflict, poverty, disease, or trauma that affected so many Burundians. 

Care paid attention to the ebbs and flows of Burundi’s conflict, but was most concerned 

with how the attacks and fighting would affect their ability to access their beneficiaries or 

create new displaced populations who would need assistance.972 
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In addition to its humanitarian projects, Care Burundi did begin a couple of 

peacebuilding projects in a region that was exceptionally peaceful. The northern province 

of Ngozi was an island of relative prosperity and peace compared to Burundi’s other 

war-torn provinces.973 Here, Care began to implement a peace education project that 

used theatre to help Burundians resolve their interpersonal and community-related 

conflicts, and reportedly helped to contribute to the resolution of several community-

level conflicts.974 It also began another pilot project that aimed to help rebuild the conflict 

resolution role of Burundi’s traditional elders: the bashingantahe. 

While these pilot peacebuilding projects did not aim to impact the macro-level 

peacebuilding process in Burundi, they did facilitate the resolution of conflict between 

several community members.975 The theatre project, in particular, helped to increase 

Burundians willingness to discuss the tragedies that they had all faced.976 By creating a 

fictional reality that mirrored their real lives, the plays helped people to understand their 

adversary’s perspective and allow people to discuss the origins and acts of violent 

conflict.977 These pilot initiatives continue to influence Care’s peacebuilding 

programming to this day.978 

Even in these early days, Care Burundi wanted to mainstream peacebuilding 

throughout all of its projects.979 But its accountability mechanisms and organizational 
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frame did not support this.980 While Care is accountable to the standards set out by Care 

International, it is also accountable to the donors who fund the projects that it 

implements. In general, Care country offices “live” from grant to grant.981 The 

organization lacks significant amounts of core funding for projects or programs; each 

office relies on bilateral and multilateral donors to fund the projects that they 

implement.982 Donor priorities and preferences therefore have a big impact on the types 

of projects Care offices implement and the accountability requirements for these projects. 

Between 1999 and 2003, the vast majority of donors were still holding off on 

releasing non-humanitarian assistance until fighting stopped and the implementation of 

Arusha was largely guaranteed.983 Care reported that key donors continued to focus on 

“emergency programming” that they were reluctant to support “reasonably long term 

rehabilitation and development programming.”984 As a result, Care Burundi had to 

restrict its ambitions to the type of programming that donors were interested in 

supporting. Care had to realign its “priorities with the donor funding reality” and 

continued to “depend on short-term donor funding opportunities”.985 

Care Burundi’s focus on humanitarian programming also reflects the overall 

approach of Care Canada, which managed the office until 2000. Unlike Care USA, who 

took over management in 2001, Care Canada at the time did not have an overall 

awareness of conflict-sensitivity or tools that it could provide to its staff.986 An 

organizational climate survey conducted by Care USA in 2002 found that the staff in 

Care Burundi were stressed out and demoralized. Burundians in senior positions were 
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primarily male and Tutsi. A few senior international staff took key decisions through a 

closed and opaque process.987 Most other staff reported feeling marginalized and 

unrepresented.988 With this type of organizational culture, it is unlikely that 

peacebuilding work could have been mainstreamed throughout all of its projects. 

In this hierarchical society of Burundi, decades of conflict have occurred 
so that a few small elite can hold the power and all that comes with it. 
This system of governance has seeped into all walks of life. Care Burundi 
senior staff mirrored this as well, information was not shared, 
advantages were horded and decision-making was confined to a small 
elite. This worked its way down through the organization and its 
projects with the bottom of the pile being the ‘beneficiaries’ who were 

referred to as ‘simple’ people because they were uneducated.989 

Between 1999 and 2003, there was also a lot of upheaval in the leadership of Care 

Burundi. The office did not have a country director for an entire year, and otherwise had 

temporary acting directors.990 Care’s new Country Director, Kassie McIlvaine, arrived in 

2003. 

It was a horrible time to come to the office… it was rife with 
corruption… a highly stressful time. In the international community you 
had a lot of rejects from somewhere else. Everyone talked about Burundi 
as if it was a hell hole. There were a lot of part time and acting people 
because no one wanted to come to Burundi. It turns out that Kassie 

wanted to be closer to home, so we got a really good person.991 

Without stable and innovative leadership, the office was not able to significantly 

alter its approach. In addition, the high levels of distrust between staff, the lack of 

innovative leadership, the absence of staff with peacebuilding expertise, and the lack of 

money for peacebuilding work made it very difficult for care to mainstream 

peacebuilding throughout its programming. Care’s pilot peacebuilding projects 
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continued to function, but remained largely disconnected from the rest of its culture, 

which was predominated by a humanitarian mindset and systems. 

8.3 A Revolutionary Approach: addressing inequality in the 

organization and in society  (Phase III-IV) 

When Kassie McIlvaine arrived in Bujumbura in 2003, she began an intense 

organizational reform process that continued for several years. The office was too 

preoccupied with its own internal reforms to alter its approach in response to the 

integration of the CNDD-FDD into the government in November 2003. But, this reform 

process helped Care Burundi to alter its approach in anticipation of the new hope and 

new funding that materialized after the August 2005 elections. 

In 2004, Care began downgrading its humanitarian programming and focused 

primarily on a “soft” approach that aimed to empower women, youth, and the most 

marginalized people to address the social inequality that was at the root of the conflict 

and take “the development of their communities into their own hands”.992 When, after 

the 2005, hopeful donors were looking for good development and peacebuilding 

organizations to fund, Care was one of the best candidates around. But in 2004, when 

Care was preparing this new programming strategy and reaching out to donors, it was 

not clear that the conflict would end or the elections would take place.993 Care Burundi’s 

Country Director followed her vision, took some risks, and they paid off.994 

Although peacebuilding and conflict-sensitivity were a cross cutting theme of Care’s 

new approach, they were not integrated into all of its projects. In addition, aside from 

Care’s alignment with the new hope and funding that appeared after the 2005 elections, 
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Care did not alter its programming in response to the next critical event in Burundi’s 

peacebuilding transition: the integration of the FNL into the armed forces and military. 

Instead, Care remained focused on the projects that it was already implementing. It paid 

close attention to how these projects were affected by the conflict dynamics, but did not 

attempt to influence conflict dynamics beyond the household or community level. 

8.3.1 TRANSFORMING CARE 

Care’s new programming approach was based on an understanding of the 

symbiotic relationship between the conflict and poverty. “Programming needed to 

improve so as to get at what had torn this country apart for years – the conflict that was 

keeping the majority of the population in poverty.” After talking to Burundian 

communities, staff realized that both conflict and poverty were caused by the “disparity” 

in Burundian society.995 “We were talking about power being held by a few at different 

levels; the exclusion from decision making and control of resources.”996 As a result, Care 

did not think it made sense to do normal development or humanitarian programming 

that pretended that the country had not been ravaged by war. 

In post-conflict there are issues related to the past conflict that are not 
completely resolved, and that can influence your interventions. This is 
different from development in a country that has not experienced 
conflict at all. There, the field is free – you still need to pay attention to 
not do harm. But, in a post-conflict country there is always potential for 
conflict. The situation can change and explode and you have to really 

pay attention to what is going on in the field.997 

As a result of the war, people’s capacity to take care of themselves is also 

diminished. “After ten years of civil war, people have really been affected in terms of 

their degree of poverty and their mentality. They have been traumatized. It is not the 
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same as in a non-conflict context.“998 They are also much more dependent on handouts 

and do not trust that they can do things for themselves. “It takes time to build trust 

within the community and convince people that they have experience and that they can 

do something together and make a contribution.”999 In addition, many of the community 

support mechanisms that they relied on for support no longer exist. “I understand that in 

Burundi before the war there was this support, but because of the war people become 

more individually focused, but also some of them have a lot of orphans to support.”1000 

There is also a loss of rules that govern people’s behavior. People become more used to 

violence and to perpetuating violence.1001 It can also lead to more corruption. “People 

develop some kind of strategy to fulfill their basic needs and this brings corruption.”1002 

To make a real contribution to poverty reduction in Burundi, Care had to address 

the causes and manifestations of the conflict in its programming. It had to integrate a real 

understanding of Burundi’s rural population into its program strategy, design, and 

implementation. But, before it could do this, it had to address the manifestation of the 

conflict within its own walls. 

In a society where ethnic and social divisions reigned for years it is 
understandable that people do not want to dig deep to understand the 
tensions and their causes. Each person, and that included Care staff, had 
their own personal wounds and memories. Care had to find a way to 
create a supportive working environment so that staff and our partners 
were able and willing to start to dig deeper into what were the structural 

conditions that were holding this fertile country in poverty.1003 

In 2004, Care’s new senior leadership began to try and change the culture of the 

organization and the way that Care’s staff interacted with the communities that they 

aimed to help. “Office decision-making, recruitment, management, assessment, and 
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training were restructured to increase transparency and inclusiveness of diverse staff – 

with a conscious effort to raise the voices and positions of women, Hutu, and Batwa 

across the organization.”1004 

In January 2004, there were big changes. Good ones. The people who 
were here before had no idea of how to work with the community, of 
how to respect the community. After 2005, someone who works for Care 

is someone who merits it.1005 

In 2004, Care Burundi began what it called its Journey. Under the guidance of its new 

leadership, Care began to restructure its entire approach. Staff went out to the different 

rural communities that they worked in to try and understand the community members, 

their needs, hopes, and aspirations. They set one objective against which they would 

measure their success that year: “Based on recognition of communities’ expertise, Care 

and its partner organizations have succeeded to better understand the disparities in 

Burundian society in order to maximize our impact in the contribution of seeking a 

sustainable peace for Burundi.”1006 Rather than hiring external consultants to do their 

analyses, Care staff went out into the communities themselves and held three-day 

retreats to analyze what they learned. “There was a collective understanding that we, the 

educated staff of Care had no idea of the realities in the field, we did not truly 

understand the lives of our beneficiaries and what strengths and skills they had and what 

the true barriers to their development were.”1007 For the issues that they uncovered, but 

still could not fully understand, they commissioned in-depth research studies.1008 

                                                           

1004 Care Burundi, A Journey of Empowerment: CARE Burundi’s Rights-Based Learning Program Approach, 

3. 

1005 Care staff member (C21), Bujumbura, interview. 

1006 Care Burundi, “Analysing the causes of poverty - a process and change of attitudes: Care Burundi’s story,” 

3. 

1007 Ibid. 

1008 Ibid., 4–5. 



 387 

When Care Burundi began, it did not “realize that the journey had started, there was 

no road map.”1009  It tried new approaches, such as appreciative inquiry where you ask 

people to dream of where they want to go in the future.1010 It brought in scholars, such as 

Peter Uvin from Tufts University, to accompany them the team in its analysis and 

reflection.1011 It asked partners to evaluate Care.1012 It made up the process as it went 

along. No other Care office had done this before. Care Burundi invented it.1013 This 

thorough and intensely personal process deeply affected Care Burundi’s staff and 

organizational culture. 

Bit by bit, there were women and people from all ethnicities who 
occupied posts of responsibility. People [in Care] learned how to 
cohabitate peacefully. It was during the war. People learned how to 
respect one another. It really became a culture here. People were 
transformed. It was mutual acceptance. After having lived an ethic war 
and losing members of our family. People learned how to live together 
and collaborate. That continues to be really good. We try to maintain the 

balance. Even external people say that Care is a good place to be.1014 

To sustain its high degree of introspection and self-reflection, Care Burundi began to 

develop a strong “learning culture” that encouraged open discussion, research, 

exploration, and regular interaction with the communities that it aimed to help, who it 

now called “neighbors” rather than beneficiaries.1015  Instead of having all staff based in 

Bujumbura or the northern city of Gitega, it moved a staff person for each project out to 

the communities in which they worked. These field coordinators lived in the 

communities and developed a much greater understanding for their needs and 

perspectives than they had before. Prior to deciding to move field coordinators out to live 

in the communities that they worked in, Care Burundi observed: 
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Our procedures and our way of working result in us spending less time 
with our neighbors. The fact that we arrive in our fancy 4x4 or 
motorcycles or with out mobile telephones and radios and that we never 
have the time to stay and speak with them or spend the night makes it 

impossible to understand the life of our neighbors.1016 

8.3.2 EMPOWERING COMMUNITIES, AND BUILDING PEACE? 

By 2006, Care Burundi’s rigorous self-reflective process had resulted in a new 

strategic plan and guide for its work. It had been implementing empowerment projects 

since 2004 and used the lessons it had learned from their implementation to inform its 

reflection. Care’s projects were now focused in three areas: Empowerment of Women, 

Empowerment of Youth, and Empowerment of the Marginalized.1017 Through advocacy 

and the excellent reputation it had built, Care was able to find donors willing to fund 

projects in each of these focus areas.1018 

The widely acknowledged success of Burundi’s first round of democratic elections 

since the war began over eleven years before welcomed in a new period of hope. 

Average Burundians were hopeful that the politicians had finally put an end to the 

political antics that had caused so much death and trauma. The newly elected politicians 

were hopeful that they would finally get their share of wealth and prosperity. Donors 

were hopeful that Burundi’s peace process would be an unequivocal success – partly 

their success – and that Burundi could now transition toward development. Care 

positioned itself to be able to capitalize on this hope and deliver empowering 

programming to Burundians who had suffered from so many years of war and violence. 

For Care Burundi, empowerment meant: 

In all of our activities, we and our partners will take into account 
discrimination. Together with the concerned people, we will work for 
the adoption of attitudes, behaviors, and structures that promote the 
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empowerment of marginalized people and the reduction of all forms of 

discrimination.1019 

In addition, Care Burundi committed itself to conflict sensitivity. For Care Burundi 

this was to “Promote and support reconciliation efforts through conflict sensitive 

interventions and analysis at different levels (local, national, and regional) and 

accompany the formal and informal structures in reinforcing good governance.”1020 In 

addition, Care committed to integrating Care International’s programming principles 

throughout its work: empowerment, partnership, accountability, elimination of 

discrimination, promotion of non-violent resolution of conflicts, and sustainability.1021 

By 2009, Care Burundi had ten ongoing projects, most of which provided soft skills 

and often some type of income-generating activity to help women and their communities 

increase their family income, prevent sexual violence, and resolve interpersonal and 

community conflicts.1022 Care implemented most of these projects with national partners 

and through women’s solidarity groups, which they felt would increase the sustainability 

of the results. In addition, Care maintained one of the initial peacebuilding projects 

started in 2001, which aimed to increase the capacity of Burundi’s traditional conflict 

resolution mechanisms to address community-level conflicts and interact with the formal 

justice system.1023 Care also had a project that created peace clubs at the lowest 

administrative level – colline - and “facilitated reconciliation processes with a focus on 

truth-telling and forgiveness.”1024 
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Care Burundi has achieved important results with these projects, and built an 

excellent reputation in Burundi and within Care International.1025 

I have really been blown away by Care Burundi’s program when I hear 
people actually give testimonials about how their lives have changed. 
When I go and talk to a woman’s group and can really sense the positive 
energy and their vision for a more positive future. It is not Care’s project, 
but they see it as something that they can continue. They will continue 
whether Care’s project is there or not. 

In spite of the overall success of Care’s projects, the majority of them did not work 

on conflict, but rather in communities that had been ravaged by conflict. Aside from the 

two projects that focused directly on peacebuilding – the peace clubs and the local 

conflict resolution project - other projects did not have an explicit peacebuilding aim and 

did not see this as a core component of their work.1026  “They don’t think it is very 

important. I think that the first reason is that they are preoccupied with other things in 

their project. Second, they don’t understand the effects.”1027 Conflict sensitivity and 

peacebuilding were not included as specific goals in project documents, which meant 

that most staff did not feel that they had to address it.1028 Projects were generally highly 

attuned to the dynamics in the communities in which they worked, but were not 

necessarily able to identify the factors that could contribute to conflict. The causes of the 

conflict are rooted in Burundi’s hierarchical culture, and Care Burundi’s staff are 

themselves a product of that culture. Consequently, they were often unable or unwilling 
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to integrate a conflict-sensitive or peacebuilding approach into their projects, particularly 

with everything else that they had to do.1029 

While gender sensitivity was mainstreamed throughout all of Care Burundi’s 

programming, conflict sensitivity was not. Much of Care’s direct work on conflict 

happened through this gender lens. “Care is very successful at working on domestic 

conflict. That would be considered successful conflict programming. But, we use 

women’s empowerment language.”1030 

Staff were tuned into obvious political manipulation or violence communities in 

which they worked, but did not actually integrate an analysis of the conflict into their 

program design or try directly to influence the causes of conflict in their communities.1031 

They well-trained in analyzing how their projects might instigate conflict (i.e., Do No 

Harm), but most did not quite understand how their projects interacted with the conflict 

dynamics or could help to build a foundation for peace in Burundi.1032 

Care Burundi focused on the specific aims of its projects, the aims for which it was 

accountable to donors and Care Burundi’s leadership. These projects aimed to impact 

individual lives and empower groups of Burundians to support one another.  In this 

sense, all of Care Burundi’s programming targeted an important cause and manifestation 

of Burundi’s conflict and poverty: the disempowerment and exclusion of much of the 

Burundian population – women, Hutus, Twa, youth – from economic and social 
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opportunity. But, in most cases it did not measure or regularly discuss the relationship 

between this programming and the causes or drivers of Burundi’s conflict.1033 

Care aimed to empower disadvantaged groups, but it paid little attention to how 

these groups interacted with power-holders in Burundi. It paid little attention to 

governance, policy, government, or politics.1034 Many of its program documents 

indicated that it would operate at the provincial, regional, and national level, but it 

largely did not.1035 Even though Care’s own analysis indicated that “the conflict is 

caused by politicians holding on to power, it is about access and control over resources”, 

Care’s programming did not attempt to directly address beyond trying to alter the power 

relationship between men and women in the communities that it worked. 

The narrow focus of Care’s projects on the community-level was partly because of 

their short-term nature. Donors only funded projects for a couple of years. Care’s 

programming also takes a while to get going because they first have to build trust and 

relationships with the communities, leaving even less energy and time to work with the 

administration and government.1036 

If it is a short-term project, then we can’t work with the political 
structures or the structures of the state… In general, the administration is 
there and they are just informed about what we are doing, but nothing 
else. The structures of the state have much more influence than Care. 
When we work together we have much more of a chance of impact than 
Care does alone. When Care leaves, the administration should continue 
to support what we have done… There were times when it was not easy 
to approach the government. We have the chance to have peace and this 

is a good occasion to work together. Now there is an opportunity.1037 
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Although many of the groups and associations that Care projects helped to form 

continued on past the Care project, in many ways the capital that Care injected in them 

was lost. They were now empowered and could do more things, but they lacked the 

resources, skills, and opportunities.1038 The investment was still short term. “The impact 

depends on the investment.”1039  Short-term investment leads to a short-term impact.1040 

Once an individual or a group was empowered, then what? How do they take the 

next step, take change to the next level? This was a major weakness in Care’s approach 

noted by many staff.1041 They appreciated the empowerment approach but thought that 

it did not go far enough. How could they help to change Burundian society, Burundian 

culture? Their analyses of the causes of conflict and poverty in Burundi always came 

back to Burundian culture.1042 Could they help to make a change at the level of 

culture?1043 Could they alter the root causes of conflict and poverty in Burundi? 

8.3.3 CARE BURUNDI: STUCK BETWEEN VISION, PROPOSALS, AND REPORTING 

Why would Care Burundi, a highly regarded organization that had committed itself 

to empowerment, poverty reduction, peacebuilding, and conflict sensitivity in Burundi, 

be so detached from Burundi’s overall peacebuilding trajectory? Why would it not 

attempt to influence the systems of governance, power, and culture that arguably caused 

Burundi’s war and poverty? Why would an organization that was so aware of the causes 
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of the conflict and the manifestation of the conflict at the community level, not also 

attempt to work on peacebuilding in all of its activities? 

8.3.3.1 Accountability routines 

Although Care Burundi was a highly innovative organization, the incentive 

structure that it operated within was not. It depended on short-term grants from donors 

to fund its projects, particularly while the conflict continued. 

With peacebuilding and conflict-related work, traditionally, funding is 
very short. If you really want to develop a program at a country-level, 
there a tension in laying seeds in a foundation that might fall. It is so 
unpredictable. These conflict programs take real time. When you really 
think about that it is really atrocious that you would talk about 
peacebuilding programs when the funding arrangements are so short 
term. There is so much pressure on the government to do x, y, and z if 
they want funding. At the same time, the software, the intangible – 
people's emotions and experiences – no one is willing to invest in 

that.1044 

Care Burundi did not have a flexible pot of money that it could use for 

programming. Once a project was underway, the money could not easily be reallocated 

to another priority or completely shifted. Once underway, Care was committed to 

implementing the project and to achieving the desired outcomes and could only really 

adjust the way that the project was implemented during the mid-term review of the 

project. The organization was committed to developing good, well-researched projects, 

which contributed to a delay in its response to new opportunities in the context. 

We are not very flexible because we live from grant to grant. We try to be 
really adaptable and flexible, and we can say for an existing project that 
we can adapt. We have to adapt at the project level because the project 
needs new resources and we have to get new funding. We have gotten 
slower at responding to humanitarian emergencies, partly because we 
have an over-intellectualizing of the conflict, after Rwanda and the 
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refugees. We are slower because of analysis and because of the funding 

mechanisms.1045 

Care’s dependence on grants from donors also often led it to prioritize interaction 

with donors and headquarters over interaction with communities. Each donor had its 

own reporting requirements that it wanted Care to fulfill, and reports that it wanted Care 

to write to show that it was doing so. To ensure that it had enough projects ongoing at 

any one time, Care Burundi also had to continuously prepare new project proposals. 

These project proposals may have been to continue an existing project, build on a 

previous project, or start something entirely new, but they still had to be researched, 

conceptualized, designed, and written. The office was also burdened by very time 

consuming accounting for time and money to Care USA because of earlier problems with 

corruption. 

The senior leadership and program directors spent a big portion of their time 

writing proposals, reviewing proposals, writing reports, reporting to headquarters, and 

answering requests from headquarters for more information. The people who spent the 

most time with the communities that Care worked with were some of the lowest staff on 

the totem pole. In other words, the people who had the most direct influence on the 

quality of the project and the impact on the Burundian population were the people with 

some of the least authority in the organization. Several of these field coordinators 

complained that their managers were too preoccupied with writing reports and 

proposals to actually come visit the field and see what was happening with the projects. 

When you ask how many field visits people make they will say that they 
are too busy to come to the field. But, it really affects the work on the 
ground because people don’t know what is happening and they don’t 
understand what we are doing. We feel abandoned. It affects us 
psychologically. Theoretically we are supposed to come to Bujumbura 
every Friday afternoon, but many people don’t want to come because 
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their supervisors never visit them and after a full week in the field they 

are exhausted and just want to go home.1046 

The entire structure of Care Burundi incentivizes upward accountability and 

responsiveness to donors and Care USA headquarters, not to the communities (or 

‘neighbors’) that Care Burundi aimed to empower. Care Burundi had tried to correct for 

this tendency by relocating the field coordinators to the community level in the first 

place. Even when donors required only superficial reporting on project outputs and 

outcomes, Care developed its own project monitoring system to try to account for change 

that it observed.1047 Although monitoring “empowerment” and other social change goals 

was still difficult for many projects, it at least attempted to gather testimonials from 

participants and observers. Care Burundi’s senior leadership and learning team also 

regularly visited its projects and were generally aware of what was working and what 

was not. 

Compared to most international NGOs, Care Burundi had a high degree of input 

from the various stakeholders in its projects: partners, community members, and donors. 

Compared to most international NGOs, its staff and leadership knew what was 

happening in communities and understood what daily life was like for many rural 

Burundians. 

In spite of the high degree of feedback that Care had from communities, partners, 

and other stakeholders, the organizational incentives still pulled in the direction of 

upward accountability. Staff were overwhelmed by all of the information that they were 

expected to process.1048 They continuously received reports about their own projects, 
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about other projects, about Care priorities, and about new strategies and approaches.1049 

Most staff complained that they could not manage all of this information and did not 

have enough time to think about the implications for their projects.1050 Much of the 

information was communicated via email, leaving little space or time for teams to openly 

discuss or process it.1051 When Care’s generally overworked staff had to choose what to 

do with their time, many prioritized spending the time in the office writing reports and 

proposals over field visits and discussions with beneficiaries and partners.1052 

The tension in accountability feeds the inequity around learning. More 
time on downward accountability would… allow the learning behavior 
to me more productive. We have tons of data but we can’t process it. I 
don’t have a work-life balance. No one who works for this organization 
in a senior position has. Downward accountability gives back more. It’s 
more satisfying. The more we have upward accountability, the more 
burnout there is because it gives back less. Upward accountability is 
counter-intuitive. Its purpose is downward accountability, possibly, but 

it actually creates less of that.1053 

8.3.3.2 Learning Behavior 

Compared to all of the other case studies, Care had the highest degree of non-

defensive learning behavior and continuously sought valid information about the 

relationship between aims and outcomes. The senior leadership was very open to 

discussion and criticism and sought to establish mechanisms in the office that would 

encourage open discussion among all staff.1054 In addition, each project had a monitoring 

and evaluation person, and the office brought in external consultants to conduct baseline 

studies and evaluate projects. But, as mentioned above, staff did not have time to process 

all of this information and complained that there were no organizational incentives for 
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learning. Many staff felt that “learning” was the responsibility of the learning team, not 

of each project.1055 

Several staff argued that Burundian culture still discouraged open communication 

and discussion.1056 People were used to hiding things or spreading rumors and even in 

Care Burundi’s permissive and open sub-culture.1057 Burundian culture sometimes 

prevailed. Furthermore, staff were often concerned about the sustainability of their 

position at Care.1058 Because projects were short term, positions were also often only 

guaranteed over the short term. The office sought to maintain the same staff by shuffling 

them to another project if one project ended, but it still created an element of uncertainty 

and discouraged many staff unwilling to admit fault.1059 

Each project team dealt with project information differently.1060 Some were open 

about problems, whereas others hid them from view unless it was absolutely necessary 

to bring them to the attention of senior management.1061 There was also very little 

learning across teams in spite of regular meetings of the different projects.1062 Given all 

of their other priorities, staff felt that they had little energy left for reflecting on the 

information they received about their projects or sharing lessons learned with other 

projects.1063 

The demands of Care’s projects and contractual obligations to donors 
does not leave much time for critical reflection. While project teams have 
monthly obligations to report their work and pursue their learning 
agenda questions, most information is collected to inform donors whose 
reporting requirements tend to favor output tracking, and not dig deeper 
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to question the program logic, or the meanings and implications of what 
is seen on the ground. While Care has made a concerted effort to embed 
learning into project agendas, knowledge can remain superficial… 
Furthermore, there are not yet clear and systematic policies and 
incentives that mandate staff to make time for analysis, sharing and 
learning. Without clear policies and an understanding of why reflective 
learning is essential, staff tend to leave responsibility for learning and 

reflection on the learning team.1064 

Adaptation and reflection in relation to peacebuilding and conflict 

sensitivity was particularly difficult because of the challenges of measuring 

success of community based peacebuilding efforts and linking them to the 

broader peacebuilding process. “The conflict and peace programs have real 

problems with tangible results. There are great processes, but because it does not 

generate a national or regional success, you can only really tell the story. There 

are some great stories coming out of countries in conflict, but they are just 

stories.”1065 

8.3.3.3 Organizational frame and knowledge 

Even though Care Burundi put a lot of energy into encouraging self-reflection and 

seeking valid information about its outcomes, it did not have that much information 

about conflict sensitivity or peacebuilding outcomes.1066 Organizations learn and act in 

relation to targets, and peacebuilding and conflict sensitivity were not the main target for 

the majority of Care Burundi’s projects.1067 Care Burundi’s predominant organizational 

frame was women’s empowerment at the community level, not peacebuilding, conflict 

sensitivity, or political advocacy. This frame determined what the senior leadership paid 

attention to and what staff believed was important. 
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The organizational change process that Kassie McIlvaine initiated in 2003 set the 

stage for the adoption of empowerment programming as Care Burundi’s primary frame. 

As part of this process, all Care Burundi staff who remained were trained in gender 

sensitivity and diversity awareness. Many underwent their own personal transformation 

processes as a result of the office’s new focus on gender equity.1068 

Men…were incredibly influenced by the project and its activities and 
they changed themselves. I think that’s because it has been so successful 
and the changes in women’s lives that they work with were really 
surprising to the team and the staff. Then [the staff] were even more 

motivated and committed.1069 

Care USA was undergoing a parallel process where it was focusing on a few 

corporate priorities and core programs that reflected its comparative advantage.1070 The 

empowerment of women was a theme that potentially fit with each of the core 

programs.1071 Care USA had a lot of experience in the area of women’s empowerment, 

had conducted several rigorous studies of these experiences, and had developed 

important best practices in this area.1072 Several Scandinavian donors to Burundi were 

also very interested in supporting women’s empowerment programming.1073 

The interest of headquarters, donors, Care Burundi leadership, and staff in women’s 

empowerment further strengthened the prominence of this frame for the office. Care 

Burundi’s women’s empowerment programming brought a lot of attention to the office. 

It was viewed as an exemplary program and both headquarters and other offices were 

very interested in learning from its successes. This attention and support reinforced and 

strengthened Care Burundi’s work in this area, which in turn increased the attention that 
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this work received. “Within Care Burundi, we have put some intrinsic reward around 

women’s empowerment. It is trendy now. There is donor interest.”1074 

Burundian women were also badly in need of empowerment. They were considered 

by many as second-class citizens and were subject to high levels of domestic abuse, rape, 

and violence. These different factors came together to make women’s empowerment 

Care Burundi’s core priority. The morale, if not resources and knowledge base, of Care 

Burundi’s youth and conflict programming suffered as a result. 

Most staff felt that conflict sensitivity and peacebuilding were the realm of the 

conflict advisor, not their realm.1075 Project teams focused on their specific objective, not 

on doing conflict analysis in addition to everything else on their plate.1076 Most Care staff 

and even senior leadership did not really understand conflict sensitivity or peacebuilding 

and many not see why they should or how they could integrate it into their projects.1077 

If a project’s donor did not prioritize conflict sensitivity or peacebuilding, the project 

team did not prioritize it.1078 The staff person assigned to help mainstream conflict 

sensitivity wielded little power in the organization and had to depend on the good will 

of the project managers and staff to look at the conflict dimensions of their 

programming.1079 

Care UK is the office within Care International mandated to support conflict 

sensitivity and peacebuilding throughout the federation.1080 Based on interest expressed 

by the Burundi office, Care UK provided funding and technical support to help the office 

increase the conflict sensitivity of its programming and to develop effective 
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peacebuilding programming.1081 The regional Care UK technical advisor worked with 

the Burundian staff member who was given the responsibility for helping all of Care’s 

projects become conflict sensitive. Care was successful in helping most of the projects to 

avoid creating conflict by applying the Do No Harm approach, and in incorporating 

conflict resolution training into the projects.1082 But, it was much less successful in 

actually increasing the conflict sensitivity of Care’s specific projects or in linking Care’s 

community-level work with Burundi’s overall peacebuilding trajectory.1083 

Care UK never really provided usable tools that Care offices could easily integrate 

into their existing programming tools and processes.1084 It provided some training to the 

conflict advisor, but not to the rest of the Care staff. The Care Burundi conflict advisor 

was responsible for this. But, there was little interest in conflict sensitivity or 

peacebuilding among Care Burundi’s leadership or even within the overall organization 

to support his efforts.1085 Mainstreaming conflict sensitivity and peacebuilding would 

have required real support from Care Burundi leadership to help to create some 

institutional incentives for staff to integrate yet another priority into their programming. 

But, the priorities of the leadership and the organization discouraged the adoption of 

peacebuilding or conflict sensitivity as a predominant frame. After all, Care USA wanted 

to address the root causes of poverty, which it equated with development thinking, not 

peacebuilding. 

There was a time when there had been a great deal of interest within Care 

International in conflict sensitivity and peacebuilding, but that time seemed to have 
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passed and Care UK may have missed its chance to capitalize on it.1086 Care USA was the 

most powerful member of the Care family and its priorities, which did not include 

conflict sensitivity or peacebuilding, were pushing the organization in other directions. 

Care International is a multi-mandate organization. “There is an identity issue for 

Care. We think we can do anything and everything well. Because we are decentralized, 

we look more like a quilt.”1087 Each Care office selected its main area of focus. Care 

Burundi was not multi-mandate, but was primarily focused on development through 

community-based empowerment processes. It had a sprinkle of peacebuilding and a 

sprinkle of humanitarian preparedness, but its development and community 

empowerment frames predominated. Inevitably, the organization and its leadership 

choose priorities and those priorities, or organizational frames, shape what the 

organization thinks is important, what it pays attention to in the context, and the targets 

that it adjusts and adapts in relation to. 

8.3.3.4 Leadership 

Leadership played an essential role in Care Burundi’s frame, knowledge, and 

prioritization. Care Burundi became an exceptional organization within Care and among 

INGOs in Burundi because of the leadership of Kassie McIlvaine.1088 This reputation was 

sustained by Yawo Douvon, the Assistant Country Director, and Kassie’s replacement, 

Michelle Carter. Because Care International is such a decentralized organization, Country 

Directors have a great deal of freedom to shape the priorities of an office.1089 

In 2005, Kassie was committed to both peacebuilding and empowerment frames 

because they fit with what donors were interested in supporting in the aftermath of the 
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elections. But through Care’s discussions with communities and the research it 

commissioned, the empowerment frame soon won out and Care directed its energy in 

this direction.1090 This was not solely due to Kassie’s own preferences, but they certainly 

influenced this direction. In addition, she prioritized community-based work rather than 

policy-level change or advocacy.1091 

Care International’s reliance on the skill and focus of its Country Directors also 

carries drawbacks. It means that the organization has real difficulty sharing lessons 

learned between offices and duplicating its successes.1092  The freedom that Care 

International’s structure and approach gives to its Country Directors can lead to excellent 

work, but it all relies on the capacity and vision of one or two people. “Whatever we do 

comes down to the person who is supposed to do that job. We are totally dependent on 

those who are conducting that specific task.”1093 

8.3.3.5 Organizational change 

The organizational change process that Kassie initiated in 2003 enabled Care 

Burundi to align with Burundi’s new peacebuilding trend in 2005. It allowed the 

organization to question its overall approach, capacity, knowledge, and even the makeup 

of its staff, and to alter these factors to more effectively pursue its new aims. Although 

Care Burundi staff continued to discuss and assess their programming after this initial 

change process, they did attempt to alter the Care Burundi’s organization’s overall 

approach and direction.1094 In other words, Care engaged in a high-degree of single-loop 

learning, taking systematic actions to align intention and outcome when evidence of 
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misalignment appeared. But, it only engaged in double-loop learning that questioned its 

overall aims and approach during intense and time consuming organizational change 

processes, which was spurred by the arrival of new Country Director in 2003 and again 

in 2009, not by significant changes in Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory. 

8.3.3.6 Context 

In 2009, when discussing and analyzing the causes and manifestations of poverty in 

Burundi, Care staff did not even mention conflict as an issue that they should be 

concerned about.1095 Many of Care Burundi’s staff were reluctant to focus on conflict 

sensitivity or systemic peacebuilding. The conflict, for them, was personal.1096 It had a 

direct impact on their lives and their families. These were memories that many of them 

did not wish to dredge up or discuss, nor did they wish to think about the possibilities 

that the conflict may escalate again.1097 They thought that they were in the post-conflict 

phase and were anxious to move forward. Politics also threatened to polarize the diverse 

staff. Conducting advocacy in relation to peacebuilding at the national level also put the 

office at risk of being kicked out of the country or becoming too politicized. 

In spite of the challenges that the office faced processing the amount of information 

that it received about its projects, its focus on reflective practice did help it resolve many 

problems that arose.1098 Care Burundi could not fix all of its problems or prevent 

challenges from arising, but there was a general awareness and openness of the 

challenges faced and willingness to address them. “The difference between this office 

and other [Care] offices is that it faces the normal challenges of any office – monitoring 

and evaluation, developing real partnerships – but instead of getting stuck in them, the 
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office is able to address the challenges and move beyond them. It recognizes the pain and 

addresses it and then moves on.”1099 

8.3.4 GOING AGAINST THE GRAIN: THE PROGRAM SHIFT (PHASE V-VI) 

Care Burundi did not take significant or systematic actions to respond to the 

integration of the FNL into the government and military in 2009, and the related 

demobilization of former FNL combatants and associated children and adults. Nor did 

Care take significant or systematic actions to respond to the political tension and violence 

that resulted from the 2010 elections. 

In 2009, Care Burundi began an intense year-long process called Program Shift that 

allowed it to develop a long-term program strategy that it would aim to fit projects into, 

hopefully leading to a longer term impact. Care USA supported the office in making this 

shift, bringing a development frame and its own strategic priorities. Care Burundi 

decided that its new program would focus on women’s and youth empowerment at the 

community level and aim to increase its contribution to governance.1100 This new 

approach aimed to establish: 

a coherent set of initiatives by CARE and our allies that involves a long-
term commitment to specific marginalized and vulnerable groups to 
achieve lasting impact at broad scale on underlying causes of poverty 
and social justice. This goes beyond the scope of projects to achieve 
positive changes in human conditions, in social positions, and in the 

enabling environment.1101 
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Although conflict sensitivity remained a component of this new program, it was not 

central to the program design or the analysis on which it was based.1102 In fact, in this 

new program the conflict focus was even weaker than it had been in earlier program 

documents because the office was shifting even more toward development thinking.1103 

Care’s new program was based on the assumption that the 2010 elections would be 

relatively peaceful, free, and fair and that Burundi would continue to move gradually, if 

with a certain instability, toward stability and qualify for normal development.1104 Care 

was unsure how to react to the downward trend that resulted from the 2010 elections, 

and could not immediately respond.1105 It tried to shield the community associations that 

it worked with from manipulation by politicians or armed groups, but did not alter its 

programming in other ways to the fact that Burundi was becoming a more violent one-

party state and a new rebellion was emerging.1106 

The new program approach included more support for advocacy, governance, and 

aimed to have an impact beyond the community level. These shifts in Care’s approach 

were the result of the Program Shift process and the analysis that was done at the time of 

the shift, not a result of its response to Burundi’s context. Care Burundi only significantly 

altered its approach and aims during these organizational change processes that were 

spurred by new country office leadership and/or a change process proposed by Care 

International. It did not shift its approach directly in response to a shift in Burundi’s war-

to-peace trajectory, but rather assessed the context at the time of its organizational 

change process and built a program around that assessment. 
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Care’s new program failed to ask whether empowerment programming through a 

development lens still appropriate in Burundi’s new context? If Burundi’s trajectory had 

continued to move toward peace and development, it is unlikely that this question would 

have come up. But, with Burundi’s descent into authoritarianism and increased political 

violence, Care’s Burundi’s inattention to Burundi’s war-to-peace trajectory becomes more 

problematic. As does the risk that Care’s empowerment programming encourage rural 

communities to ask more from a government that is increasingly unreceptive, potentially 

increasing their dissatisfaction and possibly fueling conflict.1107 

Furthermore, while the Program Shift process did alter the way that Care Burundi 

thinks about its programming, and helped to make the case for the establishment of an 

advocacy post in the office, it did not change the accountability structure, organizational 

frames, knowledge-laden routines, or learning behavior within the organization. Nor did 

it give Care flexible funding that it could allocate to peacebuilding priorities. As a result, 

it is unclear that it will significantly change the way that Care does its programming or 

the significant challenges that it faced in aligning with Burundi’s war-to-peace 

transition.1108 

8.4 Conclusion 

Care Burundi transformed itself so that it could understand, empower, and support 

the Burundian communities in which it worked. Within these communities, it helped 

Burundians achieve greater gender and ethnic equality, resolve their conflicts peacefully, 

and work together to improve their economic standing. Although the office was highly 

connected to the communities with which it worked, it was highly disconnected from 
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Burundi’s overall political and peacebuilding trajectory. Of course, most Care Burundi 

staff were members of different political parties and followed the political dynamics 

closely, but over most of the period under study the organization did not aim to 

influence these macro-level trends or alter its interventions in relation to critical events in 

Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory. 

The Care Burundi case study shows that learning behavior, entrepreneurial 

leadership, systematic feedback from beneficiaries and other stakeholders, and 

organizational change processes are insufficient for an organization to maintain its 

relevance to a country’s war-to-peace transition. A predominant peacebuilding 

organizational frame and the commitment of its leadership to peacebuilding are also 

necessary. 

Only in relation to the 2005 presidential elections did Care Burundi alter its 

programmatic approach, although this was as much in response to the new focus of 

bilateral donors in Burundi as it was the changing peacebuilding context (See Figure 8-2 

Below). This shift of focus was made possible by an organizational change process 

initiated by Care Burundi’s new Country Director in 2003. In fact, Care Burundi’s two 

organizational change processes were necessary for the organization to significantly alter 

its aims and approach in Burundi. In between, the Care took systematic actions to help its 

projects meet their aims, but did not aim to alter its overall goals or approach outside of 

its organizational change processes. 

Care Burundi maintained several peacebuilding projects, integrated dispute 

resolution techniques into other projects, and tried to ensure that their projects did not 

incite conflict (i.e., Do No Harm). Burundians reported that these projects had an 

important impact on the resolution of inter-personal and community disputes. 

Nonetheless, conflict sensitivity and peacebuilding were not systematically 

mainstreamed throughout its projects and Care Burundi’s did not examine the 
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relationship between its projects and Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory. When Care 

finally began to develop a program approach in 2009, which required it to align all of its 

individual projects under larger programmatic strategies that aimed to have long-term 

systematic change on its target groups (i.e., women and youth), it did not articulate the 

relationship between these interventions and conflict or peacebuilding. By this time, Care 

had largely dropped its conflict sensitivity lens.1109 

When Care Burundi took significant and systematic action to align with the new 

trend in Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory launched by the 2005 elections, it had 

positive values on the independent variables outlined in Chapter 2 (See Chart 8-1). It had 

peacebuilding knowledge-laden routines and frames, downward (in addition to upward) 

accountability routines, and non-defensive learning behavior that was supported by the 

quest for valid information. Nonetheless, these characteristics alone were insufficient for 

its response to the new opportunities presented by the 2005 elections. New leadership 

and a thorough organizational change process were also necessary to create these 

organizational characteristics in the first place. 

Care Burundi’s second organizational change process that began in 2009 did not 

lead the organization to align with Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory. At this point in 

time, Care and its donors were ready to get beyond peacebuilding to focus on sustainable 

poverty reduction and development. Care Burundi’s new leadership also supported this 

direction. This shows that leadership and organizational change processes in addition to 

learning behavior and downward accountability routines are still insufficient for an 

organization to be relevant to big changes in a country’s peacebuilding trajectory. The 

organization must also have peacebuilding organizational frames and knowledge-laden 

routines. Care Burundi’s capacity to engage with trends and critical events in Burundi’s 

                                                           

1109 Participant Observation, Care Burundi P-Shift Workshop, interview. 
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peacebuilding trajectory was limited by its organizational frame that prioritized 

development and empowerment over conflict sensitivity and its accountability routines 

and access to resources. 

The organization’s capacity to engage with trends and critical events in Burundi’s 

peacebuilding trajectory was also limited by its accountability routines and access to 

resources. On the one hand, because Care depended on donor grants for its activities it 

did not have reserve funding that would allow it to quickly respond to alterations in 

Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory. On the other hand, Care had an intensive planning 

and project development process that set its trajectory for several years. Once the 

direction was set, it was difficult to shift it elsewhere. Care could engage in single-loop 

learning to enable individual projects to better achieve their outcomes, but only during 

key programming processes did it attempt to question its underlying theories of change 

and make strategic shifts in its approach (i.e., double-loop learning). 
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Figure 8-2: 2X2 of Care Burundi’s Values on Dependent Variable 

 

 

At the same time that its high quality programming required significant research 

and planning, its reliance on relatively short-term grants from donors made it difficult 

for the organization to engage in truly sustainable programming. There was never a 

guarantee that the project would continue or the time to engage with the institutions of 

the state and affect larger, more sustainable change. These accountability routines, 

promoting quality programming on the one hand and short-term accountability to 

donors and headquarters on the other, were often in conflict. But, both discouraged the 
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organization from taking significant and systematic action to align with new trends in 

Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory. 

This case study offers important data for theory building. First, it generally supports 

the ideal type theory presented in Chapter 2, specifically in terms of Care’s reaction to the 

2005 presidential elections; although the qualities of each of these variables is slightly 

different in the Care case. Knowledge-laden routines and frames focused on 

peacebuilding, conflict resolution, and empowerment programming, not on political or 

development programming. Its accountability routines were both upward and 

downward, not either or. Learning behavior was generally non-defensive and the 

organization pursued valid information about outcomes, although it still had difficulty 

monitoring and understanding the outcomes of its programming. Its knowledge about its 

projects was generated as much through conversations and interviews with community 

members as by any other more formal monitoring method. 

The Care Burundi case also shows that it is very difficult for an organization to 

sustain alignment with the peacebuilding trajectory. Particularly for organizations whose 

core mandate is not peacebuilding, the tendency is for the organization gradually to 

return to its primary organizational frame and veer away from peacebuilding. The 

potential implication is that for an approach to be truly mainstreamed into programming 

it has to be the primary organizational frame or priority. This priority determines how 

the organization views the context and which events in the context the organization 

responds to. 

In Care Burundi, while organizational change processes and leadership were 

necessary for Care to achieve alignment with Burundi’s peacebuilding context, they were 

insufficient to sustain that alignment. As indicated above, maintaining a peacebuilding 

organizational frame and supporting peacebuilding knowledge-laden routines, were also 

necessary. 
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Care is a multi-mandate NGO, meaning that it claimed to be able to do 

humanitarian, development, and peacebuilding programming. This case study shows 

that in practice, it may be very difficult for a field office to be multi-mandate because it 

has to set up systems that support one predominant approach or another. Leadership 

tends to prefer one approach, or sub-approach, over another. Staff cannot mainstream 

everything into their programming, nor can they react to all priorities. Choices have to be 

made for the organization to operate efficiently and to focus staff time on what the 

organization deems to be most important. The experience of Care Burundi raises the 

question of whether it is possible for a field-based office to be multi-mandate in practice. 

This case study also raises the question of whether it is possible in war-torn 

countries to be focus on the community and on governance. In many cases, community-

based work, particularly of the “empowerment” type, can threaten government officials. 

Particularly in a very hierarchical society such as Burundi, this threatens the traditional 

roles of government in relation to the community. By choosing to work on policies and 

politics an NGO can make themselves and the communities that they work with 

vulnerable. 

Finally, the Care Burundi case provides insights about the predominance of the 

liberal peace norms in peacebuilding intervention in Burundi. Care Burundi did not 

attempt to establish institutions that would guarantee the rights that they were fighting 

for, which is one valid criticism of their work. It did not aim to establish rule of law, 

democracy, or a market based economy. It aimed to strengthen informal institutions in 

the community that would enable accountability, equality, and economic development, 

and ultimately help to reduce poverty in Burundi. While these institutions do not 

contradict the liberal peace framework, they also do not directly promote it. In fact, in 

many cases they prioritize community above individual liberty. They aim to correct for 

inequality first, and then enable free choice, which contradicts many readings of 



 415 

liberalism. Furthermore, Care does not impose its approach on communities, but exposes 

communities and individuals to the approach. It is up to the individuals and 

communities involved to decide whether or not they want to work with Care. 
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9 THE BURUNDI LEADERSHIP TRAINING PROGRAM 
 

9.1 Introduction 

In late 2002, the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars (WWICS) 

launched the Burundi Leadership Training Program (BLTP) “to increase the ability of the 

country’s ethnically polarized leadership to work together in consolidating its post-war 

transition.”1110 The BLTP was the vision of Howard Wolpe who believed in the midst of 

such high levels of “mistrust and suspicion” it was necessary to “create a different kind 

of atmosphere – one in which the participants are able to see each other as ‘whole’ 

persons, not simply as stereotypic reflections of their ethnic and political categories.”1111 

Only once some degree of openness and understanding among former enemies was 

achieved, could these individuals begin to govern together.1112 “War creates a situation 

where people are convinced that their own survival can only come at the expense of the 

other. The challenge is trying to change the culture that war creates.”1113 

As President Clinton’s Special Envoy to the Great Lakes Region, Wolpe had 

followed the Arusha peace talks closely. As he watched the parties engage in round after 

round of negotiations, he lamented the fact that they were not able to openly discuss 

their true concerns with one another – they neither had the tools nor the opportunity to 

dialogue directly.1114 After the inauguration of the Transitional Government of Burundi 

in November 2001, Wolpe again saw an opening for a process that would help the former 

                                                           

1110 Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, Proposal for Renewing and Expanding the World 

Bank/WWICS Partnership in Post-Conflict Burundi, Proposal (Washington, DC: WWICS, July 2004), 1. 

1111 Howard Wolpe, Response to Draft Evaluation of the BLTP by Peter Uvin and Susanna Campbell 

(Washington, DC: WWICS, July 2004), 1. 

1112 Wolpe, Response to Draft Evaluation of the BLTP by Peter Uvin and Susanna Campbell. 

1113 Ibid. 
1114 Howard Wolpe, Burundi: Lessons Learned from a Regionally Sponsored Peace Process (Unpublished, 

May 2004). 
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belligerents build the understanding and relationships necessary to successfully see 

Burundi through its transitional phase. Just as during the Arusha process, cooperation 

was now in Burundi’s leaders’ self interest. 

I believe that fundamentally people will never alter the way they behave 
toward one another unless they see that as a mater of self-interest. We try 
to assist people to come to an appreciation, first, of their 
interdependence. That there’s value in collaboration, even with people 
they’d historically defined as enemies. But secondly, that they can do 
that. That it’s possible to rebuild trust, to rebuild the ability to 

communicate.1115 

Wolpe recruited Eugene Nindorera and Fabien Nsengimana to help him run and 

administer the BLTP. Eugene Nindorera was the former Burundian Minister of Human 

Rights. He was widely respected by Hutu and Tutsi alike. He brought moral authority, 

political prestige, and a true insider’s knowledge and understanding of the actors. Fabien 

Nsengimana had a similar, if more low-key, profile. As a former advisor to President 

Buyoya, he was well versed in Burundi’s politics and leadership. Even though he lost his 

father and siblings in the massacres of 1972, he had decided to work toward peace and 

cooperation.1116 As a former teacher and administrator, training and project management 

came naturally to him.1117 Together, Wolpe, a former Ambassador, Nindorera, a Tutsi 

politician committed to human rights, and Nsengimana, a Hutu political advisor and 

former school administrator, were a powerful, well-connected team. Elizabeth 

McClintock brought a deep knowledge of conflict resolution and dialogue methods to the 

team, while Steve McDonald was a highly skilled administrator and fundraiser.  

Unlike all of the other case study organizations, the BLTP was designed and built 

for Burundi. The team was carefully put together by Wolpe. It was made up of highly 

skilled individuals with deep knowledge of Burundi, politics, conflict resolution and 

                                                           

1115 McCune, “Relearning the Peace (Interview with Howard Wolpe).” 

1116 Ibid. 

1117 BLTP, “Fabien Nsengimana | Burundi Leadership Training Program,” Burundi Leadership Training 

Program, n.d., http://bltprogram.wordpress.com/lequipe/fabien-nsengimana/ (accessed November 23, 2011). 



 

dialogue methods, and the procedures and preferences of western donors. It was a small 

organization that had an office in both Washington, DC and in Bujumbura, with excellent 

communication between the two. 

Figure 9-1: Burundi Leadership Training Program's (BLTP’s) Actio

and Programming with Burundi's Peacebuilding Trajectory

Did the focus, staff, and structure of the BLTP influence its capacity to interact with 

and influence Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory? The theory outlined in Chapter

predicts that they will. It predicts that the BLTP will be the only organization able to 

systematically align with each new phase in Burundi’s war

maintain the relevance of its programming to the evolving dynamics. This chapter f

that this was not the case. The BLTP altered its overall aims and approach to all but one 

of the major shifts in Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory

programming level, it continually acted to align with the relevant context.

BLTP falsifies the ideal-type theory outlined in Chapter 2. It finds that an organizational 

change process is also likely to be necessary for an organization to maintain its relevance 

to a country’s evolving war
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s, and the procedures and preferences of western donors. It was a small 

organization that had an office in both Washington, DC and in Bujumbura, with excellent 

communication between the two.  

1: Burundi Leadership Training Program's (BLTP’s) Actions to Align Aims, Approaches, 

and Programming with Burundi's Peacebuilding Trajectory 

Did the focus, staff, and structure of the BLTP influence its capacity to interact with 

and influence Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory? The theory outlined in Chapter

predicts that they will. It predicts that the BLTP will be the only organization able to 

systematically align with each new phase in Burundi’s war-to-peace trajectory and 

maintain the relevance of its programming to the evolving dynamics. This chapter f

The BLTP altered its overall aims and approach to all but one 

of the major shifts in Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory (See Figure 9-1)

programming level, it continually acted to align with the relevant context. As a result, the 

type theory outlined in Chapter 2. It finds that an organizational 

change process is also likely to be necessary for an organization to maintain its relevance 

to a country’s evolving war-to-peace transition. 
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9.2 Accompanying Burundi’s Transition: The BLTP 2002-2005 

The BLTP was established to address the new trend in Burundi’s peacebuilding 

trajectory created by the inauguration of the Transitional Government of Burundi on 

November 1, 2001. It was created in Burundi to address a lynchpin to the success of 

Burundi’s transitional period: the capacity of Burundi’s new and old leaders to 

communicate with one another, so that they could undertake the legal, procedural, and 

political reforms necessary for the transitional period to end. The creation of the BLTP 

was a significant and systematic action to align with a critical event and ensuing trend in 

Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory. This alignment was spurred not by an organizational 

change process, but by an organizational creation process. 

The original design of the BLTP was to train 100 leaders (it managed to train 95) 

from “diverse ethnic, social, and institutional backgrounds” in methods designed to help 

them put themselves in the shoes of the “other”, engage in joint problem-solving, and 

improve their capacity to listen and communicate with one another.1118 The leaders were 

selected through a laborious process that asked key informants to identify the most 

influential Burundians, for good or bad.1119 Through three week-long training sessions 

where approximately 30 leaders at a time were sequestered away in the Northern town 

of Ngozi, the BLTP took 95 leaders through a process that was informative for all and 

transformative for many.1120 

Because the BLTP’s first donor was the World Bank Post-Conflict Fund, it originally 

aimed to help the leaders that it trained contribute to economic recovery, specifically by 

encouraging them to create economic development projects. This aspect of the program 

                                                           

1118 Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, Proposal for Renewing and Expanding the World 

Bank/WWICS Partnership in Post-Conflict Burundi, 1; Wolpe, Response to Draft Evaluation of the BLTP by 

Peter Uvin and Susanna Campbell. 

1119 Uvin and Campbell, “The Burundi Leadership Training Program: A Prospective Assessment,” 58. 

1120 Uvin and Campbell, “The Burundi Leadership Training Program: A Prospective Assessment.” 
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was largely a failure, as it was neither the true aim of the project or the expertise of the 

BLTP staff.1121  It had been included in the design to make it easier for the World Bank to 

fund the project.1122 Partly in response to an external evaluation conducted in 2004 as 

well as the refusal of the World Bank to fund another tranche, the team dropped this 

aspect of the project design and focused on new opportunities that emerged. The team 

was relatively quick to correct its course when it became clear that it was not achieving 

the desired outcomes. In other words, during this phase, the BTLP systematically acted to 

align its project aims and outcomes. 

With the integration of the CNDD-FDD into the government and the armed forces 

beginning in November 2003, new opportunities emerged for the BLTP – opportunities 

that it vigorously seized. Several of the military officers who had participated in the one 

of the three Ngozi workshops approached the BLTP to suggest that it could be helpful 

with the military’s ongoing reform.  

The BLTP came at a very important time. We were at the last 
negotiations with the CNDD-FDD… I thought this was a great idea. It 
could help push us forward with the negotiations. If the military can 
meet together and accelerate the process, then that can help push 

forward the politicians.1123  

With funding from DFID and the European Commission, the BLTP organized 

trainings for members of the Burundian Armed Forces (FAB) and the Armed Political 

Parties and Movements (PMPA) that were being integrated into a new National Defense 

Force (FDN). Specifically, the BLTP trained members of each force that were charged 

with negotiating outstanding issues relating to their integration. What posts, grades, and 

status would be assigned to each force and to individuals within each force? How would 

armed forces with such different types of training and experience be harmonized? 

                                                           

1121 Ibid. 

1122 Observer (O7), by telephone, January 14, 2009. 

1123 Military BLTP Participant (B2), Bujumbura, interview. Translation from French by author/interviewer. 
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The Burundian military – dominated by Tutsis from Bururi province since Burundi’s 

independence in 1962 – had been at the forefront of Burundi’s war and was now at the 

forefront of its peace process. “Even if the politicians played a role, it was the military 

that suffered the consequences of the war. The military understood the need to do this 

[conflict resolution work] better than the politicians.”1124 The BLTP trainings helped the 

negotiators open up to and listen to one another, helping them eventually to come to an 

agreement on the form of the new Burundian National Defense Force (FDN). 

There is general agreement among BLTP staff, military participants, and observers 

that this was the most important impact of the BLTP.1125 The military was so convinced 

by the value of the BLTP’s method that it asked them to design a curriculum that could 

be integrated into the FDN’s normal training offerings.  

Before, we thought that the ‘other’ was mean – bad - even though you 
had never actually talked to him. That it wasn’t even worth approaching 
or talking with him. If we begin to talk and exchange and let people 
express themselves then you see that they also have ideas… There is a 
way to come together and understand one another. The mistrust was 

replaced by confidence in one another.1126 

The successful reform of the Burundian Army and smooth integration of former 

rebel groups into its ranks was of critical importance to the positive evolution of 

                                                           

1124 Military BLTP Participant (B3), Bujumbura, December 10, 2008. Translation from French by 

author/interviewer. 

1125 BLTP Military Participant (B6), Bujumbura, December 6, 2008; BLTP Military Participant (B5), Bujumbura, 

December 10, 2008; Military BLTP Participant (B3), Bujumbura, interview; Military BLTP Participant (B2), 

Bujumbura, interview; BLTP staff member (B4), February 24, 2009; BLTP Staff Member (B8), March 6, 2009; 

Adrian Johnston, Program Impact within the Burundian Forces de Defense Nationale - BLTP Monitoring and 

Evaluation (Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars (WWICS), June 17, 2007), 

http://www.google.ch/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=wwics%20program%20impact%20wihin%20the%20burundian%20f

orces%20de%20defense%20nationale%20adrian%20johnston&source=web&cd=2&ved=0CCoQFjAB&url=http

%3A%2F%2Fbetterpeace.org%2Ffiles%2FWWICS_BLTP_Final_Evaluation_Report_June_17_2007.doc&ei=RbTP

TrzdBMzY4QTrrMg_&usg=AFQjCNFn4lhln5XRHKvBLiHaJsGFaTxZCg&cad=rja (accessed November 25, 

2011); Nsengimana, “Briefing on BLTP Activities.” 

1126 Ibid. 
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Burundi’s peace process. The BLTP helped the military leaders to achieve this success by 

providing a valuable input at the right time.1127  

The BLTP came at a crucial and unprecedented time in Burundi’s 
transition, when leaders of different political, ethnic, and socio-economic 
groups found themselves running a transitional government together. 
Leaders were trying to figure out which allegiances would assure them 
future power and prosperity, and they knew they were required to make 
compromises that they might not have been willing to make in the past. 
The BLTP came in at the right time and helped people to adopt new 
attitudes and build new relationships that could enable them to more 

effectively navigate this terrain.1128  

The BLTP team recognized its relevance to the Burundian context, seized new 

opportunities, and helped other opportunities to emerge. In addition to its work with the 

military, the BLTP also initiated a training program for community level leaders – the 

Community Based Leadership Program (CBLP) – funded by USAID and implemented by 

a USAID contractor with inputs from BLTP staff. Although the CBLP did not have an 

impact on the overall peace process, it did help to build the capacity of “local leaders to 

successfully work together to solve common problems”.1129 It also built an 

“exceptionally well trained” cadre of Burundian conflict resolution experts.1130 In both 

the trainings of the military and interactions with the CBLP, the BLTP team 

systematically attempted to improve its ability to achieve its desired outcomes.  

9.2.1 A CUSTOM-MADE ORGANIZATION 

Why was the BLTP able to take systematic and significant actions to align in relation 

to Burundi’s peacebuilding trends between 2002 and 2005 at the same time that it 

                                                           

1127 Uvin and Campbell, “The Burundi Leadership Training Program: A Prospective Assessment,” 33–34. 

1128 Peter Uvin and Susanna Campbell, “The Burundi Leadership Training Program,” in Preventing Conflict 

and Rebuilding Failed States, ed. Michael Lund and Howard Wolpe (Washington: Woodrow Wilson 

International Center for Scholars), 18. 

1129 Marc Sommers, Final Field Evaluation of The Community Based Leadership Training Program (CBLP) for 

Post-War Burundi (Washington, DC: Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars (WWICS), July 26, 

2006), 3. 

1130 Ibid., 3–4. 
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systematically acted to align its ongoing projects? Unlike the other case study 

organizations, the BLTP was custom-made for Burundi. The idea for it originated from 

Howard Wolpe’s experience with the Arusha process and his experience with racial 

reconciliation and trust-building approaches used to combat racial tension during the US 

civil rights movement.1131 International actors were looking for a type of process that 

could rejuvenate the faltering implementation of the Arusha Agreement in 2002, and saw 

Wolpe and his ideas as a potential solution.1132 The team of Eugene Nindorera and 

Fabien Nsengimana were selected because of their excellent reputation among the major 

political actors at the time, and their knowledge of the context. Liz McClintock adapted 

Harvard’s Program on Negotiation approach to align with Howard’s vision, and Steve 

McDonald managed the entire enterprise smoothly. Although the techniques presented 

by the BLTP were not designed specifically for Burundi, the team and vision of the 

project was. An enormous amount of thought and consultation went into the design of 

the project, including over three months of preparatory work after the World Bank 

funding was received.1133 

Seldom in our careers have we seen a project for which the preparation 
was so complete and thorough, the buy-in so widespread, and the 
understanding of the challenge so nuanced. The project has a strong 
sense of how its contributions relate to the ongoing dynamics and to 
other donors’ activities. It is very politically savvy in informing and 

including all possible parties, thus greatly helping its success.1134 

Given that the organization was formed for the Burundi context, perhaps the 

interesting question is not why the BLTP was aligned with the context in the first place, 

but why it maintained alignment during this period. The organization’s accountability 

routines played an important role. The BLTP team talked to everyone about its 

                                                           

1131 Steve McDonald, “allAfrica.com: Africa: Remembering Howard Wolpe, the Tireless Peacemaker,” 

AllAfrica, October 28, 2011, http://allafrica.com/stories/201110281611.html (accessed November 28, 2011). 

1132 BLTP Staff Member (B9), October 14, 2008. 

1133 Ibid. 

1134 Uvin and Campbell, “The Burundi Leadership Training Program: A Prospective Assessment,” 45. 
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intervention.1135 They got regular feedback from participants about what was working 

and what was not working. They talked to donors and international observers about 

what they were doing and invited them to come and observe. They talked to government 

officials – to those included in the BLTP and those excluded from it – to keep them 

informed of its work and its accomplishments. Granted, there was not a high degree of 

self-criticism in these discussions – positive anecdotes were regularly recycled - but they 

did listen to everyone’s feedback and tried to use it to improve their work.1136    

The World Bank Post-Conflict Fund attached few strings to the initial grant, except a 

request that they be allowed to observe the process and an external evaluation be 

conducted.1137 Combined with the BLTP’s high degree of dialogue with both 

“beneficiaries” and observers, the flexible approach of its donor helped the staff to focus 

their energy on improving the effectiveness of their intervention above all else. Their 

highly transparent and consultative process also helped to reduce the number of people 

who might attempt to sabotage the process. It kept other potential donors informed 

about the BLTP’s work, and successes, setting the stage for new funding opportunities. It 

also ensured that the organization was informed of new contextual opportunities 

envisioned by its participants – as those presented by several military attendees of the 

Ngozi workshops. 

The BLTP processed the information that it received from its ongoing consultations 

with participants and observers in an open, relatively non-defensive way. Although there 

was not much willingness to question the BLTP’s overall theory of change, there was a 

commitment to improving its capacity to achieve the change that it thought possible.1138 

Wolpe argued that they needed first to see whether the BLTP’s vision worked before 
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questioning it, and this would take several years.1139 Within these boundaries, the BLTP 

regularly discussed its approach, and feedback that it received from participants, 

observers, and external evaluations. It did not have sophisticated monitoring and 

evaluation systems, although it did ensure that it had regular feedback from participants, 

nor did it use complex conflict analysis methods. It was simply very well informed, 

connected to those that it aimed to influence, and always tried to improve its capacity to 

meet its broader vision of enabling reconciliation among Burundi’s leaders. 

The BLTP achieved great relevance, contextual coherence, and flexibility 
with little in the way of conflict-sensitive systems. Indeed, it did not 
conduct cutting-edge conflict assessments; it did not systematically 
question and evaluate the relevance of its approach; and it did not 
produce good monitoring data at all – its written reports were 
relentlessly upbeat and un-self-critical. And yet, its organizational 
systems clearly worked well, suggesting that a clear vision and 
willingness to adapt to reach this vision, rather than highly-developed 

organizational systems, explains its success.1140 

Indeed, the BLTP’s clarity of vision seems to be one of the keys to its success. This 

organizational frame influenced everything that it did. It was a decidedly peacebuilding 

frame, and it was informed by the vast knowledge of the BLTP team, both of conflict 

resolution and dialogue techniques as well as of Burundi, its players, and its culture. The 

BLTP team did not have a wide knowledge of a variety of peacebuilding techniques, but 

it knew its own approach very well and was highly skilled in it – able to adapt it to new 

situations and opportunities, guided by its clear organizational frame that dictated how it 

should be used within the Burundian context. 

The BLTP had a winning combination of dialogue with beneficiaries, non-

beneficiaries, and observers alike; willingness to continuously improve its interventions 

and learn from its mistakes; ability to quickly take advantage of new opportunities on the 
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Burundian political landscape and convince donors to fund them to do so; and expert 

knowledge of its craft and the context. In fact, the staff and process seemed so well-suited 

to the Burundian context at that point in time that the 2004 evaluation raised questions 

about its replicability in other contexts.1141 

The team recognized that the way that they approached situations was important: 

“One of the keys to whatever success we enjoy anywhere has been our capacity be 

flexible and opportunistic.”1142 While this does seem to be true, the fact that the BLTP’s 

flexibility was grounded in constant consultation and reflection, a clear vision of what it 

wanted to accomplish, and a clear understanding of the relevance of this vision for 

Burundi seem to be equally important for the contribution that it made to Burundi’s 

transitional period.  

In addition to the BLTP’s non-defensive and valid learning behavior, peacebuilding 

frames and knowledge-laden routines, and significant and representative beneficiary 

dialogue, several other factors influenced its adaptability to Burundi’s context and its 

contribution to Burundi’s peace process. Leadership clearly mattered. Not only did 

Howard Wolpe have the political clout and knowledge necessary for the project, but he 

was a tireless advocate for its vision. At the same time, he did not diminish his 

Burundian and international colleagues, but sought to enable them to be leaders in their 

domains as well. Wolpe was both politically engaged and entrepreneurial in relation to 

Burundi’s peacebuilding context, and he empowered his team to be politically engaged 

and entrepreneurial as well. They sought out opportunities, but were strategic about 

what they took on and thorough in their approach. The BLTP’s approach to teamwork is 
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also a product of their learning culture, accountability routines, and wish to practice 

what they preached: a culture of dialogue, consultation, and problem solving.1143 

The type of funding available to the BLTP and the way that it managed its 

relationships with its donors was also key to its success. The BLTP received flexible 

peacebuilding resources, meaning that the money was intended for peacebuilding 

programming and the design was not set in stone, but allowed for flexibility and 

adaptation.1144 This enabled the BLTP to adapt and adjust in relation to new learning. 

For example, after the 2004 evaluation conducted for the World Bank Post-Conflict Fund, 

it largely dropped its focus on economic development projects. In addition, like Care 

Burundi did in 2005, the BLTP overcame its dependency on grants by getting out in front 

of the demand. They spoke to many different donors and did all that they could to 

convince these donors of the BLTP’s contribution, so that donors were practically 

competing to fund the BLTP. This provided the BLTP with new funding to take on 

initiatives that it thought were most important, rather than only responding to donor 

priorities.1145 While flexible peacebuilding funding influences the terms of its external 

accountability routines, they are not one in the same. An organization can have external 

accountability routines to its own headquarters that are more inflexible than the 

requirements of specific funding sources.1146 

The type of programming that the BLTP was engaged in also contributed to its 

ability to adapt. Because the leadership trainings did not require a high degree of 

infrastructure investment, as opposed to constructing a school for example, the 

opportunity cost of altering their approach was minimal. That said, there are dialogue 

projects that maintain a commitment to implementing the project as designed in spite of 
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the apparent ease with which they may be able to alter their approach. For example, 

BINUB’s Cadre de Dialogue continued to implement its dialogue workshops with civil 

society and the community level even though it became clear that they were not 

delivering the intended outcomes. After all, their external accountability routines 

rewarded staff primarily for delivering planned programs and spending allocated 

money. 

The readiness of the Burundian context for the BLTP’s approach also played a role 

in its success. At the same time, the BLTP was designed specifically for the Burundian 

context. The readiness of the context is therefore endogenous to organizational factors. 

The organization was created to align with the context. As a result, the context is in many 

ways a part of the organizational design and characteristics. Furthermore, some argue 

that the BLTP created its own readiness: it saw an opportunity, advocated with key 

stakeholders and donors to allow it to take advantage of this opportunity, and altered its 

programming so that it could.  

I don’t think ripeness is that important. It is fine if you have it, but there 
are many situations where it is not ripe, but the alternative is too ghastly 
to contemplate. You don’t want it to slip backwards…. There was a 
certain ripeness [for the BLTP], obviously. It was prior to the ceasefire. 
None of the players who now have no desire to come in were there at the 
time…. I think there are times when you need the push, and it depends 
on who is doing the pushing. If you just wait for the situation to be right, 

it might never totally become right.1147 

In fact, some argued that it was precisely the lack of readiness in individual 

participants that made the process so powerful for them.1148 “The willingness [to change] 

will not come directly. Even with people who do not accept the change, being forced to 

dialogue and change will help them to understand and have the willingness. The 
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willingness will evolve.”1149 It is the interaction between the intervention and the context 

that determines the outcome. In the absence of information about a particular 

intervention, one cannot determine whether or not a context will be ready for it. 

Likewise, in the absence of a context, one cannot determine whether or not the 

intervention will work. The outcome is derived from the interaction – the fit. 

There is not one context that will always fail and another that can always 
succeed. In that way, context means nothing. In another way, context 
means everything. It drives almost everything. If they don’t manage to 
finely adapt themselves to the context, they will fail. Not because the 
context has the determining power of the end result. If you don’t adapt 
to the context, you are addressing the wrong problem or no problem at 

all.1150 

The fit between the context and the intervention is therefore derived from how the 

organization understands the context and responds to it, in turn hopefully influencing 

the context at which point it needs to make sure that it understands and responds to the 

new context. The BLTP was able to do this from 2002 to 2005 because of the 

characteristics described above. The knowledge and position of its national staff, 

particularly Fabien Nsengimana and Eugene Nindorera, were essential to this 

understanding and to the direction of the adaptation. And yet, the presence of 

knowledgeable “locals” is certainly insufficient. Both Nsengimana and Nindorera had to 

continuously question whether or not they were understanding the situation correctly by 

talking to participants and observers, gathering new information, and talking with their 

international colleagues. It is how the BLTP sought out information about the context and 

how it processed that information that mattered the most, in addition to a capacity and 

flexibility to act on that information to improve its programming. 
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9.3 The Challenge of New Leadership: The BLTP 2006-2011 

The election of Pierre Nkurunziza to the presidency in August 2005 was a major 

turning point for Burundi’s peace process, one that the BLTP responded to with 

systematic but not significant actions to align its intention and outcome. Only after many 

of its overtures were rejected and it began to stagnate did the organization alter its aims 

and, in some ways, its means so that it could again take significant and systematic actions 

to align with the new trends created by the integration of the FNL into the government 

and military in 2009 and the disappointing election results in 2010. 

With the election of Pierre Nkurunziza to the Burundian presidency in August 2005, 

Burundi experienced a new wave of hope. The country and its people had made it 

through a critical milestone in its peacebuilding process – Burundi’s first round of 

peaceful democratic elections since the war had begun – and had done so with great 

success. In spite of the hope created by this moment, the new direction of Burundi’s 

peacebuilding trajectory was not all hopeful. Soon after the election, Nkurunziza began 

to send very strong messages to the international community, including by expelling the 

SRSG, that he was in charge and would not be responsive to international pressure or 

directives.  

In this context, the BLTP continued to pursue its aim of “training” Burundi’s top 

leaders so that they could listen and communicate more effectively with one another. Just 

prior to the elections it had organized a workshop with the top leaders of 31 political 

parties, which produced an Electoral Code of Conduct.1151 One month after being elected 

to office, President Nkurunziza, the two Vice Presidents, and all twenty members of his 
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cabinet participated in a five-day BLTP workshop.1152 Howard Wolpe got Nkurunziza to 

agree to this workshop by reminding him that he had fought hard, if unsuccessfully, to 

get the CNDD-FDD included in the Arusha process.1153 Wolpe had hoped that the 

training of Nkurunziza’s cabinet – the BLTP’s highest-level training to date – would set 

the stage for further workshops with the new government, so that these new leaders 

could achieve the same degree of collaboration as Burundi’s transitional leaders had.  

Wolpe and his team failed to question whether the new government would be as 

receptive to the BLTP’s approach or even to the BLTP team itself as the Transitional 

National Government had been. As the new government demonstrated in repeated 

interactions with the international community, it did not want to be “taught” or lectured 

by anyone.1154 Wolpe and his team were viewed as being allied with the old regime and 

with the parties to the Arusha Agreement, not with this new generation of leaders. Even 

if many of these leaders had participated in the BLTP workshops during Burundi’s 

transitional period, they were not nearly as open to participating in them now.1155  

Although the BLTP took immediate action to respond to the opportunity presented 

by the election of the new government in August 2005, by organizing a workshop with 

this government, it did not easily adjust to the new peacebuilding climate. The BLTP took 

systematic actions to achieve its aims of reconciling Burundi’s leadership class, but it did 

not take significant actions. It continued its previous approach, using its previous means, 

hoping that they would continue to breed the desired outcomes. 

In 2006, the BLTP began to enter a more stagnant phase in relation to the Burundian 

peace process. The new government felt that it should co-opt much of the previous work 
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that had been done by NGOs, and was not open to non-financial support.1156 The 

government itself began to stagnate. Fierce battles raged in Parliament. Good 

communication and cooperation were again in short supply. The political situation 

significantly decreased the BLTP’s opportunities to work with Burundi’s leadership. 

During Burundi’s transitional period, the BLTP had been made up of the right people, 

with the right approach, at the right time. Granted, getting all of the participants to the 

table took an enormous amount of footwork by the BLTP team, but they showed up.1157 

In this new phase in Burundi’s transition, it was not clear that the BLTP had the right 

aims, timing, or people to make this happen, or that it was even possible in the current 

political context.  

Several observers viewed the BLTP approach as a short-term effort, not one that 

could be consistently applied for many years: “These projects can be selectively very 

useful contributions, but you have to get your aims, your timing, and your counterparts 

right, and you have to be patient and engage over several years.”1158 Others argued that 

it was precisely BLTP-type of dialogue and open communication that was most needed 

in the post-election phase, to ensure that the gains in the peace process were not lost.1159 

But the BLTP’s experience in 2006 and 2007 showed that either there was no willingness 

among the country’s top leadership for this type of approach, or the BLTP team was no 

longer the right team to do it.  

In this increasingly unripe context, the BLTP continued to implement its projects 

with the newly-integrated Burundian army and initiated a new project with the newly-

formed Burundian National Police. It organized a largely unsuccessful training with the 
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new Parliament in 2006 and continued to knock at the door of the Presidency.1160 In all of 

these initiatives, the BLTP took systematic actions to improve its capacity to achieve the 

desired outcomes. Nonetheless, its programming was unable to influence the overall 

peacebuilding trajectory in Burundi – and the leaders that the high-level leaders that the 

BLTP had aimed to influence. Its work with the police and military was certainly relevant 

to the evolving peacebuilding trajectory, and incorporated analysis and understanding of 

that context, but was also stymied by the lack of political progress and infighting.1161 

In 2006 and most of 2007, the inability of the BLTP to achieve the degree of success 

that it had achieved during Burundi’s transitional period forced an informal 

organizational change process. The organization was no longer an international NGO – 

zipping in and out of Bujumbura to run trainings – but had been transformed into a 

hybrid organization: a national NGO who always implemented projects in collaboration 

with international NGOs or IOs.1162 Because this organization was now concerned with 

its own sustainability in Burundi, and sustainable work and salaries for its staff, it was 

forced to reconsider both its aims and its means.1163 It looked for new partners other than 

Wolpe’s Woodrow Wilson Center for International Scholars (WIICS), began to initiate 

projects that addressed other levels of leadership – community leaders, women, etc… - 

and tried to diversify its training.1164  

In late 2007, the BLTP managed once again to convene a group of key leaders for a 

three-day workshop to help break a deadlock in Parliament.1165 It also began to 

collaborate on a new initiative that had more sustainable interactions with top-level 
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leadership and engaged them in an open process of dialogue: BINUB’s Cadre de 

Dialogue process. As the lead facilitator for the dialogue among political parties, Fabien 

Nsengimana built on the BLTP’s previous work with Burundi’s political parties and Liz 

McClintock came in to help BINUB design the Cadre de Dialogue’s methodology, which 

was related to but less prescriptive than the BLTP’s original methodology. Through this 

work, the BLTP also strengthened its partnership with the Netherlands Institute for 

Multiparty Democracy, with whom it had collaborated on the earlier parliamentary 

workshop.1166 The BLTP also began to branch out through other partnerships with 

international NGOs, including Dutch Cordaid to train formal leaders at the grassroots, 

building on the approach developed by the CBLP.1167 It collaborated, once again, with 

WWICS on a new project with the Ministry of Education to offer conflict resolution 

training to youth in schools.1168 

In its resurgence, the BLTP maintained its focus on leadership and “Getting to Yes” 

methods, but began to significantly broaden its definition of a leader and its purpose of 

working with leaders. The BLTP’s new approach and the weight that its actions carried 

were a few steps removed from its original vision and prominence during the transitional 

period. The BLTP was designed specifically for Burundi’s transitional phase, and still 

seems to have been most relevant to that period. 

In all honesty this is not about leadership training. This is about breaking 
down barriers between people so that they are able to address their 
problems jointly. It is interest-based negotiations. It is making people 
understand that they are not going to progress if they don’t get along. 
That is an element of leadership. Our objective wasn’t the training of 
leaders. It was taking leaders who are in this position via history and 
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making them better able to work together. Or else, the country doesn’t 

progress.1169 

In 2007 and 2008, the BLTP was clearly morphing into a different type of 

organization with an altered goal and some altered means. It became a specialized 

Burundian conflict resolution, leadership training, facilitation organization that 

collaborated with international NGOs in most of its activities. To maintain its budget, it 

had to be much more opportunistic in relation to funding opportunities and had less 

leverage and funding to be opportunistic in relation to the evolving peacebuilding 

process. That said, through its partnerships, it remained an important player in ongoing 

dialogue efforts, however fruitless, with Burundi’s top leaders. 

Following this vein, the BLTP made significant and systematic efforts to conduct 

workshops with the FNL and the CNDD-FDD in 2009 after the FNL began integrating 

into the government and the military. In spite of getting the FNL to the table, the CNDD-

FDD refused to fully engage in the dialogue.1170 Likewise, after the sour turn of the 2010 

election cycle, the BLTP met repeatedly with key political actors to try and find a solution 

to the standoff between the opposition and the CNDD-FDD, to no success.1171 The Cadre 

de Dialogue project had transformed into a Permanent Forum for Political Parties.1172 

The BLTP worked hard, in collaboration with its Dutch partner, to sustain this forum. 

But, the number of participants gradually declined and the fora became useless without 

the involvement of key political players.1173 

Unlike in 2006, when the BLTP’s efforts at facilitating dialogue among Burundi’s 

top-level leadership did not pan out, the organization did not stagnate. It cut its losses, 
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abandoned fruitless efforts, and increased its work on two new projects – a Community-

Based Democracy project, in collaboration with NIMD, and a women’s leadership 

project, in collaboration with Cordaid.1174 The BLTP had taken systematic and significant 

action to align its peacebuilding aims and outcomes with the evolving Burundian 

context, in large part by altering these aims and realizing when its efforts were fruitless.  

9.3.1 THE CHALLENGE AND OPPORTUNITY OF CHANGE 

What explains the BLTP’s stagnation soon after the August 2005 elections and its 

resurgence in 2008 and 2009? Can it simply be explained by changes in the context, or 

were there changes in the way that the BLTP interacted with the context that mattered? 

What happens to an organization that is custom-designed for a particular context when 

that context changes? 

Soon after the August 2005 elections, the weaknesses of the BLTP’s approach began 

to show. The BLTP had trained 95 leaders at its initial three Ngozi workshops, but had 

been unable to follow up with many of these people and the network that it created to 

bring them together was largely ineffective.1175 “We have trained people, but we have 

not succeeded in following them to see how they have applied it.”1176  

The initial Ngozi workshops did lead to arguably the BLTP’s most successful 

peacebuilding interventions – those that supported the peaceful integration of former 

rebel groups and the Burundian Army into a new force – the FDN. That said, the BLTP’s 

support for the FDN could only go so far. Once it had helped willing individuals to 

change their own outlook, it could of course not control what individuals did with this 
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training. It could also not guarantee that the military had the necessary funding to train 

and reinforce the training of the entire FDN.1177  

The BLTP intervened at the individual level. It supported individual change. When 

several individuals within one organization were trained, this could begin to create a 

critical mass that could reinforce this behavior.1178 The BLTP trained a cadre of trainers 

in the military to reinforce these skills, but this was only one input that influenced the 

FDN’s functioning and behavior. The BLTP’s impact would always be determined by 

what individuals and groups did with the skills and awareness that the BLTP 

“experience” gave them.1179 Over time and as new actors entered the scene who had not 

been through the BLTP training, the application of the BLTP techniques began to 

dissipate.1180 The BLTP was always willing to help out and provide further training, but 

the funding and capacity were not always available.1181 

BLTP staff and several participants argue that the BLTP approach needs to be 

reinforced and sustained over a long time.1182 Change takes time.1183 And yet, the BLTP 

operates from project to project, grant to grant. This is an important manifestation of its 

external accountability. Even if the grants begin at an opportune time, they may not end 

at an opportune time.  

Unlike Care Burundi, the BLTP does not continue to work with the same 

communities, or organizations, over a long period of time. They worked with the military 

for over three years, which was enabled by the military’s relative institutional 
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stability.1184 But, in several other cases the Burundian institutions were in such flux that 

it was not possible for the BLTP to work with them sustainably over more than a 

year.1185 That said, it is unclear that the BLTP has the capacity necessary to continue 

working with the same organizations. Once people are trained in the BLTP methodology, 

they do not simply need more training in the methodology but need to be able to apply 

the methods and create new relationships and institutions with these methods. Plus, in a 

rapidly changing context, the same target groups may not be relevant to the 

peacebuilding context, or BLTP’s aims, over a long period of time.  

With the BLTP’s shift over to a national organization that collaborated with 

international NGOs and donors, its capacity to get out in front of donor demand shifted. 

The BLTP could no longer set the agenda as easily as it could when Howard Wolpe was 

its front man. It maintained high levels of discussion with beneficiaries, but did not 

consult as widely within the international community or with donors. It began to be 

viewed more as a service-provider to international NGOs, donors, and IOs. Thus, while it 

maintained its same values on the accountability routines variable – external/significant 

and representative beneficiary dialogue – the balance between the two began to shift and 

it became more reliant on the agendas of its external collaborators and partners. That 

said, it developed highly collaborative and learning relationships with these 

collaborators – systematically acting to align to improve their projects and continuously 

attempting to work with key leaders in Burundi’s peacebuilding process, whether 

successfully or not.1186  

The context and political players in Burundi had changed, and the BLTP was not as 

central to the peacebuilding process as it once had been. It eventually recognized and 
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changed its approach, but the context continued to be a challenging one for the BLTP. 

That said, in such a challenging context where political space was being reduced and 

many of the gains of the peace process were being lost, the continued work of the BLTP 

may be even more important. As with many of the peacebuilding interventions before 

the signature of the Arusha Agreement in 2001, these efforts may help to plant seeds and 

give hope in increasingly depressing times. If the BLTP were only an international NGO, 

it may have already stopped its work in Burundi. Instead, as a national NGO that 

collaborates with international NGOs, it provides a rare vehicle through which 

international actors can work on peacebuilding in Burundi. 

The BLTP has maintained its approach to non-defensive and valid learning behavior 

during this period, although it did not benefit from the same degree of external 

evaluation as it did during its first few years of existence. As a result, the organization 

primarily engages in learning about how to improve its individual projects, but does not 

get a great deal of feedback about how it may need to alter its overall approach, aims, or 

means.  

The self-evaluation is fine, but sometimes you have your own blinders 
on so that you don’t see that it’s not working. Sometimes you don’t 
interpret the information correctly and you don’t see what you need to 

see. That’s why having an external evaluator is very important.1187 

The BLTP has maintained its peacebuilding organizational frame and knowledge-

laden routines, although it has widened the frame to include other opportunities that 

focus on grassroots leadership, women, and youth. It continues to try and work with 

highest-level leadership, but the current political context and how these actors view the 

BLTP have made this very difficult. The current leadership sees the BLTP as having been 

something for Burundi’s old leadership, not for its current crop.1188 The BLTP has 

                                                           

1187 BLTP staff member (B4), interview. 

1188 Ibid. 
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widened its skill base a bit, but still remains circumscribed largely to the Harvard 

Negotiation Project’s methodology, its own version of leadership development, and the 

dialogue approaches applied in the Cadre de Dialogue. While these techniques are 

broadly applicable, they are also limited. They focus on individual and inter-group 

change and do not include techniques to take this change to the next level – 

organizational, institutional, or cultural. Like all of the case studies analyzed here, the 

BLTP’s knowledge-laden routines and frames are, on the one hand, their area of expertise 

and, on the other hand, inhibit them from making significant contributions to goals that 

reach beyond this expertise. 

In spite of the obvious challenges that the BLTP has faced during this period, and in 

the current Burundian context, the organization came back from a post-2005 period of 

stagnation and reinvented itself as a relevant and highly skilled national NGO. It 

maintained a highly reflective approach to its own work and continuously attempted to 

influence Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory. When its efforts were stymied, it changed 

course and applied its techniques to groups and individuals who were more receptive, 

all the while maintaining a perspective as to how these efforts could contribute to 

Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory.  

If the BLTP had altered its composition to include more representatives from the 

CNDD-FDD camp, would it have been able to make a bigger impact on the peace 

process? There is no way of knowing. The CNDD-FDD did reluctantly engage in the 

Cadre de Dialogue sessions, and several CNDD-FDD spoke very highly of the BLTP’s 

approach, but the ruling party maintained very little openness to dialogue efforts. Wolpe, 

up until his death in October 2011, maintained close contact with Pierre Nkurunziza and 

continued to discuss options to increase dialogue within his government and between his 
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government and the opposition.1189 Nsengimana did the same through his contacts. 

Given their continued dialogue with Burundi’s leadership, it is unclear to what extent a 

change in the BLTP’s leadership would have made a difference. The context may simply 

require less direct dialogue and peacebuilding efforts. 

Would more flexible peacebuilding funding have made a difference for the BLTP’s 

approach during this period? Highly flexible funding that was not constrained to one 

project would certainly have given the organization more freedom to pursue exactly the 

type of projects it wanted to do. It may have even led to a greater impact of its 

interventions during this period. It certainly would have taken some pressure off of the 

BLTP team to develop new partnerships, but this would have also reduced the capacity 

of the organization to improve its capacity and knowledge through these partnerships. 

That said, with enough money it could have brought in additional actors and partners 

who would have also increased its capacity.  

The grants that the BLTP did receive were not completely inflexible. The BLTP was 

able to work with its partners to alter the timeframe, discontinue failing projects, and 

adapt its approach to changing circumstances.1190 For NGO project funding, this may be 

as flexible as donor funding gets. The BLTP and its partners were very adept at 

managing donor expectations and getting as much flexibility as possible from their 

regulations, and were therefore largely not stymied by restrictions on how the money 

could or could not be used in relation to a particular project. In sum, the BLTP’s highly 

adaptive approach that was firmly grounded in Burundi’s peacebuilding context 

combined with its excellent reputation to enable it to systematically act to align in 

relation to critical junctures in the peacebuilding process and in relation to its ongoing 

                                                           

1189 BLTP Staff Member (B10), interview. 

1190 Ibid. 
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projects and to work within donor constraints to ensure some flexibility in all of its 

projects.  

9.4 Conclusion 

The BLTP case falsifies the ideal-type theory presented in Chapter 2. The BLTP has 

significant dialogue with a representative group of stakeholders, defensive and valid 

learning behavior, and a high degree of peacebuilding knowledge and focus. Even with 

these characteristics, it is unable to recognize that its overall approach and aims are no 

longer appropriate for the new phase in Burundi’s peacebuilding process ushered in by 

the 2005 elections (See Figure 9-2). But, after internal soul searching, the BLTP decides to 

diversify its programming and approach and gets back on track with the new reality in 

Burundi. 

Even though it veered off course in 2005, the BLTP is still case study organization 

that maintained the highest degree of relevance with Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory 

at the same time that it was able to continually act to align its ongoing projects with the 

relevant context. The BLTP did not have strict measures of success and failure, but had a 

clear vision of the factors that would contribute to peace in Burundi, a highly 

knowledgeable and locally-grounded team, and a pattern of consultation, reflection, and 

learning. In fact, team members argue that if the BLTP had been more focused on 

monitoring immediate results, they may have been less successful. If we are too results 

oriented “we don’t give situations like this time to play out. The secret of our success, if 

we have any, is the patience to allow the process to play itself out. It does not happen 

quickly. People only change over time.”1191 

                                                           

1191 Ibid. 
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Figure 9-2: 2X2 of the BLTP’s Values on Dependent Variable 

 

 

What does the BLTP’s experience tell us about the relationship between actions to 

align peacebuilding aims and outcomes, and actual alignment, or achievement of 

outcomes? It shows that continuous adaptation at the programmatic level will not always 

lead to alignment with the country’s peacebuilding trajectory. In many cases, the 

organization simply cannot adapt its capacity or its aims to the degree that might be 

necessary to achieve its aims after a big shift in the peacebuilding trajectory, or to help 

transfer its successes to the next level of impact (i.e., from individual to interpersonal, to 
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organizational, to institutional, to cultural). The organization may no longer have the 

right people, the right skills, or the right aims for the new phase, nor may it have the 

resources or will to alter all of these factors to better align with the context. That said, the 

BTLP shows that even in an environment that does not seem conducive to peacebuilding, 

there is important work that can be done. If an organization is willing to significantly 

alter its aims and approach, it will most likely be able to sustain its relevance to the 

peacebuilding trajectory.  

The BLTP paints a complex picture of the relationship between actions to align aims 

and outcomes and the achievement of those outcomes. On the one hand, if an 

organization continues to act to align to achieve its theory of change but does not 

question whether the theory of change fits the context, action to align is not likely to have 

a significant relationship with alignment. This is why the action to align variable talks 

about both systematic and significant actions. Significant equates with a willingness to 

alter both the organization’s aims and means, and hopefully in so doing question its 

theory of change. On the other hand, the degree to which an organization can adapt its 

aims and means is, by definition, limited. An organization has its goal, its skill set, its 

staff, and its procedures. These things define the organization. Changing them often 

equates with creating a new organization.  

Most organizations are only able to alter their aims, means, and accompanying 

procedures to a limited extent. As a result, in a dynamic and continuously changing 

context, their relevance to the peacebuilding trajectory is inevitably limited. 

Organizations cannot change as quickly as the peacebuilding context changes. Granted, 

an organization can maintain its relevance to the context by deciding not to work directly 

on peacebuilding, as the BLTP did, but to branch out to other areas of work that are less 

time sensitive: conflict resolution training, community development, women’s 

empowerment, reconstruction of physical infrastructure, etc…. But, this shift also reduces 
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its relevance to the overall peacebuilding trajectory, alters its organizational frames, and 

makes it much more difficult for the organization to maintain its relevance to the overall 

peacebuilding trajectory.  

When the context for peacebuilding in the country is improving, this continued 

relevance to the peacebuilding trajectory may seem unimportant. But, when the situation 

begins to deteriorate, as was the case in Burundi, it becomes very important because it 

begins to impact peacebuilding and non-peacebuilding programming. Development 

without political or economic freedom, and with high degrees of corruption, is unlikely 

to succeed. Community empowerment without good governance seems futile. Conflict 

resolution training in the face of increasing mistrust and violence is an uphill battle.  

A high degree of adaptation in a context that is not conducive to peacebuilding is 

likely to lead the organization to work in areas other than peacebuilding and greatly 

reduce its capacity to effectively influence the country’s peacebuilding trajectory. The 

corollary to this is that there are likely to be many fewer organizations working on 

peacebuilding when there is not a general openness for this type of work. This is not 

because there is not the demand, but because organizations doing peacebuilding cannot 

survive in such an environment where their attempts to achieve peacebuilding outcomes 

are continuously stymied. As a result, they are either likely to exit or to focus on other 

areas of work that do not directly address the country’s peacebuilding trajectory. 
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10 CROSS-CASE ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSION 

Many people make the mistake of confusing information with 
knowledge. They are not the same thing. Knowledge involves the 

interpretation of information. Knowledge involves listening.1192 

10.1 Introduction 

The causes of success and failure of international peacebuilding are poorly 

understood. “Peacebuilding is tremendously complex and prone to unanticipated 

consequences.”1193  Both scholars and practitioners of peacebuilding face an “immense 

task” of trying to untangle this complexity.1194 Most scholarly work on international 

peacebuilding has focused on several areas: the normative assumptions inherent in 

liberal peacebuilding, overall strategies and frameworks that guide peacebuilding, 

effectiveness of specific types of peacebuilding approaches, role of international 

coordination and coherence in peacebuilding effectiveness, sequencing of different types 

of peacebuilding, resonance of peacebuilding with national institutions, effect of 

peacekeeping on civil war recurrence, and concepts of peacebuilding success.1195 Very 

                                                           

1192 Henning Mankell, “The Art of Listening,” The New York Times (New York, December 10, 2011), 
sec. Opinion, http://www.nytimes.com/2011/12/11/opinion/sunday/in-africa-the-art-of-
listening.html?src=me&ref=general (accessed December 12, 2011). 
1193 Roland Paris, “Alternatives to Liberal Peace?,” in A Liberal Peace? The Problems and Practices of 
Peacebuilding (London: Zed Books, 2011), 170. 
1194 Ibid. 
1195 Michael Doyle and Nicholas Sambanis, Making War and Building Peace: United Nations Peace 
Operations (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2006); Virginia Page Fortna, “Peacekeeping and 
Democratization,” From War to Democracy (2008); Virginia Page Fortna, “Does Peacekeeping Keep 
Peace? International Intervention and the Duration of Peace and Civil War,” International Studies 
Quarterly 48 (2004): 269–292; Susan Woodward, “Do the Root Causes of Civil War Matter? On 
Using Knowledge to Improve Peacebuilding Interventions,” Journal of Intervention and Statebuilding 
1, no. 2 (2007): 143–170; Edward Newman, Roland Paris, and Oliver P. Richmond, New Perspectives 
on Liberal Peacebuilding (Tokyo: United Nations University Press, 2009); Susanna Campbell, David 
Chandler, and Meera Sabaratnam, eds., A Liberal Peace? The Problems and Practices of Peacebuilding 
(London: Zed Books, 2011); Peter Uvin, Life After Violence: A People’s Story of Burundi (London: Zed 
Books, 2009); Michael Barnett, “Building a Republican Peace: Stabilizing States after War,” 
International Security 30, no. 4 (2006): 87–112; Roland Paris, “At War’s End: Building Peace After 
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few scholars have studied the actual peacebuilding institutions: how they function, how 

they interact with the context, and why they achieve or fail to achieve their desired aims. 

The studies that exist point to pathologies that are assumed to be inherent in 

international peacebuilding but do not examine their actual occurrence in different types 

of organizations or examine their relationship to peacebuilding success.1196 This 

dissertation has aimed to help fill this significant gap in the literature.  

In this dissertation, I have asked if the different types of organizations that do 

international peacebuilding have characteristics that make them more or less likely to 

achieve their aims in a conflict-torn country. Specifically, I have studied the 

characteristics that influence the capacity of these organizations to keep up with the fast-

paced institutional change in the national institutions that peacebuilders aim to influence.  

                                                                                                                                                               

Civil Conflict” (2004); Roland Paris and Timothy D. Sisk, The Dilemmas of Statebuilding: Confronting 
the Contradictions of Postwar Peace Operations (Hoboken: Routledge, 2009); Roland Paris, 
“International peacebuilding and the  ’mission civilisatrice,” Review of International Studies 28, no. 
637–656 (2002); Roland Paris, “Peacekeeping and the constraints of global culture,” European Journal 
of International Relations 9, no. 3 (2003): 441–473; Michael Barnett and Christoph Zuercher, “The 
Peacebuilders Contract: How External State-building Reinforces Weak Statehood,” Research 
Partnership on Postwar Statebuilding (2007); Charles T. Call and Elizabeth M. Cousens, “Ending Wars 
and Building Peace: International Responses to War-Torn Societies,” International Studies 
Perspectives 9 (2008): 1–21; Cedric de Coning, “Coherence and Coordination in United Nations 
Peacebuilding and Integrated Missions: A Norwegian Perspective,” Security in Practice 5 (2007); 
Laurent Goetschel and Tobias Hagmann, “Civilian Peacebuilding: Peace by Bureaucratic Means?,” 
Conflict, Security and Development 9, no. 1 (2009): 55–73; Richard Gowan, International peace 
operations: trends and challenges, 2007; Alex de Waal, “Mission without End? Peacekeeping in the 
African Political Marketplace,” International Affairs 85, no. 1 (2009): 99–113; Gemma Collantes 
Celador, “Police Reform: Peacebuilding Through ‘Democratic Policing’?,” International Peacekeeping 
12:3 (2005): 364–376; Jock Covey, Michael J. Dziedzic, and Leonard R. Hawley, “The quest for 
viable peace�: international intervention and strategies for conflict transformation” (2005): xx, 302; 
Larissa A Fast and Reina C. Neufeldt, “Envisioning Success: Building Blocks for Strategic and 
Comprehensive Peacebuilding Impact Evaluation,” Journal of Peacebuilding & Development 2, no. 2 
(2005): 24–41; William J. Durch, Twenty-First-Century Peace Operations (Washington, D.C.: United 
States Institute of Peace and the Henry L. Stimson Center, 2006); John Paul Lederach, “Building 
Peace: Sustainable Reconciliation in Divided Societies” (1997). 
1196 Dan Smith, Towards a Strategic Framework for Peacebuilding: Getting Their Act Together 
(Brattvaag: Royal Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2004); Michael Barnett and Martha 
Finnemore, “The Politics, Power, and Pathologies of International Organizations,” International 
Organization 53, no. 4 (1999); Barnett et al., “Peacebuilding: What Is in a Name?”; Barnett and 
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Autesserre, “Hobbes and the Congo: Frames, Local Violence, and International Intervention,” 
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The primary area of consensus in the scholarly peacebuilding literature is that 

peacebuilding must be context-specific. Peacebuilding hopes to change the way that 

national institutions function, thereby reducing the avenues for violence and increasing 

the possibilities for the peaceful management of conflict. Whether “peace” is sustained 

depends on whether national institutions and individuals in the war-torn country are 

able and willing to sustain it. As a result, the literature argues, peacebuilding 

interventions should be designed to address the specific capacities in a war-torn country 

and the particular causes and manifestations of its war.1197  As the national actors, issues, 

and dynamics change, so too should the organization that aims to influence them.1198 

The organizational and institutional literature indicates that this type of adaptation and 

learning are difficult for all organizations.1199 It also suggests that they are likely to be 

particularly difficult for international peacebuilders. The incentive structure of 

international institutions engaged in peacebuilding discourages direct accountability to 

the context, instead focusing on upward accountability to donors, politicians, and other 

constituents outside of the war-torn country.1200 

This dissertation has asked whether the international organizations (IO), 

international non-governmental organizations (INGO), and donor aid agencies doing 

                                                           

1197 International Alert, Saferworld, and FEWER, Conflict Sensitive Approaches to Development, 
Humanitarian Assistance and Peacebuilding: A Resource Pack; Campbell, “When Process Matters: The 
Potential Implications of Organizational Learning for Peacebuilding Success”; PBPS, “United 
Nations Peacekeeping Operations: Principles and Guidelines,” Peacekeeping Best Practices Section, 
Division of Policy, Evaluation and Training, Department of Peacekeeping Operations, UN Secretariat 
(2008): 53. 
1198 International Alert, Saferworld, and FEWER, Conflict Sensitive Approaches to Development, 
Humanitarian Assistance and Peacebuilding: A Resource Pack; Campbell, “When Process Matters: The 
Potential Implications of Organizational Learning for Peacebuilding Success”; PBPS, “United 
Nations Peacekeeping Operations: Principles and Guidelines.” 
1199 Barbara Levitt and James G. March, “Organizational Learning,” Annual Review of Sociology 14 
(1988): 319–340; James G. March, “The Pursuit of Organizational Intelligence” (1999); Chris Argyris, 
On Organizational Learning (Cambridge: Blackwell Publishers, 1992); Ariane Berthoin Antal, Uwe 
Lenhardt, and Rolf Rosenbrock, “Barriers to Organizational Learning,” in Handbook of 
Organizational Learning and Knowledge, ed. Meinolf Dierkes et al. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
2001). 
1200 Gibson et al., The Samaritan’s Dilemma: The Political Economy of Development Aid. 
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peacebuilding are able to adapt to big changes in a country’s war-to-peace transition and 

also how this influences their peacebuilding effectiveness. An organization’s capacity to 

adapt its aims, approach, and programming to important changes in a country’s war-to-

peace trajectory would seem to be the threshold for influencing that trajectory.1201 I 

studied five different types of peacebuilding organizations operating in Burundi from 

1999 to 2011 with the aim of generating a theory that could be generalizable to other 

similar organizations doing international peacebuilding work in other war-torn 

countries. After all, most organizations have a standard set of operating procedures, 

guidelines, and routines that influence their behavior in similar ways in each country 

where they work. 

I found that most of the case studies had great difficulty keeping up with the big 

changes in Burundi’s war-to-peace transition. The rate of change in Burundi’s war-to-

peace transition was too fast-paced for these slow-moving international bureaucracies. 

None of the five organizations studied was able to alter its aims and approach in 

response to the six big new trends in Burundi’s peacebuilding process. The one 

organization that came closest was the Burundi Leadership Training Program (BLTP) – a 

small conflict-resolution INGO that was designed and built specifically to address the 

challenges faced during Burundi’s transitional phase (2001–2005). The other four 

organizations moved in and out of alignment with Burundi’s peacebuilding context, 

often unaware of whether they were making progress toward their own peacebuilding 

aims.  

All of the case study organizations hoped to contribute to peace in Burundi, but few 

were able to articulate exactly how they would do this or measure whether they had 

achieved their goals. Assessing their contribution to such a vague and undefined concept 

                                                           

1201 I would like to thank Diana Chigas for her assistance with this framing of the issue. 
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as “peace” was overwhelming for most staff. Most seemingly feasible aims seemed sorely 

inadequate given their hopes of establishing and consolidating peace in Burundi within a 

few years. This helped to reinforce a general culture in the international community in 

Burundi where organizations assumed that they were making a contribution to the 

determinants of peace, but rarely understood exactly what their contribution was. Their 

failure to articulate the path to their peacebuilding aims was an important barrier to the 

achievement of these aims. It encouraged most of the case study organizations to 

continue to implement their strategies and programs as planned much of the time 

without taking into account big or small changes in the Burundian institutions that they 

aimed to influence. 

But there are many surprising findings from this research. Most surprising, perhaps, 

is the fact that in spite of the significant conceptual and organizational barriers, not to 

mention the difficulty of the task, all of the case study organizations made big attempts to 

achieve their peacebuilding aims at one point or another. In these instances, the case 

study organizations took significant and systematic actions to reduce the gap between 

their aims and outcomes in relation to big changes in Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory.  

When the cases took significant and systematic actions to align their peacebuilding 

aims and outcomes at both the strategic and programming levels, they had several 

common characteristics. They were committed to peacebuilding. They saw it as the most 

important thing that they were doing and focused a lot of their resources on doing it. The 

case study organizations’ leadership, at these points in time, was also committed to 

peacebuilding. These leaders were willing to support often risky and innovative 

programming and cajole the organization into enabling it. The staff who were 

implementing these peacebuilding activities often worked in teams that combined a deep 

understanding of the particular Burundian institutions with knowledge of how to design 

and implement good peacebuilding programming. In most of these cases, these teams 
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tried to obtain regularly valid information about their contribution to their aims and 

discussed this information openly and without defensiveness. In these discussions, they 

worked on learning how they could improve their programming based on this 

information.  

The one case study that maintained this degree of alignment with Burundi’s 

peacebuilding trajectory during four separate phases, the BLTP, also engaged in regular 

discussions with a wide range of individuals and groups who had a stake in the outcome 

of its projects (i.e., stakeholders). In addition, when it got off course, it benefitted from 

organizational change processes that enabled it to realign with the new context and 

reduce the gap between its peacebuilding aims and its impact on Burundi’s 

peacebuilding context.   

When the case study organizations were able to align their aims, approach, and 

programming with new trends in Burundi’s war-to-peace trajectory, they were also more 

likely to be successful at achieving their peacebuilding aims or at least making an 

important contribution to them. The organizations’ rates of demonstrable peacebuilding 

success were higher in these instances than they were in the instances when the 

organizations were unresponsive to new dynamics, actors, and issues. But because most 

organizations did not systematically monitor their peacebuilding outcomes, it is not 

possible to determine exactly what happened in the cases where there are insufficient 

data. That said, if an organization does not have any feedback on the effectiveness of its 

peacebuilding programming, staff will not be incentivized or supported to continuously 

improve this type of programming.  

The findings from this dissertation present a new way of looking at peacebuilding 

and the capacity of international IOs, INGOs, and government aid agencies to do it 

effectively. Without consideration for the particular context in which an organization 

works, one cannot judge the probability of whether an organization will be effective at 
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peacebuilding. It is the fit between the organization and the particular phase in a 

country’s war-to-peace transition that matters. For most organizations, this fit will be 

difficult to maintain as trends in the country change. As a result, most organizations may 

be able to do effective peacebuilding only for a short amount of time. The requirements 

of peacebuilding change so quickly over a short period of time that, in most cases, one 

external organization will not have the variety of skills or national connections necessary 

for it to maintain its relevance to the peacebuilding context throughout several big shifts 

in a country’s war-to-peace transition.  

The findings from this dissertation make an important contribution to the literature 

on peacebuilding effectiveness as well as efforts to improve peacebuilding practice. The 

theory built in this dissertation provides a framework for understanding the 

organizational characteristics shared by all international peacebuilding institutions and 

how these shape their likely behavior in different conflict environments. Nonetheless, for 

this theory to be fully generalizable, it will need to be tested in other countries and with 

other organizations. Interviews that I conducted with headquarters staff and evaluations 

of the case study organizations’ work in other countries confirmed that many of the 

factors that influence the organizations’ behavior in Burundi also influence their behavior 

in other countries where they do peacebuilding work. But only further study into the 

interaction of additional peacebuilding organizations with other war-to-peace transitions 

will provide robust evidence of the generalizability of this theory.  

The findings from this dissertation also have a potentially important contribution 

for the international relations literature concerned with the degree of agency possessed 

by IOs, INGOs, and donor aid agencies. To what degree are these organizations’ 

outcomes at the country level explained by the efforts and decisions made by the field-

based country office as opposed to the principals of these organizations? These findings 
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may also contribute to the broader debate on institutional change and organizational 

learning in the political science and sociological literature. 

In the next section, I synthesize the case study findings and discuss how they test 

the original ideal-type theory that I outlined in Chapter 2. I then present a revised theory 

that I developed through the case studies. This is followed by a synthesis of the 

implications of this theory for different types of peacebuilding organizations and for 

peacebuilding effectiveness. Finally, I close this chapter by outlining several further areas 

of research that build on these findings. 

10.2 Theory Testing 

This dissertation aimed to build a theory that describes the way that different types 

of international peacebuilding institutions interact with countries emerging from war 

and violent conflict. To do this, I first developed an ideal-type theory describing the 

organizational characteristics that would enable these organizations to maintain their 

relevance to a country’s war-to-peace transition. Then I tested this theory in Burundi over 

a thirteen-year period with five different types of international peacebuilding 

institutions. I presented my detailed organizational case studies in the previous five 

chapters. In this section, I synthesize the implications that the case studies have for the 

ideal-type theory.  

10.2.1 RATIONALE FOR RESEARCH DESIGN AND IDEAL-TYPE THEORY 

This dissertation set out to understand why some peacebuilding activities work and 

some do not. Based on my work experience for the UN in Burundi, evaluation of other 

peacebuilding activities, and study of the peacebuilding literature, I knew that success 

and failure could not be explained by the conflict context alone. The way that intervening 

organizations interacted with a conflict context also had to play a role.  
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To differentiate between the contribution of the intervening organization and that of 

the conflict context, I had to control for the context and isolate the actions of the 

intervening organization. To control for the context, I decided to study several different 

organizations in one country: Burundi. The methods chapter (Chapter 3) explains the 

logic for the selection of both the organizations and the country.  

To focus on the contribution of the intervening organization to peacebuilding 

success, I decided to study the type and intensity of actions that an organization took in 

response to the context and to try to understand what organizational factors contributed 

to these actions. Then, within the constraints of the data that I could obtain on 

peacebuilding success, I analyzed the relationship between these actions and instances of 

successful peacebuilding. Successful peacebuilding is defined here as a contribution to a 

key event or trend in a country’s peacebuilding process and/or the achievement of an 

organization’s peacebuilding objective (see Chapter 3 for a further explanation).   

After a review of the literature on organizational adaptation and learning, 

international aid, and peacebuilding, I developed an ideal-type theory. The theory 

answers this question: If an organization were to be able to systematically act to correct 

misalignment between its peacebuilding aims and outcomes, what characteristics would 

it have? The theory is this: Three organizational characteristics are necessary and jointly 

sufficient for an organization to take significant and systematic action to reduce the gap between 

its peacebuilding aims and outcomes:  

1) Downward Accountability Routines (versus upward accountability routines) – 
Downward accountability routines and corresponding incentive mechanisms 
reward staff for systematically detecting and correcting significant gaps between 
peacebuilding aims and outcomes; 

2) Integrated Peacebuilding Knowledge-laden Routines and Frames (versus non-
peacebuilding knowledge-laden routines and frames) – The organization’s core 
knowledge-laden routines and conceptual frames combine political/conflict 
resolution and humanitarian/development knowledge; and 

3) Non-defensive and Valid Learning Behavior (versus defensive learning behavior) – 
The organization’s staff systematically seek valid information about the 
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relationship between peacebuilding aims and outcomes and process information 
in non-defensive way.  

 

Ideally, downward accountability routines would encourage staff to act on 

information about their interaction with the context; integrated peacebuilding 

knowledge-laden routines and frames would give them the skill and focus necessary to 

react in a way that would reduce the gap between their aims and outcomes; and non-

defensive and valid learning behavior would encourage staff to gather information about 

their interaction with the context and come up with creative solutions to increase the 

alignment between their aims and outcomes. 

10.2.2 TESTING THE IDEAL-TYPE THEORY 

None of the case studies examined in this dissertation maintained their relevance to 

Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory over the entire thirteen-year period under study. The 

BLTP case, which was the only case with positive values on each of the original 

independent variables, therefore falsified the ideal-type theory. The other four cases 

tested four other potential combinations of the variables, providing a basis for 

counterfactual analysis. Some organizations in the case studies took significant and 

systematic actions to align with a new trend in Burundi’s war-to-peace trajectory but 

were unable to sustain this alignment once project implementation began. Other 

organizations were unable to align with the overall trajectory but took significant actions 

at the project level to adjust the design and approach to the particular context. Most 

organizations were a mix of the two. 

The organizational frame and leadership in each case study seemed to play the most 

significant role in determining an organization’s response to Burundi’s peacebuilding 

trajectory. They determined what the organizations thought was important and, 

therefore, what they responded to. Feedback from beneficiaries and other stakeholders, 
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open learning behavior, and relevant peacebuilding programming knowledge helped the 

organizations to adjust their programming once it was under way but did not ensure that 

the programming or overall approach were adjusted in response to big changes in 

Burundi’s peacebuilding process. A peacebuilding organizational frame and 

entrepreneurial leadership were necessary for this adjustment. A significant 

organizational change process and flexible peacebuilding money could help an 

organization make this shift when its organizational frame and accountability routines 

indicated that it had an interest in doing so. 

10.2.2.1 The Burundi Leadership Training Program 

Only the BLTP came close to aligning with Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory over 

the thirteen-year period under study (see Figure 10-1). It took significant, systematic 

actions to align with four out of five of the new phases in Burundi’s peacebuilding 

process. The BLTP was not operational in Burundi for the first phase. Once its projects 

were under way, the BLTP attempted to maintain their relevance to the evolving context 

by tweaking the way they were implemented and who was involved.  

The BLTP case study was the only one that tested the ideal type theory. According 

to the initial assessment that I did for the case selection, it was the only case study that 

had positive values on each of the independent variables under study. It had downward 

accountability routines, political and conflict resolution knowledge-laden routines and 

frames, and non-defensive and valid learning behavior. The other four case studies had 

other values on each of these variables, which allowed me to do a counter-factual 

analysis of my theory (see Chapter 3 for a more detailed description of the criteria for 

case selection). 

The BLTP case study shows that the independent variables in the ideal-type theory 

are insufficient for an organization to take significant and systematic action to reduce the 



 

gap between its peacebuilding aims and outcomes.

organizational change process to reorient its focus to the new environment ushered in by 

the 2005 elections. This organizational change process established the BLTP as a hybrid 

local-international organization. To survive in its new form, the BLTP decided to 

diversify the groups of people whom it trained and to integrate some new training 

techniques into its portfolio. Throughout the entire period, BLTP’s leadership was 

entrepreneurial in its search for new opportunities and committed to contributing to 

peace in Burundi.     

Figure 10-1: BLTP’s actions to align aims, approaches, and programming

peacebuilding trajectory 
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10.2.2.2 UN Missions to Burundi: UNOB, ONU

The UN Missions, which included UNOB, ONUB, BINUB, and BNUB, took 

significant and systematic actions to align with Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory five 

out of six times (see Figure 10

together with the UN Missions in Burundi to monitor the peacebuilding trajectory 

closely. In anticipation of or response to critical junctures in this process, the mandate 

and resources of each consecutive UN Mission were adjusted. In five out of six case

adjustment reduced the gap between the particular UN Mission’s peacebuilding aims 

and perceived outcomes. In 2010, the adjustment actually reduced the capacity of the 

new UN Mission – BNUB –

Figure 10-2: UNOB’s, ONUB’s, BINUB’s, and BNUB’s actions to align aims, approaches, and 

programming with Burundi's peacebuilding trajectory
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and ONUB in 2005 – the mission’s entrepreneurial leadership and highly skilled staff 

saved the day, employing all of their resources to coerce the UN’s heavy bureaucracy 

into responding to Burundi’s changing context. Although the UN Missions did not have 

a culture of reflection on their interventions or significant dialogue with a representative 

group of stakeholders in their work, in both of these instances the mission’s predominant 

organizational frame was peacebuilding, and its staff knew how to implement the 

particular type of peacebuilding programming required. The fact that the organizations 

had defensive learning behavior, did not attempt to monitor their outcomes or impact, 

and were predominantly accountable to the UN Secretariat in New York and to the 

Burundian government did not seem to matter in these two instances. 

10.2.2.3 UNDP 

The UNDP) altered its aims and approach in response to three big changes in 

Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory in 1999, 2005, and 2009 (see Figure 10-3). In each of 

these cases, UNDP had a predominantly peacebuilding frame. In the first instance, in 

response to the lifting of the 1999 regional embargo, UNDP began intense advocacy for 

the resumption of aid to Burundi on the grounds that it was necessary for the attainment 

of peace. This peacebuilding aim corresponded with UNDP’s accountability routines that 

prioritized fundraising by country offices. In the latter two cases, UNDP collaborated 

very closely with a UN Mission (i.e., ONUB and BINUB) in its response and was to some 

degree integrated within that mission. Its collaboration with ONUB and BINUB gave 

UNDP a clear peacebuilding frame and provided the leadership and money necessary to 

align its aim and approach with the new peacebuilding trend. For the other three critical 

junctures in Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory, UNDP lacked an overall peacebuilding 

frame. It focused instead on development, its primary mandate.  



 

At the programming level, UNDP did not systematically attempt to maintain the 

relevance of its peacebuilding projects with the context. There were several instances 

where UNDP projects were relevant to the context and did maintain this relevance 

to the skill of a few individuals 

majority of projects across the entire thirteen

dependent. They set out on the trajectory prescribed in their plan and did not adjust their 

plan or approach in response to feedback from the context. UNDP’s lack of knowl

and training in peacebuilding, defensive learning behavior, leadership that was 

committed to development and not peacebuilding, and accountability routines that 

prioritized spending money over delivering impact all discouraged staff from interacting 

with Burundi’s changing context and left them ill

peacebuilding.  

Figure 10-3: UNDP’s actions to align aims, approaches, and programming with Burundi's 

peacebuilding trajectory 
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at the country level. It was only able to respond to requests by country offices for support 
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with conflict analysis, program design, and strategy development. It was not able to help 

the country offices alter their skill sets and routines to ensure that its projects were 

relevant to the changes in their target institutions. UNDP’s development frame and focus 

on raising and spending money largely prevented BCPR from mainstreaming conflict 

prevention and peacebuilding throughout UNDP’s programs. BCPR staff report that the 

country offices that were most successful at peacebuilding or conflict prevention had 

leadership and donors who were committed to that approach.1202 

10.2.2.4 UK DFID 

DFID’s Burundi office was established in 2002, partly in response to the 

inauguration of the transitional government in November 2001. In this instance and in 

2003, DFID took significant and systematic actions to align its overall aims and approach 

with critical junctures in Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory (see Figure 10-4). After the 

new government was elected in 2005, DFID shifted its focus to development 

programming, even though the country was still engaged in a war with the FNL rebel 

group and the new government was inexperienced. Between 2005 and 2011, DFID did 

not attempt to align with Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory. In fact, in 2010, it 

announced that it would withdraw its aid program from Burundi on the grounds that it 

had succeeded in helping to set the stage for trade cooperation. 

                                                           

1202 UNDP Staff Person (UP5), New York, March 1, 2010. 



 

Figure 10-4: DFID’s actions to align aims, approaches, and programming with Burundi’s 

peacebuilding trajectory 

At the programmatic level, DFID took systematic actions to mainta

of its projects and programs between 2002 and 2005 but had abandoned these efforts by 

2009. Between 2002 and 2004, DFID’s office in Burundi focused primarily on 

peacebuilding and was given a pot of flexible money to support this work. Once

development cooperation with Burundi began in 2005, it continued to engage in a few 

peacebuilding projects under the framework of governance and justice programming, 

although even these programs largely took a development approach and lacked tools 

manage the poor state of Burundi’s governance and justice system. Nonetheless, staff 

attempted to maintain the relevance of these programs with the evolving peacebuilding 

context, at least until they abandoned this approach around 2009.

DFID was a trailblazer among donors in its efforts to improve aid to fragile and 

conflict-affected states. While these efforts made an impact on DFID aid to Burundi 

between 2002 and 2004, they made little difference once DFID shifted to a development 

frame in 2005. The fact that DFID Burundi did several conflict analyses, was led by 

someone who was very knowledgeable of the actors and issues in Burundi, and was 

supported by conflict advisors in London and Nairobi made little difference in DFID’s 
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approach to Burundi’s peace

DFID’s programming was not conflict

peacebuilding aim.   

10.2.2.5 CARE Burundi

Before 2003, CARE Burundi was a normal humanitarian NGO plagued by 

corruption. After 2003, the new leadership and management of CARE Burundi 

transformed the organization into one of the most respected INGOs in Burundi and one 

of the most respected offices within CARE International. To do this, CARE’s new 

leadership began an intense organization

gender makeup of its staff and developed a new program from the ground up, based on 

a real understanding of the needs and perspectives of Burundi’s rural poor. CARE 

Burundi made peacebuilding and conflict sensi

program and was well positioned to benefit from the increased donor support for 

peacebuilding in the aftermath of Burundi’s 2005 elections.

Figure 10-5: CARE Burundi’s actions to align aims, approaches, and programming w
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Despite CARE Burundi’s systematic actions to maintain the relevance of its 

peacebuilding projects in their context, it largely failed to mainstream peacebuilding or 

conflict sensitivity throughout its other projects. After 2005, it did not adjust its aims or 

approach in response to Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory. Its aim of helping all of its 

projects address a root cause of poverty – conflict and its causes – gradually faded to the 

background. It was simply not a priority for the leadership, donors, or staff, and the 

responsibility for mainstreaming this approach throughout all projects was relegated to 

the office’s conflict advisor. The office was focused on women’s empowerment and 

guided by a development frame that largely ignored the broader political context and the 

positive or negative impact that CARE’s projects could have on it. CARE Burundi’s very 

open and non-defensive learning behavior, investment in research and monitoring and 

evaluation, and presence of staff skilled in peacebuilding did not seem to make a 

difference. In 2010, the office again shifted its approach so that it could more effectively 

work with the Burundian government and engage in advocacy for women’s and 

children’s rights. Conflict sensitivity and peacebuilding were largely dropped from this 

new approach.  

10.2.3 PATTERNS IN INTERNATIONAL PEACEBUILDING IN BURUNDI 

What do the five case studies tell us about the patterns within the broader 

organizational field of international actors doing peacebuilding in Burundi? Is there a 

common pattern in how these organizations responded to Burundi’s peacebuilding 

trajectory? If organizations were responding to the context and its needs, one would 

assume so. 

The five organizations did not follow similar patterns of interaction with Burundi’s 

war-to-peace trajectory (see Figure 10-6). This is partly because each case was selected 

because it represented a common type of organization that engaged in peacebuilding. 
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The UN Missions are their own type that is only comparable to peace operations 

implemented by other IOs. UNDP represents a large IO that is mandated to do 

development but is also responsible for raising its funds from donor governments in 

country. It is not structurally comparable to any other organization, but is an important 

partner for donors and UN Missions. The BLTP is a small INGO using conflict resolution 

and dialogue techniques to support peacebuilding. It is generally in the same category as 

organizations such as International Alert, Search for Common Ground, and Accord. 

CARE is an international multi-mandate NGO and in the same category as Catholic 

Relief Services, Action Aid, Save the Children, and World Vision. DFID is a donor 

government development agency and in the same general category as the US 

Department for International Development (USAID), Swiss Development Cooperation, 

Belgian Development Cooperation, French Development Cooperation, Dutch 

Development Cooperation, German Development Cooperation, and the development 

arms of other OECD countries. 

10.2.3.1 Patterns of interaction: the emergence of types of peacebuilding 

institutions 

 DFID focused on peacebuilding before 2005, but not afterward. Although DFID 

wanted to support peacebuilding programming, it was most committed to the Aid 

Effectiveness Agenda, which required that it align its programming with the 

government’s development priorities as soon as possible. CARE and UNDP, both 

dependent on donor governments for most of their funding, started to focus on 

peacebuilding after 2005 when other donors increased their funding for this type of 

work. Then they steadily moved away from peacebuilding to focus on development, 

their core area of work. The BLTP was most aligned with Burundi’s transition prior to the 

2005 elections, when government was still open to “leadership training.” In fact, the 
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BLTP is the only organization studied that did not take significant and systematic actions 

to align its aims and approach with the new trends triggered by the 2005 elections. It 

assumed that it was still on the right track. But the new government was not interested in 

the BLTP’s support. After 2005, the BLTP struggled to find its relevance in the post-

transition context and found a role in the integration of the Burundian National Defense 

Forces (FDN) and in providing support to the UN Mission’s (BINUB’s) peacebuilding 

efforts. It was no longer a powerful actor on its own, but could work with other actors to 

have more of an impact.  

The critical turning point for all of these organizations seems to have been the 2005 

elections, which brought a sovereign government into power and significantly changed 

the rules of the game for peacebuilding organizations. But each organization had 

different rules of the game. For the BLTP, as well as the other main international NGOs 

working on political dialogue and reconciliation in Burundi, there was much more 

funding from donors and openness within the government for their approach prior to the 

elections. Before the 2005 elections, donors had relied on INGOs such as Search for 

Common Ground, International Alert, and Africare to support small peacebuilding 

projects that they had hoped would help create a climate of reconciliation and dialogue 

in Burundi and contribute to the success of the formal Arusha process and the 

transitional government.  
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elections. In line with the Paris Principles and the overall Aid Effectiveness Agenda, 

these donors now believed that the Burundian government could and should be treated 

as a development partner. Most of these donors only had significant funds available for 

either humanitarian or development programming, and the elections signaled the shift to 

development programming.  

The country was not more stable than before the elections. The government was 

certainly not stronger, as it was now staffed by a whole new generation of leadership 

who had no prior experience with government. Burundians were not poorer, except 

perhaps for the impact of rising inflation. But that did not matter for these donors. The 

issue was that there was now a legitimate government, in donors’ eyes, and Burundi was 

no longer in a humanitarian or transitional phase. Therefore, it must be in a normal 

development phase. Other donors, such as the Swiss Political Department IV, the Dutch, 

and the UN Peacebuilding Fund (PBF) had a more nuanced approach and continued to 

provide significant funding for peacebuilding programming after the elections.  

The donors’ shift to development programming was also spurred by demands from 

the Burundian government that they make the shift. The government argued that it had 

already built peace and now just needed to consolidate it. It made it clear to donors, the 

UN, and NGOs alike that it did not want to be trained, cajoled, or coerced into behaving 

one way or another. It was now in charge. Even if the government had not driven this 

message home, the international community would likely have responded similarly. The 

Burundian government’s approach just highlighted the international community’s 

powerlessness to make the Burundian government do anything that it did not wish to do.  

Before the 2005 elections, donors could use the promise of renewed development 

cooperation to incentivize the transitional government to implement reforms or 

participate in negotiations. Once the elections had taken place, donors were eager to 

reward Burundians for their successful transitional phase and help ensure that Burundi 
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continued to be a success. But once they made a commitment to supporting Burundi in 

its post-election trajectory, they lost much of their leverage. Now they were dependent 

on the Burundian government to produce plans, develop policies, and approve their 

visas. Donors had tied their own success to their capacity to spend money in Burundi, 

not to reform institutions or build capacity. As a result, the Burundian government now 

held the keys to their success. 

For the UN Missions, the situation was similar, although it had arguably less agency 

than the donor governments did. Immediately after it came into office, the new 

government expelled ONUB’s Special Representative of the Secretary-General (SRSG), 

Carolyn McAskie, and then her Deputy, Nureldin Satti, the acting SRSG. In 2009, it 

expelled BINUB’s Executive Representative of the Secretary General (ERSG), Youssef 

Mahmoud. With these actions, the Burundian government reminded the UN that it was 

in Burundi at the permission of the government, which was also a member state of the 

UN and effectively one of its 162 bosses. As a result, the new UN Mission – BINUB – 

worked on post-conflict peacebuilding but kept a very low profile and made sure not to 

overtly challenge the government’s authority. Its most effective peacebuilding projects 

were implemented jointly with government partners who developed the vision for the 

projects and were fully invested in their implementation.1203 

UNDP, on the other hand, neither had much agency before 2005 nor afterward. It 

was dependent on close cooperation with the government and sought to maintain and 

sustain those relationships. CARE Burundi led the way among international 

development NGOs in grassroots development work immediately following the 2005 

elections. Other INGOs followed suit, steering clear of controversy with the government 

and trying to respond to the demands of the donors and, at times, the needs of Burundi’s 

                                                           

1203 Campbell, Independent External Evaluation: Peacebuilding Fund Projects in Burundi. 



 

rural population. But as the funding from donors shifted away from peacebuildi

programming, too, shifted away from peacebuilding and toward development.

Figure 10-7: Comparison between case studies’ responsiveness of peacebuilding programming 

to relevant context  
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relevant context. DFID was successful for the period that it had a peacebuilding fram

but was not when it had a development frame. When it was focused on peacebuilding, it 

also had a flexible pot of money allocated to peacebuilding and had different 

accountability routines and priorities than it did after 2005. Other donors in Burundi, 

such as USAID and the World Bank, have taken similar approaches and had similar 

results. CARE and BLTP were both able to keep most of their projects relevant to the 

people and institutions that they aimed to influence, but this is partly because they were 

run by highly skilled staff and innovative leaders. Most of the other INGOs in Burundi 

that fall into their general organizational category were much more removed from the 
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people and institutions that they aimed to influence and were therefore not able to 

maintain the same degree of relevance to the context. This variation shows that an 

organization’s capacity to ensure that its projects are relevant to their target context may 

be the area that is most affected by policy and staffing changes. These changes are likely 

to be more difficult in some types of organizations than in others, as I will discuss in 

further detail below. 

10.3 Theory Building 

The ideal-type theory presented above was designed to be adjusted in relation to the 

case study data to reveal a theoretically driven, but empirically derived, theory about the 

interaction of different types of organizations engaged in peacebuilding with the context 

that they aim to influence. The organizational literature and the literature on 

peacebuilding failed to offer detailed theories about how IOs, INGOs, and donor aid 

agencies could be expected to interact with war-torn countries.  

Most of the organizational literature is based on case studies of private sector 

businesses or public sector administration in Western countries. There is practically no 

literature that examines in detail how a public sector organization based in a wealthy 

Western country and grounded in Western ideas, institutions, and values can function in 

a very poor country on the other side of the world that is grounded in neo-patrimonial 

institutions and is recovering from years of war, violence, and trauma. No literature 

examines how the structure of a field-based IO, INGO, or donor office would determine 

the interaction between these two very different worlds. 

Below, I describe how I adjusted each of my original variables derived from 

organizational theory to the reality faced by my case study organizations. In addition, I 

describe three new variables that had appeared in the literature as potential alternative 

explanations and were, in fact, relevant to the outcomes in several of my case studies. I 
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then describe the typological theory that I developed from these findings, which I will 

test through additional post-doctoral research with other organizations and in other 

countries. 

10.3.1 SIGNIFICANT AND SYSTEMATIC ACTION TO REDUCE THE GAP BETWEEN PEACEBUILDING AIMS 

AND OUTCOMES 

In the ideal-type theory, the dependent variable had two values. The positive value 

was significant and systematic action to reduce the gap between an organization’s 

peacebuilding aims and outcomes. The negative value was inaction, action not to reduce 

the gap, or an unsystematic or insignificant response to a gap between an organization’s 

peacebuilding aims and outcomes. 

The case studies revealed that there were actually four different potential values on 

my dependent variable. An organization can act to reduce the gap between its 

peacebuilding aims and outcomes at two levels: 1) by aligning its overall aim and 

approach with a big new peacebuilding trend and 2) by adjusting its ongoing projects 

and programs to changes created by the new trend or other important changes in the 

institutions, individuals, or groups that it aims to influence. This distinction allowed me 

to account for the gaps between the organization’s overall peacebuilding aims and 

outcomes that occurred after a critical juncture in the peacebuilding trajectory, which 

meant that the previous alignment was no longer valid. It also allowed me to account for 

significant gaps between peacebuilding aims and outcomes that occurred in ongoing 

projects and programs both as a result of the new trend and as a result of important 

changes in the specific institutions, individuals, or groups that the project or program 

aimed to influence. 

Each organization that intervenes in a war-torn country has an overall aim for its 

intervention in addition to projects and programs intended to fulfill this aim. For 



 

example, ONUB had the overall aim of helping to bring peace to Burundi by enabling a 

successful end to its transitional phase. To fulfill this aim, it ran several projects that 

helped ensure that free, fair, and transparent elections took place in a timely fashion, 

facilitated the disarmament of former combatants, and supported the reform of

security sector.  

Figure 10-8: Potential values on dependent variable 

 
 

I measured whether an organization took significant and systematic actions to align 

its overall aims and means with each of the six new trends in Burundi’s peacebuilding 
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trajectory that emerged from this transition. I define “significant and systematic” as big 

sustained actions that required the allocation of significant human or financial resources. 

These actions were usually the result of deliberations by senior leadership because they 

entailed refocusing or intensifying the organization’s overall peacebuilding aims and 

means in response to or anticipation of this new trend.  

I also measured whether an organization took systematic actions to align its ongoing 

peacebuilding programming with the relevant target institutions, groups, individuals, 

and/or behaviors. I asked whether an organization received regular feedback on the 

relationship between the majority of its project/program aims and outcomes and 

whether it adjusted the way that it implemented these projects and programs in 

response. By “regular,” I mean more than twice over an entire project/program period. 

Was there regular feedback on the majority of peacebuilding programming, and did the 

organization try to respond to that feedback by adjusting how it implemented the project 

or program, or even possibly adjusting the project or program aims? I assess aggregate 

project/program adjustment within each of the six main phases in Burundi’s 

peacebuilding trajectory from 1999 to 2011 (see Chapter 4).  

10.3.2 ACCOUNTABILITY ROUTINES 

In the ideal-type theory, downward accountability routines referred to mechanisms 

that reward staff for systematically detecting and correcting significant mismatches 

between peacebuilding aims and outcomes. Upward accountability routines are 

mechanisms that reward staff for responding to demands and priorities dictated by 

headquarters or donors, not for actions taken in response to changes in the country 

context relevant to the organization’s peacebuilding aims. 

The case study research led me to further adapt this variable.  In the ideal-type 

theory, accountability routines had a dichotomous measure: upward or downward. 



 477 

Based on the case studies, I revised this variable to include three potential values: 

upward accountability; upward/horizontal accountability; and upward 

accountability/significant and representative stakeholder dialogue. 

Ideally, an organization’s upward and downward accountability routines would 

align. The upward accountability routines would support and enable accountability for 

the project’s outcomes. As a result, what one would look for in an organization that was 

able to systematically align with the context would be upward accountability routines 

that encouraged this alignment. Furthermore, all organizations that do international 

peacebuilding work have, by design, upward accountability routines because their 

headquarters, governance system, and donors are located outside of the country.  

Several of the case study organizations had horizontal accountability routines to the 

Burundian government. The government determined whether international donors, the 

UN, or INGOs could establish and maintain their offices in Burundi. The government 

also had to cooperate with the donors and UN on much of their programming and could 

therefore undermine the programming by refusing to sign onto it or cooperate in its 

implementation.  

None of the case study organizations had formal downward accountability 

mechanisms for delivering what they said they would deliver or for achieving the 

outcomes that they said they would achieve, because they were formally accountable 

only to their headquarters and donors. Accountability mechanisms would have required 

that the organizations report back to the beneficiaries on what they were doing and get 

some approval or disapproval from the beneficiaries. But even in the organization that 

had the highest degree of discussion and consultation with beneficiaries, there was little 

reporting back to beneficiaries. Whatever accountability they had to the intended 

beneficiaries, including to the government, was created through relationship and was 
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largely due to the will of project staff and/or the organization’s country-based 

leadership.  

In the place of downward accountability routines, several of the organizations 

studied engaged in regular dialogue with a representative group of stakeholders. They 

regularly consulted with the people who were supposed to benefit from their work and 

other actors who were concerned about the outcomes. For example, the BLTP consulted 

regularly with its participants, key politicians who were not also participants, its donors, 

and other members of the international community who were not its donors. Through 

this process, it maintained the buy-in of key stakeholders and received regular feedback 

on its outcomes. Of course, this feedback and discussion did not ensure that the BLTP 

understood what the stakeholders wanted to communicate, nor did it ensure that the 

BLTP integrated the information into their programming. But at least they received the 

information and in many cases gained new understanding about their interventions 

based on this information. 

I measure upward accountability routines in terms of requests from headquarters 

and donors in the form of accounting reports, project reports, monitoring reports, 

strategies, visits, and other requests for information.  

I measure horizontal accountability in terms of the formal mechanisms the 

government can use to encourage an international actor to act in one way or another. 

This includes cooperation agreements, visas, approval of country plans, approval of 

project plans, and other dimensions where the international actor cannot act without the 

government’s formal approval. 

I measure significant and representative dialogue with stakeholders as the various 

mechanisms that the case studies employed to increase their understanding of the 

perspective of the beneficiaries and other key stakeholders in a project, program, or 

overall approach. A necessary component for this variable is actual discussion with the 
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beneficiaries and other important stakeholders, not just the receipt of written reports. 

Written reports, research missions, assessment trips, and new monitoring and evaluation 

frameworks can all help to facilitate an informed discussion, but they cannot substitute 

for it. 

10.3.3 INTEGRATED PEACEBUILDING KNOWLEDGE-LADEN ROUTINES AND FRAMES 

In the ideal-type theory, the positive value on this variable was integrated 

peacebuilding knowledge-laden routines and frames. This meant that the organization’s 

core knowledge-laden and conceptual frames combined political/conflict resolution and 

humanitarian/development knowledge. The negative value was fragmented knowledge-

laden routines and frames. This meant that the organization’s core knowledge-laden 

routines and conceptual frames focus on either political/conflict resolution knowledge or 

humanitarian/development knowledge, but not both. 

The revised variable has four values: peacebuilding frames predominant and 

sufficient knowledge-laden routines; peacebuilding frames predominant and insufficient 

knowledge-laden routines; peacebuilding frames not predominant and sufficient 

knowledge-laden routines; and peacebuilding frames not predominant and insufficient 

knowledge-laden routines. 

In the ideal-type theory, I made the distinction between knowledge-laden routines 

with frames that focused on political or conflict resolution knowledge and those that 

focused on humanitarian or development knowledge. The idea behind the variable, 

derived from both organizational theory and the peacebuilding literature, was that 

peacebuilding should integrate political and conflict resolution thinking with the 

capacity to deliver humanitarian or development programming. By combining these 

different capacities, it would be able to act on the political knowledge in a way that 

would aim to mitigate the conflict.  
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I had focused on the knowledge-laden aspect because of Lynn Eden’s work, which 

identified the dire consequences of unexamined knowledge that was imbedded the 

organizational practices in the nuclear industry.1204 My investigation of organizations 

engaged in peacebuilding revealed that while knowledge-laden routines were important 

in determining whether organizations could design and implement peacebuilding 

interventions, they was not the most important factor in determining their 

responsiveness to the peacebuilding context. A predominant peacebuilding 

organizational frame and entrepreneurial leadership committed to peacebuilding were 

the most important factors. These are the only variables that were necessary each time a 

case study organization aligned with a new trend in the peacebuilding context and 

adjusted its ongoing programming to the relevant context.  

The case studies showed that simply combining political, conflict resolution, and/or 

humanitarian knowledge does not enable an organization to design a good 

peacebuilding intervention. Peacebuilding knowledge is a different type of knowledge 

altogether. And the type of peacebuilding knowledge that is needed is very specific to 

the particular project and activity being undertaken. There is not one general type of 

peacebuilding knowledge, but rather many different types that are specific to the goal of 

the project or program. For example, someone who is specialized in dialogue workshops 

may be completely incompetent at supporting security sector reform. In addition, the 

type of knowledge and experience necessary at one stage in a country’s peacebuilding 

trajectory may no longer be valuable at the next stage. 

I found that the knowledge that seemed to matter for effective peacebuilding was 

knowledge of a particular type of peacebuilding programming; knowledge of how to 

assess the contribution of this programming to the context; and knowledge of the local 

                                                           

1204 Eden, Whole World on Fire: Organizations, Knowledge, and Nuclear Weapons Devastation. 
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peacebuilding context, relevant institutions, and individuals. Because it is difficult to find 

one person with all of this knowledge, sufficient peacebuilding knowledge-laden 

routines were often held by teams, not individuals. When it worked well, the team 

dynamic enabled debate and reflection and encouraged non-defensive learning behavior 

and the pursuit of valid information. 

The organizational frame aspect of this variable is also specific to peacebuilding, not 

a combination of other frames. In the case studies, what mattered most in determining 

whether an organization responded to big changes in the peacebuilding trajectory was 

whether it saw itself as a peacebuilding organization. An organization that had a 

predominant development organizational frame rather than a predominant 

peacebuilding organizational frame would respond to big events in Burundi’s 

peacebuilding trajectory not in a way that would further its peacebuilding aims, but 

rather in a way that would further its development aims.  

I measure whether an organization has a predominant peacebuilding frame based 

on if it articulates peacebuilding as the primary purpose for intervening in a country. I 

measure whether an organization has sufficient peacebuilding knowledge-laden routines 

based on if its staff believe that they are skilled at peacebuilding and have been trained in 

some way in peacebuilding. I also ask whether and how they are able to integrate local 

knowledge into their project design and implementation. This is not a maximalist 

measure of peacebuilding knowledge, but rather a minimalist measure of “good enough” 

training and contextual knowledge. 

10.3.4 LEARNING BEHAVIOR 

In the ideal-type theory, the learning behavior variable had two values: The positive 

value was non-defensive and valid learning behavior, and the negative value was 

defensive and invalid learning behavior. But the case studies revealed that there were 



 482 

actually three potential values: non-defensive and valid learning behavior, defensive and 

valid learning behavior, and defensive and invalid learning behavior. From my research, 

I realized that an organization such as a UN political mission (i.e., UNOB) could seek 

valid information about the relationship between its aims and outcomes but not process 

that information in an open, non-defensive way. 

The basic measure of the learning behavior variable stayed the same in my revision 

of this variable. It is based on the theory articulated by Argyris and Schön that 

organizations are more likely to question the assumptions behind their programming 

when they seek valid information about the relationship between their aims and 

outcomes and when they process that information in an open, non-defensive way.1205 I 

measured this in interviews by asking whether valid information was sought and how 

information that was obtained on outcomes or impact was dealt with. I asked whether 

the leaders in the organization were facilitators, directors, or observers. I asked if leaders 

and other staff dealt with positive and negative information differently and how this was 

done. (See Interview Protocol in Appendix B.)  

Like the peacebuilding frame and knowledge variable, this variable describes a 

minimum rather than a maximum measure. All case study organizations, even CARE 

Burundi and the BLTP, were somewhat defensive about negative information about their 

projects. At the same time, they were eager to hear assessments of their work and were 

engaged in self-reflective processes based on this information. This variable measures a 

relative openness and non-defensiveness to information about outcomes and the pursuit 

of valid information about outcomes, not the actual attainment of valid information. 

                                                           

1205 Chris Argyris and Donald A. Schon, “Organizational Learning: A Theory of Action 
Perspective” (1978). 
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10.3.5 THE EMERGENCE OF THREE NEW SIGNIFICANT FACTORS 

In addition to helping me to refine the variables in the ideal-type theory, the case 

studies also revealed three new variables that are significant for the observed outcomes: 

significant organizational change process, flexible peacebuilding money, and 

entrepreneurial leadership committed to peacebuilding. These variables had come up in 

my initial exploration of alternative explanations. While the case studies allowed me to 

rule out several alternative explanations, they showed me that an organizational change 

process, flexible peacebuilding money, and entrepreneurial leadership committed to 

peacebuilding could not be ruled out. In fact, they are necessary, but insufficient, 

conditions for some of the outcomes observed.  

These variables helped the case study organizations improve their performance on 

the original variables of study. In other words, the case study organizations’ values on 

the original independent variables created particular routines with which individuals in 

the organization had to contend. These three additional variables at times helped some of 

the case study organizations overcome the routines that inhibited their adaptation to the 

peacebuilding context.   

10.3.5.1 Significant organizational change process 

I measure a significant organization change process by whether an organization 

undergoes a process whereby it reevaluates the assumptions behind its programming, 

engages in real debate about these assumptions, and then redesigns its approach and 

adjusts its aims. This measure corresponds with the concept of double-loop learning that 

is articulated in the organizational learning literature.1206 It also corresponds to 

                                                           

1206 Argyris, On Organizational Learning.  
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questioning an organization’s overall theory of change that is articulated in the 

peacebuilding practice literature.1207  

In the case studies, I found that positive values on all three of the independent 

variables were sufficient for an organization to take systematic action to align its 

peacebuilding programming with the relevant context. But these characteristics were not 

sufficient to enable the organization to take significant and systematic action to align 

with big changes in the country’s peacebuilding trajectory. A significant organizational 

change process was also necessary. 

For example, the BLTP had positive values on all of the variables in the ideal-type 

theory, but when the 2005 elections changed the leadership and political dynamics in the 

country, the BLTP became largely irrelevant to the new leadership context. It was not 

able to gain access to key leaders or influence the political process as it once had. It did 

not immediately notice this and continued to try and do what it had done in the past. 

Eventually, through a significant organizational change process that included internal 

soul searching as well as discussions with partners and donors, the BLTP readjusted its 

aims and approach to align with the new context. 

The BLTP did not have to engage in a significant organizational change process at 

every critical juncture in Burundi’s peacebuilding process because the organization was 

generally on track and could adjust its approach without undergoing a full reassessment 

of what it was doing and why. In the language of the organizational learning literature, 

the BLTP could engage in single-loop learning and adjust the approach and aims without 

questioning the underlying assumptions of its programming.1208 This is because many of 

its assumptions remained generally valid in the new context. 

                                                           

1207 Cheyanne Church and Julie Shouldice, The Evaluation of Conflict Resolution Interventions: Part II: 
Emerging Practice and Theory (Londonderry: INCORE, 2003), 33. 
1208 Argyris, On Organizational Learning.  
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Not all significant organizational change processes lead an organization to make 

significant and systematic efforts to realign with the country’s peacebuilding trajectory. 

For example, CARE Burundi’s big organizational change process in 2009 took it even 

further away from its relevance to Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory because its 

development organizational frame predominated by then. Thus, the organization 

adjusted to align with development and its assumptions about how development would 

take place in Burundi. It wrongly believed that the country was heading out of conflict 

and that peacebuilding and conflict prevention would not need to be strong areas of 

work for the organization in the future. 

10.3.5.2 Flexible peacebuilding money 

The case studies showed that funds designated generally for peacebuilding and 

quickly available were a necessary condition for some of the case study organizations’ 

actions to align their overall aims and approach with a changing context. For example, 

when the National Forces of Liberation (FNL) integrated into the Burundian government 

and military in 2009, a response was needed by the international community, but funds 

were not available to demobilize the FNL-associated adults who did not fit the normal 

criteria for combatants. The BINUB/UNDP Security Sector unit had been working 

closely with the ERSG to follow and support the negotiations with the FNL. Helping the 

FNL implement its ceasefire agreements, transform itself into a political party, and 

participate in the 2010 elections was a key aim of BINUB and in line with its overall 

peacebuilding approach. When the FNL declared that reintegrating the 10,000 associated 

adults was a precondition for their full conversion to a political party, BINUB requested 

emergency funding from PBF to support this.  

The flexible peacebuilding funds were a necessary, but insufficient, condition for 

BINUB/UNDP to take significant action to ensure that their overall aims and approach 
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remained aligned with the new change in Burundi’s context. If BINUB/UNDP had not 

also had an entrepreneurial leader committed to peacebuilding who was willing to ask 

for the funds and a peacebuilding frame that prioritized the integration of the FNL, then 

it most likely would not have taken the initiative to ask for the funds in the first place. 

Flexible peacebuilding funding seems to enable an organization to respond to 

peacebuilding opportunities in the environment, but does not guarantee that the 

organization will respond or that the response will be relevant at the programming level. 

I measure flexible peacebuilding funds by whether the money is meant for 

peacebuilding programming, can be spent on many different types of peacebuilding 

programming, and is available within a relatively short timeframe (i.e., six months). 

10.3.5.3 Entrepreneurial leadership committed to peacebuilding 

For all of the organizations studied except for the UN Missions, an entrepreneurial 

leader who was committed to peacebuilding was a necessary condition for significant 

and systematic actions to align the organization’s overall aim and approach with a new 

trend in Burundi’s war-to-peace trajectory. For the UN Missions, the Security Council 

altered the mandate and approach even when the leader at the field level was not 

entrepreneurial or necessarily committed to peacebuilding (i.e., SRSG Dinka of UNOB). 

An entrepreneurial leader who is committed to peacebuilding helps the 

organization respond to peacebuilding opportunities. In the case studies, entrepreneurial 

leadership mattered most for responses to align the organization’s overall aims and 

approach with a new trend in the peacebuilding trajectory. Changes in an organization’s 

overall approach usually require the buy-in of senior leadership. Also, peacebuilding 

programming is never a sure thing. It is always risky, the outcome is always uncertain, 

and it usually requires some type of innovation. In most of the case studies, having a 

leader who was committed to peacebuilding, was willing to try new things and take 
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some risks, and could help staff overcome bureaucratic barriers was a necessary 

condition for the organization’s response to big changes in the peacebuilding trajectory.  

10.3.6 EMERGENCE OF FOUR SUB-TYPES 

This dissertation aimed to refine the ideal-type theory through in-depth case studies 

into the primary types of organizations that had made significant commitments to 

peacebuilding: a development donor, a multilateral peacekeeping organization, a 

multilateral development organization, an INGO focused on peacebuilding through 

conflict resolution and dialogue, and a multi-mandate international non-governmental 

organization. As discussed in Chapter 3, these case studies were chosen through diverse 

case selection methods. In line with this method, I created a truth table that listed all of 

the possible manifestations of the original ideal-type theory and then asked which of 

these types of organizations actually existed in Burundi. Then I selected one 

representative from each of the most common types.  

Figure 10-9: Synthesis of new theory 
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9). This theory articulates the path to the four potential outcomes on 

the revised dependent variable. It sets the stage for the next step in this research agenda 

to test this theory with other organizations and in other countries.  

I examined the contribution of the independent variables outlined in the ideal-type 

theory, the alternative explanations, and the dependent variable for each case study 

organization in relation to the six big events and ensuing trends in Burundi’s 

eight points (two organizations 

were not operational for the first phase) with which to analyze the relationship between 

the independent variables, alternative explanations, and dependent variables (see Data 

-eight data 

points. From this analysis, I have developed a theory of four different organizational 

9). This theory articulates the path to the four potential outcomes on 

the revised dependent variable. It sets the stage for the next step in this research agenda – 
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10.3.6.1 Type I: Off target with peacebuilding trajectory and mostly irrelevant to 

programming context 

Type I describes organizations that work in a conflict environment but largely try to 

ignore the conflict dynamics. They see the conflict and its causes as factors that inhibit the 

programming that they really want to do, rather than factors that their programming 

should address or at least take into account. The majority of organizations that fall into 

this category are development organizations or, in the case of CARE Burundi, a multi-

mandate INGO that is focused on humanitarian intervention. Each of these organizations 

has some type of peacebuilding aim but made a minimal contribution to the fulfillment 

of that aim during this period. 

The organizations that fall into Type I neither took significant and systematic actions 

to align their overall peacebuilding aim and approach to new trends in Burundi’s 

peacebuilding trajectory nor repeatedly tried to adapt their peacebuilding programming 

to changing dynamics in the institutions that they wanted to influence. These 

organizations were “off target and mostly irrelevant” in terms of peacebuilding and 

conflict sensitivity. They may have been more effective in relation to their predominant 

organizational frames, but in general they were not conflict-sensitive and did not 

implement peacebuilding programming that was relevant to the context (i.e., good 

peacebuilding).  

Four of the case study organizations had this outcome at least once over the 

thirteen-year period under study, providing a total of eight sub-cases for comparison: 

UN Mission Phase VI (BNUB); UNDP Phase II, III, and VI; DFID Phase V and VI; and 

CARE Phase I and II. The BLTP is the only case that never had this outcome. 

The following conditions were both necessary and sufficient for the case study 

organizations to achieve this outcome on the dependent variable: peacebuilding 

organizational frame not predominant, insufficient peacebuilding knowledge-laden 
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routines, and upward or upward/horizontal accountability routines. In other words, this 

type describes an organization that does not consider peacebuilding to be one of the most 

important things that it was doing in Burundi. In general, this field-based organization 

also lacks knowledge and understanding of how to design and implement a 

peacebuilding program or integrate conflict sensitivity into all of its programming (i.e., 

design and implement programming so that it does not exacerbate the causes of the 

conflict or lead to conflict). In addition, the organization has upward accountability 

routines and/or horizontal accountability routines, but does not have much dialogue 

with a representative group of stakeholders.  

These three factors combined to make these organizations unresponsive to the 

peacebuilding context at a particular point in Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory. They 

did not think that peacebuilding was important and therefore did not adjust to big 

changes in the context that were important for peacebuilding. They did not have the 

knowledge to design and implement good peacebuilding or conflict sensitive 

programming. They did not have feedback from a representative group of stakeholders 

in their programming that told them whether it was effective or should be more relevant 

to big new trends in Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory. In fact, the organizations in Type 

I were accountable to headquarters and the Burundian government for things other than 

peacebuilding or conflict sensitivity (i.e., other organizational frames and reporting 

priorities). Their incentive structures therefore discouraged them from interacting with 

the intended beneficiaries of their projects and from paying attention to the evolution of 

Burundi’s war-to-peace transition. Their lack of peacebuilding or conflict sensitivity 

knowledge among staff reinforced this trend. 

Each of the sub-cases in this type had one or more of the other variables under 

study, but they did not affect the peacebuilding or conflict-sensitive behavior of the 

organization. Neither non-defensive and valid learning behavior, organizational change, 
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flexible peacebuilding funds, nor entrepreneurial leadership made a difference in the 

organizations’ behavior at these points in time. These factors did not cause the case study 

organizations to adjust their aims and approach in response to these new trends in 

Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory or adapt most of their peacebuilding programming to 

changes in the institutions and dynamics that they aimed to influence. 

BNUB is the only organization studied that has a predominant peacebuilding frame 

but falls into Type I. I do not consider this to falsify the findings articulated above 

because BNUB was apparently not given permission by UN Headquarters to take 

significant or systematic actions to achieve this frame. UN Headquarters prioritized the 

maintenance of the UN Office in Burundi and not angering the Burundian government. 

The government had expelled three out of four of the past SRSGs from the country. As a 

result, although BNUB’s mandate indicated that it had a peacebuilding frame, the 

directives from headquarters did not enable it to do much to reach its peacebuilding 

aims. In a context of increased oppression and violence by the ruling party, working 

toward many of BNUB’s aims would have required direct challenges to the government’s 

approach. 

Given the organizational characteristics described above, it was very difficult for 

these organizations to act to reduce the gap between their peacebuilding and conflict-

sensitivity aims and outcomes. As a result, their capacity to achieve these aims was 

greatly reduced. CARE Burundi (I and II) initiated a peace education project that helped 

resolve conflicts among several individuals, but it was not able to integrate these 

approaches across the rest of its projects.1209 Furthermore, the vast majority of CARE’s 

projects at this time reinforced the causes of the conflict – intergroup division, exclusion, 

                                                           

1209 Abbass, Peace Education Project - Grassroots Community Research, Final Summary; Care Burundi, 
“Care International in Burundi Strategic Plan Document, 2002-2005.” 
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oppression –  and some of its most costly manifestations: sexual exploitation.1210 DFID (V 

and VI) had dropped its peacebuilding and conflict sensitivity focus by this time, instead 

strengthening the education, health, and taxation capacity of a state that was increasingly 

using violent and oppressive tactics to maintain its hold on power. UNDP (II, III, and VI) 

during these periods lacked data about its peacebuilding contribution or the degree of 

conflict sensitivity of its programming. As a result, it is possible that its governance and 

community development projects made some contribution to addressing the causes of 

Burundi’s conflict or potential drivers of peace, but there was no evidence of this.  

Likewise, it is possible that the UN Mission during Phase VI – BNUB – made a 

contribution to maintaining some degree of peace in the country. However, generally, it 

seemed to have little effect on the deteriorating situation and made few big attempts to 

reduce the growing likelihood of war. The deterioration of the political climate reduced 

the opportunities that BNUB had to engage in their peacebuilding work. But in response 

to this deteriorating situation, BNUB did not significantly alter its aims or approach to try 

more innovative tactics that would help to open political space and decrease oppression.  

10.3.6.2 Type II: On target with peacebuilding trajectory but mostly irrelevant to 

programming context 

Type II describes organizations that are committed to peacebuilding but have poor 

knowledge of the people and communities that they purport to serve. They are most 

likely to implement bureaucratic peacebuilding programming that has not been designed 

specifically for or adapted specifically to the capacities and institutions in the country, 

much less to the changing nature of these institutions. These organizations are likely to 

                                                           

1210 Ruth Kornfield, The Impact of Food Aid on Community Power Relations and Social Networks: A Case 
Study of a Hillside in Kirundo Provinde, Burundi (Bujumbura, Burundi: Care Burundi, January 2005); 
Care Burundi, Using Innovative Approaches to Better Understand Sexual Harassment and Exploitation 
within the Food Distribution Program (Bujumbura, Burundi: Care Burundi, June 2005). 
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make an important contribution to a country’s peacebuilding trajectory at the beginning 

of a new trend, but are unable to sustain that contribution for the duration of this trend 

or into the next one. They may have pockets of effective peacebuilding that are sustained 

by highly skilled and innovative staff and committed leadership, but as time marches on 

and the context continues to change, even their most effective programming is likely to 

become irrelevant. 

The organizations that fall into Type II took significant and systematic actions to 

align with new trends in Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory. But these organizations did 

not systematically act to align their project aims and outcomes, either for ongoing 

projects or for projects and programs that were initiated to address the new trend. They 

continued to implement their projects largely as planned and did not generally adjust 

them to feedback about the relationship between project aims and outcomes. The seven 

sub-cases that fall into this type are all from the UN: UN Mission II, UN Mission IV, UN 

Mission V, UNDP I, UNDP IV, and UNDP V.   

The sub-cases that fall into this category share several characteristics: They have a 

predominant peacebuilding frame, but they have insufficient peacebuilding knowledge-

laden routines and defensive learning behavior. Seven out of eight of the organizations in 

this type had upward/horizontal accountability routines. One had upward/significant 

and representative stakeholder dialogue accountability routines. The upward/horizontal 

accountability routine is not a necessary condition but does indicate there was a 

significant trend away from dialogue with beneficiaries or other stakeholders. 

The necessary conditions were found in each of the organizational sub-cases to help 

them respond to the new trends in Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory, but they did not 

help them adjust their peacebuilding programming once it was under way. The 

predominant peacebuilding frame made the organization “want” to adjust to the new 

trend. But the fact that they did not have good peacebuilding knowledge and prioritized 
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accountability to headquarters and the government over feedback from other 

stakeholders meant that they lacked the incentives and knowledge to adjust their 

programming as the institutions and behaviors that they wished to change continued to 

evolve.  

Each organization in this type had an organizational change process and/or 

entrepreneurial leadership committed to peacebuilding and flexible peacebuilding 

funding. Five out of ten of the sub-cases in this type also underwent a significant 

organizational change process that enabled them to align their overall aim and strategy 

with the relevant critical peacebuilding event and trend. But this organizational change 

process did not ensure that these organizations had the staff with the right expertise to 

act on this new mandate or programming guidelines that corresponded with it. Those 

organizations that did not have an organizational change process had an entrepreneurial 

leader committed to peacebuilding as well as flexible peacebuilding funding that enabled 

the organization to respond to new opportunities created by a new trend. But these 

entrepreneurial leaders and flexible funds were unable to alter the organization’s general 

capacity to engage in conflict-sensitive or peacebuilding programming. 

The exception to the pattern described above was UN Mission II (UNOB). UNOB 

had upward/significant and representative stakeholder dialogue values for its 

accountability routines, but the discussions with a wide range of beneficiaries do not 

seem to have made a difference for UNOB’s programmatic alignment because there was 

no will to act on this information. As discussed in Chapter 5, while the Secretary General 

and Security Council took significant and systematic actions to align UNOB’s mandate 

and resources with the new trends created by the inauguration of the Transitional 

Government of Burundi on November 1, 2001, UNOB’s leadership failed to push hard to 

align its interventions with the evolving context. The Burundian context at the time was 

certainly difficult, suffering from intense infighting amongst the members of committee 
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mandated to oversee the implementation of the Arusha Agreement.  But international 

actors and Burundians alike widely criticized ONUB and its leader, SRSG Dinka, for 

failing to take significant actions to attempt to change the context. As a result, any valid 

information or dialogue with informants that UNOB had was relatively useless because it 

lacked an entrepreneurial leader who was committed to taking risks and pushing for 

peacebuilding and willing to act on this information. If ONUB had had an 

entrepreneurial leader who was committed to peacebuilding, then this theory predicts 

that it would have responded to the context in the same way as the organizations 

described in Type III. 

Several of the organizations that fall within Type II made a positive contribution to 

Burundi’s peacebuilding process, at times unblocking crucial barriers to its advancement. 

In Phase V, BINUB and UNDP helped to enable the FNL to stop fighting and participate 

in the 2010 elections by providing support to demobilize adults associated with the FNL. 

In Phase I, UNDP helped to ensure that donors committed significant funds for post-

conflict reconstruction in Burundi that encouraged the negotiating parties to continue to 

participate in the Arusha talks, even though many donors did not fulfill their 

commitments for several years.1211  

In the other cases, however, the organizations took actions to align with the new 

peacebuilding trend but did not make an obvious contribution to the advancement of 

Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory. UNOB (UN Mission II) set up the Implementation 

Monitoring Committee (IMC) and organized meetings but did not do much to facilitate 

agreement or push forward the implementation of the Arusha Agreement, as it was 

mandated to do. In 2006, both UNDP and the UN Secretariat (UNDP IV and UN Mission 

IV) began designing an integrated UN Mission to take over from ONUB, which was 

                                                           

1211 Group, “A Framework for Responsible Aid to Burundi.” 
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asked to leave Burundi soon after the 2005 elections. The development of an integrated 

UN mission focused on peacebuilding was a significant and systematic response on the 

part of both organizations to both Burundi’s enormous needs for peacebuilding as well 

as the Burundian government’s reluctance to have a peace operation on its soil. 

Nonetheless, because it took so long to get BINUB established and running, the 

establishment of BINUB did not have much of an impact on Burundi’s peacebuilding 

process until 2008 or 2009.    

Even though several of the organizations that fall within this type made a positive 

contribution to the advancement of Burundi’s war-to-peace transition, their 

programming was generally not well aligned with the evolving context. It was 

bureaucratic and uninformed by serious discussion with people beyond the immediate 

government partners. Staff were generally aware of the relationship between their work 

and causes or manifestation of Burundi’s conflict. Much of their time was taken up trying 

to navigate the complexity of the UN system, reporting to headquarters, and interacting 

with other members of the international community and government in Bujumbura.   

10.3.6.3 Type III: On target with peacebuilding trajectory and relevant to 

programming context 

These are the flexible organizations whose main focus is peacebuilding. Their staff 

are highly skilled in the particular type of peacebuilding programming they implement 

and know the importance of consultation, dialogue, and adjustment of their approach to 

both opportunities and hurdles in the peacebuilding context. This category of 

organizations also had the most instances of clear peacebuilding success: They had 

information showing their peacebuilding contribution and were perceived by a range of 

stakeholders as making a positive contribution to Burundi’s war-to-peace transition. 
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The organizations that fall into the “on target and relevant” type (Type III) took 

significant and systematic actions to alter their strategy and approach to align with the 

new trends in Burundi’s war-to-peace trajectory at the same time that they altered 

ongoing programming in response to changes in the context. The organizational sub-

cases that fall into this type are UN Mission I (UNOB 1999–2001), UN Mission III (ONUB 

2003–2005), DFID I and II (1999–2003), CARE IV (2005–2009), and BLTP II, III, V, and VI 

(all BLTP phases except for 2005–2009). 

All of the sub-cases in this type had three necessary characteristics: a peacebuilding 

organizational frame, sufficient peacebuilding knowledge-laden routines, and 

entrepreneurial leadership committed to peacebuilding. These characteristics helped to 

ensure that the organizations focused on peacebuilding and paid attention to Burundi’s 

evolving peacebuilding trajectory. They helped staff respond to opportunities in this 

trajectory with good peacebuilding programming. The entrepreneurial leadership helped 

the organizations take programmatic risks and overcome organizational hurdles.  

Interestingly, non-defensive and valid learning behavior, significant and 

representative stakeholder dialogue, significant organizational change processes, and 

flexible peacebuilding funds were not necessary conditions for this type. But for the one 

organization that was able to sustain its position in this type over almost the entire 

period under study – the BLTP – significant and representative stakeholder dialogue and 

non-defensive and valid learning behavior were necessary conditions. In addition, after 

the BLTP veered off course with Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory, a significant 

organizational change process was a necessary condition for BLTP’s realignment. This 

leads to the generation of a new hypothesis that I will test in further research: Significant 

and representative stakeholder dialogue, non-defensive and valid learning behavior, a significant 

organizational change process, a peacebuilding organizational frame, sufficient peacebuilding 

knowledge-laden routines, and entrepreneurial leadership committed to peacebuilding are all 
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necessary and sufficient conditions for an organization to sustain the alignment of its aims, 

approach, and programs with a country’s war-to-peace transition. 

In six of the nine sub-cases of Type III, accountability routines have the value of 

upward/ significant and representative stakeholder dialogue. In both DFID II and III, it 

has the upward value only. For donors, the focus on dialogue with beneficiaries may not 

be as important as it is with implementing organizations. If a donor chooses the right 

partners who have good relationships with a representative group of beneficiaries, then 

the degree of stakeholder feedback to the donor is not as important. Nonetheless, it is 

unlikely that a donor will always choose grantees with a high level of good dialogue with 

beneficiaries, and even if they do, most grantees could benefit from the perspective and 

input of a donor who also is tuned into the context that its aims to influence.  

That DFID had flexible peacebuilding funds and entrepreneurial leadership 

committed to peacebuilding seems to have compensated for its lack of feedback from 

beneficiaries and other stakeholders. It enabled DFID to continually act to align in 

relation to the context by allocating more money toward new approaches, rather than by 

pressuring its grantees to alter their ongoing programming. Again, even if DFID had 

received a high degree of feedback from beneficiaries, as a donor it had a limited capacity 

to change the programming in response to this information. It could engage in discussion 

with its grantees and encourage them to alter what they were doing, but it had few tools 

beyond dialogue and cooperation. It could threaten to delay the allocation of funds or 

suspend disbursements but would only do this in extreme circumstances.  

The one case with an upward/horizontal value on the accountability routines 

variable is UN Mission III (ONUB, 2003–2005). In this case, the upward accountability 

measure and the peacebuilding aim were aligned toward free, fair, and relatively 

peaceful elections validated by international observers. ONUB balanced its accountability 

for international election standards with its horizontal accountability to the government 
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and its National Independent Electoral Commission (CENI), which was responsible for 

organizing the elections. ONUB was accountable for helping to facilitate well-organized 

elections that were relatively peaceful on election day. ONUB did not consider its 

mandate to be to create other institutions in a democracy (i.e., free media, civil society, 

informed citizens, etc.) and thus did not monitor general perceptions of the fairness and 

freedom surrounding the overall electoral process, which was interspersed with 

intimidation and some violence, as discussed in Chapter 4. If ONUB had had the aim of 

building a functioning democracy, then upward/horizontal accountability routines 

would likely have been insufficient to encourage significant and systematic actions to 

achieve this outcome. 

All but two of the sub-cases in Type III had non-defensive and valid learning 

behavior. The two cases that did not have this behavior involved UN Missions. The case 

studies of UN Missions generally show that although the UN rarely has a non-defensive 

approach to information about its outcomes or much information about its outcomes, 

there can be pockets of learning and openness in the UN. In these pockets, good teams 

manage to generate enough knowledge and understanding to figure out how to alter 

their programs so that they reduce the gap between their aims and outcomes.1212  

The organizations that fall into this category all made and sustained contributions to 

the drivers of war and peace in Burundi during the relevant period. UNOB and ONUB 

(UN Mission I and III) respectively helped to advance the negotiations with the FNL 

rebel group and ensured that the 2005 elections were free, fair, and relatively peaceful. 

DFID (II and III) supported peacebuilding initiatives that may not have found funding 

                                                           

1212 The support for the organization of the 2005 elections by ONUB and the Cadre de Dialogue, 
projects with the FDN, and the local public services projects implemented by BINUB are all 
provide examples of teams that managed to gather sufficient information about their intermediary 
outcomes and process this information in an open enough way to enable them to come up with 
ways of addressing gaps between their aims and outcomes. 
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otherwise. One such initiative was the BLTP’s support for the integration of the new 

FDN, which could make or break Burundi’s peacebuilding process. The BLTP during 

each phase (II, III, V, and VI) helped support individual and interpersonal change that, at 

times, enabled these individuals to more easily cooperate and engage in dialogue with 

former enemies. In at least two instances, this dialogue helped to break deadlocks in the 

peacebuilding process. In the case of CARE Burundi (IV), the community-based 

peacebuilding and women’s empowerment initiatives changed the lives of many 

individual Burundians, helping them to resolve their conflicts more peacefully and 

increase their household income. 

10.3.6.4 Type IV: Off target with peacebuilding trajectory but relevant to 

programming context 

Type IV organizations are generally skilled at programming. They are open to 

critique and aim to have valid information about the effectiveness of their projects and 

programs. They are also generally smaller organizations that adapt easily. They may do 

peacebuilding between individuals and groups, but it is generally disconnected from the 

broader peacebuilding trajectory and political climate in which they operate. They have 

micro-level successes, but do not often make a contribution to addressing the causes of 

the conflict or potential determinants of peace. 

There were five sub-cases that fell into the “off target but relevant” category: DFID 

IV, CARE III, CARE V, CARE VI, and BLTP IV. These organizations did not take 

significant and systematic actions to ensure that their aims and approach were aligned 

with the new trend in Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory, but they did take systematic 

actions to ensure that their peacebuilding programming was relevant to the particular 

environment that it aimed to influence. These organizations either were focused on 
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priorities other than peacebuilding or did not question the inherent assumptions (i.e., 

theory of change) in their peacebuilding programming. 

In all of these sub-cases, the organizations demonstrated non-defensive and valid 

learning behavior. Four out of five of the cases also had significant and representative 

stakeholder dialogue as well as peacebuilding organizational frame that was not 

predominant. This points to a potentially important relationship between this type of 

learning behavior and systematic actions to help a program or project achieve its aims 

(i.e., single-loop learning), but does not alter the overall organizational strategy, means, 

or approach (i.e., double-loop learning). It also confirms that non-defensive and valid 

learning behavior, even in combination with significant and representative stakeholder 

dialogue, is not a necessary condition for an organization take significant and systematic 

action to align its aims and approach with a new peacebuilding trend. Even if an 

organization monitors its projects regularly, has regular discussions with a representative 

group of individuals and organizations who have a stake in the project outcome, gathers 

information from other offices and organizations, and openly discusses and evaluates 

this information, it is still not guaranteed to adjust to significant changes in the 

peacebuilding context. 

The BLTP IV sub-case shows that a predominant peacebuilding frame and sufficient 

peacebuilding knowledge-laden routines are insufficient for significant and systematic 

actions to align with a new trend in the war-to-peace transition. Even when combined 

with entrepreneurial leadership, significant and representative stakeholder dialogue, and 

non-defensive and valid learning behavior, the conditions are still insufficient. An 

additional organizational characteristic is also necessary: a significant organizational 

change process that forces the organization to question its overall approach to 

peacebuilding and methods and helps it to readjust both its aims and means to the new 

context. But the CARE V, CARE II, and DFID IV sub-cases show that an organizational 



 502 

change process is not sufficient for this outcome without a predominant peacebuilding 

frame and sufficient peacebuilding knowledge-laden routines as well.  

The sub-cases that fall into this type implemented peacebuilding projects that made 

important progress toward their aims. But they were not able to mainstream conflict 

sensitivity into their programming largely because they were disconnected from the 

dynamics of Burundi’s peacebuilding trajectory. CARE (III, V, and VI) implemented 

several peacebuilding projects that helped to resolve inter-personal and intergroup 

conflict and increase the capacity of communities to resolve their own conflicts.1213 

However, it was not able to integrate conflict sensitivity throughout its programming, as 

it aimed to do. The BLTP (IV) continued to implement its security sector reform and 

other projects, but was not able to adjust its overall approach to the fact that after 2005 

Burundi’s new leadership was largely uninterested in the BLTP. They saw it as being 

allied with the old political leadership. While most of DFID’s (IV) programming at this 

time was focused on purely development approaches, it did sustain a small justice and 

governance program. This program funded several INGOs working on justice and 

attempted to support reforms in the justice sector but was largely unsuccessful because 

of the intense resistance by the Ministry of Justice. The project continually attempted to 

achieve its aims, but did not alter its overall aims and approach until 2010 when DFID 

began to close down its Burundi office. 

                                                           

1213 Tankari, Projet Sasagaza Amahoro: Repandre la Paix - Evaluation Finale; van Trier, Lessons Learned 
and Challenges Faced in Community-based Peacebuilding in Burundi. 
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10.4 Synthesis of Overall Trends and Implications for Peacebuilding 

and Conflict Sensitivity  

The four sub-types described above point to some overall trends in the five case 

studies’ interaction with Burundi’s peacebuilding context. First, they show that for an 

organization to systematically try to align with the overall peacebuilding trajectory, 

organizations had to think that peacebuilding was the most important thing that they 

were doing (i.e., peacebuilding frame was predominant) and to have entrepreneurial 

leadership who was committed to peacebuilding and willing to push for it.  

Second, they show that for an organization to systematically attempt to maintain the 

relevance of its peacebuilding projects with their context, it would most likely need to 

pursue valid information about its outcomes and approach that information in a non-

defensive way. It would also most likely need to have regular feedback from a 

representative group of stakeholders in the project both to collect the information and 

enable the organization to understand the information that it was receiving.  

Third, they show that a common characteristic of all of the organizations studied 

here is their upward accountability. By design, these organizations respond to incentives 

created by people other than the intended beneficiaries of the project. The people who 

fund the projects and thus are allowed to vote on their effectiveness are usually located 

outside of the conflict-torn country and have little real knowledge of the reality of the 

beneficiaries or the contribution that their programming is making to their lives. The 

organizations and projects that were able to develop a real relationship to and 

understanding of their beneficiaries were also the organizations that were most 

responsive to Burundi’s peacebuilding context. They were able partly, although never 

completely, to counteract their tendency toward upward accountability. 
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The BLTP case shows that for an organization to sustain alignment with the 

peacebuilding trajectory and maintain the relevance of its programming with the context, 

it will most likely need significant and representative stakeholder dialogue, non-

defensive and valid learning behavior, a significant organizational change process, a 

peacebuilding organizational frame, sufficient peacebuilding knowledge-laden routines, 

and entrepreneurial leadership committed. In other words, the organization needs to 

think that peacebuilding is the most important thing that it is doing. It needs to have the 

knowledge to implement its particular approach to peacebuilding. It should have regular 

discussions with the various people and organizations who have an interest in the 

outcome of its work. It should approach information that it receives about its work in an 

open, non-defensive way. It should always aim to understand whether it is, in fact, 

having the impact that it thinks it is having. It should go through periodic organizational 

change processes that allow it to question whether its overall aims and approach are still 

appropriate to the country’s peacebuilding trajectory and the capacities and priorities of 

its people and institutions. As indicated in the Further Research section below, I will aim 

to test this theory with other organizations and in other countries. 

10.4.1 IMPLICATIONS FOR IOS, INGOS, AND DONOR AID AGENCIES 

What do these findings tell us about what types of organizations are likely to have 

which type of outcome? The five organizations studied here are most commonly thought 

of as IOs, NGOs, or donor government aid agencies. These findings imply that these 

categories may not help us understand how an organization is likely to interact with 

another country’s war-to-peace transition. The three necessary characteristics for an 

organization to be on target with the peacebuilding trajectory and for its programming to 

be relevant with its particular context – predominant peacebuilding frame, sufficient 

peacebuilding knowledge-laden routines, and entrepreneurial leadership committed to 



 505 

peacebuilding – do not depend on whether an organization is an IO, INGO, or donor aid 

agency. Likewise, the additional factors that seem to be important for sustaining this 

outcome – non-defensive and valid learning behavior, significant and representative 

stakeholder dialogue, and organizational change – are also not dependent on IO, INGO, 

or donor aid agency status. Although it is easier for smaller organizations to inculcate 

learning behavior throughout the organization, larger organizations can help to establish 

pockets of learning in individual programming teams, as several UN Mission and CARE 

Burundi projects were able to do.1214 

An organization’s classification as an IO, INGO, or bilateral aid agency seems to 

have the greatest impact on the organization’s accountability routines. The categories of 

IO, donor government, and NGO are based around the centrality of the state. IOs are 

made up of states, donors are states, and INGOs are not states and are not supposed to 

directly represent state interest.  

A government donor will always be heavily upwardly accountable but could adjust 

for this trend by having more flexible funds that are not earmarked, giving the grantees 

more flexibility to respond to the actual needs and opportunities in the country.1215 Or 

donors can develop a true partnership with the government that is based on real 

accompaniment and is informed by consultations with all stakeholders, thus encouraging 

state-society relations. Donors could also alter their organizational frame by increasing 

the amount of money allocated to peacebuilding and even create a peacebuilding 

funding agency. The fact that donors tend to have the largest pots of money allocated to 

humanitarian and development programming is not determined by their status as a 

                                                           

1214 M. Leann Brown and Michael Kenney, “Organizational Learning: Theoretical and 
Methodological Considerations,” Organizational Learning in the Global Context (2006): 1–20.  
1215 The Dutch cooperation with Burundi after 2005 is a good example of this model and may be 
studied in further research. 
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government aid agency. It is an institutional artifact that could be changed through big 

policy shifts and a large organizational change process.  

International organizations intervening in a country will tend to be more 

horizontally accountable to the host government than donors or INGOs because the host 

government is usually a member, or principal, of the IO. They are also likely to be 

upwardly accountable to the states that govern them and the states that fund them. 

Structurally, this makes it more difficult for IOs to engage with civil society or 

communities and encourages them to support the state, its policies, and its politics. But it 

is possible to counteract this tendency through significant engagement with communities 

and civil society, true partnership with government, and inclusion of a representative 

group of stakeholders in regularly monitoring, as several of BINUB’s projects 

showed.1216 

INGOs tend to be upwardly accountable to multiple donors with different 

requirements, leading INGOs to be preoccupied with proposal writing and reporting. 

INGOs also tend to be much more connected to the community than to the host 

government. They often deliver services in place of the government, inhibiting 

constructive state-society interactions. But INGOs can attempt to correct for this tendency 

by integrating governance programming across all of their projects, developing their own 

sources of funding, and attempting to develop a long-term strategy and approach in 

order to have a more sustainable impact. That said, not all INGOs are more grounded in 

the community. Some, like the BLTP, can be very closely connected to government 

institutions. The distinguishing factor in INGO accountability routines is that they are 

primarily upwardly accountable to their donors for relatively short-term funding cycles. 

Their capacity to establish some accountability for outcomes depends on how much 

                                                           

1216 Campbell, Independent External Evaluation: Peacebuilding Fund Projects in Burundi. 
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freedom donors give them, how they manage their donors, and how they engage with 

other stakeholders. 

In sum, although an organization’s status as an IO, INGO, or donor aid agency 

influences how it engages with a country’s peacebuilding trajectory, it is not likely to 

determine it. In the cases studied here, the international organizations tended to fall into 

Type 1: Off Target and Mostly Irrelevant and Type 2: On Target but Mostly Irrelevant because 

they were focused on accountability to the Burundian government and their 

programming was largely unresponsive to the context. But, during two phases, a UN 

Mission was also able to maintain the relevance of its programming to the context, 

occupying Type 3: On Target and Relevant. The INGOs, on the other hand, tended to fall 

into Type 3: On Target and Relevant and Type 4: Off Target but Relevant because they were 

more focused on their projects and on getting feedback from their beneficiaries than IOs 

or bilateral donors. But, for two phases, an INGO was in Type 1: Off Target and Mostly 

Irrelevant and one could easily imagine how an INGO could fall into Type 2: On Target but 

Mostly Irrelevant as well. Government aid agencies may be most influenced by the type of 

aid that they give. A development aid agency would most likely fall into Type 1: Off 

Target and Mostly Irrelevant and Type 4: Off Target but Relevant. But, in the cases studied 

here, DFID was in Type 3: On Target and Relevant for the two phases when its primary 

focus was peacebuilding. 

10.4.2 ADAPTATION AND PEACEBUILDING SUCCESS 

What is the relationship between the four types discussed here and peacebuilding 

success? In one sense, there is a very direct relationship. Peacebuilding success, as it is 

used here, is self-referential. It is achieved if an organization achieves its own 

peacebuilding goal and this goal has the desired impact on the causes of conflict and 

hypothesized drivers of peace. As discussed in Chapter 2, there is no agreement in the 
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literature on the definition of peacebuilding success. There is agreement on what it is not: 

full scale war and large-scale violent conflict. But, there is no agreement on what it is or 

how to establish it. Is it a state grounded in rule of law, a market-oriented economy, and 

democratic institutions, as is put forward by the liberal peacebuilders? Is it an 

authoritarian state that can guarantee security, stability, and economic development, as is 

put forward by those focusing on stability?  

The basic theory of peace in this dissertation is that “peace” comes in stages and 

people’s expectations of what peace is will change at each new stage. These stages rarely 

advance linear positive progression, but the goal of peacebuilders is to help momentum 

go in a positive direction – toward freedom, toward equality, toward constructive state-

society interactions, toward competent and responsive formal and informal institutions, 

away from violence, away from abuse, away from injustice. The outcome of international 

peacebuilding results from the interaction between the specific international actors and 

the specific national actors involved.1217 How an organization interacts with these 

national institutions and actors has a big influence on the outcome, but is not the only 

factor that determines it. It is also due to the opportunities that exist in the context, 

actions by other organizations, and the personalities of the national and international 

actors involved.  

In this research, I have tried to isolate the factors within international institutions 

that determine their interaction with the context. But, success cannot be understood fully 

without corresponding examination into the specific national institutions that 

peacebuilding aims to influence. As a result, I have aimed to identify the factors that 

                                                           

1217 Michael Barnett and Christoph Zuercher, “The Peacebuilder’s Contract: How External 
Statebuilding Reinforces Weak Statehood,” in The Dilemmas of Statebuilding: Confronting the 
Contradictions of Postwar Peace Operations (New York: Routledge, 2009), 23–52; Ole Jacob Sending, 
“The Effects of Peacebuilding: Sovereignty, Patronage, and Power,” in A Liberal Peace? The Problems 
and Practices of Peacebuilding (London: Zed, 2011). 
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determine the capacity of international peacebuilders to understand the national 

institutions that aim to influence and to adapt their aims, approaches, and programming 

details based on that understanding. In so doing, I have identified the threshold for 

peacebuilding success. If international peacebuilders do not adjust their approach to the 

realities of the national institutions or the trends in the peacebuilding process, then how 

can they influence either one? The logic follows that if an international peacebuilding 

organization is able to systematically attempt the gap between its aims and the reality, 

then it is much more likely achieve these aims over time.  

The organizational cases studied in this dissertation generally support this finding. 

The organizations that were able to systematically adapt to and interact with the relevant 

context in Burundi also had more evidence that they had achieved their peacebuilding 

aims than those organizations that did not adapt. It is possible, even likely, that some of 

the organizations that did not have evidence of achieving their peacebuilding aims still 

made some important contribution to these aims. But, the organizations did not generally 

encourage or reward individuals for achieving these outcomes. This made it much less 

likely that individuals within the organization would try to achieve peacebuilding 

outcomes, encouraging them instead to aim for targets that the organization prioritized, 

such as spending money, raising money, writing reports, and doing conflict-insensitive 

development work. “Perverse incentives thrive on the absence of information.”1218 

It is also true that some of the organizations that did not have generally relevant 

programming, had some programming that was very relevant and helped to create 

momentum in Burundi’s peacebuilding process. The BINUB projects that have been 

mentioned several times before are perhaps the best example. These projects had 

significant peacebuilding knowledge-laden routines, non-defensive and valid learning 

                                                           

1218 Gibson et al., The Samaritan’s Dilemma: The Political Economy of Development Aid, 34. 
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behavior, and significant and representative stakeholder dialogue, whereas the majority 

of BINUB’s other projects did not. 

If there were a one-to-one causal relationship between adaptation to the context and 

achievement of peacebuilding aims then international actors would have to know exactly 

how to build peace in another country and exactly what skills and tools to use. But, as the 

Burundi case study demonstrated, a country’s war-to-peace trajectory is largely 

unpredictable. As a result, peacebuilding is risky and uncertain. If an organization is able 

to systematically adapt to new trends and changes in the relevant context then it is much 

more likely to eventually “get it right”. It is much more likely to be tuned in to new 

opportunities and be able to alter its aims and approach to take advantage of these 

opportunities. And, hopefully it would be able to make an important contribution to 

advancing the country’s peacebuilding process. In the least, it would much more likely to 

achieve its own peacebuilding aims and make these aims more relevant to the country’s 

overall peacebuilding trajectory.  If an organization regularly adapts to align its 

peacebuilding aims and outcomes in response to the context, but continually fails to 

make the contribution that it aims to make, hopefully it would close up shop and leave. 

Unfortunately, the cases studied here indicate that many organizations may be reluctant 

to choose this option, existing instead as “permanently failing organizations”.1219 

10.4.3 THE CHALLENGE OF SUSTAINING PEACEBUILDING AND CONFLICT-SENSITIVE DEVELOPMENT 

The findings from this dissertation show that good peacebuilding may be 

temporary. In other words, very few organizations may be able to sustain peacebuilding 

that is relevant to the context over several years and several big changes in a country’s 

war-to-peace transition. Organizations have a limited skill-set and routines and systems 

                                                           

1219 Marshall W. Meyer and Lynne G. Zucker, Permanently Failing Organizations (Thousand Oaks: 
Sage Publications, 1989). 
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that support that skill set. The changes in a country’s war-to-peace trajectory are so 

significant and rapid that one skill is not likely to be relevant to the peacebuilding 

trajectory over several phases. Even if the organization is successful at peacebuilding – as 

was the case most clearly with the BLTP – then its own success causes the needs to 

outpace its area of expertise. Once people were trained in the BLTP technique, the BLTP 

did not have a follow-up technique that could help them to apply their new skills to new 

circumstances. Even when the skill set remains relevant over several phases in a war-to-

peace transition, the staff may not. 

Peacebuilding therefore presents particular challenges for development 

organizations and big international bureaucracies. Development organizations 

increasingly aim to make an overall contribution to peacebuilding or mainstream 

conflict-sensitivity throughout all of their development programming. But, the 

development organizations studied here, which included an INGO, an IO, and a bilateral 

donor, were not able to sustain their focus on peacebuilding or conflict sensitivity at the 

same time as they focused on other development concerns. The pace of programming, 

the staff skills needed, the reaction time, the type of analysis necessary, and the degree of 

attention to the context are different for peacebuilding and conflict sensitive 

programming and development programming.  

Peacebuilding requires a focus on consultation and inclusion of various groups. It 

requires an examination of the political aspect of all decisions. It requires that 

organizations work very closely with national partners at the same time that they 

supplement and build their capacity. Humanitarian routines are based on the 

assumption that the state is so ineffective that organizations must work around it. 

Development routines are generally based on the assumption that the state functions 

well and that donors want to align with and support its priorities and mechanisms. 
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Very few organizations are solely mandated to do peacebuilding and are likely to 

quickly shift into working on their core mandate, which in most cases is either 

development or humanitarian programming. After all, peacebuilding is harder, more 

complex, and faster moving. It requires extra effort by individuals and the organization, 

which will usually only be supported if peacebuilding is an organizational priority. 

Because of the fluid nature of the context and the goal of peacebuilding to impact the 

overall direction of the context, the gains of peacebuilding are tenuous and difficult to 

attribute solely to one actor. As a result, even the most successful peacebuilding projects 

often have difficulty demonstrating their contribution. 

Conflict sensitive development or humanitarian intervention – which tries to 

decrease the negative and increase the positive contribution of the humanitarian or 

development to the causes of peace – are also likely to be quite difficult to sustain. Unless 

relevance to the peacebuilding trajectory is a clear organizational priority, it will not be a 

programmatic priority and will not be taken into account when making decisions about 

the direction or contribution of a project or program. Peacebuilding can happen on the 

side, in one or two projects, but these projects are unlikely to have an overall impact on 

the way that the broader organization engages with the peacebuilding context. If the 

organization does not question how big changes in the peacebuilding trajectory affect its 

development, humanitarian, or peacebuilding programming then, by definition, it is not 

conflict sensitive.1220 

When development was the primary organizational focus of the organizational 

cases studied here, the organization was not also able to make an overall contribution to 

peacebuilding or mainstream conflict sensitivity throughout their programming. The 

                                                           

1220 International Alert, Saferworld, and FEWER, Conflict Sensitive Approaches to Development, 
Humanitarian Assistance and Peacebuilding: A Resource Pack. Thank you to Diana Chigas of CDA’s 
Reflecting on Peace Practice Project for affirming that this statement is in line with the general 
understanding of conflict sensitivity. 
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organizational characteristics required to engage in this type of programming were 

simply not present. While the INGO – CARE International – was able to maintain several 

reportedly effective peacebuilding project, it was very much “peacebuilding on the side” 

and was not related to Burundi’s broader war-to-peace transition or the rest of CARE’s 

programming. These findings do not bode well for the engagement of development 

organizations in peacebuilding, if only because two of the cases under study here – 

CARE International and DFID – had excellent reputations in Burundi and were 

considered to be among the best development organizations there. 

For the big international bureaucracies studied here – namely the UN Secretariat 

and UNDP – the innovative and flexible programming required presented a real 

challenge. While the UN Secretariat was able to change the mandate for its Burundi 

missions to keep pace with Burundi’s changing context, when the politics of the Security 

Council allowed, it was not able to change the static nature of the bureaucracy or ensure 

that staff had the skills and expertise necessary for innovative peacebuilding 

programming. Consequently, even if a peacebuilding intervention was relevant at its 

design stage it was often irrelevant to the context by the time it was completed.   

10.4.4 FALLING SHORT OF A LIBERAL PEACE, BUT GAINING NATIONAL AGENCY 

This dissertation finds that organizational barriers to the implementation of the 

liberal peace agenda are so great that when the determinants of liberal peace appear in 

transitional or post-conflict countries they should not be attributed solely, if at all, to 

liberal peacebuilding interventions.1221 Peacebuilding organizations’ path dependency 

and upwardly accountable routines often make many liberal peacebuilders the 

guarantors of the status quo rather than the liberators of the oppressed. International 

                                                           

1221 Ibid. 
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peacebuilding institutions did not have the power, capacity, or authority to impose 

liberal democratic norms and institutions in Burundi. 

Many of the people who work for organizations engaging in peacebuilding in 

Burundi expressed real frustration with the disconnect between their institutional norms 

and the reality of what they are able to accomplish in Burundi. They describe a process 

by which the ideals that they believed in, which caused them to join these organizations, 

turned into disenchantment as they were stifled by the bureaucratic reality of their 

organizations, which seemed to be more concerned with writing reports than with 

achieving real outcomes. They also expressed frustration with the task at hand: how are 

they supposed to support these norms and standards in an environment where so many 

people work against them?  

My findings show that the agency of the host government is much greater than 

imagined by both critics and proponents of the liberal peace, in part because of how 

peacebuilding organizations are structured to relate to the host government. 

International peacebuilding organizations are under the sovereignty of the host 

government. All international actors that implement activities in a transitional or post-

conflict country have been granted permission to be there by the host government.1222 

This permission can be quickly taken away if the international actor acts in ways that the 

government disapproves of. The Burundian government demonstrated this power by 

kicking three consecutive Special Representatives of the Secretary General (SRSG) out of 

Burundi. This forced evacuation not only prevents the international peacebuilder or 

peacebuilding organization from achieving its liberal aims, but can do significant harm to 

careers. It is a coercive tool that the government can use to ensure that international 

actors do not push the boundaries too far.    

                                                           

1222 The exceptions to this rule are the recent cases of international trusteeship: the former Yugoslavia, Timor-

Leste and Kosovo. 
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National and local agency are also present in the very notion of liberal 

peacebuilding. National and local actors determine the outcomes of all liberal 

peacebuilding activities because they must decide whether or not to engage in them or 

sustain them. If they do not support peacebuilding activities and attempt to sustain their 

outcomes, then these activities will not achieve liberal results. National and local 

ownership are therefore integral to peacebuilding outcomes. That said, the focus of most 

bilateral and multilateral donors on direct engagement with the state privileges national 

ownership (i.e., by members of the state) over local ownership (i.e., by members of 

communities, local governments or civil society). The organizational routines that require 

agreement by the state therefore detract from ownership by other members of society, 

often leading to the empowerment of an illiberal state. 

10.4.5 IMPLICATIONS FOR PEACEBUILDING PRACTICE AND CONFLICT-SENSITIVE DEVELOPMENT 

The findings from this dissertation point to several potentially important 

implications for peacebuilding practice and conflict-sensitive development (grouped 

under the term peacebuilding for the rest of the section). First, they show that monitoring 

and evaluation may not be as important for peacebuilding effectiveness as has been 

assumed in much of the literature, or at least not outside of a self-reflective process.1223 

Most organizations had real difficulty monitoring and evaluating their peacebuilding 

outcomes and complained that they had no time to think about any information that they 

did receive. The case studies also showed that more monitoring and evaluation may not 

be the best way to improve peacebuilding effectiveness. Dialogue, discussion, and self-

reflection had a bigger effect on the case studies’ ability to respond to the peacebuilding 

context than did more monitoring and evaluation. Maybe this was because the staff had 

                                                           

1223 Cheyanne Church and Mark M. Rogers, “Designing for Results: Integrating Monitoring and 
Evaluation in Conflict Transformation Programs DRAFT” (Search for Common Ground, 2006). 
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little faith in their monitoring and evaluation tools, but it was also because they did not 

have time to process all of the information that they received. But, when they held 

discussions with other staff or stakeholders in the intervention, they were able to take the 

time to think about their work and consider its relevance to the evolving peacebuilding 

context.  

In addition, some monitoring and evaluation actually discouraged peacebuilding 

and conflict sensitivity. If donors required that a project or program monitor indicators 

that were not related to conflict or peacebuilding, then staff were most likely to monitor 

those indicators and not monitor their relationship to the context. Thus, these 

accountability mechanisms discouraged accountability for the impact on the 

peacebuilding context, and instead encouraged accountability for achieving another 

priority. Although there were no reported instances of this among the case studies, it is 

also possible that a strong push for results can discourage organizations from taking on 

the most difficult and most important cases that are less likely to deliver immediate 

results.1224 

Second, these case studies show that many of the other tools and approaches that 

aim to improve peacebuilding effectiveness and conflict sensitivity are insufficient in the 

absence of the organizational characteristics outlined in the theory above. Conflict 

analysis and strategies are likely to be insufficient in the absence of organizational 

characteristics that enable the international peacebuilders to understand the context and 

the implication of their strategy for real institutions and real people, and to regularly 

adapt their analysis and strategy as the context changes. Coordination among or between 

international organizations, donors, and NGOs often detracted from alignment with the 

peacebuilding context. It all depends on what idea or strategy actors are coordinating 

                                                           

1224 Key informant interview, 2011. 
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around. If they are coordinating around a strategy that aims to support peacebuilding 

and is grounded in a solid understanding of the context, then it could support responsive 

peacebuilding. But, most times in Burundi this was not the case. The UN’s peacebuilding 

strategy was very generic and the more political, and important, aspects of it could not be 

discussed in huge coordination meetings. Furthermore, international actors in Burundi 

spent so much time in coordination meetings that these reduced the time that they had to 

talk to Burundians and go outside of Bujumbura, reducing their knowledge or 

understanding of the Burundian people and institutions that they intended to help or 

support.  

Third, for conflict-sensitive development, this dissertation poses the question of 

whether it is feasible to mainstream conflict-sensitivity within a development 

organization. Development organizations usually believe that development is the most 

important thing that they do (i.e., their predominant organizational frame), which 

according to these findings would make it difficult for them to continually adapt to big 

and small changes in a country’s peacebuilding trajectory. If an organization does not 

adapt to big changes in the context that determines whether conflict erupts, it is unlikely 

to be conflict sensitive. 

Fourth, the organizations studied in this dissertation and theory described above 

paints a more optimistic picture for peacebuilding and conflict-sensitive development 

than much of the peacebuilding and organizational literature reviewed in Chapter 2 

would lead one to believe.  It shows that although many organizations face real difficulty 

understanding and adapting to the conflict dynamics, all organizations managed to do so 

at one time or another. They took advantage of opportunities that they thought were 

most relevant to their aims and approach. Leaders took chances and risks. Staff 

developed innovative mechanisms and programs. Organizations used new strategies and 

new approaches to alter their incentive structures.  
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These case studies and the theory presented above show that organizational change 

is possible. They show that it is difficult for most organizations to keep pace with the rate 

of change in a country’s peacebuilding trajectory, but that many organizations eventually 

catch up. They show that some of these actors can make a critical contribution to conflict-

torn country’s transition toward peace, however defined. The theory articulated above 

shows that there observable organizational characteristics and patterns that may be 

replicated in other international peacebuilding institutions and which can be used as a 

basis for better understanding peacebuilding effectiveness and improving the likelihood 

that international peacebuilders will accompany war-torn countries along their path to 

peace. 

10.5 Significance and Further Research 

The findings from this dissertation have potentially broad significance for 

organizations engaged in peacebuilding and conflict-sensitive development, theories of 

peacebuilding effectiveness, theories of institutional change, theories of agency and norm 

dissemination in IOs and INGOs, analyses of aid effectiveness in fragile states, and 

theories of organizational learning. As a result, it opens up a potentially broad agenda for 

further research. 

For organizations that do peacebuilding and conflict-sensitive development, this 

dissertation provides a potentially important framework that they could use to assess 

their likely capacity to be relevant to a country’s peacebuilding trajectory. It also provides 

theories about ways that they could improve this relevance. Most guidelines for 

peacebuilding practice and conflict-sensitive development have focused on 

peacebuilding and conflict-sensitive development strategies, programming methods, 

resources, degree of coordination or integration, monitoring and evaluation approaches, 

the role of conflict units, and the degree and type of conflict analysis. It has not asked 
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whether or not the organizations doing this work can employ these methods effectively 

in conflict-torn countries. Some of the literature on peacebuilding effectiveness has 

discussed the importance of organizational adaptation and learning, but has not asked 

when and why it takes place, what its relationship is to peacebuilding success, and how it 

can be improved.1225 The literature on conflict sensitive development has insisted on its 

importance and outlined the challenges that it faces, but has not investigated in detail 

whether or not it is possible to mainstream conflict-sensitivity into development 

organizations.1226 In the next phase of this research, I aim to test the generalizability of 

this theory to the general populations of organizations engaged in peacebuilding and 

conflict-sensitive development.   

The findings from this dissertation also have implications for the debate around the 

legitimacy of liberal peacebuilding.1227 It challenges both proponents and critics by 

questioning whether or not international actors have the capacity to “impose” liberal 

peace on conflict-torn countries, in part because of the high degree of agency possessed 

by the host governments.1228 In this way, it contributes to a growing field of 

“constructively critical research that raise important theoretical and practical questions, 

some of which challenge liberal premises without making the mistake of discarding the 

baby with the bathwater.”1229   

                                                           

1225 Howard, “UN Peacekeeping in Civil Wars”; Campbell, “When Process Matters: The Potential 
Implications of Organizational Learning for Peacebuilding Success”; Mark R. Duffield, Global 
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1226 Peter Uvin, “Structural Causes, Development Cooperation, and Conflict Prevention in Burundi 
and Rwanda,” Conflict, Security and Development 10, no. 1 (2010): 161–179; Juana Brachet and 
Howard Wolpe, Conflict-Sensitive Development Assistance: The Case of Burundi, Social Development 
Papers - Conflict Prevention and Reconstruction (Washington, DC: The World Bank, June 2005). 
1227 Campbell, Chandler, and Sabaratnam, A Liberal Peace? The Problems and Practices of 
Peacebuilding; Newman, Paris, and Richmond, New Perspectives on Liberal Peacebuilding. 
1228 Campbell, “Routine Learning? How Peacebuilding Organizations Prevent Liberal Peace.” 
1229 Ibid. 
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Beyond the peacebuilding field, the findings from this dissertation have potentially 

important significance for theories of institutional change. The debate in the institutional 

literature has focused on the source of institutional change and its consequences. To this 

end, it has debated the importance of exogenous shocks and ensuing “radical 

institutional reconfigurations” versus slow moving gradual changes that “may be hugely 

consequential as causes of other outcomes”.1230 It has not examined the interaction 

between a fast-paced institutional change, such as the one that Burundi experienced from 

1999 to 2011, and the often slow-paced change of the international institutions that aimed 

to influence Burundi’s trajectory. Both of these institutional change processes were beset 

by critical junctures, path dependency, exogenous shocks, and gradual institutional 

change. Further research will explore the implications of the findings from this 

dissertation and subsequent theory testing for broader theories of institutional change. 

The findings in this dissertation are also potentially relevant to theoretical debates 

within International Relations about the agency of IOs, INGOs, and donor aid agencies. 

Michael Barnett and Martha Finnemore’s path breaking book – Rules for the World: 

International Organizations in Global Politics - analyzed these international organizations in 

terms of their organizational characteristics, not simply as agents of states or vehicles of 

norm dissemination.1231 Several other authors have carried out similar analyses, but have 

focused on the organizational aspects of international organizations that are apparent at 

headquarters, not in field operations.1232 No one has examined the organizational factors 

                                                           

1230 James Mahoney and Kathleen Thelen, “A Theory of Gradual Institutional Change,” in 
Explaining Institutional Change: Ambiguity, Agency, and Power (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
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the Labor Movement, and Regime Dynamics in Latin America (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 
1991). 
1231 Barnett and Finnemore, “Rules for the World: International Organizations in Global Politics.” 
1232 Michael Lipson, “Peacekeeping: Organized Hypocracy?,” European Journal of International 
Relations 13, no. 1 (March 2007): 5–34; Michael Lipson, “A Garbage Can Model of UN 
Peacekeeping,” Global Governance 13, no. 1 (March 2007): 79–97; Michael Lipson, “Performance 
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of multiple types of organizations within one organizational field (i.e., the peacebuilding 

field) and how they relate to a determinant of peacebuilding effectiveness. Furthermore, 

there are very few analyses of the inner workings of IOs, INGOs, or donor aid agencies at 

the field level and the implications that this might have for our assumptions about their 

independent decision-making capacity. Most analyses of INGOs have focused on their 

capacity to disseminate international norms, not their capacity to operate on their own to 

directly affect change in individuals or institutions.1233 Further research will illustrate the 

theoretical contribution of these findings to debates around the agency of IOs, donor aid 

agencies, and INGOs.  

These findings also have potentially important contributions for the debate around 

aid effectiveness in fragile and conflict-affected states. The DFID case study provides an 

important lens into the performance of one of the donors who has been most committed 

to improving this aid effectiveness. In spite of its commitment, DFID was unable to 

reconcile the apparent contradictions between the aid effectiveness agenda and its 

commitments to a new type of partnership with conflict-affected states and societies.1234 

Further research will build upon the findings from the literature on the political economy 

of aid and test the generalizability of the DFID case to other donors operating in other 

conflict-torn countries.1235 I will also aim to investigate whether different types of 

upward accountability influence the response of donors and their grantees to the 

peacebuilding context. 

                                                                                                                                                               

Under Ambiguity: International organization performance in UN peacekeeping,” Review of 
International Organizations 5, no. 3 (September 2010): 249–284; Catherine Weaver, Hypocracy Trap: 
The World Bank and the Poverty of Reform (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2008). 
1233 Deborah Avant, Martha Finnemore, and Susan Sell, eds., Who Governs the Globe? (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 2010). 
1234 DFID, Building the State and Securing the Peace. 
1235 Ibid. 
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These findings also have potentially important significance for theories of 

organizational learning. The case studies show that open and non-defensive learning 

behavior is insufficient for organizations to align intention and outcome. This could 

potentially falsify Argyris and Schön’s theory of organizational learning, or at least adjust 

this theory for the particular circumstances facing international peacebuilding 

organizations.1236 Further research will investigate the exact contribution that this 

research makes to the organizational learning literature. 

Based these findings, I will build and refine a typological theory that explains how 

different types of organizations engaged in peacebuilding and conflict-sensitive 

development are likely to interact with the war-to-peace transitions that they aim to 

influence.1237 Interviews that I conducted with staff at headquarters and evaluations of 

the case study organization’s work in other countries indicate that many of these findings 

are generalizable to the broader organization. But, they need to be tested and refined 

through further case study research to be considered robust. 

I will test the generalizability of the findings in this dissertation, and their 

contribution to the literature mentioned above, through research into the same types of 

organizations in three or four additional countries. I will select these countries so that 

they offer a significantly different context from Burundi. I will select a country that is 

bigger than Burundi, resulting in bigger IOs, INGOs, and donor aid agencies, potentially 

increasing the difficulty of communication and information sharing. I will select a 

country that has a less positive peacebuilding trajectory to see how this may affect the 

organizations’ capacity to adapt to its progression. I will select one that is more important 

geo-strategically, which may lead to more positive and negative attention from 

                                                           

1236 Argyris, On Organizational Learning. 
1237 Elman, “Explanatory Typologies in Qualitative Studies of International Politics”; Collier, 
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headquarters. I will also select one that has a government that is more hospitable to 

international intervention and ideally to liberal democratic norms. It would also be good 

if one of the additional countries had better data on socio-economic and conflict trends to 

test the hypothesis of whether or not the presence of more valid information about the 

context makes a difference for international peacebuilders’ interactions with that context.  
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APPENDIX A: CONSOLIDATED TABLE OF CASE STUDY VALUES AND OUTCOMES 
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No 
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/  
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Align Overall Aims and Means to New 

Trend in Peacebuilding Trajectory/ 

Systematic Actions to Align Programming 

Details with Relevant Context 

DFID V 

Upward/ 

Horizontal 

PB Frame not 

Predominant/ 

Insufficient PB KL Routines 

Non-

defensive

/ Valid No No Yes 

No Significant and Systematic Actions to 

Align Overall Aims and Means to New 

Trend in Peacebuilding Trajectory/ 

No Systematic Actions to Align 

Programming Details with Relevant 

Context 

DFID VI 

Upward/ 

Horizontal 

PB Frame not 

Predominant/ 

Insufficient PB KL Routines 

Non-

defensive

/ Valid Yes No No 

No Significant and Systematic Actions to 

Align Overall Aims and Means to New 

Trend in Peacebuilding Trajectory/ 

No Systematic Actions to Align 

Programming Details with Relevant 

Context 
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Sub-case 

Accountability 

Routines 

Knowledge-laden Routines 

& Organizational Frames 

Learning 

Behavior 

Significant 

Organizational 

Change Process 

Flexible 

Peacebuilding 

Funds 

Entrepreneurial 

Leadership 

Committed to 

Peacebuilding 

Action to Align in Relation to 

Peacebuilding Aims 

UN Mission I  

Jan. ’99 – Oct. 

‘01 

(UNOB) 

Upward/ 

Significant and 

Representative 

Stakeholder 

Dialogue 

Predominant Peacebuilding 

Org. Frame/  

Sufficient Peacebuilding 

Knowledge-laden Routines 

Defensive

/ Valid No No Yes 

Significant and Systematic Actions to Align 

Overall Aims and Means to New Trend in 

Peacebuilding Trajectory/ 

Systematic Actions to Align  Programming 

Details with Relevant Context  

UN Mission II  

Nov. ’01 – 

Nov. ‘03 

(UNOB) 

Upward/ 

Significant and 

Representative 

Stakeholder 

Dialogue 

Predominant Peacebuilding 

Org. Frame/  

Sufficient Peacebuilding 

Knowledge-laden Routines 

Defensive

/ Valid Yes No No 

Significant and Systematic Actions to Align 

Overall Aims and Means to New Trend in 

Peacebuilding Trajectory/ No Systematic 

Actions to Align Programming Details with 

Relevant Context 

UN Mission III 

Dec. ’03 – 

Aug. ‘05 

(UNOB & 

ONUB) 

Upward/ 

Horizontal 

Predominant Peacebuilding 

Org. Frame/ 

Sufficient Peacebuilding 

Knowledge-laden Routines 

Defensive

/ Invalid Yes No Yes 

Significant and Systematic Actions to Align 

Overall Aims and Means to New Trend in 

Peacebuilding Trajectory/ 

Systematic Actions to Align Programming 

Details with Relevant Context   

UN Mission IV 

Sept. ’05 – 

April ‘09 

(ONUB & 

BINUB) 

Upward/ 

Horizontal 

Predominant Peacebuilding 

Org. Frame/ Insufficient 

Peacebuilding Knowledge-

laden Routines 

Defensive

/ Invalid Yes Yes Yes 

Significant and Systematic Actions to Align 

Overall Aims and Means to New Trend in 

Peacebuilding Trajectory/ No Systematic 

Actions to Align Programming Details with 

Relevant Context 

UN Mission V 

May ’09 – 

May ‘10 

(BINUB) 

Upward/ 

Horizontal 

Predominant Peacebuilding 

Org. Frame/ Insufficient 

Peacebuilding Knowledge-

laden Routines 

Defensive

/ Invalid No Yes Yes 

Significant and Systematic Actions to Align 

to New Trend in Peacebuilding Trajectory/ 

No Systematic Actions to Align 

Programming with Relevant Context 

UN Mission VI 

June ’10 – 

Dec. ‘11 

(BINUB & 

BNUB) 

Upward/ 

Horizontal 

Predominant Peacebuilding 

Org. Frame/ Insufficient 

Peacebuilding Knowledge-

laden Routines 

Defensive

/ Invalid Yes No No 

No Significant and Systematic Actions to 

Align Overall Aims and Means to New 

Trend in Peacebuilding Trajectory/ 

No Systematic Actions to Align 

Programming Details with Relevant 

Context 
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Sub-case 

Accountability 

Routines 

Knowledge-laden Routines 

& Organizational Frames 

Learning 

Behavior 

Significant 

Organizational 

Change Process 

Flexible 

Peacebuilding 

Funds 

Entrepreneurial 

Leadership 

Committed to 

Peacebuilding 

Action to Align in Relation to 

Peacebuilding Aims 

UNDP I 

Upward/ 

Horizontal 

Predominant Peacebuilding 

Frame/ Insufficient 

Peacebuilding Knowledge-

laden Routines 

Defensive

/ Invalid No No Yes 

Significant and Systematic Actions to Align 

Overall Aims and Means to New Trend in 

Peacebuilding Trajectory/ No Systematic 

Actions to Align Programming Details with 

Relevant Context 

UNDP II 

Upward/ 

Horizontal 

PB Frame not 

Predominant/ 

Insufficient PB KL Routines 

Defensive

/ Invalid No No No 

No Significant and Systematic Actions to 

Align Overall Aims and Means to New 

Trend in Peacebuilding Trajectory/ 

No Systematic Actions to Align 

Programming Details with Relevant 

Context 

UNDP III 

Upward/ 

Horizontal 

PB Frame not 

Predominant/ 

Insufficient PB KL Routines 

Defensive

/ Invalid No No No 

No Significant and Systematic Actions to 

Align Overall Aims and Means to New 

Trend in Peacebuilding Trajectory/ 

No Systematic Actions to Align 

Programming Details with Relevant 

Context 

UNDP IV 

Upward/ 

Horizontal 

Predominant PB Frame/ 

Insufficient PB KL Routines 

Defensive

/ Invalid Yes Yes Yes 

Significant and Systematic Actions to Align 

Overall Aims and Means to New Trend in 

Peacebuilding Trajectory/ No Systematic 

Actions to Align Programming Details with 

Relevant Context 

UNDP V 

Upward/ 

Horizontal 

Predominant PB Frame/ 

Insufficient PB KL Routines 

Defensive

/ Invalid No Yes Yes 

Significant and Systematic Actions to Align 

Overall Aims and Means to New Trend in 

Peacebuilding Trajectory/ No Systematic 

Actions to Align Programming Details with 

Relevant Context 

UNDP VI 

Upward/ 

Horizontal 

PB Frame not 

Predominant/ 

Insufficient PB KL Routines 

Defensive

/ Invalid Yes Yes No 

No Significant and Systematic Actions to 

Align Overall Aims and Means to New 

Trend in Peacebuilding Trajectory/ 

No Systematic Actions to Align 

Programming Details with Relevant 

Context 
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APPENDIX B: INTERVIEW PROTOCOL 

 
 

 

 

Interview Protocol 

 

 

Interview Date:  

Interview Location:  

Interviewee:   

Interview Duration: 

Process Notes:  

 

 

Placement of Individual within Organization 

 

1.1 What is your position  in this organization? 

Probes:  

Tasks  

Time in Burundi  

Time in organization 

 

 

 

Outcomes 

 

2.1 What peacebuilding projects, activities, or initiatives have you seen that have worked well ? 

Probes:  

Why?  Internal factors and External factors. 

 

 

2.2 What peacebuilding projects, activities, or initiatives have you seen that have not  worked well ? 

Probes:  

Why?  Internal factors and External factors. 

Unexpected outcomes? 

 

 

2.3 How do you know  whether or not a peacebuilding activity, initiative, or program has worked well? 

Probes: 
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How do you define success ? 

Country-wide and Activity-specific 

 

 

 

Action to Align Intention and Outcome 

 

3.1 How does your unit aim  to reduce violence and/or build peace? 

How does the organization in general  aim  to reduce violence and/or build peace? 

 

 

3.2 In what ways has these aims been met or not ? 

Probe:  

Why? How? Unexpected outcomes? 

 

 

3.3 Have changes been made in activities  to better meet these aims? 

Probe:  

When? Why? What?  

 

 

3.4 Have changes been made in activities in response to other factors?  

Probe:  

When? Why? What? 

 

 

3.5 Have changes been made in the aims ? 

Probe:  

Why? Why not? 

 

 

3.6 How has this organization responded to the major changes in Burundi’s war-to- peace transition  over the 
past ten years? 

Probe:  

Signing of Arusha; first part of the transition government; second part of transition government; elections; 
inclusion of FNL; preparation for next elections. 

What events have been most important? Why? 

 

 

 

Learning Behavior 
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4.1 How do people respond to positive and less positive  information about the achievement of peacebuilding 
aims? 

Probe: 

How do people respond to this information when it involves their own work?  

When it involves other people’s work?  

What information is or isn’t shared or discussed? 

 

4.2 How are unexpected outcomes or problems discussed ? 

Probe:  

Among whom? What types of questions are asked? 

 

 

4.3 What type of information goes back  to partners and beneficiaries about the project implementation? 

Probe:  

When? How often? 

Out to general community – Government, other NGOs, other Donors, etc… 

 

 

4.4 What is the standard behavior  of leaders and managers? 

Prompt:  

facilitators, directors, or observers 

Probe:  

This country office, other country offices, HQ? Which behavior do you think is most “successful”? Why? 

 

 

 

Knowledge-Laden Routines 

 

5.1 How were the aims of the peacebuilding activity identified ?  

Probes: 

By whom? 

Through what routine process? 

Based on what analysis? 

How are the general higher-level peacebuilding aims identified? 

 

 

5.2 What was your activity design process ?  

Probes: 

Who participated? 

What was the routine process? 

What was the analysis that it was based on? 
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5.3 Based on what guidelines, knowledge or experience  were the aims and activities selected and designed? 

Probes:  

Individual experience? 

From other country offices? 

From headquarters? 

 

 

5.4 When you came here did you have access to other peoples’ lessons?  

Probe:  

Within country office? 

Between teams over time? 

Between country offices? 

With other organizations and individuals in country? 

With HQ & RO?  

What type of information did you share? In what form? 

If yes, was it helpful? What? Why? 

 

 

5.5 What lessons have you learned  from implementing your peacebuilding activity? Have you shared  the 
lessons that you have learned? 

Probe:  

Within country office? 

Between teams over time? 

Between country offices? 

With other organizations and individuals in country? 

With HQ & RO?  

What type of information did you share? In what form? 

If yes, was it helpful? What? Why? 

 

 

5.6 What is the background and training  of most the staff who you know who work on peacebuilding activities? 

Probe:  

Does your experience differ from other program staff?  

Is it different for those who work in conflict environments and those who work in non-conflict environments?  

Is it different for those who work “in” conflict and those who work “on” conflict?  

Is it different for HQ or field?  

Different for different “levels” of staff?  

 

 

 



 578 

Accountability Routines 

 

6.1 What type information is reported  about the contribution of peacebuilding activities? What happens to 
information  once it is reported? 

Probe:  

To whom?  

How often?  

In response to what? 

 

 

6.2 What determines  whether peacebuilding activities continue to receive funding ? 

Probe:  

Funding in the first place?  

Staff resources? 

For positive and less-positive outcomes? 

 

 

6.3 How is the allocation and reallocation  of resources decided? 

Probe:  

In response to what are resources reallocated ?  

How common? 

For positive and less-positive outcomes? 

 

 

6.4 What are staff rewarded for ? Why are people promoted ? 

Probe:  

Held back? In this Country Office? At HQ? In other Country Offices? 

Different for those who work on peacebuilding activities? 

For positive and less-positive outcomes? 

 

 

6.5 What is this office rewarded for ?  Reprimanded for? 

Probes:  

What brings visibility? Incentives? 

What do individuals see as a reward? 

How does this relate to peacebuilding aims? 

 

 

 

Further information 

 

7.1 Anything else  I should know? 
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7.2 Who else  should I talk to? Documents ? 
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