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INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE FOR 
CONFLICT RESOLUTION, PEACEBUILDING, AND 

SECURITY: ANALYZING DATA AND TRENDS

Ray Vander Zaag

The increasing concentration of poverty, insecurity, and 
humanitarian response in so-called fragile and conflict-affected 
states has led to the coming together of the development and 
conflict/peace/security agendas. Official development assistance 
(ODA) has become increasingly “securitized”—used to support 
interventions aimed at conflict prevention and resolution, 
peacebuilding, and security system reform—according to 
some research of the international assistance of northern donor 
countries, including Canada. This study compares and analyzes 
three data sources on the allocation of Canadian international 
assistance for the twelve years from 2007–08 to 2018–19, 
and finds that the data given in the annual Statistical Report 
on International Assistance provides more complete data on 
disbursement amounts to the conflict prevention and resolution, 
peacebuilding, and security sector (Organisation for Economic 
Co-operation and Development [OECD] sector code 152) than 
either the Historical Project Data Set or the OECD Development 
Assistance Committee’s Creditor Reporting System (CRS) 
database. A multi-year dataset created from this source shows 
that aid disbursements have not significantly increased to the 
conflict, peacebuilding, and security sector over these twelve 
years, nor have aid disbursements to related (but “softer”) sectors 
of government and civil society capacity-building. This dataset 
does show the effect of the merger of the Canadian International 
Development Agency with Canada’s Foreign/Global Affairs 
department in governmental sources of assistance to this sector. 
The analysis also shows the increasing open inclusion of Canada’s 
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non-ODA assistance to this sector in the two Canadian data 
sources, consistent with greater whole-of-government integration 
of development assistance priorities with conflict, peacebuilding, 
and security agendas.

Conflict, peace, security, and international development assistance have 
become increasingly interrelated in complex and contested ways since the 
end of the Cold War and the attacks of 9/11. The interventions of develop-
ment assistance programs and projects are now expected to more actively 
support governance change in “fragile” recipient countries, via conflict pre-
vention and resolution, peacebuilding, and security enhancement. While 
development assistance is still formally intended to promote economic and 
social development, these goals are increasingly seen as interrelated with 
overcoming state fragility and supporting good governance, and thereby 
promoting international security. The security-development “nexus” has 
also been extended to emergency humanitarian assistance, as the majority 
of international humanitarian responses are now related to crises of hunger 
and displacement created by protracted conflicts, and so also needs to give 
careful attention to conflict resolution and peacebuilding.1 

Thus the purposes for which international development assistance is used 
have broadened, and scholars of the international assistance system have at-
tempted to analyze how aid flows and allocations have changed in response. 
This article seeks to contribute to this literature, by analyzing trends in 
Canadian international (development) assistance data for evidence of these 
changes.

Scholarship on the “nexus” between conflict, peace, security, and develop-
ment has become increasingly cross- and inter-disciplinary, moving across 
previously more isolated fields of security studies and international rela-
tions, international development studies, and the newer fields of peace and 
conflict resolution studies.2 This represents a challenge for scholars, often 
still accustomed to working out of their home specialty, to broaden their 
understandings to the concerns, approaches, and perspectives of other fields. 
3This article, in presenting research rooted in the analytical concerns of de-
velopment studies in a journal focused on peace research, thus also intends 
to increase interdisciplinary understanding of how official development 
financing for peacebuilding has changed in recent years.
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From the field of international development studies, the increasing attention 
to issues of conflict resolution, security, and peacebuilding has raised con-
cerns about the “securitization” of development assistance4 and the adoption 
of “whole-of-government” approaches in its planning and delivery.5 

Securitization, as related to development assistance, sees “underdeveloped” 
countries as a major source of global insecurity and “terror,” and so reframes 
the officially normative and neutral humanitarian field of development 
(i.e. assistance based solely on the basis of recipients’ humanity and need) 
in terms of global security. This makes development assistance serve as a 
form of soft power to serve the national and geopolitical security interests 
of Western donor countries.6 Programmatically, securitization is evident in a 
number of ways: in the geographical re-allocation of development assistance 
finance to conflict-affected countries and regions (i.e. fragile states); in the 
shift of interventions to the “harder” subsectors within conflict resolution 
and peacebuilding sectors (such as the reform of security-sector and justice 
institutions); concomitantly in a shift away from aid to other priorities such 
as poverty reduction or gender equality, due to relatively static aid budgets; 
in the increasing involvement of other donor government departments (such 
as defence departments and police agencies) in the delivery of assistance; 
and in conditionalities placed on that assistance.7 

Similarly, in contexts of conflict in fragile states, whole-of-government ap-
proaches aim for the greater “coherence” of development assistance policy 
with donor security, defence, and diplomacy goals.8 Whole-of-government 
approaches are most evident in the use of other non-aid government depart-
ments (such as national police and security forces) to deliver international 
assistance,9 and in the integration of previously separate (if not wholly inde-
pendent) international assistance agencies within ministries of foreign affairs 
in a number of donors countries, resulting in concern that development 
funds are used more closely to support broader donor foreign policy objec-
tives, not the poverty reduction development goals of recipient countries.

Canadian development assistance has also been critiqued in terms of both 
securitization and whole-of-government organizational changes. Studies by 
Stephen Brown, Stephen Baranyi and associates, and Liam Swiss have all 
examined the evidence for the increasing allocation of development assis-
tance for supporting the conflict resolution, peace, and security intervention 
sectors.10 A stronger whole-of-government approach was also evident in the 
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close linking of greatly expanded Canadian International Development 
Agency (CIDA) programming with the Department of National Defence 
presence in Afghanistan, and the channelling of assistance, particularly for 
police and judicial sector reform, through the Royal Canadian Mounted 
Policy (RCMP) in Iraq and Haiti. This integration culminated in the merger 
of the Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA) with the De-
partment of Foreign Affairs and International Trade in 2013. The focus of 
these studies was the period of major Canadian involvement in Afghanistan, 
Iraq, Sudan and Haiti. The studies by Brown and Swiss only use data to 
2013 and 2008, respectively,11 and there have been no studies that analyze 
the overall longer-term quantitative trends in Canadian international as-
sistance to the peace and security sectors to the current period, either in 
terms of how the changing array of government departments have been 
used to deliver assistance, and how the amounts and sectoral composition of 
funding has changed over the past decade.

Methods used in studies of intervention practice frequently consider the 
amount of official funding for development programs in conflict preven-
tion and resolution, peacebuilding, and security as the measure of levels of 
commitment and engagement in this sector. Such analysis requires, in part, 
consistent data on aid financial volumes, donor-government departmental 
sources, aid delivery channels, allocation among aid sectors, and coding of 
purposes and goals of each project intervention. The Development Assistance 
Committee of the OECD (hereafter OECD-DAC) has, since the 1960s, 
been the custodian of the core concept of Official Development Assistance 
(ODA), the global standard measure of the financial resources provided as 
development assistance.12 The core normative standard of ODA has been that 
it must be “administered with the promotion of the economic development 
and welfare” of the recipient country as its main objective.13 This definition 
specifically excludes assistance provided for military and security purposes, 
or commercial and trade purposes, which is simply called “official assistance.” 
Another important aspect of the standard-setting of the OECD-DAC has 
been the development of defined sector and purpose codes, which all donors 
use to classify all their development assistance disbursement according to 
their intended purposes. Included in the OECD-DAC sector and purpose 
codes, and commonly used as a key metric for international assistance for 
conflict, peace, and security (and thus of specific interest for this article), 
is the Conflict Prevention and Resolution, Peacebuilding, and Security 
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(hereafter “CPRPS”) sector code (sector codes 152), one of sixteen major 
DAC5 sector codes defined by the OECD for ODA classification purposes. 
Yet there is also considerable debate on what security-related interventions 
can or should be counted as ODA and, as will be discussed further below, 
some CPRPS purpose codes have been expanded and some donors have 
continued to push for greater inclusion of security-related expenditures.14 

The extensive annual statistical reports on ODA sectoral allocation required 
by the OECD-DAC from member countries are important because analysis 
of this standardized data ensures transparency, comparability, and account-
ability for the policies and programs of development assistance donors. 
This imposes “an analytical rigour to dialogue among donor governments,” 
ensuring they are using the same terminology and categories when compar-
ing and debating aid policies.15 The OECD-DAC data are thus routinely 
used by development analysts and scholars to investigate and to support 
comparative studies in their scholarship.16 Yet the compiled and standard-
ized nature of the OECD databases, which, for example, exclude assistance 
delivered through multilateral channels, make them limited for detailed 
examination of the aid programs of any individual donor country, and most 
major donors also publish detailed national reports on their development 
assistance, which can be used to assess national international assistance 
priorities and policy initiatives. Yet these national reports and datasets can 
be partial, use different standards than the OECD-DAC, and change over 
time. The Canadian government annually publishes a Statistical Report of 
International Assistance, but it reports on the broader category of “inter-
national assistance” and uses additional programming sectors to report and 
classify its aid funding. It also annual posts on its website a downloadable 
Historical Project Dataset of all aid disbursements, yet until recently this da-
taset excluded Canadian assistance provided through multilateral channels, 
only including bilateral aid expenditures. Thus it is difficult to determine 
exact longer-term historical trends in aid sources, disbursement amounts, 
and absolute and relative sectoral allocation.

This study seeks to contribute to the assessment of changes in the allocation 
of Canadian international assistance to the conflict, peace, and security sec-
tors by analyzing three specific questions:

- Which of the three available data sources, in terms of analytical 
methods, provide the most complete and accurate data on aid 
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amounts to CPRPS?

- Do changes in both the overall amount and composition of 
aid disbursements to CPRPS support claims of the continued 
securitization of Canadian development assistance?

- What are the impacts of the adoption of a whole-of-
government approach, in terms of shifts in the delivery of 
assistance in the CPRPS sector associated with organizational 
changes in the Canadian aid bureaucracy and in statistical 
reporting of international assistance?

The remainder of the article is organized as follows: First, the previous 
studies of how the peace, security, and development nexus has impacted 
Canadian international assistance, particularly in terms of securitization, 
will be reviewed. Second, the three data sources examined in the study, and 
the methods used to analyze their comparative completeness and usefulness 
in analyzing aid to the CPRPS sector, will be described. Third, trends in 
the sectoral allocation and departmental sources of Canadian assistance will 
be analyzed to assess whether evidence of securitization can be observed 
in trends in aid flow amounts and sectoral allocations, and linked to the 
recent reorganization of Canadian international assistance agencies. A short 
discussion of the conclusions, strengths, and gaps of this study will conclude 
the article.

CANADIAN INTERNATIONAL ASSISTANCE TO CONFLICT 
PREVENTION AND RESOLUTION, PEACEBUILDING, AND 
SECURITY
In Canada, as elsewhere, security and development assistance policies were 
historically “conceived as distinct spheres of activity.”17 Canadian interna-
tional assistance in the areas of security and conflict were administered by 
the Department of Foreign Affairs (DFAIT) and not the Canadian Interna-
tional Development Agency (CIDA), even when some of this assistance was 
eligible (and counted) as part of Canada’s official development assistance 
(see below). Beginning in the 2000s, responding to increasingly complex 
and interrelated security/development crises in so-called failed states such 
as Somalia, Afghanistan, Iraq, and Haiti, Canada was a leader in adopt-
ing a “whole-of-government” approach, which linked defense, diplomacy, 
and development instruments in responding in these countries.18 This was 
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reflected in Canada’s 2005 International Policy Statement, which included 
“a broad focus on development cooperation as the first line of defence for 
collective security,”19 the establishment of Global Peace and Security Fund 
within DFAIT (and not CIDA) with an annual budget of $100m, and the 
ranking of Afghanistan and Iraq as the top recipients of Canadian develop-
ment assistance during most of the first decade of the 2000s. By 2013, the 
pressures for achieving this “whole-of-government” coherence in Canadian 
foreign policy was one of the rationales for the merger of CIDA into the 
Department of Foreign Affairs, Trade and Development (DFATD), since 
renamed Global Affairs Canada (GAC).20 Significant debate occurred at that 
time as to whether this greater coherence between development and Cana-
dian diplomatic, commercial, and security concerns would lead to greater 
development effectiveness or the subsuming of development principles for 
narrower national self-interest.21 The announcement of Canada’s Feminist 
International Assistance Policy (FIAP) in 2017 adopted a primary focus on 
Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) 5—achieving gender equality and 
empowering women and girls—but also included peace and security as one 
of five additional priority “action areas” for Canadian international assis-
tance.22 In the words of a recent report to Parliament on Canadian interna-
tional assistance, the FIAP “adopts an integrated approach to development, 
humanitarian, and peace and security assistance through six action areas.”23 

As introduced above, these changes in Canadian international assistance 
have been critiqued in past studies. Brown has written extensively on the re-
lationship of Canadian development assistance to other foreign policy goals, 
arguing that development priorities have increasingly been integrated with 
and subsumed by security and commercial priorities.24 In a comprehensive 
overview of the trends, causes, and impacts of the securitization of Canadian 
foreign policies from 2000 to 2013, Brown notes that despite the adoption 
of a “whole-of-government” approach, each of the foreign affairs, defence, 
and development departments interpreted the threat of “failed and fragile” 
states differently.25 In analyzing the securitization of Canadian assistance to 
Afghanistan, he argues that it was largely driven by specific but temporary 
foreign policy dynamics related to Canada’s standing in the international 
community. Similar factors influenced policy on assistance to Iraq and 
Haiti. In the final years of this period, he argues, Canadian assistance be-
came desecuritized, and instead became more aligned with Canadian com-
mercial interests.26 Baranyi has examined Canadian engagement in fragile 
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states, both in the specific case of Haiti and (with Anca Paducel and with 
Themrise Khan) more broadly, concluding that the level and effectiveness of 
securitization and development success varied significantly.27 For example, 
in Afghanistan development assistance was tightly integrated with the 
dominant North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) military strategy, 
while in Haiti assistance focused more on state-strengthening and longer 
term development, “in line with international aid effectiveness principles.”28 
Swiss argues there is evidence for the securitization of aid during the first 
decade of the 2000s, given that four conflict-affected countries (Afghani-
stan, Haiti, Iraq, and Sudan) had become the top ten recipients of Canadian 
development assistance, and that aid was increased to the conflict, peace, 
and security sector. He proposes that this is evidence that securitization has 
“increasingly instrumentalized” Canadian aid to support Canadian foreign 
policy and security goals at the expense of less self-interested development 
goals such as gender equality.29 Thus, though there is evidence of the in-
creased securitization of Canadian international assistance, particularly 
during the first decade of the 2000s, as Swiss summarizes, this was “a quiet 
and implicit” process that occurred “in an ad hoc manner responding to 
larger Canadian foreign policy interests … in the absence of an overall insti-
tutional policy,”30 and it is not clear whether securitization has continued as 
a clear Canadian international assistance policy priority since these studies 
were published in the early and mid 2010s.

DATA SOURCES ON CANADIAN  
INTERNATIONAL ASSISTANCE
There are three possible sources for quantitative data on Canadian aid flows: 
the annual Statistical Report on International Assistance (SR-IA), published 
by the Government of Canada;31 the Historic Project Data Set32 (HPDS), 
published online annually by Global Affairs Canada (and its predecessors); 
33and OECD-DAC Creditor Reporting System (OECD CRS) online da-
taset. Each has particular constraints for use in the analysis of aid flows to 
conflict, security, and peacebuilding.

The Statistical Report on International Assistance is issued in partial com-
pliance with the Official Development Assistance Accountability Act.34 It 
provides a series of pre-set tables on international assistance by government 
department source, purpose or sector, recipient country, and delivery 
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channel. It is noteworthy that all these reports, since 2007–08, have used 
the broader term “international assistance” in their title, switching from 
the OECD standard of “official development assistance” used previously, 
and thus since 2007–08 include some assistance that does not qualify as 
“developmental,” per OECD definitions. Its opening pages have a detailed 
explanation, with a supporting graphic, on how international assistance (IA) 
differs from ODA, as it includes some (but not all) Canadian international 
military and security assistance and includes assistance to several countries 
not on the OECD-DAC list of (low and middle income) ODA-eligible 
recipient countries. The difference is not large, in the range of $200m 
most years, and reflects the technical/definitional difficulty, as well as the 
government’s policy reluctance, to separate the close relationship between 
developmental and security assistance. Though relatively small within the 
entire international assistance budget, these amounts are significant when 
analyzing trends in the specific ODA sector of CPRPS (purpose code 
152, as will be reported below). The Statistical Reports provide the most 
expansive data on Canadian international assistance, as they are the only 
reports that include multilateral assistance, which can be an important 
source and channel of assistance to conflict, peace, and security. Thus they 
are particularly interesting for this study, because they also provide data on 
assistance on the “edge” of the conflict, peace, security, and development 
nexus, and they break down this assistance by government source (including 
the Department of Foreign Affairs, the Department of National Defence, 
and the Royal Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP)—relevant for analyzing 
the ‘whole-of-government’ policy), and by purpose codes.

The second relatively comprehensive data source for Canadian develop-
ment assistance is the Historical Project Data Set (HPDS). The HPDS is 
provided annually in spreadsheet format, providing detailed information on 
aid disbursements in a given fiscal year, with dozens of description fields 
for each disbursement, giving information such as the program/project 
title, originating government department and branch, type of aid, recipient 
organization type and name, recipient country, purpose and sector codes 
(in percentages, if a disbursement is allocated across multiple sectors), and 
various policy markers. These annual datasets are very large (often with over 
30,000 rows and 35+ columns of data) and need to be analyzed in database 
or spreadsheet programs, and so require considerable specialized knowledge 
to extract desired information (such as year to year comparisons and trend 
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analysis.) More importantly, until 2014–15 (after CIDA merged with the 
Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade), the HPDS only included aid 
disbursements from CIDA, but not funding provided by the Department 
of Foreign Affairs and other government agencies such as the RCMP, and 
so excluded many project disbursements in the CPRRS sector (the sector 
where Foreign Affairs assistance was particularly concentrated). It also did 
not include other official (non-ODA) assistance (some of which was also 
concentrated in the conflict and security sectors), and thus using the HPDS 
underreports total aid flows. Starting in 2016–17, the HPDS has included 
expanded data, and provides identical information to that in the tables of 
the Statistical Report. Thus the HPDS, while potentially containing a great 
deal of detailed analytical information, is limited for analyzing historical 
trends (extending prior to 2016–17), in addition to being difficult to work 
with.

The OECD-DAC is the third source data source for Canadian (and all 
OECD-DAC member country) international development assistance 
financial flows. The OECD publishes two online query-able databases that 
provide aid allocations by sector: the DAC5 table and the Creditor Report-
ing System (CRS). The CRS data is more detailed, as it is aggregated from 
individual donor “activities” (grants, programs, projects), is disaggregated by 
recipient country, and is based on actual disbursements (and not just com-
mitments, which sometimes are not fulfilled). However, the CRS dataset 
has several limitations. It (and the DAC5 dataset) do not include donor 
multilateral ODA provided as (core) program funding to multilateral orga-
nizations.35 It is also not easy to use when studying Canadian aid patterns, 
since OECD-DAC data is reported on a calendar (i.e. January to December) 
basis, rather than the federal Canada government’s April to March fiscal 
year. The OECD-DAC also converts all donor development assistance from 
domestic currencies into United States dollars ($US), and so is subject to 
currency fluctuations over time. In addition, since the CRS database is built 
on reporting of project-level assistance activities, it requires that individual 
projects (‘activities’) only be assigned one purpose code, corresponding to 
its main purpose.36 Due to the integrated and cross-sectoral nature of many 
projects, Canada (and other donors) often assign multiple purpose codes 
to individual projects that have multiple, interrelated purposes, allocating 
a proportional percentage of project funding to each purpose sector. The 
OECD-DAC CRS database also does not report the sources of assistance 
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within donor bureaucracies or divisions with donor agencies.

As introduced above, all these data sources use the OECD sector and 
purpose codes to classify the amounts of assistance that supports conflict 
resolution, peacebuilding, and security programming. Within the main 
Conflict Resolution and Prevention, Peacebuilding, and Security 152 sec-
tor code, there are six more specific five-digit purpose codes: 15210 for 
security system management and reform; 15220 for civilian peacebuilding, 
conflict prevention, and resolution; 15230 for participation in international 
peacekeeping operations; 15240 for reintegration and control of small arms 
and light weapons; 15250 for land mine clearance; and 15261 for child 
soldiers (preventions and demobilization). To ensure consistent use of these 
purpose codes, the OECD-DAC publishes detailed descriptions of the 
activities that can appropriately be included under each purpose code.37 It is 
notable that these descriptions in the 152xx purpose codes tend to be quite 
lengthy, longer than the average description, and that the OECD has also 
published separate guides and casebooks to clarify what peace and security 
activities may be counted as ODA.38 These OECD guides, for example, 
expressly prohibit using ODA to support training or equipment for militar-
ies, require that ODA only support civilian-supplied non-coercive assistance 
for preventing counter-terrorism and violent extremism, and only allow 
15% (increased in 2016 from 7%) of donor contributions to peacekeeping 
operations (and then only United Nations (UN) peacekeeping operations) 
to be counted as ODA.39 These detailed and evolving standards indicate the 
difficulty of clarifying and conceptualizing the relationship of peace and se-
curity interventions to development objectives. Yet the six subsectors listed 
above implicitly define what are considered as legitimate “developmental” 
interventions for CPRPS, and when researchers analyze donors’ prioritiza-
tion of CPRPS and trends in securitization, the aid amounts allocated to 
the 152 sector purpose codes are usually used as the best proxy for this 
commitment. 40

While these standard statistics from the OECD-DAC may constrain studies 
of securitization, questions about what actually constitute peace, security, 
and well-being, and how these can be produced or supported by external 
interventions, is also widely debated, particularly in the fields of conflict 
and peace studies.41 For example, Melita Lazell and Ivica Petrikova, in a 
study of donor aid commitments to conflict prevention and peacebuilding, 
divided interventions into two broad categories. They label the first category 
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“democratization”—the encouragement of democratic, inclusive societies 
that respect human rights, through programs that strengthen civil society 
and the rule of law, and that reduce economic marginalization and social 
exclusion. The second they label “conflict, peace, and security aid”—the 
prevention and resolution of conflict, through programs that reform the 
security sectors (i.e. police, justice, and prisons), support small arms control, 
and support civilian peace-building activities.42 These two categories broadly 
correspond with the concepts of positive and negative peace, which are 
foundational in conflict and peace studies.

Since conflict prevention, peace, and security are closely related to gover-
nance and democracy, international development assistance to Government 
and Civil Society (OECD sector code 151) could also be considered as 
assistance for peace and security. Within this sector, specific purpose codes 
include more general public-sector capacity-building goals such as public-
sector policy and administrative management, and public finance manage-
ment, as well as purpose codes more closely aligned to peace and security, 
including legal and judicial development, democratic participation and civil 
society, elections, media and free flow of information, human rights, and 
women’s rights organizations and movements (see data table in Annex 1 
for a complete list). These purpose codes correspond quite well with the 
broader, “building democratic and peaceful societies” approach discussed 
above. Given this definitional concern, comparative trends in the allocation 
of Canadian assistance to the government and civil society purpose codes 
will also be analyzed below.

COMPARING DATA SOURCES FOR TRENDS IN  
AID AMOUNTS
In order to be able to compare the three data sources from Canada and 
the OECD-DAC, each had to be manipulated to allow accurate and 
comparable analysis. From the annual Statistical Report on International 
Assistance, Table B1 (starting in 2007–08, when multilateral assistance 
began to be included) was converted from pdf to xlsx spreadsheet format, 
using an online converter. Since the pdf tables were presented in the SR-
3wIA with inconsistent lines and formats, each converted file was carefully 
checked against the printed table and corrected as necessary.43 Each annual 
table was then unpivoted,44 and the tables for all years merged into a single 
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spreadsheet table. This allowed the SR-IA data for the entire twelve year 
period to be summed by total international assistance, total ODA (with 
non-ODA disbursement subtracted), and by assistance to each sector code, 
and by each purpose code within the 151 CPRPS and 152 Government 
and Civil Society codes, using the pivot-table function of the spreadsheet 
program. The annual HPDS datasets were merged into a single spreadsheet, 
to allow tabulation of yearly total ODA, and total by sector. For the OECD 
CRS query-able database, a table was generated, with aid amounts selected 
as disbursements and as current $US.45 In order to make the OECD CRS 
data given in $US comparable to the Canadian SR-IA and HPDS data in 
Canadian dollars ($CDN), the data was converted to current $CDN using 
the annual exchange rates provided by the OECD.46 

Summary data from each was then copied into a single table, in order to 
compare and graph the amounts and trends reported by these three data 
sources. The calendar year OECD data was entered under the Canadian fis-
cal year in which there was greater overlap.47 The comparative trends in total 
Canadian international assistance and/or official development assistance 
is presented in Figure 1, and total assistance to the OECD-DAC purpose 
code 152 Conflict Resolution, Peacebuilding, and Security are presented in 
Figure 2.
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These figures show that there are significant differences in the totals reported 
by each data source. For total Canadian international assistance (Figure 1), 
the Statistical Report shows the highest amounts, with total international 
assistance slightly higher than ODA. The HPDS reports significantly lower 
total ODA until the final three years of the dataset, since up to that time 
it only reported disbursements from CIDA/DFATD/GAC, and not other 
federal departments or provincial contributions. Over the nine years the 
HPDS did not include disbursement from other government departments, 
it only reported 65% of the total disbursements included in the SR-IA. 
The OECD-DAC data also reports significantly lower amounts of Canadian 
ODA than the SR-IA. The OECD-DAC reported amounts, in general, are 
lower than the Canadian SR-IA because they only include donor bilateral 
ODA, and not donor contributions to the regular budgets of multilateral 
institutions such as the World Bank, the regional development banks, and 
some UN and other agencies.48 The lower totals for Canadian ODA in the 
OECD CRS database correspond very closely to the total bilateral assistance 
disbursements (i.e. excluding multilateral disbursements) reported in the 
SR-IA ODA (data not shown).

The differences between data sources are even more significant for the totals 
and trends for assistance specifically to CPRPS (Figure 2). The SR-IA again 
reports the largest amounts of assistance to CRPBS. Two trend lines are again 
displayed for the SR-IA data, one with only assistance to those purpose codes 
(15200 to 15260) that are on the OECD-DAC list of ODA sectors, and one 
with assistance to CPRRS sector codes 152 that includes new additional 
purpose codes (numbered 152 but not agreed by the OECD-DAC) that 
GAC began using in 2016. Thus the second higher trend line only appears 
for the final three years of the SR-IA data in Figure 2.49 The significance of 
this will be discussed further below.
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Even when excluding the non-ODA disbursement amounts, the SR-IA 
reports ODA disbursements to 152 sector codes that are significantly higher 
than the disbursements reported in the HPDS and OECD-DAC CRS data. 
The HPDS includes less than one-third of the amount of disbursements as the 
SA-IA for most years until 2013–14, when CIDA was merged with Foreign 
Affairs, and the peacebuilding and security assistance primarily delivered 
by Foreign Affairs started to be included in the HPDS. The OECD CRS 
data is quite variable, usually less than the disbursement amounts reported 
in the SR-IA, but equal to it several years early in the series, and less than 
half for several years between 2013 and 2015. The non-ODA disbursements 
included in the SR-IA, beginning in 2016–17, are significant amounts of 
assistance, averaging $195m for each of these three years, and (as can be seen 
in Figure 2) doubling the total amount of assistance in this enlarged list of 
152 sector purpose codes.50 These five additional purpose codes are listed in 
the SR-IA with a footnote, indicating they “were created for departmental 
use, and are not part of the OECD’s purpose code list.”51 In the SR-IA 
reports before 2016–17, while the subtitle to Table B1 indicates it includes 
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both “ODA and other official assistance expenditures,” it is not possible to 
determine how much the “other official assistance” expenditures are, or in 
what sector they were made.52 The increasingly open manner in which these 
non-ODA expenditures are included in the SR-IA in the past three years 
may indicate a move to consider these security-oriented activities, related to 
primarily global threats, as more closely integrated within the programming 
of Canada’s otherwise “developmental” international assistance. This would 
support concerns for the increasingly securitization of Canadian interna-
tional assistance.

The creation of a single dataset from the merged Table B1 in the Statistical 
Reports also allows analysis of how departmental sources of Canadian assis-
tance to CRPBS has changed over time and been affected by the restructur-
ing of Canadian international development assistance organizations. Figure 
3 shows the major sources of disbursements to Sector 152 for the twelve 
years from 2007–08 to 2018–19. During the CIDA years, the majority of 
assistance was provided by DFAIT. When CIDA and DFAIT merged in 
2013 to form DFATD, this amount of assistance continued, mostly within 
the International Security and Crisis Response division with DFATD. The 
increase in aid amounts in the two years 2010–11 and 2011–12 corresponds 
with the height of Canadian involvement in Afghanistan and Sudan. The 
sharp increase in amounts starting in 2016–17 corresponds to GAC’s addi-
tion of new non-ODA purpose codes in Table B1 of the Historical Reports, 
as discussed above.
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Throughout the twelve-year period, only small amounts of assistance to 
CRPBS were proved through the regular development-focused country-to-
country bilateral channels of CIDA (to 2013) and the successor geographic 
branches of DFATD/GAC. Review of the HPDS (where project-level 
information can be gleaned) shows that the majority of this bilateral as-
sistance was for purpose code 15250 Land Mine Clearance. However, it is 
also evident is that other Canadian government departments have not had 
large roles in providing assistance to the CRPBS sector. The RCMP has 
provided consistently small amounts of assistance throughout the period, 
but it has not increased its roles as would be predicted by the securitization 
thesis and the adoption of a whole-of-government approach. The Depart-
ment of National Defense did not provide significant amounts, which were 
so small that they were grouped within the remnant Others in Figure 3. The 
other notable recent trend, since 2016–17, is significant amounts of GAC 
multilateral assistance to UN agencies, which were largely contributions to 
UN agencies for peacekeeping operations (see below).

What is clear from Figure 2 and Figure 3 is that Canadian assistance to 
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conflict resolution, peace, and security, at least in the overall ODA-eligible 
purpose codes and countries, remained relatively stable during the twelve-
year period to 2018–19. Thus there is no clear evidence of securitization of 
Canadian development assistance during this period, in terms of increases 
in aid allocations to the most direct CRPBS sectors. But it is noteworthy 
that the reporting on the total international assistance envelope has moved 
to more explicitly including assistance to related (but technically non-ODA) 
peace and security sectors.

TREND IN OTHER SECTORAL ALLOCATIONS
The discussion above has already identified the limitations of using the nar-
row metric of assistance to OECD sector code 152 to assess development 
assistance to CRPBS, and indicated that assistance to other sectors related to 
governance and civil society can also contribute to these goals.

Trends in the proportion of assistance allocated to all the major OECD-
defined aid sectors are presented in Figure 4.53 Because of the significant 
variability in sectoral amounts from year to year (actual year-by-year data 
is given in the master data table in Annex 1), best-fit trends lines (rather 
than actual amounts for each year), using a four-order polynomial func-
tion, are presented in the graph.54 While it is difficult to make definitive 
statements about each trend observed over the twelve-year period using 
this method, several important trends can be suggested. Humanitarian 
assistance has increased the most and become the largest single sector of 
assistance, which corresponds with the rise of the humanitarian element 
of the security-development nexus. While humanitarian assistance responds 
to the immediate needs (for food assistance, health and sanitation, and 
shelter) created by conflict, it remains a reactive form of assistance, and not 
preventative or “curative” as assistance for strengthening governance and 
peacebuilding might be.

As already observed in Figures 2 and 3, assistance to CPRPS did not increase 
during this period. Assistance to the related Government and Civil Society 
sector declined significantly during the first 10 years of this period, then 
increased during the final years of the period. As discussed above, this is 
the type of assistance that also contributes to softer, more social approaches 
to building peace and social stability. Thus, while there is no evidence of 
increased securitization (aid expansion) in the “conflict prevention” sectors 
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(sector 152), there is some evidence that the prioritization of better public 
and civilian governance processes declined, at least until about 2015. Health 
and Reproductive Health remained a major sector of Canadian assistance, 
reflecting both the earlier Stephen Harper government’s Muskoka Initiative 
on Maternal, Newborn, and Child Health, and more recently the Feminist 
International Assistance Policy prioritization of women’s health issues. Edu-
cation and Multisector Aid show significant declines, though the later may 
be due to greater effort to allocate aid programs to specific sector purposes. 
General trends that can be noted are that assistance in many sectors declined 
during the middle years of this period, reflecting absolute declines in overall 
development assistance during several years during this period, and that 
assistance in most sectors increased during the final years of this period, 
reflecting overall increases in development assistance beginning in 2016–17.

 

A more detailed understanding of the above trends can be gained when the 
main individual purpose codes within the two sector codes of Government 
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and Civil Society (OECD sector 151) and Conflict Resolution, Peacebuild-
ing, and Security (OECD Sector 152) are plotted, as shown in Figure 5. 
Polynomial trends lines are again presented, in order to smooth year-to-year 
fluctuations. This figure reveals significant changes in assistance amounts 
to specific sectors, and thus changing priorities within these sectors. The 
strongest trend is a sharp decline in assistance to Public Sector Policy and 
Administrative Management, which was by far the large single purpose for 
assistance in the two sectors, but which decreased by approximately two-
thirds during the twelve-year period. Assistance in this sector is provided for 
the purpose of institution building “to strengthen core public sector man-
agement systems and capabilities,”55 though not sector-specific ministries. 
Assistance for Democratic participation and civil society, specifically related 
to non-electoral governance issues such as referenda, advocacy, and civic 
education, also declined strongly. Other purposes within the Government 
and Civil Society sector remained largely constant, including assistance for 
Human Rights, Legal and Judicial Development, and Elections.
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On the CPRPS side, the purpose code with the most significant change was 
assistance for Security System Management and Reform, which increased 
during the first part of the period, and then decreased again. (While the 
information from the SR-IA does not allow determination of the top recipi-
ent countries for each sector and purpose code, querying the OECD-CRS 
dataset shows that larger amounts of assistance to police capacity build-
ing in Afghanistan and Haiti during this middle period caused the trend 
observed.) Assistance to International Peacekeeping Operations and for 
Landmine Clearance was stable during this period. Significant increases in 
assistance toward the end of the period was made in Civilian Peacebuilding 
and Conflict Prevention and Resolution, and even more strongly, to two 
purposes linked to the introduction of the Feminist International Assistance 
policy—Women’s Equality Organizations and Ending Violence to Women 
and Girls (which are two separate purpose codes, but are merged in a single 
category in Figure 5). Overall, the trends for the various individual purpose 
codes do not show a strong or consistent change pattern in the composition 
of Canadian support for CPRPS. Assistance levels have remained relatively 
stable in most sectors and seem to correspond more to changes in overall 
ODA levels that particular strategic policy changes within the CPRPS sector.

DELIVERY CHANNELS FOR ASSISTANCE TO CONFLICT 
RESOLUTION, PEACEBUILDING, AND SECURITY
The types of organizational channels used to implement programs and 
projects (often called the “executing agency”), particularly in sensitive 
sectors such as CRPBS, can also be assessed to help understand whether 
assistance more or less likely serves developmental goals or more potentially 
self-interested security goals.56 The HPDS was used for this purpose, since 
(as discussed above) only it provides information on the recipient name and 
organizational type for the organization that implements each individual 
aid activity (e.g. programs, projects, technical cooperation, budget sup-
port). Only in 2014–15 does the HDPS begin to include disbursements 
made from the International Security section of the newly formed DFATD 
(following the merger of CIDA with the Department of Foreign Affairs 
and Trade the previous year). Thus a comprehensive dataset with almost all 
assistance disbursements to the CRPBS sector is only available for the five 
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years from 2014–15 to 2018–19, and only a static assessment of the recent 
allocation of assistance to the CRPBS sectors is possible.

The amounts of assistance provided through six “sub-classes”57 or categories 
of recipient implementing organizations, for nine purpose codes in the 
151 and 152 sector codes, were calculated. These nine codes were selected 
because they were the most important purposes, in terms of the amounts of 
assistance (all received over $175m over the five years). Since the final three 
years of this period also include data on specific non-ODA security purpose 
codes that GAC started to include in the Statistical Report, the two purpose 
codes with the largest amounts of assistance in this “non-ODA” group 
were included in the nine selected codes. This provides a comparison of the 
organizational delivery channels used for this type of assistance, compared 
to “developmental” CRPPS assistance. Total official assistance (i.e. both 
ODA and non-ODA) was calculated for all nine purpose codes, though for 
most ODA-eligible codes, official assistance only added 5–10% to the ODA 
amounts. The results are presented in Figure 6.

These results show that there is considerable variability in the types of 
delivery channels most commonly used, depending on the purpose of the 
assistance. International financial institutions are used to deliver the greatest 
amount of assistance for public sector policy and administrative manage-
ment, primarily the African Development Bank (66% of assistance) and the 
World Bank (23% of assistance). Canadian civil society organizations are 
used to deliver the greatest amount of assistance for democratic participa-
tion and civil society—the list of recipient organizations included a total 
of over eighty-five Canadian NGOs, associations, specialized institutes, 
professional organizations, volunteer sending organizations, universities, 
and other types of civil society organizations (CSOs), with thirty-five of 
them receiving more than $1m each over the five years for activities in this 
sector (data not presented). Both of these organizational delivery channel 
concentrations can be considered to be expected or logical; international 
financial institutions, such as the multilateral banks, tend to have expertise 
in and emphasis on issues of economic public sector governance, while civil 
society organizations are obvious organizations to implement programs that 
aim to build participatory civil society capacity. Both types of organizations 
can also generally be assumed to be motivated primarily by the develop-
ment needs and priorities of recipient countries, as they are not directly 
managed by donor governments. Yet both can also be assumed to adhere to 
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mainstream (i.e. broadly neoliberal) approaches to political and economic 
governance. As well, since almost all the funding to Canadian CSOs is 
project-based funding, which is subject to GAC planning approval (in terms 
of project purpose, methods, and outcomes), these CSO programs do have 
significant Canadian government control.

 

UN agencies were important recipients/implementers in several sectors, 
most obviously in International Peacekeeping, but also in Civilian Peace-
building and Conflict Prevention, Human Rights, and Legal and Judicial 
Development. This is appropriate, since the primary purpose of the UN 
since its establishment has been international peace and security (and not 
development assistance).58 In the field of development studies, multilateral 
organizations, particularly the UN organizations, are considered to be more 
neutral and oriented to the needs of recipient countries, and less to the 
strategic interests of donors, than organizations, particularly government 
agencies, from the bilateral donor.59 However, the assistance to multilat-
eral organizations can be of several types and, since the names of recipient 
agencies and type of contribution are included in the HPDS, this could be 
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analyzed. For all the ODA-eligible purpose codes in the 151 and 152 sector 
codes, 30% of Canadian assistance to UN bodies was core support, 38% 
was “contributions to specific-purpose programmes and funds,” and 25% 
for “project-type interventions.”60 Programming supported by core agency 
support is generally considered to be fully controlled by the recipient organi-
zation, while project-type funding is fully planned, in terms of priorities and 
goals, by the donor, with “contributions to specific-purpose programmes” 
being jointly determined. Thus, a significant proportion of programming in 
these sectors delivered by the UN seems to be relatively arms-length from 
possible Canadian self-interest.

The final two (non-ODA) purpose codes included in Figure 6, Non-
Lethal Assistance to Security Forces (purpose code 15294) and Chemical, 
Biological, Radiological and Nuclear Weapons Threat Reduction (purpose 
code 15299), show marked contrast in their delivery channels. Almost 
all of the $280m in the former purpose code was received by an “Other 
Multilateral” organization. The disbursement to this sector was unique, in 
that it consisted of one very large $247m “project-type intervention,” titled 
“Support to the Afghan National Army Trust Fund 2016–2019,” provided 
to NATO as the executing agency. The project description and expected 
results (available on GAC’s Project Browser), focused on the “stabilization 
and reconstruction” of the Afghan Defence and Security Forces, clearly are 
outside the boundaries of development assistance.61 In contrast, there is 
no single predominant delivery channel for the $194m in assistance to the 
Chemical, Biological, Radiological and Nuclear Weapons Threat Reduction 
purpose code (itself clearly a product of Western “weapons of mass destruc-
tion” security concerns).62 There are over 80 agencies and institutes listed in 
the HPDS as recipients/executing agencies for this sector, with top recipients 
ranging from the International Atomic Energy Agency (to remove disused 
hospital-stored radioactive waste in developing countries), to the Canadian 
Commercial Corporation (a federal Crown Corporation with seventeen 
technical cooperation biological and nuclear security projects with national 
agencies in other countries), to the US National Department of Defence 
(for nuclear security cooperation in developing countries), to the World 
Health Organization (to support bio-security readiness). Both these types 
of international assistance, while clearly not intended to promote economic 
and social welfare in recipient countries directly, do provide regional or 
global “public goods” related to security.
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DISCUSSION
While there are a vast number of detailed analyses that could be pursued 
in the available data on aid disbursements, and bits of evidence found to 
support many interpretations of how and why Canadian international assis-
tance has evolved in response to domestic and global pressures, this section 
will discuss the most important findings.

The methods used in the comparative assessment of the HPDS, SR-IA and 
OECD CRS shows that, for historical trend analysis of Canadian interna-
tional assistance (that include years prior Canada’s aid agency reorganiza-
tion in 2014–15), the SR-IA is the most complete record of disbursement 
data. Only the SR-IA includes all assistance that was delivered by CIDA/
DFATD and other Canadian government departments, and unlike the 
HPDS and OECD CRS data, it includes both bilateral and multilateral 
assistance disbursements. Analyzing the information in the SR-IA is more 
difficult, however, as the data is only available in pre-set tables, and requires 
time-consuming manual manipulation and compilation of the tables, as this 
study did with the Table B1 from twelve years of reports. As well, since 
both ODA and other official assistance are included but not disaggregated 
(particularly the sectoral/purpose code tables, and recipient country tables), 
analysis focusing only on ODA is difficult. In general, it can be said that 
comprehensive, transparent, and easy-to-use data for features of Canadian 
international (development) assistance are not available for years prior to 
2016.

The ambiguity created by the Canadian government’s practice of including, 
since 2007–08, all international assistance, and not just ODA, in the annual 
SR-IA (reflected both in the utilization of additional non-OECD-DAC pur-
pose codes and the use of “international assistance” and not “development 
assistance” in its title), can be seen as a telling precursor to the collapsing 
of CIDA as an independent development agency. Similarly, the inclusion 
of non-ODA expenditures in the HPDS starting in 2016–17 is a practi-
cal result of this organizational integration, following the principles of a 
more realist whole-of-government approach to security and development. 
These changes in how the Canadian government reports its international 
assistance appears to be in line with ongoing discussions at the OECD on 
linking development assistance more closely with peace and security goals, 
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particularly as articulated in the SDGs.63 These changes do mean that the 
HPDS now contains very comprehensive data (starting in 2016–17) on 
Canadian international assistance, and so has become a more powerful tool 
for analyzing current and future aid policy and programming trends related 
to securitization and evolving whole-of-government approaches.

While there is closer integration of all international assistance reporting with 
the newly formed GAC, there is little evidence of actual increased securitiza-
tion of Canadian development assistance, as (narrowly) measured by either 
increased roles of security-mandated departments of the Canadian govern-
ment or funding levels to the CRPBS sector. The “whole-of-government” 
approach has not resulted in greater roles, over the twelve years, for the 
RCMP or Department of National Defence as sources of security-related 
international assistance. Support for related non-ODA security sectors 
also remains relatively constant during this period, though it is impossible 
to say if ODA would have instead been increased if these allocations of 
assistance had not been made. Support to broader public governance capac-
ity, as measured by funding to the government and civil society sector, has 
declined somewhat, which could be interpreted as a retreat from support 
for CRPBS, based on the experience of donors in the 2000s of the difficulty 
of building state and civil society capacity for inclusive governance in so-
called fragile states. At the same time, humanitarian assistance has greatly 
increased, evidence that responses to conflict and insecurity have increased, 
but only in a reactive mode. These opposing trends could be interpreted as 
reflecting the failure to invest enough in strategic and preventative programs 
to assist the development of capacity to prevent and resolve conflict in many 
developing countries. Yet such an interpretation would require holding 
an optimistic view of the role and ability of any technocratic external aid 
interventions to build the complex, contextually specific institutions and 
practices of effective accountable governance in diverse Southern countries. 
In any case, assistance to the sector continues to be a relatively small part of 
overall Canadian international assistance programming, which remains fo-
cused on more direct or immediate development concerns, such as women’s 
empowerment, health, economic infrastructure, and productive sectors.

The more fine-grained analysis of the sub-sectors (purpose codes) that make 
up the conflict, peace, and security sector reveals the breadth of intervention 
goals that contribute to peace, security, and development. Support for more 
general public sector and democratization objectives declined, support for 
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more specific objectives like human rights, elections and legal and judicial 
development remained relatively constant, while support to peace and 
security sub-sectors related to gender equality began to increase strongly 
from low levels in the final years of the period, reflecting the programming 
impact of the Feminist International Assistance Policy adopted in 2017. Yet 
assistance remained broadly distributed among all these subsectors, indicat-
ing ongoing Canadian commitments and relationships with international 
partners in all these subsectors, and the difficulty of making large, focused 
shifts in international programming. This is illustrated by the fact that there 
were over 1,100 unique projects in the CPRPS code (code 152), and over 
1,400 unique projects in the Government and Civil Society code (code 151) 
during the five-year period 2014–15 to 2018–19.64 Canada has valuable 
roles and relationships on a broad range of international issues in many 
regions and countries, and it has not been easy or necessarily desirable, for 
reasons of international engagement and standing, to change or narrowly 
focus this programming.

While it was not possible to assess any multi-year trends in the composition 
of the organizational channels used to deliver peace, security, and develop-
ment assistance, the available data in the HPDS shows both significantly 
and appropriately different preferred delivery channels for specific types 
of assistance and the predominant use of multilateral (primarily UN) and 
civil society organizations. This result also does not provide significant 
evidence for increased securitization of Canadian assistance, in terms of the 
predominant utilization of own-government agencies (such as the RCMP or 
the Department of National Defense) or private aid contractors to deliver 
programs.

These findings that Canadian international assistance has not become 
more securitized in terms of financial allocation are largely consistent with 
Brown’s analysis, summarized above.65 Histories of Canadian development 
assistance have shown that despite repeated attempts by successive govern-
ments to focus, prioritize, and modernize international assistance policies 
and to integrate international development assistance policy with other 
foreign policy goals since 2005, Canada’s complex, multifaceted, and even 
fragmented aid program has tended to operate in largely the same manner.66 
The data analyzed in this article on aid allocation for conflict resolution, 
peacebuilding, and security has shown evidence of this continuity over most 
of the twelve-year period studied. The two exceptions that could be seen are 
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significant assistance disbursements to the high-profile securitized interven-
tion in Afghanistan and the very recent strong policy priority on gender 
quality.

There are other elements of securitization that this study did not assess, 
given the limitations of the data sources used. The most significant of these 
is the recipient country allocation of Canadian assistance. As discussed 
above, the SR-IA data include one table with the country allocation of 
total Canadian assistance (Table D1 in recent years of the SR-IA), but these 
individual country assistance totals are only disaggregated by GAC or other 
government department funding source, and not by sector or purpose code. 
It would be valuable to assess whether Canadian assistance has become more 
concentrated in fragile and conflict-affected countries, as would be predicted 
by the securitization thesis. It would also be valuable to compare Canadian 
assistance allocation, both sectoral and geographic, to that of other OECD 
donors, to determine whether Canadian assistance is more or less focused 
on the CRPBS nexus.

CONCLUSION
This article has examined three available datasets on Canada’s international 
(development) assistance, and has found that the annual Statistical Report 
on International Assistance provides more complete data on Canadian 
financial flows to the conflict-peace-security-development nexus than the 
Historical Project Dataset or the OECD-DAC Creditor Reporting System. 
Using data primarily extracted from the annual Statistical Report, it has 
then described and assessed specific features of the Canada’s assistance to 
the conflict, peacebuilding, and security sector over the past twelve years. 
Aid disbursement to this sector has not increased significantly during this 
period, nor have aid disbursements to related but softer sectors of govern-
ment and civil society capacity building. This dataset does preview and then 
show the effects of the merger of CIDA with Canada’s Foreign/Global Af-
fairs department, in the increasingly open inclusion of non-ODA assistance 
to related security and conflict resolution sectors and in the changes in the 
government departmental sources of assistance. Canada continues to use 
a broad range of organizations, ranging from large multilateral bodies to 
many smaller NGOs, to deliver assistance, depending on the specific nature 
of assistance in each sub-sector.
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