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On the Work of IFSH 2013 – Director’s Foreword

2013 was a year of continuation of the successful work at IFSH during which, simultaneously,
important foundations for the future were also established.

Among the various scientific, consulting and networking activities, four of them, which emphasize the international importance of IFSH in its thematic areas, will be singled out here:
•

•

•

•

At the beginning of July a workshop on the future of conventional arms control in Europe,
which was largely conceived at IFSH (“The Future of Conventional Arms Control in Europe:
Goals, Ways and Means”), took place at the Federal Academy for Security Policy (BAKS) in
Berlin. The workshop brought together more than 60 participants from some two dozen
countries, two-thirds of them government representatives, one third from think tanks and
academic institutions. The goal of the event, which was officially organized jointly by the
Federal Foreign Office, the Center for OSCE Research (CORE) at IFSH and BAKS, was the discussion of possibilities for overcoming the crisis in European arms control policies.

In October, the first meeting of the “Deep-Cuts Commission” took place in Hamburg. High
level German, American and Russian experts are represented in the commission. The goal of
this enterprise, which was organized by IFSH in cooperation with the Arms Control Association in the USA and the Russian MGIMO and largely financed by the Federal Foreign Office,
is the development of a package of recommendations on how further nuclear disarmament
can be advanced. A document, in which a relevant strategy is laid out, will be presented publicly in the spring of 2014. Thereby, IFSH and its partners hope to be able to give nuclear
disarmament new impetus.

An OSCE Network of Think Tanks and Academic Institutions was founded at the strong initiative of IFSH. The network was presented to the public in the middle of June within the
framework of the Security Days organized by the OSCE Secretary General. Meanwhile 31
scientific institutes from 26 OSCE participating States are taking part in the network, which
is coordinated in Hamburg. Financing for one of the first joint projects on a comparison of
national threat perceptions was received from various foreign ministries. The network is a
part of the effort to strengthen peace and security in the Eurasian-Atlantic space, in which
CORE has taken a leading role.
In September, IFSH, together with other participating scientists at the KlimaCampus of the
University of Hamburg, organized an international workshop under the title “Gendering a
Sustainable Future: Conflict, Genocide and Climate Change”. The participants dealt in depth
with the connection between gender and conflict/mass violence, on the one hand, as well as
between climate change and conflict and between climate change and gender, on the other
hand. These topical areas, which have received little attention in scientific research up to
now, will be further developed at IFSH.

These and other activities show the high regard for IFSH in academic and societal circles with
respect to important thematic areas of European and international peace and security policy.
Other indicators for this are the requests for expertise by the media and decision-makers at national and international levels.

The indicators, which are, once again, found in the statistical part of this annual report, also reflect this. In 2013, staff members took part in more than 140 hearings and internal discussions in
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parliaments, ministries and international organizations. The reputation of IFSH among the public at large, is shown by, among other things, the demand by the media for IFSH expertise. In
2013, staff members of IFSH gave 180 interviews. In addition there were many dozen newspaper articles, current position statements and blog posts. Further indicators, such as more than
160 lectures and participation in podium discussions, are evidence for the attention the IFSH
receives in German and European peace research.

A vital foundation for the impact of IFSH in public and in political consultation is its scientific
competence. In recent years, the scientific output has risen continually. Important indicators for
this are the scientific publications

The goal, pursued for some years instead of increasing the number of publications, as in the past,
but rather increasing their placement in refereed formats, is clearly reflected in the numbers in
the statistical appendix. On average, over the last few years, the number of publications in competition has increased. Thus, both the number of the refereed publications as a whole and the
number of those in scientific publications has grown significantly. Converted to full-time equivalents, the scientific staff members have published, on average, two refereed articles each. There
remains a need to catch up in publications on the list of particularly high level journals (Thomson Reuters World of Knowledge-List, aka ISI list), where, however, growth can be seen from
year to year.
The expansion of scientific achievements has been made possible first and foremost by the level
of third-party financing. In recent years, this level has increased by around a million Euros a
year, with more or less stable basic funding of somewhat over 1.5 million Euros. The proportion
of both the new third-party funds acquired as well as the third-party expenses in the total IFSH
budget was 39% in 2013.

Among the various funds acquired in the last year for interesting projects, two in particular
should be mentioned. First “Russia and the West: New Approaches to Explaining Russian Foreign Policy” (ZEUS-10-F-01). This project was given a grant by the German Research Foundation
(DFG). Second, in a competitive bidding process, the IFSH received the contract to conduct an
analysis of the security policy risks for the Federal Office of Civil Protection and Disaster Assistance (BBK). The project is being carried out in close cooperation with the BBK, through which
insights into the way these authorities work have resulted.
An important aspect of the work of IFSH is promotion of junior staff. A high percentage of the
teaching in the much-sought-after program, “Master of Peace and Security Studies”, is carried
out by the IFSH scientific staff, who incorporate their research into their lectures. In addition,
they are increasingly involved in teaching in other programs. The doctoral program of the IFSH
was reformed in 2013 in order to reflect the trend towards greater engagement in doctoral studies. Doctoral candidates at IFSH are already largely integrated into graduate schools in Hamburg
(SICS, HIGS, GIG). This cooperation will be further developed.

2013 was a special year, not only due to the experiences and successes mentioned. After long
negotiations, a cooperation contract was signed with the University of Hamburg. In the contract,
the expanded cooperation of recent years in research, teaching and promotion of junior staff,
was put on a new legal basis. One topic of intensive discussions with the University of Hamburg
in 2013 was the establishment of a joint junior professorship in the area of International Relations, with special focus on international arms control and disarmament.
In 2013 as well, a cooperation contract was signed with the GIGA. Here too, a good level of cooperation had already developed, particularly in the area of teaching and junior staff promotion.
4

Cooperation in the area of research has the potential for development. On the one hand, the IFSH
can profit from the broad competence of GIGA in methodological and theoretical questions and,
on the other hand, also offer GIGA specific expertise in the area of peace and security, as well as
the EU and Russia. The comparative regional approach in the research, which GIGA has chosen
as a focus, can be expanded to further regions. An additional area of possible cooperation is regional studies on Central Asia. Here, the IFSH, with its first Central Asia Day in 2013, advanced
the networking of the research being conducted in Germany. But there is also regional competence on Central Asia at GIGA, which would lend itself to increased cooperation.
The adoption of a new work program, “Peace Strategies Today – Peace and Security Policy at the
Breaking Points of Globalization” offers an excellent basis for the further development of the
IFSH.

The point of departure for the work program is the observation that “peace” and “peace policy”
have lost significance as concepts compared to “security” and “security policy”. This is the case
for both the international academic discussion as well as for politics. The loss of significance of
“peace” as an analytical term and “peace policy” as a guiding principle is, according to the basic
assumption of this work program, primarily a consequence of changed global conditions, which
can be summarized in the term “globalization.” First of all, beyond the end of the East-West conflicts, in the course of a diverse globalization process, societies have grown together and conflicts have been defused but, on the other hand, new divisions and cracks have developed. This
has already been comprehensively researched, with, however, the focus on economic and political consequences of globalization. Only relatively few – and often contradictory – articles deal
with the effects on peace and security. With this work program, the IFSH consciously wants to
move the terms “peace”, “peace strategies” and “peace policy” in a globalizing world back to the
center. Thereby, it will not be primarily the presumed “sunny side” of globalization, but its potential “shadowy side” that will be studied; that is, not the pacifying effects, but rather its fissures and fractures which, in turn, can result in endangerment for peace and security. Typically,
these challenges are seen, first and foremost, as security policy problems, which, as such, must
be confronted with defense, containment or combat

Within the framework of the work program, IFSH is researching, in particular, the extent to
which traditional liberal peace strategic approaches are appropriate for these problems or the
extent to which alternatives might be better ways to confront them. Assumptions of liberal peace
theories are tested as to whether they capture the reality of a globalizing world and its fissures.
The strategies and current policies derived from them should, therefore, be studied with an eye
to whether and to what extent the development and use of collective force at the breaking points
of globalization can be hindered.

Important considerations in the adoption of the new work program, in addition to the expected
yield of scientific knowledge, were also the promotion of a unique scientific characteristic and
political relevance. Furthermore, the work of IFSH will continue to comprise scientific research
as well as social and political consultation and the promotion of junior staff and teaching.
With the analytical connection of fundamental approaches of peace research to the challenges of
the current security policy, the IFSH sets itself apart both from other peace research institutions
as well as from security and regional research. With its combination of a fundamental peace policy question – the appropriateness of liberal peace strategies – with topical areas of current political significance, the new work program offers good opportunities for gaining attention and a
hearing in politics and the society.
5

New organizational structures were connected with the introduction of the work program. The
tried and tested organization into three departments (two centers and an interdisciplinary
working group) was complemented by three cross-sectional working groups. Their task is primarily filling out and further developing the content of the ideas and approaches outlined in the
work program. The new matrix structure, which was introduced in 2013, must first prove its
worth, but it was introduced with a view to a possible restructuring of the departments. The
changes in personnel make-up, which lie ahead in the next few years, due to the ages of the directors of the Institute and departments, is a further reason to create and try out new organizational forms. The efficiency of the new organizational structure will be continually reviewed to
avoid, in particular, the development of any unproductive duplication.
Departures and the hiring of new staff in 2013 more or less balanced out. About half of the scientific staff is financed by third-party funding. The increasingly tighter financial framework for
basic funding makes it increasingly difficult to retain junior scientific staff beyond the end of
externally financed projects. Thus in 2013 the IFSH lost good junior staff to, among other institutions, the German Institute for International and Security Affairs – SWP in Berlin. Meanwhile,
four former IFSH scientific staff members are working there.

In 2013, the first IFSH plan for the promotion of women, which was adopted in 2008, ran out.
The most important goal of an increase in the quota of female employees in the area of research
to 45 percent was almost achieved (44 percent). Altogether, the quota of women among the employees of IFSH was 47%. The upcoming change at IFSH will allow for setting more ambitious
goals in the coming five years, within the framework of the equal opportunity plan, particularly
in the area of management personnel, in which women are, at present, significantly underrepresented.

The success of an institute such as IFSH rests on many factors. Of primary significance is the
support of the Free and Hanseatic City of Hamburg. A further important element is the cooperation with the University of Hamburg. In recent years, the cooperation with GIGA has also continually increased. In addition, IFSH cooperates with many scientific partners inland and abroad, in
teaching and training, in projects, programs and beyond. In 2013, the IFSH organized conferences and workshops with a total of ten partners, the overwhelming majority of which, with
strong international participation. A long-term and good cooperation is that with the Federal
Armed Forces, which has, for many years, sent officers to the Institute with complete scientific
freedom. Last, but certainly not least, the willingness of the IFSH staff to take on new challenges
on a solid, professional basis should be noted. In the future, continuity and renewal in a highly
motivated team will also be the basis for the success of the work of the IFSH
February 2014

Michael Brzoska
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2. Scientific Organization of the IFSH
Box: IFSH Mission Statement
IFSH staff research the terms and conditions of peace. They analyze, test and develop strategies
for the avoidance and reduction of collective violence. The particular approach of the IFSH lies in
the analytic coupling of the fundamentals of peace research with current security policy questions. The IFSH combines excellent research with interdisciplinary teaching, the promotion of
junior staff and practice-relevant consultations with political and societal actors. The IFSH, as an
independent scientific institute, cooperates with institutions in the metropolitan region of Hamburg, as well as with national and international partners.
The name of the IFSH is associated with a multifaceted task: On the one hand, the IFSH is firmly
anchored in peace research with its requirement to serve peace through research at a high scientific level. On the other hand, the IFSH is expected to deal particularly with security policy
questions, that is, with questions which the political decision-makers must ask strategically and
on a daily basis. Thereby, by statute, the emphasis is on questions of German and European policy. Here, the IFSH wishes to consult, but also to work out independent recommendations with a
critical external viewpoint.
With the combining of peace research and security policy, the IFSH has unique characteristics in
the scientific landscape. This is expressed in the thematic orientation of the IFSH, on the one
hand, and, on the other hand, in its work organization.

While challenges to international organizations through transnational violent actors was in the
foreground of the scientific work of the previous work program, the new work program decided
upon in 2013, addresses itself to the topic of “Peace strategies today – peace and security policy
at the breaking points of globalization.”

The common element of the new work program is the study of the appropriateness of liberal
peace strategies for successful peace and security policy under the conditions of dynamically
progressing globalization and the resultant fissures in the world society. Rhetorically, peace policy in Germany and Europe largely follows the considerations of liberal peace strategies, which
were developed in the 1960s and 1970s. With globalization and the end of the Cold War, however, the material bases of these considerations have changed. Transnational actors have increased
in significance, as analyzed in the previous work program. State actors in Asia and Latin America, particularly the regional powers, question liberal peace concepts. Peace is no longer only a
problem of the periphery. The inner stability of modern industrialized states is also at risk.
The changed conditions suggest the need for an objective review of the appropriateness and
scope of liberal peace strategies. Fundamental assumptions, such as the peace-promoting effect
of democratization and economic globalization should be questioned. The new work program
delivers an analytical framework for this, which will be concretized in projects over the next five
years.
The work program comprises three research clusters in which the effects of the global changes
are to be reviewed for the appropriateness of liberal peace theories and the peace strategies
derived from them. These are:
−

A structural change in the form of violence,
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−
−

A change in the global power structures and norms.
A new potential for intrastate violence

The three clusters are to be linked through the following overriding central questions.
1.

2.

To what extent do the conditions of peace postulated by liberal peace theories still conform
to the current parameters of the global change? How do they differ from them?

To what extent must the established peace theories and strategies, as well as agendas and
instruments, particularly those of German and European peace and security policy, be
changed or adapted, considering the changed parameters?

Important considerations in the development of the new work program were, besides the expected scientific knowledge, also the potential political relevance. The work of the IFSH should
continue to comprise scientific research and social and political consultation, as well as the promotion of junior staff and teaching. With the new work program, the development of a longerterm peace policy agenda will be advanced.

Through the combination of a fundamental peace policy question – the question of the appropriateness of liberal peace strategies – with topical areas of current political significance, will be
ensured, so that the IFSH will continue to attract attention and a hearing in politics and society.
The professional reputation with the public at large and with political decision-makers in Germany, which the IFSH has acquired over many years, is a valuable asset that will be retained and
further developed with the new work program.

The scientific work at IFSH includes various forms, from the individual study of a scientist, to the
cooperation in projects, to joint projects by the entire research team. A characteristic of the work
of the IFSH is its interdisciplinarity. Represented here are social sciences, the humanities and
natural sciences.

The primary organizational forms of the Institute were and continue to be the three departments, CORE, ZEUS and IFAR, of which two are organized as centers and one as an interdisciplinary working group. The departments are responsible for the planning and implementation of
research work as well as the personnel organization in their areas of competency. They have at
their disposal, scientific competence and are closely networked with decision-makers. Examples
for this are the close relationships and the high standing of CORE in the OSCE and its participating States, which is reflected in, for example, the regular training of diplomats for the current
chair or the high regard for IFAR in questions of arms control and disarmament, which allowed
the IFSH to start the “Deep-Cuts Commission” in 2013 with experts from the USA, Russia and
Germany.
In addition to the three departments, the IFSH, with its new work program, introduced a matrix
organization for the strategic further development of research activities in 2013. Three crosssectional working groups have the task of advancing the scientific work on the three topical areas of the working program (structural changes in the forms of violence, changes in global power
structures and norms and the potential for violence within societies). Here, the IFSH staff who
work on the projects/project ideas allocated to the research cluster will be networked beyond
the departments and supported and accompanied in the initiation of pan-working group projects.
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Research Topics in the Matrix Organization of the IFSH
IFSH
Interdisciplinary competencies

European Peace
and Security
Policy

Conflict analysis
Security
Governance

Arms Control
Effectiveness
analysis

Departments and
their core competencies

Cross-sectional Working Groups
Structural
changes in
forms of violence

Changes in global
power structures
and norms

Intrastate potential for violence

Perspectives for a
Eurasian-Atlantic
Peace Order

Violence potential

Use of force by
states, groups of
states and nonstate actors

Europe as peacemaker?

Violence potential

Military technology and proliferation

Perspectives for
arms control in the
Eurasian-Atlantic
space

CORE
Peace and Security
Policy of the OSCE, the
OSCE as an organization; Eastern Europe,
Central Asia
ZEUS

Peace and Security
Policy of the EU, CSDP
Missions, Federal
Armed Forces, EU
neighboring regions,
transnational violent
actors
IFAR

Disarmament, nuclear
non-proliferation, risk
technology, climate
change and security
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Main focus: Central Asia/ Northern Caucasus

Focus – EU Europe

4.

Cross-sectional Working Groups

4.1 Cross-sectional Working Group 1 – Structural change in violence
Cross-sectional Working Group (CSWG) 1 deals with a particular current aspect of the work program. As the relevant statistics on interstate wars and on political and societal violence suggest,
a change in the form of committing collective violence has occurred. Interstate wars have become rare. The number and intensity of intrastate wars remains high, but significantly lower
than in the final decades of the 20th Century. For other forms of non-state political violence, such
as terrorism, the trends are unclear. At the same time, military spending world-wide has risen to
a historically high level. In the course of globalization, ever more actors have military-relevant
technologies at their disposal. Today, the risks of proliferation of nuclear technology and the
possibility of misuse by state and non-state actors are greater than ever. New weapons technologies are developed, the use of which in classic military conflicts, but also in asymmetric wars, is
intended to create advantages. Last but not least, through such technologies and their dissemination – an example is armed drones – the risk that the existent legal and ethical restrictions on
state violence will be weakened, increases.

However, the analysis cannot stop here for, parallel to the changes described, a shift in the perception of security problems has taken place. An example for this is the emergence of the concept of risk in the scientific and political debate. Even in Europe, many people feel more insecure
subjectively, despite objectively proven security gains, than they did during the Cold War. An
increasing “securitization” or “riskification” of globalized living conditions has contributed to
ever more new alleged risks being discovered. Security policy, in turn, has reacted to this shift
with an expanded range of measures. The development of missile defense systems, international
interventions under the leadership of Western states or the use of drones within the framework
of networked warfare, are examples of this.

These and other changes in the use of collective force, but also the perception of the risks of violence, put the dominant peace strategies in Europe and Germany to the test. For the peace policy
derived from them is geared, above all, towards the creation and implementation of “softer “ and
“harder”, legally binding behavioral norms through institutions of reconciliation of interests, as
well as the restriction of the use of collective violence through equal participation. Strong international organizations, democratization at all levels and a domestic and international order considered as just, are, thereby, instruments, which are seen as particularly important.
In the first place, the changed forms of violence call into question the appropriateness of interstate arrangements for containing violence. Are legal policies and state control mechanisms still
appropriate for containing collective violence and, if so, what forms are suitable and on which
societal level? How can the new, i.e. civil society, actors be integrated into control regimes? Are
the basic assumptions of liberal peace theories about the perceptions of risks and security still in
accord with the current societal preferences?

Secondly, the changes force a rethink about the classification of the various forms of violence.
This is shown, for example, in the demarcation of “war” and “peace”. Liberal peace strategies
assume the distinctiveness and separateness of violence and other forms of collective action. Up
until now, modern societies have been characterized by a strict functional separation of collec10

tive violence from all other functional areas – the military as an institution, the international
humanitarian law as an area with special rights, security problems as a justification for a state of
emergency. However, can the peace of the liberal peace theory still serve as an orientation for
peace policy in times of advanced globalization in which the customary dividing lines are increasingly erased?

Finally there is the question of the dynamics of changed forms of collective violence. New combinations, comingling and interactions of various dimensions and kinds of conflicts stand out.
Central questions, such as those about friend or foe or the actual occurrence of an attack can
often no longer be answered. Are the changes in the forms of violence processes independent of
each other or are they connected with each other by, for example, substitution processes? How
do new kinds of military and risk technologies change the decision processes of political and
military decision-makers? Do they, for example, develop local forms of violence depending on
external influence factors, such as the availability of modern technologies and external military
intervention?

The IFSH has already done considerable preliminary work on processing the multifaceted questions, which have arisen from review and critical analysis of the changes in the forms of violence.
They are present mainly in three areas: first of all, this work is on international violent actors,
particularly in the areas of terrorism and piracy; second, research on international military interventions by European actors and third, work in the area of arms control, disarmament, proliferation of weapons systems and military technology. The future thematic development in the
cluster “structural changes in the forms of violence” will – wherever possible – build on this preliminary work.

In order to make an expansion of the topics of the new questions easier, the content work of the
working group began in 2013 with some fundamental discussions. First, there was an analysis
with statistical surveys of warfare in the world and the knowledge about the changed forms of
violence that resulted from this. Subsequently, newer approaches in the research were discussed, which emphasized war violence as an important factor in the creation of overall societal
developments. Finally, the results of the research on democratic peace, particularly on the legitimation of participation in wars by democratic states, were discussed.
The goal of the discussions in the Cross-sectional Working Group (CSWG) 1 is the development
of new ideas and projects in the thematic areas outlined, as well as linking them to the lead questions of the work program. It is not the goal to answer all of the questions posed here in great
depth. The staff members in the working group have very different disciplinary backgrounds
and their professional expertise is also quite different. Nevertheless, the initial group meetings
have shown that all participants have profited from the discussions on fundamental topics. The
interdisciplinary working group is a platform for linking and expanding upon professional
knowledge, which will be used increasingly in the future, also for the individual contributions of
the participants, in the form of presenting planned projects and publications, as well as for discussion of project applications.
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4.1.1 How dangerous are armed drones for liberal peace?

Michael Brzoska
The development of armed drones is one of the most active areas of current military research
and development 1. Even though few armed forces are already using armed drones, it is widely
predicted that more countries will acquire them. However, there is also much debate about the
advisability of this trend. 2

The prediction of an increased use of armed drones is based on the technical characteristics of a
class of weapon systems, which can be used for a wide range of military applications without
endangering a pilot. Often, however, armed drones are said to be particularly attractive because
of one of their potential missions, namely the precision attack of identified individuals or small
groups. It is assumed, at least by some, that armed drones will be a characteristic of future warfare, particularly in what is often called ‘asymmetric warfare’, that is, situations in which one
side with clear superiority in traditional military terms is fighting another side, which is using
technologically less advanced means. A particularly critical feature is the current practice by the
US CIA to use armed drones for ‘targeted killings’ outside of immediate military confrontations.
The prime feature of drones is their promise to limit the number of fatalities compared to other
weapon systems. This begins with soldiers of the armed forces operating the drones, but does
not stop there. Drones can be and, most likely, are more precise in their attacks. In other words,
if targets are properly identified, ‘collateral’ casualties, the number of victims who were not targeted, is comparatively lower than when attacks are carried out by other means, such as manned
aircraft or artillery.

The intense controversies of recent years over armed drones are at least partly based on two
different uses of such drones. Proponents generally emphasize their usefulness for traditional
military missions, such as ground attacks, or, as a future option, in air defense. Critics often focus
on the controversial legal and moral use of armed drones in ‘targeted killings 3’ outside of zones
of fighting. An example for such debates is the discussion over the procurement of a limited
number of armed drones in Germany. While the government has emphasized that using drones
outside of a military context would be illegal, other voices have pointed to the slippery slope
towards ‘targeted killings’ presented by armed drones with their particular technical capabilities. The IFSH has contributed to the debate with a publication that contains both the argument
that armed drones may reduce casualties and be advantageous to German armed forces when
used to support ground troops, and the counterargument that it may lower the threshold for
using violence, lead to proliferation of armed drones, promote the trend towards the automation
1
2

3‘

A recent report by the European Union Institute for Security Studies suggests that by 2025 “remote-controlled
weapon systems” will be one of the three “key sectors” for the “(r)evolution in military affairs” currently underway. Rogers, James and Andrea Gilli, Enabling the future: European military capabilities 2013-2025: Challenges
and avenues, Report No. 16, Paris, May 2013, pp. 21-23.
For a comprehensive study of the future use of unmanned systems, including drones, see Thomas Petermann
and Reinhard Grünwald, Stand und Perspektiven der militärischen Nutzung unbemannter Systeme. Büro für
Technikfolgenabschätzung beim Deutschen Bundestag, Berlin 2011, http://www.tab-beim-bundestag.de/
de/pdf/publikationen/berichte/TAB-Arbeitsbericht-ab144.pdf. The IFSH contributed to the major background
report of this study within a consortium led by the University of Dortmund. The report can be found at
http://www.ifsh.de/IFAR/pdf/StandPerspektMilUMS2008.pdf.
Targeted killings’ are a broad feature of warfare. However, the term has become identified with surprise precision attack outside of combat situations.
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of warfare and lower inhibitions about the use of force because of the technical features of
armed drones 4.

As reflected in a large and quickly growing body of literature on drone warfare, these issues are
important in themselves. They are also interesting, however, in view of the IFSH research program adopted in 2013. One of the hypotheses of the research program is that certain technological changes, of which armed drones are an example, are challenging liberal peace theory. This
text provides some initial insights into this particular aspect of the increased use of armed
drones.

Liberal peace theory is understood here as an outgrowth of liberal theory as it has developed
since the period of enlightenment. Modern liberal peace theory comprises a cluster of theoretical
underpinnings and practical prescriptions developed by thinkers on war and peace in the 1970s
and 1980s, based on the ideas of major liberals beginning in the 18th century. Important names
include Immanuel Kant, Richard Cobden, John Stewart Mills and Woodrow Wilson, who believed
that war within and between states should and could be eliminated through a combination of
domestic and international reforms, including democratization, human rights, rule of law, free
trade, equal economic opportunities and strong international organizations 5. It stands in contrast to a realist peace theory which emphasizes the balance of power and the predominance of
states in the international system as well as a revolutionary peace theory, which sees little prospect for peace prior to a social revolution, and a post-liberal peace theory, which stands between liberal and revolutionary peace theory in positing the need for fundamental change in the
relationships between the ‘Global North’ and the Global South’ as well as between individuals
and states. The European Union has declared itself a liberal peace power in the wording of major
documents. In terms of declaratory policy, NATO also has adopted a liberal peace agenda.

Liberal peace theory is not free of contradictions. While liberal peace theorists aim at the elimination of war, they generally do not reject the use of military force under specific circumstances.
In addition to cases of self-defense, many are also willing to use force in order to prevent major
violations of human rights. As the debate over the ‘responsibility to protect’ shows, many, but
certainly not all, liberals accept the idea that war may sometimes be necessary for peace. However, even such liberals insist on the aim of abolishing war. Still, the defense of liberal values
may require a sparse and strictly controlled use of force, as a ‘last resort’ when other measures
have failed. Correspondingly, most liberals argue for a ‘demilitarization’ of society, including a
separation of the civilian and military spheres of society.
The primary aim of the liberal peace theory is the pursuit of peace. Modern peace theory has,
therefore, focused on the development of ways to better promote and sustain peace. However, as
the use of force cannot be ruled out, liberals have, over time, also developed principles on war.

A preliminary analysis indicates that liberal thinking on war is based on three objectives. One is
the separation between war and peace. Liberals generally acknowledge that war is categorically
different from the ‘normal’, that it has its own rules and stipulates behavior that would not be
acceptable in peacetime. They generally accept that a different set of laws governs times of war
and times of peace. However, wartime rules and behavior should be restricted as much as possi4
5

Christian Alwardt, Michael Brzoska, Hans-Georg Ehrhart, Martin Kahl, Götz Neuneck, Johann Schmid, Patricia
Schneider, Braucht Deutschland Kampfdrohnen? Hamburger Informationen, July 2013.
See e.g. the discussion in David Cortright, Peace: A History of Movements and Ideas, Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2009.
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ble. In particular, they should not spill over into peacetime. They should also not harm those
who behave peacefully in times of war. This is one reason why liberals have been keen on the
protection of non-combatants in wartime.

Another objective is a legal framework for the conduct of warfare, a ‘warfare rule of law’. There
is a long tradition of debates on rules governing the right to go to war (“jus ad bellum”). Liberals,
beginning with Kant, have argued for the restriction of such rights. Conflicts within and between
states should be solved peacefully, through law and arbitration. The authority to go to war, if
conflicts cannot be solved peacefully, should lie with participatory international organizations.
Furthermore, beginning in the mid-19th century, liberal intellectuals, in particular, pressured
governments to adopt legal documents regulating warfare (“jus in bello”), restricting, for instance, or, in rare cases, prohibiting the use of certain weapon systems. Much of liberal thinking
on the proper use of military force is enshrined in international public and, particularly, humanitarian, law which, however, reflects compromises with non-liberal ideas, such as the predominance of the interests of states.

The ultimate objective of the liberal peace theory is the limitation of violence. This is another
reason for arguing for the separation between combatants and non-combatants in warfare. It
finds expression, for instance in the principle of proportionality in humanitarian law. Violence
should be used as sparsely and selectively as possible to achieve a desired military objective. All
elements of the last sentence are important: violence should be limited and it should be linked to
a desired military objective. Violence as revenge or ‘enemy reprisals’ as they were called earlier,
are not acceptable. In recent years, the limitation of the numbers of fatalities has acquired additional aspects. Originally focusing on civilians, increasingly the objective includes all victims on
all sides of a conflict. This seems reflective of a general “humanitarian turn” of the 1990s, which
is in line with liberal thinking of focusing on individuals rather than their affiliation.

These three objectives can be identified in global rules of warfare but are particularly pertinent
were liberalism is strong. Still, liberal states use force frequently, though with major differences
among themselves in terms of justification and conduct of force. Nevertheless, liberal states
fighting wars are under domestic and international political pressure to portray their military
actions as being consistent with their liberalism. In a globalized world, with global media presence and instantaneous communication as well as a spread of communitarian ideas of global
citizenship, it has become increasingly difficult to cordon-off war zones in which the usual liberal rules do not apply.
Do the possibilities offered by armed drones undermine the objectives of liberal peace? The distinction between the use of armed drones within wars and for “targeted killings” outside of
zones of fighting becomes crucial for answering this question.

In situations where armed drones are merely an additional weapon system, their use does not
infringe on the separation between war and peace, the first objective of liberal peace theory
listed above. They are clearly used as instruments of war. Second, at least currently, armed
drones are no challenge to the existing legal framework for conducting war. This may become
different with further automatization of armed drones, particularly the delegation of the decision to kill to the software on board the independent drones. Drones are strong candidates for
such automatization because of the vulnerability of the data links used to control drones currently in use. However, there are strong reservations, including in armed forces, against such
automatization, and current drones are not automatic in this sense. Finally, drones are generally
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a more precise weapon system than alternative systems, such as cruise missiles or fighter aircraft, used by armed forces to attain the same military objectives. Their use will generally result
in fewer victims. A case can be made, that the higher degree of precision may lead to decisions to
use force in situations where the risk of large number of casualties would not permit it. However, recent wars, such as in Afghanistan and Iraq, indicate that, while casualties on all sides are to
be avoided, the danger of ‘collateral’ damage has not ruled out the use of force. Armed drones
are only moderately different from modern manned aircraft in this respect.

Arguments are quite different for the case of “targeted killings”, the use of armed drones outside
of zones of frequent fighting. Such use is a violation of the first objective of liberal peace theory,
of the separation between war and peace. The US government, in defending its use of armed
drones is undercutting this objective with its argument that it is in a global war with al-Quaida.
The separation between zones of fighting and zones of peace is negated. In this limited respect,
its argument and behavior are symmetrical with Al-Qaida’s, which sees itself in a global fight
against a ‘Crusader-Zionist alliance’. There is also another element of symmetry between the use
of drones for “targeted killings” and attacks by terrorist organizations, such as Al-Quaida. While
drones are generally directed against identified “high-value” targets, they also instill fear in the
wider population in areas where they are used. Terrorist attacks by organizations affiliated with
Al-Qaida, while clearly aiming to produce terror among civilians, are, interestingly, mostly aimed
at ‘high value’ targets, such as government offices or aircraft, and not at the easiest targets that
could be hit.

In the view of most legal experts, the use of armed drones outside of zones of fighting also violates the rules of warfare. Obviously, this issue is linked to the one mentioned in the previous
paragraph: If it is legal to declare the whole world as a zone of fighting, as Al-Qaida and the US
government have done, then it can also be argued that the use of armed drones is legal wherever
they are used. However, such views run counter not only to the objectives of liberal peace theory
but also to liberal thinking more broadly. It reverses the relationship between the two spheres of
law mentioned above: the laws of warfare would trump the laws of the civilian sphere; the legal
exception would become legal normality. Such views also undermine adherence to international
public law. The declaration of global war against Al-Qaida has a very weak legal basis in Article
51 of the UN Charter, allowing for US self-defense. The US government’s view greatly expands
the concept of self-defense, contrary to the words and the spirit of the Charter of the United Nations, not to mention liberal peace theory.
Somewhat more complex are considerations of the third objective. The higher degree of precision generally ascribed to drones makes it likely that fewer people will be killed in attacks by
armed drones than would be in attacks with missiles or fighter aircraft. However, it is questionable whether this is a valid comparison, as this comparison assumes that such attacks would be
carried out in similar numbers. While the US government has used cruise missiles and fighter
aircraft outside of war zones against terrorist organization before, in Sudan in 1998 and in Afghanistan prior to 2001, for instance, such attacks were rare compared to recent attacks with
armed drones in Pakistan, Yemen and Somalia. There are, thus, indications that the availability
of the more precise armed drones may have lowered the threshold for the use of violence outside of zones of fighting.
In summary, armed drones are a threat to the objectives of liberal peace theory. In zones of
fighting, the threat is currently very limited, mostly to more theoretical than practical issues as
long as automatization does not go much further. In such zones, armed drones are actually sup15

porting liberal peace theory, to the extent that they are more precise than alternative weapon
systems. The use of armed drones outside of zones of fighting, however, undermines liberal
peace theory. It is contrary to several of its objectives, including the separation between war and
peace, legal restrictions on warfare and the limitation of casualties. In some sense, it mimics attacks by terrorist organizations such as Al-Qaida. While armed drones are instruments of asymmetrical warfare in current zones of fighting, they are somewhat symmetrical to targeted terrorist attacks outside of such zones.

However, asking whether and how drones are undermining the objectives of liberal peace theory is only one side of the coin. Interestingly, the use of armed drones is not only contradictory
with respect to the objectives of liberal peace theory when it comes to fighting wars, but their
use is also attractive within a liberal peace paradigm. Crucial in this context, is their purported
precision leading to the limitation of fatalities.

As mentioned above, liberal peace theory strictly limits, but does not negate, the use of force. If
war is necessary and legal, for instance for humanitarian purposes, it is permissible according to
most liberal peace theorists. However, proportionality requires that the expected fatalities be
outweighed by the humanitarian benefits of using force. Drones carry the promise of limiting
fatalities. The availability of armed drones may, therefore, render war permissible from the
point of view of liberal peace theory, where it would not be in the absence of armed drones.

Some recent wars indicate that this is not just a theoretical argument. Governments have been
influenced in their decisions to go to war by the likelihood of fatalities. Both in the Kosovo war in
1999 and in the Libyan war in 2011, external involvement in fighting was limited to air power. A
primary reason for not involving grounds troops in both cases was the fear of fatalities. In both
cases, the air war limited, in situations of air superiority, the dangers to soldiers of external forces. Similarly, discussions on external military involvement in the war in Syria in 2013 focused on
aerial bombing.
The Syrian case also indicates the partial shift in the consideration of fatalities outlined above.
One of the reasons for not intervening was the argument that bombing would increase the number of fatalities, presumably mostly Syrian government troops, but also civilians, without leading
to success. Bombing to punish the Syrian government for the use of chemical weapons, as
planned for a while by Western governments, would have constituted an enemy reprisal if it had
resulted in major numbers of victims on the Syrian government side. While US President Obama
was willing to accept this effect, the majority of the US Congress seemed not to be.
Already in the Kosovo war, external powers were criticized for the number of civilian victims
caused by bombing. In order to counter similar criticism in the Libyan war, external forces very
carefully chose targets to avoid civilian casualties. Confirmed by independent investigations, for
instance by Human Rights Watch, they were quite successful. More extensive use of armed
drones might have further limited damage.

Within zones of fighting then, the greatest danger to liberal peace theory comes, ironically, from
within the theory. The objective of limiting casualties may have the counter effect of making
more wars permissible. The promise of fewer victims may lower the threshold of war.

Armed drones are less a cause than an expression of a contradiction in liberal peace theory. By
permitting “good wars”, if they are justified on the basis of the principles of legality and proportionality, a more precise weapon system will increase the likelihood of wars, all other things
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being equal. Liberal peace theory is oblivious to this shift in the reduction of the costs of going to
war as long as the decisions are not only based on cost-benefit considerations, but are also in
line with its objectives.
However, such decision-making may also be influenced by the further proliferation of armed
drones. For one thing, further proliferation increases the likelihood that they will be used for
‘targeted killings’. Such use undermines international law. Secondly, automatization may weaken
the authority of international humanitarian law. As a result, the objectives of liberal peace theory of a strong warfare rule of law may be undermined.
Even in countries, where governments have rejected the use of drones for ‘targeted killings’,
decision-makers need to consider the long-term consequences of the introduction of armed
drones, including its effects on liberal peace theory.
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4.2

Cross-sectional Working Group 2 – Change in global power
structures and norms

Cross-sectional Working Group (CSWG) 2 is dealing with the consequences of the global shift for
international norm setting, norm implementation and the settlement of peace-endangering
problems. The starting point here is the assumption that international power and influence
shifts will change power relationships in the international space and will, thereby, noticeably
influence the existing international order. These shifts go hand-in-hand with a relative loss of
power in the USA, the economic rise of China and a range of other states of the global south, as
well as a weakening of the economic and political position of the West. However, they are also
triggered by erosion and differentiation processes, which have been caused by globalization and,
in the course of its advancement, new, influential socially “unregistered” actors, such as globally
acting private economic concerns, have appeared on the world political stage. With this development, many of those starting points and conditions, mentioned in liberal peace theories as
prerequisites for peace, are apparently called into question, here, in particular, the democratic
nature of states and the integration of actors into international regimes and sets of rules. It is
open whether and how this leads to greater differences and tensions, more conflict and a reduction in regulation in the international arena.
For, it is still not clear, how the organizational potential of the “new” actors is shown and how
the normative, political and cultural differences between them and the “established” actors will
affect global peace policy. Will they reject the existing political, institutional and cultural order,
adapt to it or take it over? How do authoritarian state leadership, on the one hand, and the increasing economic intertwining and erosion of territorial borders, on the other hand, affect the
preference for action of such states as China in the international context? Why do democratically
constituted states such as Brazil and India not associate themselves unreservedly with the western-liberal positions? What role do historical development paths play for the current interpretations and positioning in the international arena? Is the western, normative interpretation monopoly breaking down? What form of responsibility can, will, should non-state actors take on?
The effect of global power shifts on “established” actors of the West also moves into focus here.
The changing possibilities for influence and expectations and their effects on preferences and
normative orientations of “western” actors need to be studied.

In light of these questions, the CSWG 2 wants to focus its attention, within the framework of the
new work program, on two concrete research areas: first, on the question of the degree to which
Europe, especially those states comprising the European Union, can continue to act as peacemakers. Thereby, it will be considered which normative ideas are guiding the actors integrated
into the EU today and whether these are valid as guiding principles in the face of globalization.
Coupled with this is the question about the stability of the common normative peace order within the EU space, which has evolved since the second half of the 20th century and, in line with liberal peace theories, incorporates those conditions necessary for a stable peace. However, if the
European peace project loses its attractiveness internally, what appeal do it and its imbedded
norms and values still have externally? And basically, what possibilities for configuration of it do
German and European actors still have in the international arena?
A further focus of the working group is the question of the perspectives for a Eurasian-Atlantic
peace order and the competition expected under globalization conditions between the Westernliberal model of state and peace-building and other normative models in this space. Ultimately,
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regional and on-going norm competition also affect the ability to promote peace globally. How,
then, can we deal constructively – globally and with respect to peace policy – with the “new”
powers, which sometimes have competing norm orientations? And how can influential “unregistered” actors, such as globally acting concerns, for instance, be responsibly integrated into institutional contexts? The concepts of global or also regional governance that are to be developed for
the globalization context, must continually keep in mind this tension between difference and
cooperation and find a way to deal with the expected and potentially enduring differences.

In the first meeting of CSWG 2 since September 2013, the initial foci for the discussion were
identified. These include first an analysis of the narrative “rising powers”: How will the rise of
new powers be conceived in the literature? Which areas/levels will be covered by this ascendency? How do established actors react to this? What adaptation strategies do they follow? Where
will ambivalences and contradictions become clear? A further focus of discussion is the term
“order”. The group deals with concepts of order (and changes in order) in the modern world, its
structural creating elements as well as the theoretical imbedding of such concepts. Also closely
tied with the term of order is the concept of region or regionalism. Under the conditions of global change, the tension between global order, on the one hand, and regionalization, on the other
hand, becomes especially apparent here.
The discussions in the working group on fundamental theoretical and empirical aspects of the
work program will inform the work of its members and take it forward in content. For this purpose, it is planned that it will be discussed with the colleagues participating in the CSWG as a
further element of the research project and to tie it thematically to the key questions of the work
program
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4.2.1 Theories of stable peace: The concept of a security community in light of the approaches to new powers

Wolfgang Zellner
The attempt to understand the conditions for the creation of zones of stable peace or, less ambitiously, the absence of war, has always represented a key question in the discipline of International Relations. According to Emmanuel Adler and Michael Barnett “theories of international
relations that explain the absence of war can be categorized according to whether they see structure comprised of material forces alone or of material and normative forces.” (Adler/Barnett
1998a: 10). But also, within the category, which includes material and normative factors, there is
an extremely broad spectrum of approaches, which argue at very different levels of abstraction.
The fact that most discussions are conducted within the individual approaches and not between
them, leads to a fragmentation of the debate, which is not conducive to its productivity. One example of many involves, on the one hand, the debate over a “security community” (SC), which
has gained in significance since the new constructivist interpretation of the original work of
Deutsch (1957) through Adler and Barnett (cf. Adler/Barnett 1998 (Eds.)). On the other hand,
Amrita Narlikar and colleagues have initiated a debate on the topic of “negotiating the rise of
new powers”, i.e. negotiating patterns between rising and established powers in key questions of
global governance. Both strands of literature are highly relevant for the new work program of
the IFSH – “Peace Strategies Today – Peace and Security Policy at the Breaking Points of Globalization” and, in particular, for its research cluster 2 “Change in global power structures and
norms”, which asks: “How must global cooperative structures be arranged in the EurasianAtlantic space, so they can contribute to peace?” And: “How can we deal constructively and in a
way that promotes peace with “new” global powers, which are developing an increasing internationally transformational potential?” Apparently these two questions, which roughly reflect the
two theoretical lines above, are very closely linked and can only be answered in connection with
each other. This approach seeks to identify some weaknesses in the SC debate and then to confront this debate with the discourse on rising powers, so as to sharpen the research questions
and make them more precise.
The debate over security communities

The seminal work by Deutsch and his colleagues, “Political Community and the North Atlantic
Area: International Organization in the Light of Historical Experience” (Deutsch et al. 1957), was
largely forgotten for decades. Only after its rediscovery and new constructivist interpretation by
Adler and Barnett in their 1998 volume “Security Communities”, did the discussion reach a second phase – a decade after the end of the Cold War. This yielded a substantial body of literature,
in the English-language area, in particular, Adler and co-authors, Bellamy 2004, Flynn/Farrell
1999, Kupchan 2010, Pouliot 2008 and others. This literature also includes articles on international organizations which function as “security community-building” organizations (Adler
1998, see further below), as well as Acharya 2001 on the ASEAN, Ngoma 2003 on the South African Development Community (SADC), and Adler himself on the OSCE (1998). The few Germanlanguage publications came from Müller (2003), Conrad (2008) and Koschut (2012). Only recently has Mayer (2014) written a not-yet published critical literature review. Since the entire
debate cannot be reproduced in detail here, its most important dimensions and concepts will be
presented through the article by Adler and Bennett
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These two authors “define a pluralistic security community as a transnational region comprised
of sovereign states whose people maintain dependable expectations of peaceful change.”
(Adler/Barnett 1998b: 30). “A community is defined by three characteristics. First, members of a
community have shared identities, values, and meanings. (...) Secondly, those in a community
have many-sided and direct relations”, and thirdly, “communities exhibit reciprocity that expresses some degree of long-term interest and perhaps even altruism” (Ibid. 31). What is called
“characteristics” here could also be understood as conditions for or constitutive elements of a
security community. The authors add: “[P]ower plays a major role in the development and
maintenance of security communities” (Ibid: 39), but do not explain in what relation power
stands to the aforementioned normative and transactional factors. The process towards a security community is conceived in three stylized phases “three stylized phases” [...] – “nascent”, “ascendant” and “mature” (Ibid: 48). International organizations are seen as drivers of this process.
They “are sites of socialization and learning, places where political actors learn and perhaps
even ’teach’ others what their interpretation of the situation and normative understandings are.”
(Ibid. 43). In another article on the “OSCE’s security-community building model” Adler introduces seven “community-building functions” of the OSCE: “It promotes political consultation”,
“sets liberal standards”, “attempts to prevent violence”, “helps develop the practice of peaceful
settlement”, “builds mutual trust by promoting arms control agreements”, “supports assistance
to newly independent states”, and “provides assistance to post-conflict rehabilitation” (Adler
1998: 132).

The hottest debates in the SC literature raise the question of whether security communities are
only possible between democratic states – according to the basic assumption of the literature on
democratic peace, which still represents the majority view – or whether they are also possible
between authoritarian states or even in a mixed set of democratic and authoritarian states. Although Deutsch and his colleagues have not positioned themselves clearly here, the title of their
book, which deals with a “political community” in the “North Atlantic Area” (Deutsch et al. 1957)
suggests that they share the argument of democratic peace. However, if one looks at the cases on
which Deutsch’s work is based (and by contrast to the bulk of contemporary theory production,
it is based on extensive historical research), then it can be seen that this is not at all the case because the majority of the ten cases dealt with are located in the pre-democratic periods, for instance, the struggle for German unity since the Middle Ages, culminating in the unification of
Germany in 1871”, or “the problem of Italian unity since the end of the eighteenth century”
(Deutsch et al. 1957: 16/17). Therefore Adler/Barnett correctly find that: “The Democratic
Peace literature has, by definition, coupled the absence of war to a particular type of state and
thus has narrowed considerably the Deutschian framework.” (Adler Barnett 1998a: 13). Both
authors argue that, from the perspective of various theoretical orientations, there are many possible explanations for the absence of war” (Ibid.). Charles Kupchan, who also rejects the theorem
of democratic peace, contributes to the argument with the comment “[a]s a starting point, responsible governance, rather than liberal democracy, should be adopted as the standard for determining which states are legitimate and in good standing” (Kupchan 2012: 189).
Security Communities – critical and too little discussed elements

To further develop the SC approach or – in the language of the IFSH work program – to analyze
“how [...] global cooperative structures [must] be shaped in the Eurasian-Atlantic space” – it is of
central importance to identify the weak or too little discussed elements of this concept. First, the
relatively high abstraction level of the SC debates – identity, values, significance, reciprocity –
makes it difficult to translate key terms into empirically verifiable factors. This acquires im21

portance by the fact that the current SC debates, despite some articles on regional organizations,
are based far less on historical research than is the work of Deutsch. Second, the SC debate has a
clear regional focus. Adler and Barnett “define a pluralistic security community as a transnational region comprised of sovereign states” (Adler/Barnett 1998b: 30). But this regional focus is
scarcely mentioned in the context of global developments. So, for example, it is obvious that one
can no longer imagine the future of Central Asia – one element of a possible Eurasian SC – without taking into account the influence of China. Third, there is scarcely any differentiation between SC and military alliances against others. To be sure, Kupchan does write: “Zones of stable
peace can take three different forms – rapprochement, security community, and union.”
(Kupchan 2010: 8). But that does not solve the problem, since military alliances represent something between détente and union parallel to SC: This is all the more significant since military
alliances, such as NATO, are sometimes viewed as SC. Fourth, many SC studies have difficulty
integrating the factor of power, probably because of their dominant constructivist directions,
although Adler/Barnett grant that it “plays a major role” (Adler/Barnett 1998b: 39). While the
role of international organizations in the development of SC is appropriately illuminated, this is
far less so the case for states. However, without considering the role of the individual states, it is
neither possible to understand the activities of international organizations, which depend on
state action, nor to place regional SC efforts in the context of activities of established and emergent global powers. Fifth, the entire SC debate has a clear focus on the establishment and development of SC and less on their collapse or destruction. Adler and Barnett only address this question briefly saying that “the same forces that ‘build up’ security communities can ‘tear them
down’” (Adler Barnett 1998b: 58). It is, however, in no way clear that the “build-up” runs parallel to the “break-down” processes. This is all the more significant in the current crisis in the EU
where it would be of central importance to have effective instruments for studying the further
development of the Union. And sixth, ultimately, the key debate – on whether SC states can join
with non-democratic regimes – quite apart from the plausibility arguments with the criteria,
which are offered in the debates – cannot be decided. These deficits do not diminish the value of
the SC debate, which dares to think and to theorize that which was, for a long time, held to be
impossible, i.e. that a comprehensive stable peace is possible. The current concept does, however, need further development

The Discussion on “Negotiating the Rise of New Powers”

In a special issue of “International Affairs” (Nr. 3/2013), Amrita Narlikar and a number of colleagues began a large-scale attempt to analyze the relationship between the rising powers (here
Brazil, China and India) and the established powers (USA, EU) in the production of global goods
or even a kind of global order. “A central goal is to analyse systematically the nature of the relationships between these diverse actors.” (Narlikar 2013: 564). Thereby, this group of articles
does not deal directly with the question of a SC. But they do deal with negotiation processes on
the provision of basic global goods, which represent the prerequisites for any form of SC. Thereby, they show potential to raise questions, which are of significance for the further development
of a concept of a SC.

The relationship among these five powers is studied through the focus on their negotiating behavior. “The rise of new powers is thus fundamentally a story of bargaining and negotiation.”
(Ibid: 561). In particular, the authors are studying the “negotiation behavior” of the powers, i.e.
their “negotiation strategy, coalitions and framing.” (Ibid: 564). Most important here, is the differentiation between “distributive or value-claiming at one end and integrative or value-creating
strategies at the other.” (Ibid: 565). In her summary, Narlikar notes that the “negotiating behav22

iour of the rising powers does not reveal a clear alternative vision of global order, or the desire
for a complete overhaul of the current order. Consequently, the rise of new powers does not
pose a direct or immediate threat to the system. However, the reluctance of the rising powers to
take on new responsibilities amid expectations from the ‘distracted incumbents’ that they share
the burden of providing global public goods not only makes the system more prone to deadlock,
but also heightens levels of distrust, thereby increasing the risk of destabilization.” (Ibid: 576).
This means that the rising powers are (still) not prepared to take over the costly responsibility
for the production of global goods, while the ability of the established powers to supply these
goods is declining. While the three rising powers exhibit a range of distinctions in their hesitation to take on new responsibility, a detailed look at the USA and the EU is even more interesting
for our research interest since they are the (group of) states, from which we generally expect the
greatest contribution to the project of a Euro-Atlantic and Eurasian SC.

According to Vezirgiannidou, the “US [sits] at the core of the current system, with a principal role
in governance institutions. [...] However, the US cannot deal with global issues like nuclear proliferation, terrorism and financial governance without cooperating with others, especially rising
powers. So it faces a double dilemma: how can it preserve its unique position in the system and
at the same time obtain cooperation”? (Vezirgiannidou 2013: 636). Although the author finds
that “there is no ‘grand strategy’” (Ibid: 640), he does, nevertheless, identify some elements of
the strategic behavior of the USA. One is partial disengagement and less leadership by the USA in
the cases of reform of the UN Security Council or the NPT (cf. Ibid. 640-643). Another concerns
the hesitation (such as with the reform of the financial institutions) and a stronger emphasis on
informal institutions (cf. Ibid: 645-647). Moreover, he emphasizes that the “rather heavy-handed
and largely distributive approach towards minor powers [adds to] the long-held perception that
the US applies double standards” (Ibid: 644). The USA grasps at hard distributive behaviors,
where core interests are affected, and in other cases shows selective engagement and leadership. Altogether, it displays elements of relative weakness.

The diagnosis for the EU is even worse. The EU is facing a double challenge: On the one hand, as
a union of states, it needs a strategic orientation. But the “problem in today’s EU is that this
shared strategic sense is difficult to discern” (Smith 2013: 656). On the other hand, the “nature
of the challenge from rising powers [is] one of a scope, scale and variety not experienced by the
Union at any point in its existence.” (Ibid: 663). Both are exacerbated by the deep internal crisis
of the Union. Consequently, in “relation to Russia and China in particular, [this can] lead to major
elements of fragmentation around an apparent commitment at the rhetorical level to common
EU positions.” (Ibid: 666). All in all, the EU exhibits signs of absolute weakness: “the EU is now a
long way outside its comfort zone and it is difficult in the current circumstances to see how it
can retrieve the situation.” (Ibid: 671).
Implications for the Discussion on Security Communities

Even this very brief discussion allows us to formulate some implications for the discussion on
security communities. First, the discussion on SC should be more strongly contextualized in both
a spatial and a temporal respect. On the one hand, developments outside of the Eurasian-Atlantic
space should be considered more closely. On the other hand, whether certain assumptions and
elements of thought still represent reality, should (also) be considered. For example, 15 years
ago, NATO membership for Russia could still have been contemplated without taking the China
factor into consideration; today, this can no longer be done. Second, the debate should focus
more strongly on states as analytical units, in addition to international organizations (IO). States
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use international organizations as stages to advance their policies and they design the policies of
these international organizations. Third, the power factor should be more strongly integrated
into studies of SC. Values, identities and significance and the socialization processes related to
them are of importance, but without the ability of sustainably effective actors (a euphemism for
power holders), they are less – or even not at all – significant. The challenge is to develop research designs which integrate normative and power factors. Fourth and finally, we need a more
concrete debate. If normative convergence is of significance – and it is highly significant – then
expressing this fact is not the result, but only the beginning of a research process to find out
where we are today in the matter of normative convergence vs. divergence. The future will show
whether that is sufficient to give the debate over a SC a new push. Nevertheless, even this small
article shows that it is worthwhile confronting together two lines of thought about global
change, such as that on SC and that on global negotiations
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4.3 Cross-sectional Working Group 3 – Intrastate potential for violence
The subject of the Cross-sectional Working Group (CSWG) 3, is the question of which conflictladen distortions within states, especially in Europe, have currently arisen or could arise in the
future through processes determined by globalization. It also deals with what such a development would mean for the liberal peace theories. In this sense, within the working group, this is
about the “inner side” of the liberal peace model under globalization conditions.

Altogether, liberal peace theory is the concept of peace as a societal process, in the course of
which, the collective use of force becomes ever less likely. Liberal peace theories give significant
weight to the democratization of ruling systems and the creation of rule of law since they link
the decision on war and peace to the will of the society. The exponents of these theories see these intra-societal processes in close relationship with an increasing interstate integration on various functional levels. A further central element of many liberal peace theories is the reference to
the peace-making significance of increasing distributive justice both at intrastate and interstate
levels.

In the course of globalization, however, two processes, running simultaneously, can be identified, through which the bases of democratic policy in Europe could be decisively changed. Hereby, basic assumptions of liberal peace theories would also be questioned: for one thing, the political ability to negotiate and the legitimacy of democratic governments will be increasingly limited. This happens, for instance, due to globally acting societal actors, such as large international
businesses making important decisions without the participation of these governments. At the
same time, however, these decisions affect the citizens represented by these governments. On
the other hand, the transfer of decisions to democratic, but only weakly legitimated, international organizations diminishes the agreement between rulers and the ruled. In the course of the
financial crisis, the limits of the economic and political doable with respect to the effectiveness of
“unregistered” actors, acting across borders, were already tangible. The financial crisis shows
that “integration” must not necessarily be conducive to stability and peace, but can also bring
new challenges and, possibly, even risks and dangers for security and peace.

When it comes to serious social distortions in connection with globalization processes, even in
democracies that have previously been considered stable, then it is conceivable that, here too,
conflicts of interest can no longer be dependably headed off through rules and procedures accepted by all sides. The liberal peace theories allocate to the state specific conflict-regulating
roles and postulate a consensus between rulers and the ruled, as well as a congruent relationship of identity and legitimation. How can the politicization and articulation of interests needed
to balance societal demands be assured now, when, in face of complex global problems, decisions are, more and more, delegated to the international level or are made directly by powerful
transnational actors? Possible consequences of such a diminishment of the consensus between
those subject to the rules and those making the rules can be not only “passive” loss of trust in the
elected governments, but can also cause radicalization and violence. On the other hand, however, they can also lead to the creation of new societal groups, which can promote a peaceful, productive change. These kinds of processes have long been observed in other regions of the world
with a lower level of economic development and societal differentiation. For the IFSH, the Central Asian region is of particular interest due to preliminary work. The observation and analysis
of intrastate distortions, their connections with globalization, as well as the way in which state
institutions in this region deal with various forms of protest and resistance are, therefore, parallel objects of the work of the CSWG 3. The observation of the distortion, protest and radicaliza25

tion as well as the state reactions to these developments, both in the liberal democracies of
Western Europe and in the authoritarian states of Central Asia, enables, through the comparison,
important insights for a peace theory under globalization conditions.

In the first discussions of the working group in 2013, the following longer-term foci for further
work resulted: An initial focus was the discussion of possible mechanisms for defining those
bases of democratic states whose continued existence presumes liberal peace theories, as well as
a critical analysis of state measures, which are taken to maintain societal order. Here, it must
first be clarified, which statements of liberal peace theories on questions of the economy and
distribution apply, what they say to societal division through economic inequalities and to the
relationship of identity and legitimation. Then the attention of the CSWG is turned to possible
consequences of societal division through economic inequalities in developed democracies, as
well as the forms and the intensity of intrastate violence. It is a question of which processes of
politicization and radicalization are observed in the Eurasian space and the extent to which these processes can lead to conflict and violence. Which conflict-promoting divisions are to be expected through globalization-induced processes such as, for instance, the growing inequality in
Europe? Which new intrastate demands will be formulated into state policy and how can the
state do justice to these demands? Beyond this, to what extent can democratic principles, such as
representation and participation, still develop conflict-binding effects under the conditions described? Where are concrete fissures and starting points for regress already showing?

We are also keeping an eye on which ruling techniques European institutions and national governments – here, first and foremost, security institutions and powers – are using to address losses of legitimation and how they react to outbreaks of violence. There is also a range of possible
reactions that could be considered, among them control of violence, repression and surveillance.
However, an analysis of governance techniques should also reveal subtler methods of political
rule. Here a keyword is the term “gouvernementalité“.

The subject matter of the discussion in the working group will also be the way in which politicization and radicalization could bring about peace bonuses, when, for instance, through them,
awareness for social and political deficiencies can be raised, the relevant political debate initiated and societal changes promoted in a peaceful way. Also considered are the identification option competing with or rejecting liberalism and the perspective of a systemic critique of power.

Mentioned in the initial meetings of the working group in 2013 were texts on liberal peace theory, on possible mechanisms of dissolution of the intrastate bases on which liberal peace theories
rest and texts, which have as their subject matter the state measures for maintaining societal
order. In the meetings, which followed, a discussion of the room for maneuver of the welfare
state of Western democracies – also through text readings and supported by newer empirical
studies – as well as the problematization of the market orientation in developing countries, postconflict societies and former socialist states, took place. Beyond text perusal, the projects, publications and ideas for applications by the participants will also be presented.
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4.3.1 The civilisational hexagon and rule of law outside of Europe
Sebastian Schiek
The CSWG 3 of the IFSH is studying new intrastate potential for violence as a consequence of
globalization-determined change processes within nation-states and societies. While, hereby, the
regression of individual elements of the civilisational hexagon is the focal point for Europe, the
question of the degree to which the eight elements can be realized at all for the region of Central
Asia must be asked.

The eight elements of the civilisational hexagon set conditions for the pacification of “modern”
societies, which are all equally necessary. Nevertheless, a hierarchy or also a chronology of these
eight elements can be found in Senghaas: The monopoly on violence is in first place and afterwards the rule of law, affect control and democracy follow. This sequence corresponds to the
process-sociological reconstruction of European state building according to Elias, but also to
Max Weber’s understanding of state building. Senghaas’ model has stimulated a broad debate
over the implications of its Eurocentric orientation and over its universal application (cf. i.e.
Jaberg 2011). Rather than continuing these rather theoretical debates, it will be shown here using the example of Kazakhstan, how the process of rationalization of the state occurs as a possible basis for the rule of law in societies outside of Europe. The case of Kazakhstan is particularly
interesting for this, due to its state hybridism between patrimonial power structures and rationalization processes. The rationalization process studied here is relevant for conflict theory in a
double sense: 1) The patrimonial-authoritarian leadership in Kazakhstan can certainly secure
the state monopoly on violence in the form of a negative peace and can generate a certain measure of legitimacy with respect to its people. But the rationalization represents the attempt to
counteract the risk of destabilization of the patrimonial-authoritarian rule, which has been clearly shown by the electoral revolutions in many post-Soviet states. 2) However, the modernization
process itself is also conflictive without, however, giving any indication of a current potential for
violence.

The civilisational hexagon serves as a foil in the analysis, on the basis of which the deviation
from the ideal is detected and, thereby, indicators of the conflictive process can be acquired. This
foil deals with a snapshot of European peace conditions of the post-war time. In order to study
structural similarities and differences in state-building outside of Europe empirically, recourse
to Elias’ process method as well as Weber’s ideal types of patrimonial and rational rule makes
sense. Here, rationalization of the state means a de-patrimonialization and is, thereby, always in
a tense relationship with patrimonial rule. This process is conflictive to the extent that it produces winners and losers.
Rational rule inside and outside of Europe

The rationalization of the ruling systems in Europe is closely connected with the phase of absolutism, the expansion of capitalism and the development of the power group of the Bourgeois. In
France, it was Louis IX, in particular, who initiated the disempowerment of the old, patrimonial
nobility and the rise of lawyers, the new “state nobility” (Bourdieu). In Germany, the reformers,
under Frederick the Great, succeeded in taking away from the patrimonial class, extensive traditional rights. The absolutist ruling systems had become so complex that a rationalization was
unavoidable, an argument that Elias summarized in his model of administrative instruments.
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Ultimately, however, the rise of capitalism, as a form of the economy and as a cultural program,
advanced the principle of rationalization within the society and thereby also changed the basis
of the state, a key argument of Max Weber. Hereby, two groups developed a robust interest in a
rational state: within the state, the lawyers, whose knowledge could be valued economically as
social capital only in a constitutional state. Outside the state, the capitalistic bourgeois were dependent on the predictability of state dealings. The rationalization process created the structural
and cultural basis for the later “break-through” into a democratic mass state.

State-building outside of Europe was induced first in the time of colonialism and is frequently
characterized in the post-colonial phase through authoritarian and patrimonial rule. In contrast
to Europe, however, this state-building took place simultaneously with the attachment to the
capitalist world market and under the critical observation and intervention of west-oriented
world societies. From this “simultaneity of inequality”, the following hypothesis can be derived:
Between simultaneous state-building and modernization/rationalization practices, there is a tension that causes practical dilemmas and generates contradictory strategies by state actors.
Case Study: State building and rationalization in Kazakhstan
The question of the readiness to modernize in states outside of Europe is frequently answered in
the scientific literature at the actor’s level and purely voluntarily. According to this, it is the egoistic interest in acquiring wealth as well as the lack of will of state actors that hinder the introduction of democracy and the rule of law; quite in contrast to the oppositional “civil society” that
strives for both of these values.

However, the case study showed that the notion of an antagonism between the “bad” state and
the “good” civil society, which is particularly dominant in Czempiel, is misleading. First of all, the
divide runs between arrière-garde and avant-garde – also within the state – and, at the same
time, a not-insignificant segment of the population profit from the status quo as “sub-tenants” of
the power. But even the demarcation between groups of actors within the state is problematic:
The dilemmas, which result from the non-simultaneous development, extend into the habitus of
the actors and create contradictory strategies of action.

Formal statehood in Kazakhstan is colored by the colonialism of the Russian Empire and the
subsequent Soviet time. Both phases led to a deep social change, which was shown in the
(forced) settlement policy of the former nomads, the industrialization and the nationalization of
the society, as well as the great significance of the state bureaucracy. The bureaucratic rule was,
however, also clearly colored by patrimony, which was shown through the strong monopoly of
power of the (Communist) Party, the patronage, corruption and the great significance of the informal economy. During 1991, the West, in particular, demanded democratization and the rule
of law from Kazakhstan, but the societal and state conditions were unfavorable at the time of
independence: on the societal side, there was scarcely any experience of state-free public life or
political participation; the state, on the other hand, represented a complex ruling and economic
system, which was difficult to control. Patrimonial practices, such as, for example appropriation
of public property introduced in the 1980s was structurally anchored in the habitus of state actors. Thus, an urgent task was to disentangle the industry from Moscow, which seemed impossible without foreign capital. A consequence of this was the strong entanglement of Kazakhstan
with the world market from the beginning of its independence.
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These structural requirements blended with the dynamics of privatization and democratization.
Privatization had already begun before the political shift in Eastern Europe and was forced in
the 1990s; the first constitution of 1993 still had a democratic character. The combination of
these structures and processes created unfavorable, centrifugal forces for the central state: the
cultural and social capital for appropriation was concentrated, first and foremost, in the hands of
state actors as well as a small minority of non-state actors. The informal appropriation within
the framework of privatization led to an independence of the administrative class, which was no
longer mandatorily dependent on support from the central state. As a further dynamic, power
centers outside the state, which banded together with groups within the state, came into existence for the first time. Both dynamics meant a loss of power resources for the central state and
joined with the third dynamic, double accumulation. Its logic lies in the fact that state and economic actors must accumulate political and economic power in order not to lose both. As a consequence of this new dynamic, the state field was colored from the beginning by battles between
competing groups over economic and state resources

The ambivalence of patrimonial consolidation of power

These strong centrifugal powers cannot be subsumed under terms such as liberalization or
compared with the democratic competition in stable, established states. Rather, they represent
an extremely dynamic and, in the final analysis, the contingent state-forming process – through
which it was not yet decided whether the societal power was concentrated within or outside of
the state field. Retrospectively, other strategies against the shift in power balances would also
have been conceivable. De facto, the reconsolidation of power by President Nazarbayev was,
however, strongly guided by his socialization in patrimonial socialism and, as a result, initially
led to a reproduction of patrimonial statehood with changed conditions, namely the establishment of a patrimonial capitalism and the connection to the world market. In addition to a patrimonial strategy of inclusion of all relevant actors, the consolidation had informal and formal
elements. Informally, it consisted first of patrimonial control over the privatization process to
finance his rule. Characteristically, one of the Kazakh oligarchs was soon considered to be the
“treasurer” of the presidential family. Second, Nazarbayev had already ended the democratic
phase in 1994 and followed a strategy of successive power monopolization, which reached its
high point in 2007. At the same time, however, modernization rhetoric was apparent from the
mid-1990s, which acquired practical relevance in the years that followed and, thereby, went
beyond “mere” rhetoric. The grounds for the modernization lie in the economic structure, the
earlier connection to the world market, the person of Nazarbayev and, in general, political power
considerations as well. The patrimonial monopoly of power turned out to be ambivalent: on the
one hand, it secured Nazarbayev ’s power and the state’s relative capacity to act; on the other
hand, it immediately proved to be a structural brake on the reform project.
Dilemmas of the conservative modernization

Empirically, it can be concluded that the project of conservative modernization in Kazakhstan, is
advancing partial modernization without fundamentally disassociating from authoritarian, patrimonial-bureaucratic rule. The modernization is oriented on the model of industrialized states
in Asia and, thereby, follows a kind of industrialization to diversification of the rentier economy
and the rationalization of rule at the administrative level necessary for that. These economic and
political reforms are mutually dependent on each other: a successful industrialization promises
stable financing of sovereignty and a minimizing of negative consequences of the rentier econo29

my and, thereby, eases a rationalization of the state. A successful rationalization of the administration is, in turn, a condition of industrialization. However, as can be shown empirically, patrimonial retention of power and simultaneous modernization are in an ambivalent state of tension. A dilemma results from this because the two goal categories, patrimonial retention of power and modernization, cannot be implemented to the same degree. Methodically, the process of
uncovering the modernization dilemma is not new. Migdal and Schlichte, for example, with the
category of the president or modernization dilemma, have referred to the relationship between
ruler and society. The following dilemmas of rationalization refer, above all, to the relationship
between ruler and staff. The strategy of administrative rationalization in Kazakhstan comprises
three building blocks: A separation of the levels of politics and administration, a rationalization
of administration as well as a transfer of power from politics to administration. The reform project can best be summed up as a power play between the president and the patrimonial power
elites whose object is the expropriation and re-appropriation of opportunities for acquisitions.
In the final analysis, the attempt at administrative rationalization is weakened through the resistance of the staff, but also through the contradictory strategies of the president himself. To
explain this, the following dilemma can be reconstructed:
1. Inclusion dilemma (also
Schlichte)
2. Tension dilemma

3. Control dilemma

4. Patrimonialization dilemma

Logic of securing power

Logic of modernization

Inclusion
(Consequence: corruption)

Fighting corruption (FC)

Big Shuffle/Corruption
(Consequence: limited ability
to act)

Stability/FC

Tension/conflict
(Consequence: Corruption,
limited ability to act)

Rational state, separation of
politics and administration
and state and economy

No centers of power outside
of the state

(Partially)-autonomous class
of industrialists.

Klaus Schlichte’s inclusion dilemma, already described, also applies to Kazakhstan: One of the
consolidation strategies of Nazarbayev was the inclusion of all relevant actors. Until the latter
part of the first decade of the 21st century, actors were only excluded on the basis of breaches of
loyalty, but not because of corruption. One consequence of this was the strengthening of corruption, which is in conflict with the logic of modernization.

The dilemma of tension refers to a technique for the creation and maintenance of a comprehensive monopoly of power (cf. the administrative instrument in Elias): The stability of the ruler is
based, first and foremost, on the power groups within the state not stopping their competition
with each other. Thereby, on the one hand, a conspiracy by these groups against the president is
prevented but, above all, the competing groups are dependent on the regulating high-level ordering authority. These tensions have also not declined in Kazakhstan either and are still promoted by, for instance, the creation of “competing authorities” (already presented by Weber as
the predecessor of the separation of powers). These competitive battles are in clear contradiction to the model of the legal-rational institutional state, which is supposed to be established
within the framework of conservative modernization. In connection with this, there is a further
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dilemma, the control dilemma. The centrifugal forces of patrimonial ruling systems are balanced
by relevant centripetal techniques. Among them are the permanent rotation of state employees
within the state and the control technique of corruption. The first of these limits the emergence
of power accumulation; the latter makes it possible to punish disloyal clients. Both are in contradiction to the logic of modernization, which requires an “inner” stability as well as containment of corruption. Finally, in relation to the industrialization, a higher level patrimonialization
dilemma can be detected: in the patrimonial-bureaucratic state of the Kazakh type, societal
power is concentrated within the state, through which the establishment of a partiallyautonomous class of industrialists is prevented.

The case study shows that the rationalization of state rule in contexts outside of Europe occurs
under different political and societal conditions than in Europe and which – even with the best
will of the actors – is confronted with difficulties, which are produced by the unequal development of rule in the global community. There is an intense debate on the questions of democratization and autocratic consolidation in states outside of Europe. However, questions of rationalization still remain underexposed and, thereby, still constitute a knowledge gap. This gap is also
insofar, relevant to peace policy, because patrimonial-like states, such as Kazakhstan can, in fact,
temporarily secure a negative peace, but long-term it will come under pressure due to the internal contradictions of patrimonial-authoritarian rule, in particular, under the influences of globalization.
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Annex

9.1 Projects
CORE
1.

Larger Research Projects

CORE-10-F-02
CORE-12-F-01
CORE-10-F-06
CORE-12-F-02

2.

Multilateralism in Russian Foreign Policy: Genuine Search for Partners or Camouflage for Unilateral Ambitions?
The Role of Informal „Networks of Trust” for Peace in the Ferghana Valley
(1992-2013). A Comparative Analysis

The Afghanistan Polices of the Central Asian States

Establishing an OSCE Network of Think Tanks and Academic Institutions

Publication and Smaller Projects

CORE-10-P-02

OSCE Yearbook (German, English, Russian)

CORE-11-NF-01
CORE-12-NF-01

CFE and the Disintegration of the Cooperative European Security Order
The problems of correlation between Western values and Islamic traditions in
the context of democratization in Tajikistan: secular-Islamic dialogue as a factor
of stability in the region

3.

PhD Projects

4.

Consultancy Projects

CORE-10-B-01
CORE-10-B-04
CORE-10-B-02
CORE-12-B-01
CORE-12-B-02

CORE Framework Projects (Federal Foreign Office)
OSCE-related Information Service Activities
OSCE-related Training for Officials from the Swiss MFA (OSCE Chairmanship
2014)
Workshop in Tajikistan on the Afghanistan Conflict and its Impact on Central
Asia
Expert workshop “Intrastate political developments and the cooperation with
European partners. Discussion on the Viewpoint from the Ukrainian Province”

ZEUS
1.

Larger Projects

ZEUS-14-F-01
ZEUS-13-F-01
ZEUS-10-F-04
ZEUS-13-F-03
ZEUS-14-F-02
ZEUS-10-F-02

ZEUS-10-F-03
ZEUS-10-F-01
ZEUS-11-F-02

On the role of the EU and its member states in the change in forms of violence
Organized criminality and local capacity-building as a challenge to the maritime
security of Germany and the EU
The Palestinian state project in light of the power shifts in the Middle East
Piracy and maritime terrorism on the sea route Hamburg-Shanghai: Effects on
socioeconomic dynamics and political conflicts on sea routes and the security of
sea travel
Maritime Security
TERAS-INDEX. Terrorism and radicalization – Indicators for external influencing
factors
Theory and Structural Change of Violent Conflicts
Striving for respect: A study of the socio-emotional dimension of Russia’s relationships with the West
Analysis of Civil Security Systems in Europe (ANVIL)
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ZEUS-13-F-04
ZEUS-13-F-05
ZEUS-13-F-06

A Comparative Study on Islamist and right-wing extremist radicalization and deradicalization processes
Contested Principles, Contrasting Practices: Security Relations in Russia and the
EU’s ‘Shared Neighbourhood’
VOX-Pol. Violent Online Political Extremism (VOPE). Virtual Centre of Excellence
for Research in Violent Online Political Extremism (Joint Project).

Publication and Smaller Projects

2.

ZEUS-11-P-01

ZEUS-11-P-02

3.

PhD Projects

ZEUS-07-NF-03
ZEUS-07-NF-06
ZEUS-08-NF-01

ZEUS-09-NF-02

ZEUS-07-NF-01

4.

Assessing the Impact of EU External Governance
The Challenge of Security Governance

Changes in elites in Bosnia-Herzegovina during the transition
A comparative assessment of police missions in the Common Security and Defence Policy (Bosnia-Herzegovina and the Democratic Republic of Congo). Is
there a European Union strategy for CSDP police intervention in the making?
The internationalization of terrorist violence – causes and conditions

The relevance of rationalist approaches in the analysis of terrorism and anti-terror
policy
Conflict prevention and crisis management of the EU: Limits and chances for coherent management in the European multilevel system

Consultancy Projects

ZEUS-07-B-01

International Baudissin Fellowship-Program

IFAR
1.

Larger Projects

IFAR-13-F-01
IFAR-11-F-02
IFAR-12-F-01
IFAR-10-F-01

Globalizing Zero: Next Steps
Cyber Attacks – A New Threat for International Security?
Climate Change and Security (CLISAP.2 C4)
Deterrence, Disarmament and Tactical Nuclear Weapons in Europe

IFAR-13-P-02

New Ways in Nuclear Non-Proliferation and Arms Control
Verification und Monitoring of International Agreements (including CTBT)
Weaponization of Space and Arms Races in Asia
New Strategic Arms

2.

Publications and Smaller Projects

IFAR-09-P-04
IFAR-13-P-01
IFAR-12-P-06

3.

PhD Projects

IFAR-12-NF-01
IFAR-08-NF-02
IFAR-09-N-01

Verifikation und Monitoring nuklearer Abrüstung
Seasonal Modeling of Regional Water Flow Amounts from the Viewpoint of Climate Change
Conflict Factor Forest Protection? Analysis of the Effects of Forest Protection
Measures on Conflict Formation in Selected Regions of the Amazon Basin
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4.

Consultancy Projects

IFAR-08-B-02
IFAR-08-B-01

Pugwash Conference on Science and World Affairs
Consultation for the Arms Control Department of the Federal Foreign Office

Cross-institutional Projects
1.

Larger Projects

IFSH-13-F-01
IFSH-13-F-02
IFSH-13-F-03

Transnational Violent Conflicts
Environmentally determined migration and conflicts in the Arab space
Risk analysis for disaster prevention

IFSH-07-P-01
IFSH-11-P-01

Peace Report
Russia’s “Status-Quo” Strategies

IFSH-08-B-01

“European Security and the Future of the Bundeswehr” Commission at IFSH

2.

4.

Publication and Smaller Projects

Consultancy Projects

IFSH-07-B-02

Academic Reconstruction of South Eastern Europe
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9.2
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Books and Edited Volumes
Institute for Peace Research and Security Policy at the University of Hamburg/IFSH (ed.), OSCE Yearbook 2012, Baden-Baden 2013. German version: Institut für Friedensforschung und Sicherheitspolitik an der Universität Hamburg/IFSH (Eds.), OSZE-Jahrbuch 2012, Baden-Baden 2013.
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Wirtschaft, Technologie, Baden-Baden 2013 (Demokratie, Sicherheit Frieden, Band 2010).
Ehrhart, Hans-Georg/Heinz Dieter Jopp/Roland Kaestner/Kerstin Petretto (Eds.), Piraterie als Herausforderung.
Europäische Antworten, globale Perspektiven, Baden-Baden 2013 (Demokratie, Sicherheit, Frieden, Band 209).
Hegemann, Hendrik/Regina Heller, Martin Kahl (eds), Studying 'Effectiveness' in International Relations. A Guide for
Students and Scholars, Opladen, Berlin & Toronto 2013.
Johannsen, Margret/Marc von Boemcken/Ines-Jaqueline Werkner/Bruno Schoch (Eds.), Friedensgutachten 2013,
Berlin 2013.
Kulipanova, Elena, Regional cooperation, external actors and power relationships in Central Asia. The cases of the
Asian Development Bank and the EU, Baden-Baden 2013 (Demokratie, Sicherheit, Frieden, Band 207).
Meier, Oliver (Eds.), Technology Transfers and Non-Proliferation: Between control and cooperation. London and New
York 2013.
Muhibat, Shafiah F., Evolving Approaches to Regional Security Cooperation. A Conceptual Analysis of Cooperative
Security with Illustrations of Practices in East Asia, Baden-Baden 2013 (Demokratie, Sicherheit, Frieden, Band
208).
Neuneck, Götz/Theresa Hitchens/James Lewis (eds), The Cyber Index. International Security Trend and Realities,
United Nations Publications, New York and Geneva/Switzerland, UNIDIR/2013/3.
Petretto, Kerstin/Sebastian Bruns/David Petrovic (Eds.), Maritime Sicherheit. Wiesbaden 2013.
Journal Articles *
Bossong, Raphael, Public good theory and the ‘added value’ of the EU's anti-terrorism policy, in: European Security
2/2013, S. 165-184.
Bossong, Raphael, European internal security as a public good, in: European Security 2/2013, S. 129-147 (with Mark
Rhinard).
Bossong, Raphael, EU civilian crisis management and organizational learning, in: European Security 1/2013, S. 94112.
Bossong, Raphael, EU cooperation on terrorism prevention and violent radicalization: frustrated ambitions or
new forms of EU security governance?, in: Cambridge Review of International Affairs: 1-17. Online first:
http://www.tandfonline.com/ doi/full/10.1080/09557571.2013.839627#.Uq7tnKMwdFo.
Brzoska, Michael/Peter Michael Link/Achim Maas/Götz Neuneck/Jürgen Scheffran, Possible implications of
climate engineering for peace and security, in: Bulletin of the American Meteorological Society 2/2013, S.
ES13-ES16, http://journals.ametsoc.org/doi/abs/10.1175/BAMS-D-12-00022.1.
Brzoska, Michael/Jürgen Scheffran, Climate and war: No clear-cut schism, Correspondence, Nature, 498, 171.
Brzoska, Michael/Jürgen Scheffran/Hans Günter Brauch/Jasmin Kominek/Peter Michael Link/Janpeter Schilling,
Disentangling the Climate-conflict Nexus: Empirical and Theoretical Assessments of Vulnerabilities and Pathways,
in: Review of European Studies 5/2013, S. 1-13.
Brzoska, Michael, Waffen nach Mali und Saudi-Arabien? Deutsche Rüstungsexporte und die Verschiebung der roten
Linien, in: Blätter für Deutsche und Internationale Politik 2/2013, S. 52-60.
Brzoska, Michael/ Ulrich Kühn, Vertrag über den Waffenhandel. Staatenkonferenz 18.-28. März 2013, in: Vereinte
Nationen 3/2013, S. 128-130.
Ehrhart, Hans-Georg/ Hendrik Hegemann / Martin Kahl, Towards Security Governance as a Critical Tool. A Conceptual
Outline, in: European Security (Early View at: http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/09662839.2013.
856303#.UsaQWSd8bhA).
Ehrhart, Hans-Georg, Die Sicherheits- und Verteidigungspolitik der Europäischen Union im Praxistest: zwischen Anspruch und Wirklichkeit, in: Integration, 2/2013, S. 91-106.
Heller, Regina, Wenn Status zur fixen Idee wird. Russland – zur Großmacht verdammt? in: Osteuropa 8/2013,
S. 45-58.
Heller, Regina/ Martin Kahl/ Daniela Pisoiu, Editors’ introduction: the “dark” side of normative argumentation
in counterterrorism – an emerging research field, in: Critical Studies on Terrorism 3/2013, S. 410-413, DOI:
10.1080/17539153.2013.836304, 5. November 2013.
Heller, Regina/ Martin Kahl, Tracing and understanding “bad” norm dynamics in counterterrorism: the current debates in IR research, in: Critical Studies on Terrorism 3/2013, S. 414-428, DOI: 10.1080/17539153. 2013.836305,
5. November 2013 (mit Martin Kahl).
* Titles printed in bold are publications in journals of the Thomson Reuters World of Knowledge-List (ISI-List).

35

Johannsen, Margret, Für kritische Solidarität. Israel muss das Völkerrecht achten, in: S+F. Sicherheit und Frieden/Security and Peace, 1/2013, S. 37-39.
Kreikemeyer, Anna, State, criminality, and security in Central Asia. What do Eurasian regional organisations contribute to security and peace? in: Security and Human Rights 2/2013, S. 169-181.
Kropatcheva, Elena, NATO–Russia Relations and the Chinese Factor: An Ignored Variable, in: Politics.
DOI: 10.1111/1467-9256.12019 (2013).
Kropatcheva, Elena, He who has the pipeline calls the tune? Russia’s energy power against the background of
the shale “revolutions”. Energy policy, http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2013.10.058 (2013).
Kühn, Ulrich, Conventional Arms Control 2.0, in: Journal of Slavic Military Studies 2/2013, S. 189-202.
Meier, Oliver, Gibt es einen Formwandel der Rüstungskontrolle?, in: S+F. Sicherheit und Frieden 2/2013, S. 99-101.
Pisoiu, Daniela, Coming to Believe ‘Truths’ About Islamist Radicalization in Europe, in: Terrorism and
Political Violence 2/2013, S. 246-263.
Pisoiu, Daniela, Theoretische Ansätze zur Erklärung individueller Radikalisierungsprozesse: eine kritische Beurteilung und Überblick der Kontroversen, JEX, Journal EXIT-Deutschland. Zeitschrift für Deradikalisierung und demokratische Kultur 1/ 2013, unter: http://journals.sfu.ca/jed/index.php/jex/article/view/13.
Reinhold, Thomas, Malware als Waffe, in: ADLAS, Magazin für Außen- und Sicherheitspolitik 1/2013, S. 7-11.
Reinke de Buitrago, Sybille, Media Discourse on Jihadist Terrorism in Europe, in: Journal of Terrorism Research
2/2013, S. 3-13.
Schmid, Johann, „Forschungslücke Krieg“ – Risiko für den Frieden? Über die friedens- und sicherheitspolitische Notwendigkeit einer wissenschaftlichen Befassung mit Krieg, in: Zeitschrift für Außen- und Sicherheitspolitik (ZFAS)
2/2013, S. 227-248.
Schneider, Patricia/Matthias Winkler, The Robin Hood Narrative: A Discussion of Empirical and Ethical Legitimizations of Somali Pirates, in: Ocean Development & International Law (ODIL) 2/2013, S. 185-201.
Book Chapters
Bossong, Raphael, The Fight Against Terrorism: A Key Global Objective for the EU?, in: Astrid Boening; Jan-Frederik
Kremer; Aukje van Loon (eds), Global Power Europe - Vol. 2. Berlin, Heidelberg 2013, S. 19-35.
Brzoska, Michael, Research on the Effectiveness of International Sanctions, in: Hendrik Hegemann/Regina Heller/Martin Kahl (Eds.), Studying 'Effectiveness' in International Relations, Opladen, Berlin & Toronto 2013, S. 143160.
Brzoska, Michael, Europäische Rüstungsindustrie auf der Suche, in: Marc von Boemcken/Ines-Jaqueline Werkner/
Margret Johannsen/Bruno Schoch (Eds.), Friedensgutachten 2013, Berlin 2013, S. 137-149.
Brzoska, Michael/Götz Neuneck, Vagabundierende Atomwaffen? Das sowjetische Arsenal nach 1991, in: Bernd Greiner/Tim B. Müller/Klaas Voss (Eds.), Das Erbe des Kalten Krieges, Hamburg 2013, S. 274-292.
Brzoska, Michael, Ressourcen als Konfliktursache. Knappheit und Überfluss, in: Ulrich Schneckener, Arnulf von
Scheliha, Andreas Lienkamp und Britta Klagge (Eds.), Wettstreit um Ressourcen, Konflikte um Klima, Wasser und
Boden, München 2013, S. 31-48.
Brzoska, Michael/Jürgen Oßenbrügge, Kontroversen zu Knappheit und Überfluss von Ressourcen als Konfliktursache,
in: Martina Neuburger (Ed.). „Entwicklungsländer“? Verwickelte Welten – Auf der Suche nach Norden und Süden,
Hamburg, Institut für Geographie der Universität Hamburg, S. 33-62.
Ehrhart, Hans-Georg, Mali: Auf dem Weg zu einem „Sahelistan“?, in: Marc von Boemcken/Ines-Jaqueline Werkner/
Margret Johannsen/Bruno Schoch (Eds.), Friedensgutachten 2013, Berlin 2013, S. 251-263.
Ehrhart, Hans-Georg/Kerstin Petretto/Patricia Schneider/Thorsten Blecker/Hella Engerer/Doris König, Einleitung,
in: Hans-Georg Ehrhart/Kerstin Petretto/Patricia Schneider/Torsten Blecker/Hella Engerer/Doris König (Eds.),
Piraterie und maritimer Terrorismus als Herausforderung für die Seehandelssicherheit Deutschlands, BadenBaden 2013, S. 17-25 .
Ehrhart, Hans-Georg, Security Governance als Rahmenkonzept für den Umgang mit transnationalen Risiken, in: HansGeorg Ehrhart/Kerstin Petretto/Patricia Schneider/Torsten Blecker/Hella Engerer/Doris König (Eds.), Piraterie
und maritimer Terrorismus als Herausforderung für die Seehandelssicherheit Deutschlands, Baden-Baden 2013,
S. 27-38.
Ehrhart, Hans-Georg/Kerstin Petretto/Patricia Schneider, Indikatoren zur Erfassung der Risikolage im maritimen
Raum. Beitrag des IFSH, in: Hans-Georg Ehrhart/Kerstin Petretto/Patricia Schneider/Torsten Blecker/Hella Engerer/Doris König (Eds.), Piraterie und maritimer Terrorismus als Herausforderung für die Seehandelssicherheit
Deutschlands, Baden-Baden 2013, S. 48-63.
Ehrhart, Hans-Georg/Roland Kaestner/Heinz Dieter Jopp/Kerstin Petretto, Pirateriebekämpfung in Deutschland:
Staatliche Strukturen, Akteure, Defizite, in: Hans-Georg Ehrhart/Kerstin Petretto/Patricia Schneider/Torsten
Blecker/Hella Engerer/Doris König (Eds.), Piraterie und maritimer Terrorismus als Herausforderung für die Seehandelssicherheit Deutschlands, Baden-Baden 2013, S. 207-226 (mit).
Ehrhart, Hans-Georg/Kerstin Petretto/Patricia Schneider/Thorsten Blecker/Hella Engerer/Doris König, Security
Governance – Handlungsoptionen zur Verbesserung maritimer Sicherheit, in: Hans-Georg Ehrhart/Kerstin
Petretto/Patricia Schneider/Torsten Blecker/Hella Engerer/Doris König (Eds.), Piraterie und maritimer Terrorismus als Ehrhart, Hans-Georg, Herausforderung für die Seehandelssicherheit Deutschlands, Baden-Baden 2013,
S. 303-328.
Ehrhart, Hans-Georg/Roland Kaestner/Heinz Dieter Jopp/Kerstin Petretto, Einleitung, in: Hans-Georg Ehrhart/Roland
Kaestner/ Heinz Dieter Jopp/Kerstin Petretto (Eds.), Piraterie als Herausforderung, Baden-Baden 2013, S. 7-10.

36

Ehrhart, Hans-Georg/Roland Kaestner/Heinz Dieter Jopp/Kerstin Petretto, Deutschland und die Herausforderung
„Vernetzter Sicherheit“ bei der Piratenbekämpfung: Governancestrukturen und Governanceakteure, in: HansGeorg Ehrhart/Roland Kaestner/Heinz Dieter Jopp/Kerstin Petretto (Eds.), Piraterie als Herausforderung, BadenBaden 2013, S. 11-67.
Ehrhart, Hans-Georg/Kerstin Petretto, The EU and Somalia: Counter-Piracy and the Question of a Comprehensive
Approach, in: Hans-Georg Ehrhart/Roland Kaestner/ Heinz Dieter Jopp/Kerstin Petretto (Eds.), Piraterie als Herausforderung, Baden-Baden 2013 S. 69-137.
Fröhlich, Christiane, Wasser – Konfliktstoff oder Kooperationsgrund? Der Fall des Nahen und Mittleren Ostens, in:
Schneckener, Ulrich/von Scheliha, Arnulf/Lienkamp, Andreas/Klagge, Britta (Eds.), Kooperation oder Konflikte
um Ressourcen? Klima, Wasser, Boden. München 2013, S. 181-208.
Hegemann, Hendrik/Regina Heller/Martin Kahl, Introduction: Studying Effectiveness in International Relations, in:
Hendrik Hegemann/Regina Heller/Martin Kahl (Eds.), Studying 'Effectiveness' in International Relations, Opladen,
Berlin & Toronto 2013, S. 15-32.
Hegemann, Hendrik, How Effective are International Governmental Organizations? And How Do We Know? in:
Hendrik Hegemann/Regina Heller/Martin Kahl (Eds.), Studying 'Effectiveness' in International Relations, Opladen,
Berlin & Toronto 2013, S. 63-79.
Heller, Regina, Assessing the Effectiveness of International Human Rights and External Democracy Promotion, in:
Hendrik Hegemann/Regina Heller/Martin Kahl (Eds.), Studying 'Effectiveness' in International Relations, Opladen,
Berlin & Toronto 2013, S. 197-216.
Johannsen, Margret/Marc von Boemcken/Ines-Jaqueline Werkner/Bruno Schoch, Stellungnahme der Herausgeber
und Herausgeberinnen: Aktuelle Entwicklungen und Empfehlungen, in: Marc von Boemcken/Ines-Jaqueline
Werkner/Margret Johannsen/Bruno Schoch (Eds.), Friedensgutachten 2013, Berlin 2013, S. 3-30.
Kahl, Martin, Causes, Effects and Effectiveness – Conceptual, Epistemological and Methodological Considerations, in:
Hendrik Hegemann/Regina Heller/Martin Kahl (Eds.), Studying 'Effectiveness' in International Relations, Opladen,
Berlin & Toronto 2013, S. 35-60.
Kahl, Martin, Obamas Militärstrategie und Rüstungspolitik: eine Zwischenbilanz, in: Mark von Boemcken/InesJacqueline Werkner/ Margret Johannsen/Bruno Schoch (Eds.): Friedensgutachten 2013, Berlin 2013, S. 58-68.
Kropacheva, Elena, Ukraine’s Foreign Policy Choices after the 2010 Presidential Election, in: V. Feklyunina, S. White
(eds.), The International Economic Crisis and the Post-Soviet States, New York 2013, S. 186-206.
Kropacheva, Elena, Elections in Russia in 2011-2012: Will the Wind of Change Keep Blowing?, in: Institute for Peace
Research and Security Policy at the University of Hamburg (Eds.), OSCE Yearbook 2012, Baden-Baden 2013, S. 7794. Deutsche Fassung: Die Wahlen in Russland 2011-2012: Wird der „Wind of Change“ weiter wehen?, in: Institut
für Friedensforschung und Sicherheitspolitik an der Universität Hamburg/ IFSH (Eds.), OSZE-Jahrbuch 2012, Baden-Baden 2013, S. 87-105.
Kulipanova, Elena, How Effective is Development Aid?, On Concepts and Methods of Measuring Aid Effectiveness, in:
Hendrik Hegemann,/Regina Heller/Martin Kahl (eds.), Studying “effectiveness” in International Relations,
Opladen, Berlin & Toronto 2013, S. 237-254.
Neuneck, Götz, Assessment of International and Regional Organizations and Activities, in: UNIDIR: The Cyber Index.
International Security Trend and Realities, United Nations Publications, New York and Geneva/Switzerland,
UNIDIR/2013/3, S. 91-109.
Neuneck, Götz, Transparency and confidence-building measures: applicability to the cybersphere?, in: UNIDIR: The
Cyber Index. International Security Trend and Realities, United Nations Publications, New York and Geneva/Switzerland, UNIDIR/2013/3, S. 113-114.
Neuneck, Götz, Civilian and military cyberthreats: shifting identities and attribution, in: UNIDIR: The Cyber Index.
International Security Trend and Realities, United Nations Publications, New York and Geneva/Switzerland,
UNIDIR/2013/3, S. 115-119.
Neuneck, Götz, Types of confidence-building measures, in: UNIDIR: The Cyber Index. International Security Trend and
Realities, United Nations Publications, New York and Geneva/Switzerland, UNIDIR/2013/3, S. 121-132.
Neuneck, Götz, Towards TCBMs in the Cybersphere Types of confidence-building measures, in: UNIDIR: The Cyber
Index. International Security Trend and Realities, United Nations Publications, New York and Geneva/Switzerland,
UNIDIR/2013/3, S. 133-137.
Neuneck, Götz, Die Pugwash Conferences on Science and World Affairs. Ein Beispiel für erfolgreiche “Track–IIDiplomacy“ der Naturwissenschaftler im Kalten Krieg, in: Christian Fortner, Dieter Hoffmann (Eds.), Physik im
Kalten Krieg. Beiträge zur Physikgeschichte während des Ost-West-Konflikts, Wiesbaden 2013, S. 243-263.
Petretto, Kerstin, Der maritime Raum und maritime Sicherheit: Deutschlands zwiespältige Dimension, in: Sebastian
Bruns/David Petrovic/ Kerstin Petretto (Eds.), Maritime Sicherheit. Wiesbaden 2013, S. 147-164.
Pisoiu, Daniela/Eric van Um, Assessing Effectiveness in Counterterrorism Policy, in: Hendrik Hegemann/Regina Heller/Martin Kahl (Eds.), Studying 'Effectiveness' in International Relations. Opladen, Berlin & Toronto 2013, S. 255279.
Reinke de Buitrago, Sybille, Cross-Border Othering in the GDR and FRG: An Empirical Analysis of Personal Relations in
the Context of Nationally Promoted Othering. Sammelband des Deutschen Historischen Instituts, Warschau, 2013.
Schlichting, Ursel, Preface, in: Institute for Peace Research and Security Policy at the University of Hamburg (Eds.),
OSCE Yearbook 2012, Baden-Baden 2013, S. 13-20. Deutsche Fassung: Vorwort, in: Institut für Friedensforschung
und Sicherheitspolitik an der Universität Hamburg/ IFSH (Eds.), OSZE-Jahrbuch 2012, Baden-Baden 2013, S. 1522.
Schneider, Patricia, Maritime Terrorism: Governance and Non-State Actors, in: Jakobi, Anja P./Wolf, Klaus Dieter: The
Transnational Governance of Violence and Crime, Houndsmill, Basingstoke u.a. 2013, S. 172-192.

37

Schneider, Patricia, Maritime Gewalt: Risiko und Risikomanagement, in: Hans-Georg Ehrhart/Kerstin Petretto/ Patricia Schneider/Torsten Blecker/Hella Engerer/Doris König (Eds.), Piraterie und maritimer Terrorismus als Herausforderungen für die Seehandelssicherheit Deutschlands, Baden-Baden 2013, S. 38-46.
Schneider, Patricia, Kontext und Angriffszahlen: maritimer Terrorismus, in: Hans-Georg Ehrhart/Kerstin Petretto/
Patricia Schneider/Torsten Blecker/Hella Engerer/Doris König (Eds.), Piraterie und maritimer Terrorismus als
Herausforderung für die Seehandelssicherheit Deutschlands, Baden-Baden 2013, S. 115-140.
Schneider, Patricia, Staatliche Strukturen Deutschlands zur Abwehr von maritimem Terrorismus, in: Hans-Georg Ehrhart/Kerstin Petretto/Patricia Schneider/Torsten Blecker/Hella Engerer/Doris König (Eds.), Piraterie und maritimer Terrorismus als Herausforderung für die Seehandelssicherheit Deutschlands, Baden-Baden 2013, S. 227247.
Schneider, Patricia/Matthias Winkler, Rechtfertigungsmuster von Piraten: Unrechtserfahrung als Quelle von Legitimität für illegale Handlungen?, in: Christina Knoll (Eds.): Gerechtigkeit − Multidisziplinäre Annäherungen an einen
Begriff. Oberhausen 2013, S. 93-108 (Deutsche Kurzfassung des auf Englisch erschienenen Artikels „The Robin
Hood Narrative“).
Zellner, Wolfgang, The IDEAS Project: A Contribution to an OSCE Network of Academic Institutions, in: Institute for
Peace Research and Security Policy at the University of Hamburg / IFSH (ed.), OSCE Yearbook 2012, Baden-Baden
2013, S. 55-64. Deutsche Fassung: Das IDEAS-Projekt: Ein Beitrag zu einem OSZE-Netzwerk wissenschaftlicher
Einrichtungen, in: Institut für Friedensforschung und Sicherheitspolitik an der Universität Hamburg/ IFSH (Eds.),
OSZE-Jahrbuch 2012, Baden-Baden 2013, S. 61-71.
Working Papers and Studies
Alwardt, Christian/Michael Brzoska/Hans-Georg Ehrhart/Martin Kahl/Götz Neuneck/Johann Schmid/Patricia Schneider, Braucht Deutschland Kampfdrohnen?, Hamburger Informationen zur Friedensforschung und Sicherheitspolitik 50/2013, Hamburg 2013.
Brzoska, Michael, Einführung, Unbemannte bewaffnete Systeme: Verändert der rüstungstechnologische Wandel den
Umgang mit Konflikten? Eine friedenspolitische Perspektive, Deutsche Stiftung Friedensforschung, Arbeitspapiere
Nr. 9, Osnabrück 2013, S. 5-9.
Ehrhart, Hans-Georg, Pirateriebekämpfung vor der Küste Somalias – eine Zwischenbilanz, in: Reader Sicherheitspolitik, August 2013, unter: http://www.readersipo.de/portal/a/sipo.
Finger, Anne/Oliver Meier, Confidence-building on tactical nuclear weapons: What’s on the table?”, Hamburger Beiträge zur Friedensforschung und Sicherheitspolitik 160, Hamburg 2013, auch unter: http://www.ifsh.de/tl_files/
IFSH/pdf/Publikationen/hb%20160.pdf .
Schneider, Patricia, Maritimer Terrorismus: Tätergruppen und Anschlagstypen 1968-2010. PiraT Working Paper Nr.
13 (2011, updated February 2013), Hamburg 2013, at: http://www.maritimesecurity.eu/fileadmin/content/
news_events/ working paper/ PiraT_Arbeitspapier_Nr13_Schneider.pdf, auch veröffentlicht als: Schneider, Patricia, Maritimer Terrorismus: Tätergruppen und Anschlagstypen 1968-2010. Neue Fassung vom Februar 2013.
Hamburger Beiträge zur Friedensforschung und Sicherheitspolitik 157/2013, unter: http://www.ifsh.de/tl_files/
IFSH/pdf/Publikationen/130318_ Maritimer%20Terrorismus-Hamb-Beitrag_18-03-2013-2-1.pdf.

Other Publications

IFSH, Jahresbericht 2012, Hamburg 2013, sowie unter: http://www.ifsh.de/tl_files/IFSH/pdf/Publikationen/JB%
202012%20 IFSH.pdf. Englische Fassung: IFSH, Annual Report 2012, at: http://www.ifsh.de/tl_files/IFSH/
pdf/Publikationen/ Annual%20Report%202012.pdf.
IFSH, IFSH-aktuell 96/2012-2013. Dezember-Januar 2013-2013. English version: IFSH News, at: http://www.
ifsh.de/tl_files/IFSH/pdf/ifsh%20aktuell/IFSH%20news%2096%20%28December%202012%20-%20
January%202013%29.pdf.
IFSH, IFSH-aktuell 97/2013. Februar-März 2013. English version: IFSH News, at: http://www.ifsh.de/tl_files/ IFSH/
pdf/ifsh%20aktuell/IFSH%20news%2097%20%28Februay-March%202013%29.pdf.
IFSH, IFSH-aktuell 98/2013. April-Mai 2013. English version: IFSH News, at: http://www.ifsh.de/tl_files/
IFSH/pdf/ifsh%20aktuell/IFSH%20News%2098%20%28April-May%202013%29.pdf.
IFSH, IFSH-aktuell 99/2013. Juni-Juli 2013. English version: IFSH News, at http://www.ifsh.de/tl_files/ IFSH/pdf/
ifsh%20aktuell/IFSHnews%2099%20%28June-July%202013%29.pdf.
IFSH, IFSH-aktuell 100/2013. August-September 2013. English version: IFSH News, at http://www.ifsh.de/tl_
files/IFSH/pdf/ifsh%20aktuell/ifsh%20news%20%28August-September%202013%29.pdf.
IFSH-aktuell 101/2013. Oktober-November 2013. English version: IFSH News, at http://www.ifsh.de/tl_ files/IFSH/
pdf/ifsh%20aktuell/ifsh%20news%20101%20%28October-November%202013%29-1.pdf.
Ehrhart, Hans-Georg, Intervention in Mali? Aktuelle Stellungnahme, unter: http://www.ifsh.de/index.php/einzelseite358/items/intervention-in-mali.html.
Fröhlich, Christiane, Kasten ‘Landerwerb’, in: Israel – Die Geschichte des jüdischen Staates, GeoEPOCHE 61/2013.
Hegemann, Hendrik/Regina Heller/Martin Kahl, Wirkungsforschung in den Internationalen Beziehungen, in: IFSHJahresbericht 2012, Hamburg 2013, S. 14-18.English version: Studying Effectiveness in International Relations, in:
IFSH Annual Report 2012, Hamburg 2013, S. 12-15, at: http://www.ifsh.de/tl_files/IFSH/pdf/Publikationen/Annual%20Report%202012.pdf. (mit Regina Heller und Martin Kahl).
Johannsen, Margret, Gibt es den gerechten Krieg?, in: Der Tagesspiegel, 25.8.2013.

38

Johannsen, Margret, Alles Verdrängung – Margret Johannsen zur Wahl in Israel, in: Schattenblick, Nr. 5, 13. Februar
2013.
Kubiak, Katarzyna, Braucht Europa neue nuklearfähige Träger?, in: Das Blättchen 8/2013, S. 15-17 unter: http://dasblaettchen.de/2013/04/ braucht-europa-neue-nuklearfaehige-traeger-23659.html.
Kubiak, Katarzyna/Paul Ingram/Ian Williams, Summary of International Workshop “Prospects for Russian-U.S. Arms
Control”; July 3, 2013; at: http://www. armscontrol.org/files/May-6-Moscow-Conf-Rpt-final.pdf.
Kubiak, Katarzyna, Co dalej z B61 w Europie? [in:] Stosunki Międzynarodowe Web edition; April 10, 2013; Publisher:
International Relations Research Institute.
Kubiak, Katarzyna, Sukces niedoskonały [in:] Stosunki Międzynarodowe Webedition; May 19, 2013; Publisher: International Relations Research Institute.
Kubiak, Katarzyna, Retoryka a polityka nuklearnych aspiracji Baracka Obamy, in: Biuletyn "OPINIE" 19/2013;
Fundacja Aleksandra Kwaśniewskiego "Amicus Europae".
Meier, Oliver, Dual-use-Technologietransfers und die Nichtverbreitung von Massenvernichtungswaffen, in: IFSHJahresbericht 2012, Hamburg 2013, S. 19-24. English version: Dual-use technology transfers and the nonproliferation of weapons of mass destruction, in: IFSH Annual Report 2012, Hamburg 2013, p. 16-21, at:
http://www.ifsh.de/tl_files/ IFSH/pdf/Publikationen/Annual%20Report%202012.pdf.
Meier, Oliver, NATO agrees on new arms control body, in: Arms Control Now: The Blog of the Arms Control Association, 26. Februar 2013, http://armscontrolnow.org/2013/02/26/nato-agrees-on-new-arms-control-body.
Meier, Oliver, Keine Waffen des 21. Jahrhunderts, Cicero online, 16. Februar 2013, http://www.cicero.de/weltbuehne/keine-waffen-des-21-jahrhunderts/53528.
Mutz, Reinhard, Über den Rubikon – Die neue NATO schafft Fakten, in: Stephan Kurz-Gieseler (Eds.), Grundkurs Geografie/Politik - Geozonen, Wirtschaftsräume, Globalisierung, Paderborn 2013, S. 260.
Mutz, Reinhard, Hoffnungsschimmer für Syrien – Eine Friedenskonferenz kann helfen, die Gewaltspirale zu beenden,
in: Der Tagesspiegel vom 24. Juni 2013, S. 6.
Mutz, Reinhard, Im Syrienkonflikt fehlt es an Entschlossenheit, in: Politisches Feuilleton (Deutschlandradio Kultur)
vom 22. Mai 2013, unter: http://www.deutschlandradiokultur.de/im-syrienkonflikt-fehlt-es-an-entschlossenheit.
1005.de.html?dram:article_id=247304 .
Mutz, Reinhard, Letzte Chance für Syrien? Genfer Konferenz als Hoffnungsschimmer, in: Streitkräfte und Strategien
(NDR Info) vom 1. Juni 2013, unter: https://www.ndr.de/info/programm/sendungen/streitkraefte_und_strategien/streitkraeftesendemanuskript413.pdf .
Mutz, Reinhard, Syrien stirbt im Bürgerkrieg – Das Land braucht mehr als Lippenbekenntnisse, in: Politisches Feuilleton (Deutschlandradio Kultur) vom 5. August 2013, unter: http://www.deutschlandradiokultur.de/syrien-stirbtim-buergerkrieg.1005.de.html?dram:article_id=256384.
Neuneck, Götz, Wo liegen die Kernleistungen und die Kardinalversäumnisse von Rüstungskontrolle und Abrüstung?,
in: Sicherheit und Frieden (S+F) 3/2013, S. 104-105.
Neuneck, Götz, Von Patrioten, Raketenabwehr und Bündnissolidarität, in: Wissenschaft und Frieden 1/2013, S. 5.
Neuneck, Götz, SDI und der amerikanischer Traum von der Raketenabwehr, in: Das Blättchen 14/2013, S. 14-17.
Neuneck, Götz, Nordkoreanischer Nukleartest bestätigt, in: Physik Journal 6/2013, S. 8.
Neuneck, Götz, Das Genfer Interimsabkommen mit dem Iran: Eröffnen kleine Schritte die Chance für eine große Lösung? Aktuelle Stellungnahme, 27.11.2013, unter: http://www.ifsh.de/index.php/einzelseite-358/items/dasgenfer-interimsabkommen-mit-dem-iran-eroeffnen-kleine-schritte-die-chance-fuer-eine-grosse-loesung.html.
Runge, Ute, OSCE Selected Bibliography 2011/2012, in: Institute for Peace Research and Security Policy at the University of Hamburg (ed.), OSCE Yearbook 2012, Baden-Baden 2013, S. 459-472.
Runge, Ute, Literaturauswahl zur OSZE 2011/2012, in: Institut für Friedensforschung und Sicherheitspolitik an der
Universität Hamburg (Eds.), OSZE-Jahrbuch 2012, Baden-Baden 2013, S. 503-516.
Runge, Ute, Neuerscheinungen, in: Sicherheit und Frieden (S+F) 1/2013, S. 44-45.
Runge, Ute, Neuerscheinungen, in: Sicherheit und Frieden (S+F) 2/2013, S. 109-110.
Runge, Ute, Neuerscheinungen, in: Sicherheit und Frieden (S+F) 3/2013, S. 184-185.
Runge, Ute, Neuerscheinungen, in: Sicherheit und Frieden (S+F) 4/2013, S. 243-244.
Schmid, Johann, Kampfdrohnen, Krieg & Moral, in: Denkwürdigkeiten, Journal der Politisch-Militärischen Gesellschaft
e.V. 84/2013, S. 1-5.
Schneider, Patricia/Mayeul Hiéramente, Editorial: Zehn Jahre Internationaler Strafgerichtshof− Wirken und Wirkung, in:
S+F. Sicherheit und Frieden. Security and Peace, 4/2013, S. III; English Version: Editorial: Ten Years of International
Criminal Court − Impact and Effect, in: S+F. Sicherheit und Frieden. Security and Peace, 4/2013, S. IV.
Schneider, Patricia, Piraterie und Recht. Zum Urteil im Hamburger Piratenprozess, in: if− Zeitschrift für Innere Fü hrung, 1/2013, S. 20-25.
Schneider, Patricia/Erwin Müller, Zum Spannungsverhältnis von Freiheit und Sicherheit: Ist der Rechtsstaat in Gefahr?, in: Wochenschau Basisheft Nr. 4/5, 64. Jg., Oktober-Dezember 2013, S. 13 (Leicht veränderter Nachdruck
von „Terrorbekämpfung: Sicherheitsgewährleistung oder Freiheitsgefährdung?“ von Eurotopics, dem Magazin der
Bundeszentrale für Politische Bildung, 2007).
Schneider, Patricia, Private Sicherheitsdienstleister zur See: Cowboys gebändigt? Eine erste Bilanz über das mit Spannung erwartete Zulassungsverfahren. Aktuelle Stellungnahme vom 19.12.2013, unter: http://www.ifsh.de/index.
php/einzelseite-358/items/private-sicherheitsdienstleister-zur-see-cowboys-gebaendigt-eine-erste-bilanz-ueber
-das-mit-spannung-erwartete-zulassungsverfahren.html.
Schneider, Patricia, Hanteringen av ”båtflyktingarna” – har katastrofen vid Lampedusa inneburit en vändpunkt i EU:s
invandringspolitik?, in: Bistandsdebatten.de, 27.12.2013, unter: http://www.bistandsdebatten.se/exkldebattar-

39

tiklar/hanteringen-av-batflyktingarna-har-katastrofen-vid-lampedusa-inneburit-en-vandpunkt-i-eus-invandringspolitik.
Sirseloudi, Matenia/Golo M. Bartsch/Lee Ciocia/Gregg Dubow/Niels Ferslev/Georgi Ivanov/Ciaran Laird/Rafael
Nedzarek, Konstantin Schendzielorz, Olaf von Roeder, Johann Schmid, Ogi Williams, Defining Global Norms on
Drone Policy, Atlantic Memo Nr. 46, Berlin, 4. November 2013, unter: http://www.atlantic-community.org//defining-global-norms-on-drone-policy (mit).
Sirseloudi, Matenia/Nils Ferslev, Alternative Drone Discourse Needed From Europe, in: atlantic-community.org
The open Think Tank on Foreign Policy, 9.10.2013, at http://www.atlantic-community.org/-/alternativedrone-discourse-needed-from-europe.
Zellner, Wolfgang, Das IDEAS-Projekt : Ein Beitrag zu einem OSZE-Netzwerk wissenschaftlicher Einrichtungen, in:
IFSH-Jahresbericht 2012, Hamburg 2013, S. 8-13. English Version: The IDEAS Project: A Contribution to an OSCE
Network of Academic Institutions, in: IFSH Annual Report 2012. Hamburg 2013, S. 7-11, unter: http://www.
ifsh.de/tl_files/IFSH/ pdf/Publikationen/Annual%20Report%202012.pdf.
Zellner, Wolfgang, Die Schweiz beweist Mut zur Verantwortung in Europa, in: Neue Zürcher Zeitung, 18.12.2013, S. 21.

40

9.3

Statistical Data

1.1 Number of Research Projects
2010-2013 according to the approved research plan
2010

Externally
financed

2011

Externally
financed

2012

Externally
financed

2

2

1

1

1

1

CORE

5

0

5

1

5

ZEUS

8

4

9

6**

IFAR

6

3

5

Total

21

9

20

IFSH

2013

Externally
financed

2014
planned

Externally
financed

3

2

3

2

1

4

4

5

4**

10

6**

12

8*

12

9****

4***

7

4***

4

4

4

3

12

23

12

23

16

24

18

over all

* 1 partially financed by IFSH
** 3 partially financed by IFSH
*** 2 partially financed by IFSH
**** 6 partially financed by IFSH

1.2 Junior Staff, Consultancy and Smaller Projects
2010

IFSH
over all
CORE
ZEUS
IFAR
Total

2011

Externally
financed

5

Externally
financed
2

5

2

10
19
15
49

72
132
54
27

7
13
11
34

61
132
3
24

2012

2013

6

Externally
financed
1

8
13
8
35

71
122
4
24

1

5 partially financed by IFSH.
3 partially financed by IFSH.
3
1 partially financed by IFSH.
4
2 partially financed by IFSH.
2

41

Externally
financed

2014
planned

Externally
financed

4

13

6

34

8
8
9
29

7
44
54
17

11
4
8
29

83
44
54
20

1.3

Scientific Staff

Persons, status at year’s end (full time equivalents in brackets)
2009

2010

-

1

6
8
4
19
(13,27)

31
3
3
9

Women

7

For Information
only: Number of doctoral candidates
Women

19

Institutewide
CORE
ZEUS
IFAR
Total

1
2
3
4

1

Externally
financed

11

Externally
financed

2011

-

1

6
11
5
23
(18,95)

31
71
41
14

4

12

17

22

Externally
financed

2012

-

1

6
10
6
23
(19,12)

31
6
41
13

6

13

20

21

12

9

Externally
financed

2013

Externally
financed

-

2

7
10
7
25
(18,23)

42
61
31
13

7
11
8
28
(17,69)

2
62
42
13

8

12

6

13

6

20

183

16

154

13

8

1

8

1 partially financed by IFSH.
2 partially financed by IFSH
In addition, there are nine external doctoral candidates, who take part in the doctoral seminars to some extent but do not
fall under the supervisory program.
In addition, there are ten external doctoral candidates, who take part in the doctoral seminars to some extent but do not
fall under the supervisory program.
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Guest Scientists
Cumulative number of persons over the respective years
2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

Institute wide
CORE
ZEUS
IFAR
Total

1
2
3
1
7

2
2
5
1
10

1
1
3
2
7

1
1
3
5

1
4
1
6

Women

2

2

3

2

3

1.5

Third Party Financing and Third Party Commitments

43

Actual Expenditures (in Euro) / IFSH 2009-2013, Third Party Financing and Donors
Research Unit
ZEUS

Total ZEUS
CORE

Total CORE
IFAR

Total IFAR
Institute wide

Total IFSH
wide
IFSH altogether

Total IFSH

Donor
DFG
Foundations
DAAD
BMBF
EU
Federal Ministries
Federal States
EU
Prv. Economy/IO/Foreign Admin.
Research Stipends
Other
Science-driven
third party
allocations

DFG
Foundations
DAAD
BMBF
EU
Federal Ministries
Federal States
EU
Prv. Economy/IO/Foreign Admin.
Research Stipends
Other
Science-driven
third party
allocations

DFG
Foundations
DAAD
BMBF
EU
Federal Ministries
Federal States
EU
Prv. Economy/IO/Foreign Admin.
Research Stipends
Other
Science-driven
third party
allocations

DFG
Foundations
DAAD
BMBF
EU
Federal Ministries
Federal States
EU
Prv. Economy/IO/Foreign Admin.
Research Stipends
Science-driven
third party
allocations

Other

DFG
Foundations
DAAD
BMBF
EU
Federal Ministries
Federal States
EU
Prv. Economy/IO/Foreign Admin.
Research Stipends
Other
Science-driven
third party
allocations

2009
245
18.370
32.623

2010
76.229
9.750
41.327
202.488
13.464

58.287
-

5.241
27.242
10.520
386.261
-

33.690
10.702
153.917
-

Year
2011
94.015
14.536
371.961

2012

2013
16.995,51

12.089
313.738
54.762

13.672,50
182.203,28
68.913,52
20.000,00

24.000
11.022
515.534

981
381.570

327,11
302.111,92

37.875

47.839,70

236.668

243.276,98
40.614,46

19.890
31.477

218.400
76.424
26.925

206.682
11.314
24.700

214.048

353.226

242.696
45.214

254.173

3.543
278.086

7.926,73
346.638,99

68.464

27.695

39.924,06

62.185

8.750
32.334
-

8.235
12.000

6.981,12

51.966
-

113.605,44
9.800,00

19.292

9.580

421,30

1.494
141.216
90.750
25.000

11.186
48.461
82.972

5416,60
169.167,40
57.724,11
4.050,00

94.549
70.200
9.198

26.456
77.200

24.432
4.000

57.937
32.175
11.025
38.702
8.000

80.350
180.307

67.491
300.140

60.451
355.836

42.985
229.613

54.845,38
228.207,33

161.039
54.964
41.327
202.488
71.401
238.857
11.025
0
55.257
59.942
85.350
981.623

184.765
127.890

82.972
39.784
37.875
313.738
81.218
313.868

74.719,62
43.974,06
61.512,20
182.203,28
68.913,52
456.493,15
73.040,25

9.580

7.402,42
9.351,32
68.515,82
1.046.125,64

7.339
52.553
84.810

103.269
20.391
1.300

7.935
35.100
6.799

20.636
81.855
64.100
66.222
262.250
39.133
100.856
64.615
91.052
790.719
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5.688

371.961
94.549
336.214
9.198
33.215
36.000
72.967
1.266.759

99.610,73
2.625,79
9.351,32

58.695
937.730

a) Third Party Funding Received by IFSH in the years 2009-2013 (in Euros)
Research Unit
ZEUS

Donor
Science-driven
third party
allocations

DFG

Year
2009
226.200

2010

45.962

50.734

Foundations
DAAD
BMBF

Total ZEUS
CORE

Total CORE
IFAR

Total IFAR
Institute wide

Total IFSH
wide
IFSH
altogether

Total IFSH

Science-driven
third party
allocations

DFG
Foundations
DAAD
BMBF
EU
Federal Ministries
Federal States
EU
Priv.economy/IO/Foreign Admin.
Research Stipends
Other
DFG
Foundations
DAAD
BMBF
Federal Ministries
Federal States
EU
Priv.economy/IO/Foreign Admin.
Research Stipends
Other

Science-driven
third party
allocations

Science-driven
third party
allocations

DFG
Foundations
DAAD
BMBF
EU
Federal Ministries
Federal States
EU
Priv.economy/IO/Foreign Admin.
Research Stipends
Other

Science-driven
third party
allocations

DFG
Foundations
DAAD
BMBF
EU
Federal Ministries
Federal States
EU
Priv.economy/IO/Foreign Admin.
Research Stipends
Other

2012

24.800

11.070

1.649

2013
180.400
16.590

1.040.750

EU
Federal Ministries
Federal States
EU
Priv.economy/IO/Foreign Admin.
Research Stipends
Other

2011

167.175
143.765

40.618
6.000
318.780
-

20.000
15.622
9.900
1.117.006

10.000
24.000
53.000
257.214

16.500
8.833
56.403

46.010
410.175

56.110

43.451

248.012
43.000

280.962

24.890
41.590

220.650
26.925
71.742
360.907
-

8.750
28.600
14.980
52.330
420.000
3.300

35.100
10.000
12.060
45.500
525.960
646.200
3.300
87.552

264.500
38.600
0
0
79.603
138.222
1.257.977
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239.572

225.739

24.700

14.666
12.000

36.720

264.272

277.295

383.842

47.988,5

42.385

41.585

75.000
30.888

88.621
130.206

1.290
155.166,50

9.800
6.392
12.460
71.037
208.200

17.949
342.362

122.662

46.010
168.672

25.000

37.500

70.000

77.200
2.800

77.000
10.000

6.000
43.500

25.250
22.000
142.250

8.000
33.000
329.200

8.000

208.200
53.455
56.110

180.400

122.678,5
1.649

325.212
75.600

480.824
10.000

6.392
73.680
41.833
840.482

17.949
8.000
92.020
1.016.209

50.734
1.040.750
318.657

143.765
370.739

40.322
76.589
1.554.984

55.554
61.250
73.290
828.925,5

95.000

60.041
167.175

Development Third Party Funding 2009-2013

1.6

Publications
2009

Peer reviewed

2010

Peer reviewed

2011

Peer reviewed

Books

18

6

13

4

10

3

7

4

11

4

Book chapters

62

7

65

13

83

15

42

13

41

13

Articles in scientific
journals

45

13

29

11

28

8

39

18

26

20

In ISI 6 journals

0

0

1

1

6

6

7

7

9

9

Working papers/studies

22

16

-

27

1

18

-

5

1

Other

24

1

35

-

49

7

40

6

45

0

Total

171

27

158

28

179

34

146

41

128

34

In German

95

12

79

13

121

13

69

5

75

6

12,88

1,13

8,33

1,47

8,92

1,69

5,32

2,13

7,23

1,92

Publications per scientific staff member 7

6
7

2012

Publications listed on the Thomson Reuters Work of Knowledge-List (ISI-list).
In full-time equivalents
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Peer reviewed

2013

Peer reviewed

Publications

1.7 Publications by research units
Institute wide
In German
Publications per
scientific staff
member 1

34
24
34

Referee
d
5
2
5

CORE
In German
Publications per
scientific staff
member 1

45
19
7,5

4
2
0,66

48
19
10,66

9
3
2

37
22
7,59

4
1
0,82

18,3
4,3
3,57

5
1
0,97

13
3
2,78

5
1,07

ZEUS
In German
Publications per
scientific staff
member 1

65
43
18,4
1

14
7
3,96

56
36
7,59

12
7
1,62

60
42
6,34

23,5
10
2,48

37
13
4,48

11
3
1,34

56
33
7,5

24
6
3,21

IFAR
In German
Publications per
scientific staff
member 1

27
10
9,85

3
3
1,09

27
11
8,43

3
2
0,62

21
14
4,44

3
2
0,63

22,8
5
5,9

3
1
0,77

26,5
9
7,1

3,5
0,93

2009

2011

Refereed

2012

27
18
27

Referee
d
4
1
4

61
42
61

3,5
3,5

2010

2013

18,8
8,3
18,8

Referee
d
6
1
6

32,5
28
17,75

Referee
d
5,5
1
3

1 Calculated as the quotient of publications and number (in full-time equivalents) of scientific staff
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1.8 Additional Indicators of the Research Work 2013

Participation in Parliamentary hearings
Participation in internal discussions
in Ministries
Participation in hearings/discussions
in Ministries/Parliaments and international organizations abroad
Lectures
Podium discussions
IFSH conferences 1
Teaching by staff (semester weeks, 2
semesters p.a.)
Completed doctorate2
Completed Master’s
degrees 2

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

15

15

19

5

13

46

49

65

45

48

31

65

80

105
32
9
41

118
29
16
38

139
33
20
47,5

85
37
6
46

129
38
25
62

3
28

2
28

2
23

1
25

3
23

1 Organized by IFSH or jointly organized workshops and conferences with partner(s)
2 Number of students advised by IFSH staff

1.9

Conference and Media Activities
Topic

Lectures

Podium disc.

Conferences

Interviews

Total

Current security
policy questions
(also terrorism)

59

11

49

93

212

Disarmament/Arms
control

18

6

14

18

56

4

2

12

8

26

OSCE

18

4

7

–

29

Regional conflicts

11

4

8

38

61

Peace research (also
IFSH)

12

6

3

9

30

Other

7

5

13

14

39

Total

129

38

106

180

453

European security

1.10

Comparison of Conference and Media Activities 2009-2013
Year

Lectures

Podium disc.

Conferences

Interviews

2013

129

38

106

180

2012

118

30

116

152

2011

139

33

127

183

2010

118

29

117

190

2009

105

32

90

145
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