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In the recent past, the phenomenon of Private Military and Security Companies (PMSCs) has drawn an increasing attention in parts of the media and academic fields. Among other things, this has been due to the expansion of the current private security market, the rising demand for privatized security services, and the observable consequences of these developments for the provision of security in the contexts of deployment. In the same manner, events as the unwarranted shooting and injuring of dozens of Iraqi civilians by employees of the PMSC Blackwater in September 2007 raised not only the interest, but also the indignation about the sometimes reckless and uncontrolled course of action of PMSCs.

PMSCs are an expression of a politically sanctioned outsourcing trend of military and security services once generally associated with the public sector. In contrast to classical mercenaries, who used to be recruited under legally questionable circumstances from a pool of individual fighters in order to serve ad hoc for a temporarily limited deployment in a fighting zone, PMSCs constitute corporate and legally registered, worldwide operative businesses committed to the principals of the market. Their customers – states, multinational corporations, inter- and nongovernmental organizations – assign them through their contracts security competences with the objective of maintaining or (re-)establishing the control of force in war or post-conflict contexts and/or delivering selective security services in a given operational setting. The spectrum of services extends to such diverse arrays as logistical and technical security assistance, personal and object protection, advice and training of military forces, but likewise strategic risk analysis and intelligence, peacekeeping and humanitarian missions, provision of armaments, and direct combat support. Depending on the character of the mission, PMSCs may have an impact on local conflict dynamics and strength relations between the conflict parties. As the companies regularly find themselves in a regulative gray-zone, opening up an opportunity to bypass control procedures in democratic political systems, they bear the potential of shaping the calculations of intervention-willing countries.

The shortcomings in the regulation of PMSCs also lead to difficulties for the juridical examination and sanctioning of crimes committed by employees of the firms. Incidents like the shooting of innocent civilians by PMSCs raise the question if and in which ways their deployment in a given location of operation can affect the security of civilians. This article addresses this question by the example of a current PMSC deployment in Colombia.

Case Study Colombia

With the deployment of PMSCs in Colombia this study takes up a case which hitherto has been examined in a rather anecdotic and non-systematic way by the current literature.
 A low intensity conflict holding up for more than four decades, and an enormously rising drug economy since the 1980s had devastating effects on the Colombian state which has lost its monopoly on the use of legitimate force in considerable parts of its territory to guerrilla and paramilitary groups.
 Since the year 2000, a small contingent of U.S. military and PMSC employees has been working under a noticeable financial, technical, and military expense of resources in the context of “Plan Colombia” to halt the growing, processing, and trafficking of narcotics (cocaine, heroin) in Colombia and to support the Colombian security forces in their fight against the insurgents. In a testimony before the responsible House Subcommittee in April 2007, a former U.S. Ambassador in Colombia and current Assistant Secretary for the Bureau for International Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs (U.S. State Department) draw the following interim balance: 

Plan Colombia has contributed to the success of the Government of Colombia, to a greater extent than I expected when I was sent there as Ambassador in 2000. It has helped establish security in the country-side, contributed to strong economic growth, and fostered public confidence in Colombian governmental institutions. (…) [I]n the past five years, kidnappings have fallen by 76 percent, terrorist attacks by 61 percent, and homicides by 40 percent. (…) Plan Colombia worked, and U.S. support has been critical. (…) Colombia is a safer and stronger partner today because of our combined efforts to combat drugs and terrorism.

The kidnappings, terrorist attacks, and homicides mentioned here historically have always hit the civilian population in a disproportionally strong manner; and given the fact that PMSCs played a functional role in this program, it is of vital importance to ask, if and to what extend these companies have contributed (positively or negatively) to the variance of such security indicators of civilians.

The revision of the academic state of affairs resulted in the conclusion that the relationship between PMSCs and the security of civilians has remained neglected so far. It thus proved to be infeasible to methodologically choose the procedure of a theory testing or a comparative study in order to address the question focused in this article.
 Nor was there a database available which would systematically collect quantitative data about PMSCs in Colombia, including them in statistics alongside the warring parties and civilians in Colombia. Hence, in order to find a way to approach this issue, the study followed the methodology of a qualitative, hypothesis-generating single case study,
 which in addition to the deepened evaluation of primary and secondary literature would also include the accomplishment of 19 (anonymous) expert interviews in Colombia in the period of March-April 2007.
 The research thus considerably depended on the access to the “field” and to relevant information about the topic. In this light, the study takes a middle position between a study based only on written sources, and a long term empirical field study, which besides a longer stay in the operational locations of the contractors would also include interviews with the concerned local population.

The analysis of the acquired information led to the following approach: if and to what extend the activities of PMSCs in the context of Plan Colombia have affected the security of civilians in Colombia will be examined (1) by the respective functions which PMSCs have exerted in Colombia, and (2) by the rules of engagement arranged for their deployment. The term “PMSCs” refers exclusively to those companies that have been engaged contractually by the U.S. government in order to provide specific security services within the aid package of Plan Colombia. “Security of civilians” is understood here as the maintenance of the physical integrity of citizens and residents in Colombia. This security is considered to be affected if the right to life and/or to physical integrity is not longer guaranteed, but also in case of such a precarious state of health and/or nutrition, that the situation objectively can be qualified as life-threatening. With the deepened analysis of two of the companies’ functions, the modernization of the Colombian security sector and the aerial eradication of drug fields, a technical and an operative function are chosen and examined according to their respective consequences for the security of civilians. “Rules of engagement” are understood here as the regulative frame conditions for the deployment of PMSCs, their embedding in official instruction chains, and the procedural provisions while executing their operative tasks. PMSCs did not perform their duties single handedly in Colombia. This makes it necessary to put their deployment into a wider context of security institutions and non-state actors and their respective roles in this security setting, as only this procedure can provide for neither an over- nor an underestimation of the role contractors played here. The period of research ranges from the beginning of 2000 to the end of 2006.

In the course of the article it will be shown that the Colombian case has not consisted of a classic combat deployment of contractors, -a circumstance resulting in a heightened difficulty to examine potential implications for the security situation of civilians. At the same time, the paper argues that different functions of PMSCs can cause very different effects on the civilian security and that i.e. the operative tasks can partly translate into the derogation of the security situation. Furthermore, companies in Colombia have not operated independently, but were instead bound in a wide mesh of institutional representatives and directives. As a result, one cannot justifiably assign a concrete responsibility for singular actions to a specific company employee. Although the companies were held accountable –at least to a minimal extend– for the quality of their work by their client, their employees enjoyed a general status of immunity in Colombia which prevented them from prosecution and sanctioning of crimes like the abuse of young women. Through their indispensable functional contribution to insecurity-augmenting government programs and their broad non-regulation, PMSCs in Colombia did –to a limited degree– deteriorate the security of civilians in this country.

The structure of the article unfolds as follows: the first section offers a short introduction to the political context and the priorities of the U.S. counter-narcotics policy towards Colombia prior to the initiation of Plan Colombia. The programmatic direction and modifications of Plan Colombia in the course of the years are discussed in the second part. The main sections focus the role and array of functions assigned to PMSCs in the context of Plan Colombia, as well as the rules of engagement for their performance in Colombia, while combining these aspects with the respective consequences that can be derived for the security of civilians. In the concluding part, the results of the study will be shortly resumed and some hypotheses will be generated, which in turn could form a starting point for deepened or comparative studies concerned with the same or similar research question.

Political Context and the U.S. Counter-Narcotics Strategy Culminating in 
Plan Colombia

The political background of the contractor deployment discussed here was constituted by the currently longest ongoing violent conflict in South America, the roots of which lie at the heart of the inconsistent Colombian state building process of the past two centuries, which has been overshadowed by many civil wars. These roots include a never exhaustively established monopoly of the legitimate use of force and a chronic institutional weakness of the Colombian state, resulting in the tendency to violent self-regulation particularly of the rural population; a rigid political system and a political elite whose interests frequently were not oriented towards the common good; unfulfilled land reforms and critical inequalities between different social classes.
 Besides favorable geographical and climate conditions, many of these aspects have prepared a fertile ground for the extension of the drug economy, which for this reason can be considered rather a symptom than an originate cause of the ongoing conflict.
 In the meantime, however, due to the increasing involvement of different conflict groups in the drug business, it appears more and more difficult to reasonably separate the drug problem from the actual conflict.  

The fact that the narcotic production in the Andean countries has risen considerably since the 1980s, that Colombia evolved to the world’s principal producer and distributor of refined cocaine, as well as the main provider of cocaine and heroin of the U.S. market, led to a significant shift of focus of the U.S. policy towards this region: in a Directive of the Reagan Administration illegal drugs were officially declared a “national security threat”.
 This implicated firstly an outward-oriented counter-narcotics strategy focusing the supply side of the drug chain, i.e. the production, processing and trafficking of drugs. A second implication of the beginning “war on drugs” was seen in the fact that a typical law enforcement issue which traditionally pertained to the competences of the police and intelligence services, for the first time was transferred to military U.S. institutions. As it was assumed that it would be more cost efficient and effective to detect and destroy narcotics on the very site of their cultivation, the trend –alongside ongoing interdiction programs– went to undertake more counter-drug measures in the producing countries themselves. These measures encompassed the delivery of military technologies, destruction of illegal laboratories, aerial sprayings of narcotic crops, and counter-narcotics training of the respective national security forces.
 In Colombia, these lines of action were tightly bound to the Antinarcotics Directorate of the National Police (Dirección Antinarcóticos; DIRAN), the annual budget of which was almost entirely covered by the U.S. government. Up to the initiation of Plan Colombia, DIRAN received by far the largest part of some 90 percent of U.S. anti-narcotics funds for Colombia. The first small military operations against the drug production with focal points in Bolivia and Peru (1986-1994) which were supported by elite soldiers of the U.S. Special Operation Forces yielded only modest results when measured by the constant amounts of narcotics supplies and the steady prices for the illegal products in the U.S. and in Europe. Likewise, the first aerial eradication missions in the 1990s resulted primarily in the relocation of cultivation to more remote areas, particularly to Colombia, the adjustment of the narcotic production rings, and the extension of the export to other Latin American markets. In the years 1994 to 1999, the cultivation of cocaine in Colombia has nearly quadrupled from 44,700 ha to 160,100ha. Thus, the supply-side oriented U.S. measures in the period of the 1980-/1990s were not thoughtfully enough designed in order to keep the pace with the growing drug industry.

In the second half of the 1990s, the growing revenues from the drug business helped especially the FARC guerrilla (Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia) and the paramilitary units affiliated in the umbrella association AUC (United Self-Defense Forces of Colombia) to gain a historically unique strength. The AUC used this strength to undermine the administrative, juridical, and political branches of the state apparatus and to inflict military defeats especially upon the other important guerrilla ELN (National Liberation Army). Meanwhile, FARC successfully shifted to large-scale, multi-front operations in 1996 to 1998 which enabled it to occupy bigger towns and to emerge throughout victorious in the combats against the Colombian army. The presence of the irregular groups mounted to estimated 40-43 percent of all municipal districts of the country. Due to a deficient state authority, these groups have been very effective in consolidating their influence and their own, often violently sustained concepts of order in these regions.

As the military advantage clearly tended in favor of FARC, CIA experts regarded it as probable that this guerrilla could gain the power over the whole Colombian territory within the following five years.
 The alarmed U.S. security institutions pressed for a modernization of the understaffed and technically underequipped Colombian military forces which should be backed up with appropriate advice and training services provided by PMSCs and official U.S. military advisors.

Plan Colombia and its Transformations

In December 1998, the U.S. and the Colombian Defense Ministers signed a bilateral agreement to create, equip and train a first 950-man counter-narcotics battalion in Colombia. A shortly afterwards proposed comprehensive development strategy of the then Colombian President Pastrana, which due to some divergent U.S. interests subsequently underwent a re-formulation by U.S. government representatives, offered the window of opportunity to a notedly larger assistance of the Colombian security sector.
 Notwithstanding the fact that Plan Colombia, which was officially signed by then U.S. President Clinton on July 13, 2000, foresaw a wide range of humanitarian, social, economic and security aspects to be addressed by a combined effort of national and international stakeholders, a look at the de facto brought up financial funds clearly shows that the primary focus of the U.S. government based upon the security sector.
 In the years 2000 to 2006, the Colombian military and police received an averaged 80 percent of the aid. Contrary to the past two decades, the qualitative difference of the U.S. assistance consisted in the fact that this time it was the armed forces instead of DIRAN who received the main part of the funds included in the package.

The bulk of the military support was delivered not in financial assets, but in the form of goods and services, and was destined to upgrade the air mobility, the intelligence gathering, the riverine and coastal controls, as well as to improve the structures, the operative capabilities and sophisticated equipment of the Colombian security forces. The first counter-narcotics battalion created in 1999, which was now personally amplified to a 2.285-man brigade, benefited from many of the provided items. These troops should assist DIRAN, which itself also benefited from a restocking of its aircraft fleet, in its massively enhanced crop fumigation and interdiction missions.
 

The U.S. assistance was tied to a number of conditions: the provided resources should be exclusively used for counter-narcotic, but not for counter-insurgency missions. As there was a general fear of a gradually deepening involvement of the U.S. in the Colombian conflict, a strategy combining these two problems seemed neither politically intended nor acceptable for the U.S. Congress at that time. The Colombian army would receive the complete services envisioned by Plan Colombia only, if the benefiting units would account for positive human rights records and cooperate closely with civilian prosecutors investigating respective allegations against its personnel. The units were likewise obliged to credibly prove that no (in-)direct connections with the paramilitaries were maintained. Every year, the U.S. Department of State could either certify the progress in the human rights standards or withhold 25 percent of the annual funds until an apparent progress in the criticized aspects would emerge.

Although President Pastrana solicited potential donor countries and international organizations for foreign assistance for this plan on several occasions, most of them remained reserved, - not at last due to the impression of a one-sided counter-narcotics strategy which mainly reflected U.S. interests. As a result, most of the $7.5 billion spent for Plan Colombia from 2000 to 2006 were primarily covered by the U.S. and the Colombian governments.

After the 9/11-terrorist attacks in the U.S., the Bush Administration tended to contextualize the Colombian conflict within its “war on terror”. In this course, the U.S. Congress decided to annihilate the separation of counter-narcotics and counter-insurgency and to grant expanded authority to use the Plan Colombia funds for a concerted campaign to fight both drug trafficking and “terrorist” organizations in Colombia. This modification also included a strategic and geographic extension of Plan Colombia, as reflected in the creation and training of new special security units and a more flexible applying of the funds, for instance in form of a new guard unit of the frequently attacked Caño Limon-Cove​ñas-Pipeline in the north-eastern part of Colombia.
 
In the rising of 2002, the negotiations between FARC and the Colombian government, which since their beginning in 1998 had been shadowed by backlashes and rising violence rates, broke off. The hard-line security approach of President Uribe, who stepped into this position in August 2002, stood in diametric opposition to its predecessor’s dialog-oriented policy. It foresaw the (re-)gaining of the major parts of the state territory, the combat against insurgent groups and drug lords by military means, and the initiation of negotiations only from an advantaged position of strength. “Terrorism” was declared one of the biggest threats of the nation. Thus, in the substance, many matching points could be found between Plan Colombia and Uribe’s “Democratic Security”-Program. Thenceforward it resulted almost impossible to draw clear-cutting lines between operations included in Plan Colombia and the initiatives of the Colombian government.

The Role of PMSCs Within Plan Colombia

From their beginning, the consultations in the U.S. Congress in the run-up of Plan Colombia were accompanied by the concern that the U.S. aid package would result in a gradually deepening involvement in the Colombian conflict, implicating the endangerment of lives of many U.S. soldiers (“Vietnam syndrome”).
 The former U.S. Foreign Secretary Kissinger explicitly expressed these disquietudes when stating that

Plan Colombia bears within it the same fateful momentum which drove America’s engagement in Vietnam first to stalemate and then to frustration: at the outset, the United States limits its involvement to training and the provision of vital military equipment – in this case, large attack helicopters. But once the effort goes beyond a certain point, the United States, to avoid the collapse of the local forces in which it has invested such prestige and treasure, will be driven to take the field itself.

This preoccupation, which was also shared by the U.S. Congress, translated to its decision to send as few military personnel to the conflict region as possible. Where feasible, the services included in Plan Colombia should be carried out by PMSCs. Thereby one could capitalize on PMSC personnel that has already been cooperating with DIRAN in the eradication sector for several years and which was now planned to be build up personally and technically. Beyond this, both the U.S. military and the PMSCs were requested to transfer their activities to their Colombian counterparts as early as possible. And, most importantly: both groups were held under the legal restriction to engage in military combats.

Due to the integration of the fight against “terrorists” in Plan Colombia and enhanced pressure to improved results, the initial statutory troop caps of 500 U.S. military and 300 PMSC personnel has been modified twice: in 2002, the number of U.S. personnel was reduced to 400, while the number of contractors was expanded to 400; in 2004 the troop cap was set to 800 U.S. military personnel and 600 contractors. As the personnel rotated constantly, these limits varied throughout the course of a year, but reached its full potential most of the time. It is important to note that this ceiling only referred to U.S. nationals and U.S. companies. Hence, it was still possible to contract any number of Colombian or third-country personnel, or to cooperate with subcontractors based in any other state except from the U.S. The employees, for instance, who worked for U.S.-PMSCs fulfilling contracts with the U.S. State Department within the frame of Plan Colombia in 2001, originated to 55 percent from Colombia and to 37 percent from the U.S. The remaining employees were recruited from countries like Peru, Guatemala, Bolivia, France, Belize, Brasilia, Chile, El Salvador, Italia and Panama. But since neither the U.S. Embassy in Colombia nor the companies themselves have published such figures on a regular basis, the question of the complete number of contracted personnel in Colombia is condemned to remain in the speculative sphere.

According to the opinion of many experts most of the services provided by PMSCs in Colombia –with the exception of some particular sectors– could by all means also have been carried out by the U.S. military itself.
 Why then, besides the above mentioned “Vietnam syndrome”, were they contracted here? A first approach stresses that the contracting of private companies has reflected a worldwide trend of outsourcing military and security services, not at least owing to a generalized tendency to privatization of diverse public services.
 Secondly, the transformation of warfare in the past decade has raised the demand for personnel with special expertise and experience, whereas the adaptation of national armies to this development would require time. The hereby emerging demand was covered by experienced PMSCs.
 Thirdly, in the early 1990s the U.S. military was scaled back, while its current capacities have been seriously constrained through larger deployments worldwide in the past years.
 Fourthly, with the deployment of PMSCs, the responsibilities and accountability of policy makers were intentionally evaded, dislocated and ultimately blurred. The effectiveness of the classic checks and balances associated with the U.S. political system was hindered, for instance, through legal acts as the U.S. International Transfer of Arms Regulations. According to this act, a contract between a U.S. Department and a PMSCs not mounting to the sum of $50 million did not have to be submitted to evaluation in the U.S. Congress. PMSCs, in turn, could refer to a contractual discretion clause agreed upon with their client, when asked to comment on their activities. Additionally, the companies were not bound by any regulation in Colombia (see below).
 Fifthly, unlike the case of a murdered or kidnapped U.S. soldier, the reaction of the U.S. public towards a PMSC employee confronted with a similar occurrence would reveal itself less sensitive. By contracting PMSCs, the political costs for this policy have been considerably reduced. Even the Ambassador to Colombia under President Clinton, Miles Frechette, admitted: “When private contractors are killed, we can simply declare that they are no part of our military forces”.
 Sixthly, in the light of a U.S. military package of this kind, the interests of the U.S. military industry which were served by lucrative purchase orders should not be ignored. This practice was additionally supported by the sometimes very close ties between representatives of the U.S. administration and this industry.
 Seventhly, as a result of its egregious human rights record, the mistrust against the Colombian army was very high, so that the U.S. administration considered itself standing on the less problematic side by contracting private companies. The corruption of the Colombian security sector also played its part here.
 Of crucial significance, eighthly, was the provision whereby PMSCs were authorized to execute search-and-rescue missions in order to help attacked or kidnapped colleagues. By performing this function, the congressional restriction of direct participation in combats could de facto be temporarily bypassed, while the U.S. government was politically covered if something went “wrong”.
 

Functions of PMSCs in Colombia
The undoubtedly most visible field of activities of PMSCs in Colombia was the management of the aerial crop eradication. It encompassed the delivery of aircraft as well as diverse personal services: pilots and mechanics flying or maintaining the airplanes and helicopters; instructors for the training of Colombian pilots and mechanics; employees procuring and managing the herbicide applied for the eradication; experts for the evaluation of the fumigations; accountants, secretaries, fuel specialists, drivers. Those tasks lay mainly in the competence of the U.S. firm DynCorp International, LLC. The cooperation between this company and DIRAN dates back to the early 1990s, when it signed its first eradication contract with the U.S. government. This activity continued under the umbrella of Plan Colombia, albeit with the provision of more human and material resources.
 

A wide range of further flight services has been provided for Colombian security and intelligence gathering institutions by firms like Arinc, DynCorp, Integrated AeroSystems, King Aerospace, Lockheed Martin Integrated Systems, Olgoonik and Optec. Some of these companies transported members of the counter-narcotics brigade to remote and hardly accessible narcotic crop fields in order to secure those zones prior to DIRAN eradication missions. In case of emergency, PMSC personnel would also provide help in search-and-rescue flight operations. Moreover, PMSCs were working in the technical servicing of the aircraft as well as the procurement of fuel. Since the Colombian army disposed of only few experienced air personnel on its own, another activity of PMSCs in this sector concerned the training of Colombian military pilots, implicating thereby the construction of installations, the delivery of appropriate flight simulators, etc.

Another segment supported by PMSCs consisted in the installation and maintenance of radar stations, the management and the logistical support for sophisticated communication systems, internet surveillance, and airborne reconnaissance aircraft. Such activities were supposed to improve the intelligence and information sharing between the U.S. and the Colombia. Here, companies like Air Scan, Arinc, CACI, Cambridge Communications, Chenega Federal Systems, ITT, Lockheed Martin Integrated Systems, ManTech International, Northrop Grumman Information Technology International, Oakley Networks, Optec, Science Applications International, Telford Aviation, and TRW have been contracted. While some of their tasks were technical in nature and could therefore be regarded as a mere support of official security forces, other tasks were clearly directed towards the own interception and evaluation of information, as exemplified in a shooting incident of a reconnaissance plane by FARC rebels in the year 2003.

Regarding the training of security forces, it seems that PMSCs carried out this function to a smaller part than U.S. personnel. Most parts of training in the air segment which encompassed courses for pilots and mechanics were presumably executed by contractors. But this segment did by far not cover the whole range of trainings financed by the U.S. government in the course of the years. The major share of seminars held in areas as diverse as rule of law and discipline, jungle survival training, or pipeline protection, can supposedly be ascribed to U.S. military personnel. Nonetheless, PMSCs like Virginia Electronic Systems and Raytheon Integrated Defense Systems were reported to providing riverine and maritime control training for different Colombian security units.

In respect of the modernization process of the Colombian army, a big number of logistic, technical, electronic, and armor materials and components were delivered in order to qualitatively upgrade the standards of the different branches of the army and the intelligence services. The transport of these goods was managed partly by private companies and to another part by U.S. personnel. While some of the materials were newly purchased, other items like parts of the aircraft were older models, which beforehand belonged to the property of the U.S. government and have even been in use during the Vietnam War. From a legal perspective, parts of these items were either leased from the U.S. government, or kept as donations from the U.S. to the Colombian government, or purchased by the Colombian government from U.S. military companies.

A combination of logistic and advisory support for ministerial authorities and the U.S. Embassy in Colombia was provided by companies like ACS Defense, Construction, Consulting & Engineering, INS, PAE Government Services, and the Rendon Group. As the activities of the latter consisted mainly in the advisory of Colombian policy makers as well as the public communication of Plan Colombia, it would be more appropriate to classify its activities as public relations consultancy rather than security services. In the initial stage of Plan Colombia, another PMSC –Military Resources Incorporated (MPRI)– was contracted to help the Colombian government to devise an action plan for the implementation of the aid package, but also to improve some organizational, planning, and procurement processes within the Colombian Defense Ministry. This contract was terminated prematurely in the spring of 2001, due to a reportedly unsatisfactory expertise in the Colombian conflict as well as the lack of Spanish speaking PMSC advisors, leading to communication difficulties with the Colombian counterparts. This need for more native speakers among the contracted personnel, but also due to the high operations tempo, companies like Mantech were contracted in order to serve as recruitment centers for new and more qualified PMSC staff. 

As far as risks for personal safety of PMSC employees in Colombia were concerned, the U.S. State Department indicated in its reports about “Certain Counternarcotics Activities in Colombia”
 that potential risks depended on the location and the character of the provided function. A main part of the technical and logistic activities has been performed in secured military or police installations where the estimated risk was assessed as “low”, while the work of contractors working at remote radar sites or conducting aerial intelligence missions were regarded as “medium” or “moderate”. It was especially the field of aerial eradication measures where the associated risk was classified as “significant”.
By attempting to summarize all the listed revenues of the PMSCs stemming from their contracts with the U.S. State and Defense Departments, which –as the title of these report suggests– do not include all activities carried out in these periods by private companies for the U.S. government in Colombia, one could calculate with a sum of more than $150 millions for U.S. Fiscal Year 2001 and more than $309 millions for U.S. Fiscal Year 2006. This would constitute a share of 42 percent (2001) and roughly 50 percent (2006) of the respective U.S. spending for the Colombian security sector, indicating an ever larger share of the U.S. funds handed over to private companies in the course of Plan Colombia.
 

With respect to the division of responsibilities between U.S. and PMSC personnel, the core distinction consisted in the fact that the former were strictly kept away from activities in the ”field”, because here the danger of life was at its highest. Consequently, the bulk of the functions associated with narcotic crop eradication, considered by the U.S. State Department report as “significantly” dangerous, was outsourced to the firms. PMSCs also were authorized to carry out search-and-rescue missions in case of emergency. So, while the companies provided technical and logistical support, advice, training, airborne surveillance, and flight and eradication services in Colombia, the role of U.S. military personnel referred mainly to professional and advanced training of significant parts of the Colombian army and police, instruction in equipment, technical procedures, and military doctrines, and strategic consultancy, monitoring, and coordination of the implementation of Plan Colombia in key institutions like the U.S. embassy and the Colombian Defense Ministry.

In order to approximate to the research question of potential consequences of PMSC for the security of civilians, two of the listed PMSC functions will be analyzed in detail in the following two subsections. On the one hand, the analysis focuses on a rather technical, force-multiplier function –the modernization of the Colombian security forces–, while, on the other hand, it examines a clearly more operative function: the aerial crop eradication.

Modernizing the Colombian Security Forces and Consequences for Civilian Security

As an immediate reaction to phase of military advantage of the FARC as compared to the Colombian army (1996-1998), the reform of the security forces was initiated before the official implementation of Plan Colombia, namely in 1998. The impulse for the reform came both from the inner branches of the Colombian army and from the U.S. administration where an urgent sense of agency was seen due to critical warnings of CIA experts about an impending seizing of power by the FARC. With the help of the security component of Plan Colombia, the reform was then continued under a considerably higher allocation of resources. When set in relation to the entire Colombian fiscal budget for defense purposes, the Plan Colombia funds formed a share of “only” 5-6 percent. But as experts emphasized, these funds constituted a very relevant contribution, precisely because only well defined segments of the Colombian security forces benefited from them, and as the identified sectors would probably not have been addressed for many years by the Colombian government due to the lack of internal political consensus and unavailable funds.
 The reform included the following areas:

1. Transparent administration: PMSCs and U.S. personnel offered advice for civilian and military administrators in Colombian security institutions regarding the establishment of efficient and transparent administrative procedures.

2. Enhancement of spending on the security and defense sector: The share of the gross domestic product (GDP) which Colombia spent for this sector rose from 2.8 percent in 2000 to 3.3 percent in 2006. One should note that, due to economic growth, the GDP has increased in this period from estimated $250 billions (2000) to 366.7 billions (2006).

3. Increasing of operative security personnel: By the end of the 1990s, more than 50 percent of the official Colombian security personnel were assigned to administrative tasks, resulting in an operative weakness of the army. Ever since, it was restocked from 141.462 (2000) to 256.526 (2006) military members, whereby the number of professional soldiers who were supposed to substitute the less experienced young conscripts, was raised from 41.114 (2000) to 75.181 (2006).

4. Reorganization of the internal security structures: Traditionally, the different branches of the Colombian military were characterized by a distinct life of its own including their own logistics, armament, command hierarchies, and intelligence services. In the course of Plan Colombia, the branches were integrated in a uniformed and more efficient structure similar to its prototype of the U.S. army. For this, so called “commandos conjuntos”, combining army, air, and naval troops and directed by a single general in command, were founded. Due to their particular vulnerability to attacks, the majority of small control posts scattered throughout the country was closed.

5. Special security units: The reorganized security architecture was complemented by a wide range of new special units, so that, in addition to the increasing of conventional brigades, many new brigades and battalions like counter-narcotics, mobile, mountain, jungle, anti-kidnapping, urban counter-terror, infrastructure, and other units have been created. Many of them could flexibly be deployed within the whole Colombian territory.

6. Training and advanced professional formation: Many members of the newly and existing troops absolved special training funded by Plan Colombia resources. These were held both in U.S. and in Colombian bases and included a diverse spectrum of topics. As argued above, PMSCs were charged with mainly technical training for prospective pilots, mechanist and electronic technicians, while U.S. personnel was responsible for a wider part of training in topics ranging from civil-military relations to special operation tactics. From 2000 to 2005, more than 46.000 Colombians have participated in these courses. Until 2003, Colombia was considered to be the worldwide biggest receiving country of U.S. military training programs.

7. Armament: In order to improve and upgrade the armor standards of the Colombian military, numerous aircraft (helicopters, spraying and surveillance planes), rapid coast guard and riverine control boats, radar stations, night vision and infra-red devices, and many other components required for weapons-, intelligence- and communication systems have been purchased or leased through the Plan Colombia funds.

This reform process was extended in 2002, so that Plan Colombia resources like intelligence sharing between the U.S. and the Colombian security services could now be flexibly used not only for the fight against drug trafficking but likewise for combating insurgent groups, leading to synergy effects to the advantage of the Colombian army.

Finally, with the assumption of office of President Uribe in autumn 2002, these developments were accentuated by an explicit political will to emphasize the role and more offensive use of the military, – an aspect which was of clearly smaller importance for the dialog-oriented agenda of his predecessor. This political will expressed itself in the preparedness to engage unconditionally in the concept of Plan Colombia, but also in the implementation of own projects outlined in Uribe’s “Democratic Security” policy. Here, measures like the deployment of police posts in all Colombian municipal districts, the increasing of the defense budget by raising a particular war tax, or persistent military offensives like “Plan Patriota” to contain the FARC-controlled areas can be mentioned. As many of these policies aimed at the objectives envisioned in Plan Colombia, and since the U.S. government perceived Uribe as a determined partner in its fight against drugs and terrorism, not only the financial funds, but also the strategic consultancy, transport means, and intelligence services included in this Plan have been opened for use for the Uribe-programs.

This modernization of the Colombian army resulted in constantly professionalizing security units, qualitative gains in the applied technologies, but also in enhanced mobility. Where formerly weekly or monthly walks were required in order to reach hidden guerrilla camps in the hardly accessible jungle, now –with the support of the air transports– this was reversed to a matter of few hours. The aerial reconnaissance of current movements of the insurgent groups was collected and analyzed much faster. And with the help of special infra-red and night vision equipment for aircraft and infantry troops, the military could now nearly double its operative capacities to 24 hours, – beforehand, by default of such devices, the troops were only able to perform their missions by daylight. All these elements had a positive impact on the troop concentration capacities, and, according to experts, they were regarded to be key factors for irregular warfare. Altogether, these changes resulted in the fact that the Colombian military evolved from a bureaucratic apparatus to an operative force which regained the combat initiative in the internal conflict and succeeded in re-shifting the balance of relative strength as compared to the irregular armed groups to its favor again.
 

What did all these changes mean for the security of civilians in Colombia? Statistics of the Colombian conflict database CERAC demonstrate a significant intensification of violence in the years 1998 to 2003, as measured by the number of conflict deaths and injuries (combatants as well as civilians), and the extent of violent crashes and unilateral attacks registered in that period. Two factors were considered to account for the increased violence: first, the negotiations between the Colombian government and FARC rebels had been accompanied by enhanced violence exerted by all non-state actors, - a development which reached its highest point after the breakdown of the peace talks in February 2002. A second factor was seen in the fact that, given the newly gained technological and human resources through Plan Colombia, the Colombian military was able to step up its military operations throughout the country.

The intensification of armed crashes until 2003 ended deadly in particular for combatants (government forces, guerrilla rebels, paramilitaries), and to a lesser extend for civilians. The highest numbers of conflict deaths on the civilian side consisted in some 1.600 casualties in 2001, as compared to 1.700 dead combatants in the same year. In contrast, the number of injured civilians in the years 2001 to 2004 was notably higher than for combatants. It reached its peak of about 1.350 civilian injuries in 2002, as opposed to some 900 injuries on the part of combatants in the same year. Paramilitaries were held responsible for the vast majority of the civilian conflict victims, followed by the guerrillas on the second and government forces at the third rank. Many civilians have been killed in massacres, the perpetrators of which were primarily paramilitaries. In the course of the demobilization process of the AUC (2003-2005), the massacres reduced significantly, albeit analysts assumed that the victims of massacres since that time have been chosen more selectively. The main perpetrators of civilian injuries, in turn, were the guerrilla groups. Much of these casualties resulted from bombs and explosive devices which, due to their dispersing inaccurateness, frequently hit innocent civilians. Paramilitaries were held responsible for the second highest number of injured civilians, followed by government forces on the third place.
  

The internal displacement figures in Colombia culminated within the period of research to estimated 3 million people. The vast majority of the displacements were associated with intra-regional armed conflicts between the irregular groups, whereby paramilitaries were the most important group to blame. After 2002, a non-linear reduction of displacements could be observed, correlating with the demobilization process of the AUC, but likewise with the general reduction of intensity of the violence starting in 2003-2004.
 

Kidnapping constituted a tactic which in 60 percent of the cases was applied by guerrilla movements. Their intention was to hold the victims to ransom and thereby securing their financial bases. Paramilitaries were held responsible for about 10 percent of the registered kidnappings, while the remaining 30 percent were perpetrated by common criminals. With the exception of the year 2002, the figures of this security indicator were constantly reduced within the analyzed period. The improvements were regarded primarily as the result of a governmental program to enhance controls of the main roads of the country, as well as the expulsion of some insurgent groups by the army from regions with important traffic axes. Similar to in the case of the massacres, kidnappings no longer were carried out in the form of mass hijackings, but tended be executed more selectively.

The anti-personnel mines which were laid out primarily by guerrilla groups usually intended to keep hostile parties away from the areas under control. Nevertheless, they very often hit innocent civilians. Since 2002, more military personnel were injured and killed by mines than civilians. In consideration of the fact that estimates amount to some 100.000 anti-personnel mines dispersed in many Colombian departments, one justifiably can speak here of a lasting humanitarian catastrophe, which over the years has proceeded in a steadfast way.

Regarding the human rights record of the Colombian military, the number of accusations of human rights violations was decreasing both in relation to the augmenting of troops and in terms of absolute figures. Internally, the security apparatus was undergoing a “process of cleaning and purging”
 in which many military members had to face criminal processes and/ or were suspended from their duties. The significance and compliance of human rights have also formed an integral part of the reformed doctrine of security forces. Many of the courses about this topic were held or supervised by U.S. personnel, while it was regarded rather improbable that PMSCs would also hold seminars in this field. Some critical comments have to be made on this issue: according to experts, practice-oriented themes standing closer to the daily reality of the soldiers have been addressed in the seminars only towards the end of the time of investigation. Additionally, in many cases the motivation to visit such a human rights training was not so much of intrinsic, but rather of an externally imposed nature, due to the imperative to improve the respective statistics as a means to fulfill the conditions set on the further funding of Plan Colombia. During the complete period of research, accusations of human rights violations committed by state employees were not only raised by nongovernmental organizations, but likewise by the U.S. administration. The accusations included acts of torture, arbitrarily detentions, extralegal executions, and forced disappearances. Some of the Colombian battalions were temporarily decertified from U.S. funds for reasons of disrespect of human rights or unwillingness to cooperate with legal prosecution institutions. Particularly striking was the fact that the statistical decrease of human rights violations of security forces went hand in hand with an increase in these crimes on the part of paramilitaries. Even though it has to be assumed that paramilitaries were independently actors who were not “dictated” this conduct from an external authority, it nonetheless has to be stated that these groups –just like in period prior to Plan Colombia– have been willing to take the lead in the “dirty” part of the Colombian conflict. Unionists, human rights activists, teachers, farmers, representatives of minorities, politicians, journalists, and many others still belonged to the target group suffering from threats, displacements, and murders committed by paramilitaries, while the juridical prosecution records of these crimes in Colombia remained low.
 

As the overall discussion of the security sector reform and its security effects shows, it is only justifiable to draw conclusions about the influence of PMSCs at the stage of the technical assistance, but not in terms of concrete security implications for the civilians. In this sector, the companies were given a limited, albeit very functional role: it was limited because they were not contracted to directly participate in combats, but rather to support official security forces in their fight from the background. At the same time, in this setting they constituted only one figure in the middle of a larger mesh of institutional actors, which encompassed members of the Colombian army, police and intelligence services, U.S. military personnel and executive staff of the Colombian and the U.S. governments. On the other hand, their presence was very functional indeed, since their activities constituted important force-multiplier tasks in Colombia. According to Brooks, such tasks bring PMSCs to the position to
dramatically enhancing the effectiveness of their clients’ existing militaries. Therefore, PM[S]Cs usually contract small numbers of highly skilled military personnel –trainers, pilots, technicians, and doctors– and use them to make marginally trained and disciplined state armies substantially more effective.

With their technical and logistic background support, PMSCs have contributed to the technical preponderance, enhanced mobility, and reaction capacities of the Colombian security forces, facilitating them by technical and partly operative means to regaining the relative strength vis-à-vis the insurgents. The intelligence provided inter alia by PMSCs allowed the military to being timely informed about the current positions and movements of irregular armed groups. And due to the lack of sufficiently trained Colombian pilots throughout the whole period of research, the military would not have been supported by such an amount of aerial troop transports, armaments, and other supplies to the combats fields without the firms. By the reparation and spare parts services of PMSC employees, it was secured that the aircraft were maintained in a constantly operative status. According to Singer, the advantage of the outsourcing of services in terms of such „nonlethal aid and assistance, including logistics, intelligence, technical support, supply and transportation“ lies in the fact  
that these firms specialize in secondary tasks not part of the overall core mission of the client. Thus, they are able to build capabilities and efficiencies that a client military cannot sustain. The client’s own military, in turn, can concentrate on its primary business of fighting. (…) However, as with their equivalent support units in the military, although they do not participate in the execution or planning of combat action, they fill functional needs critical to overall combat operations.

This limited-functional contribution, in turn, was integrated in an overall Plan Colombia strategy which, due to its definite military conception provoked an intensification of armed combats, – with the corresponding consequences regarding a clearly deteriorating security situation for civilians until 2003. On this level, not PMSCs, but Colombian conflict parties have affected the civilian security. After 2003, decisive territorial gains of the army, the demobilization process of the paramilitaries, but also programs of local and national governance institutions have been crucial in terms of a partly improved security situation of civilians. However, the indicators of killed and injured civilians still ranged at a historically higher level then in the past decades.
 Due to the (re-)appearance of (new) paramilitary groups, an enormous amount of anti-personnel mines, and a more selectively handled election of victims, the security situation in Colombia remained precarious.

Narcotic Drug Eradication and Civilian Security
An almost unalterable rule in Colombia suggests that in areas where illegal crops are grown, the internal conflict is smoldering. Behind every narcotic cultivation an armed group can regularly be found which, in cooperation with local drug rings, usurps parts of the organization of the narcotic production chain.
 Given that the Plan Colombia strategy to fight drug trafficking aimed at the aerial invasion into the cultivation zones, the fumigation of fields with herbicides, and the destruction of hidden drug processing laboratories, this constituted a de facto penetration in the enemy’s territory. Since the enemy certainly would not accept the crop eradication of this valuable source of income on its territory offhand, these operations implicated the exposure the own personnel to the risk of combats. Many DynCorp employees have been active in this difficult sector in Colombia, and it is admissible to speak here of a task which doubtlessly exceeds the mere logistical sphere and which can thus be considered as an operative function.

On a regular eradication mission, four spray planes were flown by PMSC personnel. The plains were equipped with specific spray-fixtures and, in some parts, with protection shells in order to secure the crews from attacks.

The plains were accompanied by four helicopters, which sometimes were ordered to „secure“ the spraying area in the run-up of the mission. The pilot teams could consist of DynCorp- and/or Colombian security personnel. In addition, there were several Colombian military members equipped with artillery on board. “Securing” of the area meant to fend off potential attacks against the eradication missions from the ground ahead of time, as well as to provide protection to the air planes during their eradication flights. The artillery forces on board were given the order to take action only after an attack from the other side actually occurred, – an order which not always seemed to have been obeyed.

Another helicopter flying a level above the proper spraying mission was assigned the search-and-rescue function for cases of emergency. According to official statements, the crew which also encompassed first-aid personnel was staffed with Colombian nationals. However, this information is inconsistent with media reports about actual search-and-rescue operations, which give evidence, for instance, of a rescue mission carried out by DynCorp employees themselves in February 2001: a crew which had fallen in the hands of FARC rebels was rescued by these contractors -equipped with machine guns, and under the cover of further helicopters- in the middle of a hail of bullets on the ground.
 

A reconnaissance plane flying above the entire operation space and equipped with a small radar on its outside, was responsible for the coordination of the eradication missions. The members of its crew updated all persons involved about potential threats from the ground.

Provided that a big presence of insurgents was expected to operate on ground during spraying missions, the air crews would receive additional support of Colombian infantry troops. This task fell primarily in the competence of the counter-narcotics brigade created in 1999. Local security troops were sometimes also ordered for supporting the fumigations.

The aforementioned search-and-rescue operation alludes to the peril character of the spraying missions. The aircraft have frequently been the object of attacks by guerrilla sharpshooters. But there were also singular cases in which local farmers directed their rifles against the crews, either out of anger, or because insurgent groups forced them to do so. According to estimations, some 600 of such attacks were carried out within the period of research. Irrespective of the shells on the aircraft, many crew members including PMSC employees have been reportedly injured, and some have even been killed.
 In the first instance, the Colombian artillery forces in the accompanying helicopters were responsible for the protection of the crews. Nonetheless it seems questionable if –as has been proclaimed officially– PMSC pilots have actually performed their duties unarmed. In cases of emergency self defense, and at the latest while carrying out search-and-rescue missions of the type mentioned above, an armed proceeding can be assumed. Here, the qualitative modification of Plan Colombia in 2002 should also be recalled, when U.S. Congress gave expanded authority for U.S. funds for Colombia, allowing for the usage of all resources heretofore destined for counter-narcotics programs to being now also applied for counterinsurgency measures.

The crop eradications were backed by a set of rules which should be adhered before, during and after the missions:

Previous to a mission, the regional and local authorities were to be informed about the concrete time frame of the eradication. The responsibility to forward this information to the local population rested on the local authorities, not DIRAN or DynCorp. In reality, there have been incidents time and again where for “national security” reasons civilians were not warned in advance in order to attain the desired surprise effect or to anticipate planned attacks by an armed group. Therefore, the motor sounds of approaching aircraft were sometimes the only reliable source of information announcing the imminent spraying missions.

The informing of local authorities about forthcoming eradication missions also served to enable them to take specific safety measures in due time in case there would exist autonomy territories of ethnic minorities, sensitive ecosystems, or national parks in the envisioned spray region. Regions where communities explicitly decided to shift to alternative crop cultivation should likewise not fall in the target field of fumigations. Many incidents of protesting communities have demonstrated that these rules have time and again been violated, not at last, because the Colombian government has principally adopted those security measures only after spraying missions have been going on for years, and because the local authorities were not provided the necessary resources to respond to the eradications in an appropriate way.
 

Regarding the applied herbicide,
 the management and composition of which lay in the competence of DynCorp, concrete guidelines concerning the exact ingredients and concentration ratio were prescribed. But just the very first eradication phase 2000-2001 in the southern part of Colombia evoked a wave of demonstrations of the local inhabitants, who complained about grave consequences for human health as well as the vicinal ecosystems and fauna. Hereupon, different “independent” investigation commissions were charged with the examination of the impact of the herbicide, which, according to the concrete analysis constitution, attained very different results. Without being able to discuss the particular results in detail here, it is nevertheless possible to principally stress that, in this context it seems not to be practicable to draw simple causal paths from the fumigation to consequences in health and environment. Additionally, this relationship depends on the question if DynCorp employees have adhered to the prescribed mixture ratio, what in turn was not object of regular verifications from a third authority. But it is likewise not possible to ignore that over the entire period of examination increased incidences of constrained eyesight, allergies and eczema, fever and symptoms of qualmishness in the inhabitants of recently sprayed regions were observed.
 An Ecuadorian investigation in which a group of general Ecuadorian population was compared to a group of inhabitants of the border region with Colombia, along of which aerial eradication has frequently been carried out, diagnosed increased indications of modified cell structures and enhanced cancer figures in the border population. These constituted the ground for the filing of a mass lawsuit of these border communities against DynCorp before an U.S. court. Notwithstanding the never properly clarified and contested issue, and due to the need to enhance the effectiveness of the counter-narcotics program, a stronger concentration of the herbicide proportion and the extension of the fumigations to the whole Colombian territory were authorized under President Uribe.

During the eradication, the air plane crews were instructed to spray the herbicide from a maximal altitude of 50 meters (164 feet). The temperature should not exceed 35°C (95 °F), and the wind velocity was set on a maximum of 5 (Beaufort scale). Along the margins of the fumigated fields, a protection zone of 12 meters (39 feet) should be left untouched in order to guarantee the adjacent cultivations would not be affected by the herbicide. Given the variable geographic and climate conditions, but also the frequently required security distance to insurgents who used to attack the planes from the ground, these guidelines could often not be followed. Therefore, the herbicide was also carried by the wind to narrow legal cultivations and destroyed these crops of the drug farmers, which –besides of coca or poppy– sometimes constituted the only basis of subsistence for them. Due to the inaccurateness of the sprayings, high concentrations of toxin in the ground water of the respective regions have also been detected, so that in some regions an endangerment of the food security of the inhabitants could be observed.
 

The responsibility to examine potential complains of the population lay in the hands of a commission composed of a wide range of government, U.S. Embassy and independent representatives who also revised the effectiveness of the missions. In case of a mistakenly eradicated cultivation or health detriment, compensation services should be provided for the persons concerned. While the Colombian government has always emphasized the small number of complains the committee had to recompense over the course of time, a closer look at the actually accepted complains reveals that, due to very high criteria for acceptance, more than 90 percent of them have never been taken into consideration. Sometimes, the concrete times or locations indicated by the inhabitants did not match with the data sets of DIRAN. Farmers were also often objected to having cultivated a small parcel of narcotics in the midst of larger legal crop cultivation, what legitimated the eradication of the field.

Sure enough, the farmers concerned knew well the risk they entered by cultivating narcotic crops. In the face of lacking alternatives which would have guaranteed them a similarly high income, many remained in this business. After a fumigation phase, they returned to the same fields and started with new sowings. In this aspect, it is important to consider that the average annual income of a coca cultivating household was estimated at $10.194 in the year 2006 (or some $850 per month). Compared to the Colombian minimum wage of some $170 (per month) in the same year, the former option doubtlessly offered an enormous economical incentive. This was accrued by the fact that the earnings were considered relatively warranted and stable: as compared to other agrarian products, narcotic crops constituted a very undemanding cultivation product which could be harvested several times in the year; the marketing of the whole crop yield to the distributor was guaranteed; and the farmers did not have to care for transportation, as the traffickers usually picked up the crops directly at the fields of cultivation.

But there were also farmers whose mere basis of existence was revoked through the eradications. As discussed above, a big percentage of the internally displaced people in Colombia could be traced back to the armed conflict between the warring parties in the country. Simultaneously, however, experts attributed an estimated 15 percent of the refugees to the aerial eradication missions. The seriousness of this figure was based in the fact that –in contrast to the so called “political” conflict refugees– these people could not count on support from the government once they opted out of this business because of the illegal character of the cultivation of narcotic plants. So, the criminalization of former narcotic cultivating farmers considerably complicated their efforts to gain new ground in the legal economy.

As an alternative option enclosed in the social component of Plan Colombia, farmers were offered the possibility to commit them to manual eradication and/or to shift to the cultivation of legal agrarian products in exchange of a temporarily limited income guarantee. But as it revealed, the manual eradication measures were frequently hampered by threats or even the outlay of anti-personnel mines through armed groups at the concerning fields, so that the manual eradication programs did not prove very successful. In many regions, the alternative cultivation program likewise did not work well. Here, the effect of the financial imbalance between the social and the military component of Plan Colombia was felt in an especially drastic manner, as the provided funds by far did not suffice to support the large number of households concerned in the medium turn. The assistance was made available with long delays, implicating additional plight for the respective families, but also raising mistrust towards the Colombian government and the cooperating U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID). In some regions, the deteriorating security situation did not allow for continuing the alternative cultivation projects. The quality of soil in some coca growing regions revealed itself to be ineligible for the cultivation of alternative agrarian products. The complicated geography of the country also posed a serious challenge for the alternative crop projects, as many remote cultivation areas were lacking a functioning infrastructure to facilitate a connection to larger trade centers of the country. Sometimes, a disregarded need for a comprehensive market strategy for alternative products hampered the sales. Therefore, these programs were not adequately enough designed and financed in order to offer real and sustained prospects of development for the respective households.

Moreover, the security of civilians was further put at risk through the adaptation strategies of the drug traffickers which for instance consisted in the extension and partly shifting of the narcotic cultivations into areas hitherto not affected by drug production. The shifting dynamic activated new combats about territorial control and the access to the sought-after resources between warring non-state actors. By the initiation of Plan Colombia, the illegal cultivation areas were concentrated in six departments, whereas this number has almost quadrupled to 23 departments in the course of the period of research. This was accompanied by the so called “balloon effect”: whenever a massive action against narcotic production was taken in one region, parts of the cultivation would be evaded to other areas currently not in focus of the eradication program. In terms of the effectiveness of the fumigations, it was reported that the delivering process of aircraft and further required resources from the U.S. proceeded too slowly. Besides, and notwithstanding the annually rising hectares of coca and poppy fields eradicated, many more resources –including further DIRAN bases– would have been needed in order to bring the shifting dynamic under an approximately effective control.

Another adapting method consisted in the intention to disperse narcotic cultivation in ever smaller parcels interspersed with other legal agrarian crops, whereby the satellite-based identification of narcotic cultivations and the precision of the spraying missions for DIRAN and DynCorp were considerably complicated. More fertile seeds were used, so that higher yields per hectare could be achieved. The concentration of coca bushes was also enhanced, while the actual extent of cultivation fields tended to be scaled down. More effective fertilizers and protective substances on leaves were applied. Considering also the inaccurateness of the sprayings, more than half of the eradicated fields could be re-cultivated after some months of regeneration from the eradication phases. Moreover, there were reports of new clearings of Amazonian woodland. These shifting dynamic of illegal cultivations had not at last an impact on the whole Andean region, so that losses on production areas in Colombia could be counter-balanced with an increment in cultivations in Peru and Bolivia.

From 2000 to 2002, a downward movement in the net production of coca was observed within the entire Andean region (221,300ha to 170,300 ha), whereas between the years 2003 to 2006, this figure stagnated in these producing countries at an uncontested high level (153,800ha to 156,900ha). This was also attested by records indicating that the degree of purity and the prices for refined cocaine on the U.S. and European markets have remained at a stable level throughout the whole period of research. These developments could also not be countervailed by the facts that DIRAN and DynCorp reached annual records of fumigated hectare figures; that they succeeded in extending their missions to ever more departments; that an averaged 90 percent of the fumigated leaves were reported to be actually destroyed; and that the U.S. supported interdiction and air surveillance yielded ever rising numbers of detected illegal laboratories and confiscated shipments of cocaine and heroin.
 As a consequence, analysts qualified these dynamics as a solely containment of the problem. They stressed that a real solution for the narcotic production issue could only be achieved if the socio-economic and international dimensions of this problem –unaddressed by the Plan Colombia strategy– were seriously taken into consideration:

Colombia (…) continues to seize an impressive amount of its own cocaine, to intercept imports of precursor chemicals, and to destroy drug labs. It is also facing up to the corrupting power of the drugs trade on government, and seeking to break the links between drug trafficking and insurgency. 
But as the experience of Bolivia and Peru demonstrate, a long term reduction of the world’s supply of coca depends not only on effective law enforcement, but also on eradicating the poverty that makes farmers vulnerable to the temptation of growing lucrative illicit crops. All Andean countries require greater support for development assistance that can generate growth and create brighter prospects for communities at the beginning of the supply chain. They should also be encouraged to work more closely together to exchange intelligence on trafficking flows and carry out joint operations. 
The solution to the Andean coca problem does not rest solely in the region. Andean governments would not be grappling with a problem on this scale if there was no global demand for cocaine.

PMSCs would of course argue that it lay in the responsibility of the governments to take the correct or inadequate policy decisions, while the companies were only contracted to assist in the implementation of these decisions.
 At the same time, however, it should not be ignored that assets as the disposability and expertise of PMSCs can indeed have an impact on the decision-making of politicians. Firstly, within the counter-narcotics strategy of Plan Colombia, PMSCs have carried out a dangerous activity, as was shown by the risk assessment of the U.S. State Department and the high number of injuries and deaths of DynCorp employees and Colombian nationals. Although official U.S. personnel have supervised and verified the implementation of the strategy, they did not carry out operations in the “field” by their own. It can thus be assumed that the decision in support of the assistance to operations in Colombia’s hard-fought drug production regions revealed itself less discomforting when no own soldiers had to be calculated among the potential victims. Secondly, notwithstanding the explicitly declared will to transfer most activities associated with Plan Colombia to the Colombian counterparts as soon as possible, the Colombian air personnel were reportedly not prepared to assume the functions from PMSCs, neither in terms of their quantity, nor regarding the stage of their formation, which regularly extended to several years and required a certain degree of experience. As a consequence, in the foreseeable future, PMSC services would have to be continuously provided and the funding of pilot training programs held on a stable level if long-term results were to be achieved in this sector.

Therefore, PMSCs have contributed to a massive narcotic crop eradication strategy which without their support and long standing experience in Colombia would not have been realized in this form. This strategy –due to the choice and management of the spraying herbicide, the non compliable guidelines during and around the eradication operations, the lacking integration of socio-economic and international dimensions of the drug production in Colombia, the partly shifting of the armed conflict to new cultivation areas, and the underestimated adaptation of the drug traffickers– constituted an important factor for a partial aggravation of the security situation of Colombian civilians inhabiting the traditional and new drug production regions. The physical integrity and food security of many rural households were put at risk by the fumigations. Because of the partially evoked internal displacements and the rejection of state authorities to assist fugitive farmers who abandoned narcotic crop cultivation, the security situation was deemed to remain unstable in the receiving communities of the refugees. Finally, the not thoughtfully enough conceptualized and implemented alternative cultivation programs have likewise left parts of the local communities in a temporary state of precariousness and indigence.

The Rules of Engagement for PMSCs Envisioned in Plan Colombia

Regarding their legal status at the national, regional and international level, PMSCs move in a regulative grey-zone which falls short of the enhanced relevance of the privatized security market and the variety and quality of their activities. Since this aspect has been described at length in terms of its international and regional dimensions elsewhere,
 this section will only concentrate on the most important fundaments of the PMSC deployment in Colombia.

As far as U.S. regulations for private security personnel were concerned, it was held that the companies’ employees were not subject to the Uniform Code of Military Justice –the most important and comprehensive guidelines regulating the conduct of U.S. military members–, unless there were a formal declaration of war. Two legislative acts which applied to contractors were the Military Extraterritorial Jurisdiction Act (2000) on the one hand, and the Patriot Act (2001), which was adopted after the 9/11-attacks, on the other hand. Both acts addressed only some, but by far not all relevant security issues which were of significance in a given location of deployment. Additionally, the acts remained relatively untested in U.S. courts and did prove ineffective in order to promptly prosecute PMSC personnel who, alike U.S. soldiers, were held responsible for inhuman abuse incidents in Iraqi prisons.

The fact that U.S. soldiers and contractors working in the same deployment setting executed their missions according to different standards was then intended to be addressed by a new Department of Defense Instruction (2005) which not at last was a reaction to considerable coordination- and competence problems between the U.S. military and PMSCs in the context of the ongoing Iraq war. This instruction stipulated a rule whereby contractors who would fall into the hands of the enemy during an armed conflict should be entitled the “prisoner of war” status as defined in the Geneva Convention Relative to the Treatment of Prisoners of War of 1949. But it seems that this guideline was not applied to the Colombian context: until the time of writing, the U.S. government did not change its stance towards three employees of California Microwave Systems captured by FARC rebels in February 2003, since it continued to use the term “hostages” for them.
 

Therefore, in the majority of the cases, contractors depended primarily on the Status of Forces Agreement between the U.S. government and the country of deployment. Such an agreement could establish the rule whereby contractors were subject to the law of the country in which they were serving, depending then on effective governance institutions of the host country. But these agreements just as well could simply consist of an immunity status. In such cases, contractors who breached the law had to count with their dismissal at worst.
  

In respect of Colombian regulations for PMSC activities, it was held that all forms of U.S. funded assistance including the services of contracted personnel based on a series of multi- and bilateral agreements signed in the past decades. The fundament of the cooperation in the security field consisted in the multilateral Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance (Rio-Treaty; 1948) in which the countries of the western hemisphere have pledged to grant themselves mutual support in case of an immediate threat of one of the treaty members. In 1959, a bilateral treaty was signed which stipulated the general rule whereby every forthcoming treaty between both states could be ratified through the simple signature of the responsible Colombian Minister (normally the Foreign Minister) in accordance with the cabinet, and without the need to submit the document to an examination of a third controlling instance, as could be, for instance, the Colombian Congress or a court. This was followed by a general agreement concerning economic, technical and related assistance (1962) which included some concretizing paragraphs about U.S. military support towards Colombia. These stipulated that both the members of U.S. military and other contracted U.S. personnel sent to Colombia should enjoy the same privileges like the U.S. diplomatic staff hosted in the Colombian territory. All following agreements in the security sector have been signed as respective “annexes” of this frame treaty. This was also the case for Plan Colombia which was adopted as an annex in the year 2000 and updated in 2004. According to the official interpretation of the Colombian government, the activities of PMSCs therefore were also covered by these Plan Colombia annexes.
 

A critical point here concerns the fact that in the meantime of this long series of agreements, a new Colombian Constitution entered into force in 1991, which prescribed that every international treaty forming a ground for future bi- or multilateral cooperation had to be submitted for revision to the Colombian Congress. In addition, the Constitutional Court was likewise obliged to scrutinize international treaties in regard of their constitutionality. Only subsequent agreements based at such initial frame treaties could then be ratified in a simplified form which would not require the two revision steps anymore. As a consequence, a Colombian collective of lawyers submitted the 1959-agreement to the Constitutional Court questioning if it would not also need to undergo a constitutional revision by the Court. In its sentence, the Court stated that not the 1959-agreement but instead the Colombian law N° 80 (Ley 80 de 1993) constituted the due basis for the respective agreements on foreign assistance. According to the judges, this law would cover all treaties between Colombia and other countries the subject of which were international grants and allowances. A critical aspect of this decision, in turn, is that it de facto allowed for the possibility that the Colombian government accepted any kind of international assistance without a political or legal revision from a third authority.

Irrespective of the argumentative path one may select, in both cases the implication was the same: employees of U.S. PMSCs serving on Colombian territory enjoyed a status of remarkably privileged “civilians”. They were treated as common U.S. diplomatic staff on Colombian territory. They were given a categorical freedom from prosecution under Colombian law. And, since President Uribe has signed a respective bilateral agreement requested by the Bush Administration in September 2003, contractors just as U.S. military personnel were assured non-delivery to the International Criminal Court.

Thus, in an overall view with the unsatisfying legal instruments at the international and the regional level and the questionable legal accountability of PMSCs in the U.S., it can be stated that private security personnel serving in the frame of Plan Colombia were opened a window of opportunity to move beyond the legal space proportioned to Colombian and third country civilians in Colombia, without having to fear juridical consequences. In the light of this general regulative freedom in Colombia, two further questions come in mind: first, to what extend PMSC personnel were held accountable by their client while carrying out their contractual duties? And second, which civilian security implications did this legal status have on the contractors’ conduct off-time in Colombia?

Obligations During the Accomplishment of PMSC Functions
PMSCs serving in the context of Plan Colombia were neither acting on the ground of self proclaimed directives nor completely uncontrolled. The basic guidelines for the counter-narcotic and counter-insurgency policies were developed by representatives of the U.S. and Colombian governments, not PMSCs. The client (United States) was not simply sitting in the “distant” Washington and waiting for results. The U.S. was present with its own administrative and military personnel in the country of concern and, given the continuing illegal exports of narcotics from Colombia to the U.S., they had a vital interest in the success of the contracted companies. In respect of its share of funds on Plan Colombia, the U.S. government insisted on its right to determine which sectors should be proportioned with what amount of resources from these funds. The administration and allocation of U.S. assistance rested therefore exclusively in the hands of U.S. institutions. It was thus the U.S. administration who decided what kind of PMSCs it wanted to cooperate with, and which functions of Plan Colombia should be covered by the companies. Accordingly, the U.S. also reserved their right to supervise, evaluate, and coordinate the work of PMSCs with the likewise deployed U.S. military personnel and the Colombian security institutions in Colombia, wherefore a double-tracked chain of instructions was used:

The first strand took course from the U.S. State Department, to the there located Bureau for International Narcotics and Law Enforcement (INL), and to the Narcotics Affairs Section (NAS) in the U.S. Embassy in Bogotá, Colombia. NAS was responsible for the counter-narcotic strategy of Plan Colombia and supervised those PMSCs who have been contracted to perform functions in this field.

The second strand went along the chain from the U.S. Defense Department, to the U.S. Southern Command (Southcom) in Miami (Fla.), and the Military Group which was also based at the U.S. Embassy in Colombia and supervised the PMSCs contracted in the military sector.

Both of these Embassy divisions were responsible for monitoring the compliance with the troop cap for the private security and U.S. military personnel and to bring the support services of these two groups in Colombia in line.
 In issues of Plan Colombia, the U.S. Embassy not only was the primary contact of reference for the Colombian government, but also for the Colombian security institutions which were the beneficiaries of Plan Colombia goods and services. Every process linked to Plan Colombia which was supplied by U.S. funds or was regarded as a condition for continuing the transfer of these funds was accompanied by the U.S. Embassy. Consistently, every relevant procedural step had to be arranged with and examined by the authorized embassy representatives.

The division of labor between the different actors can be demonstrated by an extract of the working process of DIRAN and PMSCs: it lay in the competence of DIRAN to prepare periodic satellite-based reviews of the existing narcotic crops in Colombia. In a second step, this data was verified by flight missions and examined in terms of the question if a national park, an indigenous autonomy territory, or the like was located in the identified narcotic crops zone. Subsequently, a long-term chronogram about the forthcoming eradication missions detailing concrete locations, time frames, and the required personnel and materials was developed. This chronogram was then submitted to NAS which surveyed it and also decided if the requested resources could be actually procured. Since, for instance, the aircraft enclosed in Plan Colombia have not only served for narcotic crop eradication but also for other flight support missions, the coordination of the utilization of these means was necessary. With the final decisions of NAS, both DIRAN and DynCorp were given the instruction to carry out the next spraying phase. At this level of planning and decision making, it thus was NAS who presided over the PMSC and who was authorized to give instructions to the private security personnel. Only on behest of this Embassy division, the developed chronograms could be implemented. So, it was not thinkable, for instance, that DIRAN or DynCorp would accomplish eradications on their own initiative and without the accordance of NAS.

Once an authorization was given and a team composed of DIRAN and DynCorp personnel was allocated on an operational DIRAN basis in order to carry out an eradication mission, both groups were acting as equal partners. While DIRAN employees were supervised by a DIRAN commander, the PMSC personnel disposed of their own spokesman. None of these representatives was authorized to give instructions to the members of the respective other group. Through the cooperation of the representatives the groups were held to agree on all working activities as well as to mutually update themselves about the daily advances. 

The conduct of the participants of the spraying missions was regulated by a specific operational protocol. In case of an armed attack against the spray planes, for instance, the protocol instructed the pilots of the planes to immediately uplift the altitude of flying and thereby directing the aircraft out of reach of fire. In case the threat continued, PMSC-, DIRAN-, or intelligence personnel who would observe the operation site from an associated reconnaissance plane was instructed to revoke the entire operation and to request all participants to return to the operational base on ground.

A spraying phase was regularly followed by a verification process of the concluded missions, in which the effectiveness of the eradication and potential claims of the concerned communities were supposed to be scrutinized. This process was undertaken by a commission composed of representatives of DIRAN and NAS, the Colombian National Directorate for Narcotics (DNE), the Interior- and Environment Ministries, the Colombian Institute of Agriculture and Fishery, as well as independent engineers and scientists (see also above).
 

This example can be regarded as representative for most services of contractors carried out in the context of Plan Colombia. PMSCs did not act autonomously or by their own initiative, nor did they perform singular and stand-alone duties. Rather, they filled gaps in specific, well defined sections within a wider working context in which various institutions had their share, and their missions formed part of a broader strategy directed towards the aims to support the Colombian security forces in their fight against drug trafficking and -since 2002- also against insurgents, and to assist in their structural reforms. Operations like the aerial eradication or airborne surveillance were frequently carried out by mixed teams of PMSC- and official employees, and many of the delivered resources were destined to familiarize the Colombian counterparts with sophisticated techniques and procedures, so that they henceforward would be enabled to apply these methods by their own. This intertwined division of labor between private and public figures resulted in a setting whereby the support of the companies would have yielded only limited effectiveness if the official security personnel would not simultaneously have met their duties, too, – and vice versa.

Thus, on the one hand the companies indeed disposed of some leeway in terms of the actual ways of performing the contractual agreements, their personnel policies, the concrete quality of their services, etc. On the other hand, however, the performance of the companies has been supervised, evaluated and coordinated with other processes and institutions involved in Plan Colombia by the U.S. Embassy. The aforementioned example of a prematurely terminated MPRI-contract, in turn, points to the fact that, for reasons of effectiveness, the U.S. government was by all means prepared to bring the cooperation with a PMSC to whom it traditionally had shared a good relationship
 to an end. Aside from these supervising functions of local U.S. officials, it was therefore the risk of loosing a governmental contract which provided for a minimal accountability of the companies. This accountability, however, held true only towards the U.S. client and only in terms of the agreed contractual contents, but not towards the Colombian government or, much less, the Colombian people.
Regulative Freedom Outside the Workplace

What have been the implications of the unregulated legal status of PMSC personnel for civilian security in the time beyond their contractual duties? In order to explore this question it firstly would be important to know if Colombian civilians were aware of the presence of PMSCs in their country and if they were able to distinct between U.S. military personnel and company employees. As the interviews revealed, there were big differences between the urban population, who normally lived far from the locations of deployment of PMSCs, and the rural population, who lived close to the bases and towns where private security personnel were accommodated, or who got into contact with them by means of their activities, as for instance, the eradications or maintaining services on radar stations. Some civilians worked as employees in military bases or hotels where contractors lived. Information about PMSCs could also be acquired from some reports in the Colombian media or even guerrilla propaganda, in the latter of which presumably no clear division lines between U.S. military and PMSC personnel have been drawn. With regard to their working and leisure clothing, contractors did not exhibit a consistent practice, so that neither it was always possible to determine if the employees were in service or not, nor did it seem feasible to externally distinguish the firms’ employees from official U.S. military personnel.

A further distinction criterion would be the question if the bases where PMSC personnel were accommodated have been strictly guarded, and if they were instructed not to leave the basis for security reasons, or if they rather stayed at relatively safe locations allowing the employees to get into contact with the surrounding local communities. In contrast to the operational DIRAN base in San José de Guaviare, capital of the department Guaviare and a traditional narcotic cultivation region with a high presence of guerrilla groups, where contractors (and U.S. military personnel) lived completely separated, another part of PMSC personnel who were deployed in the vacation resorts Melgar (Department Tolima) and Tumaco (Department Nariño) mostly were not accommodated in military installations. Instead, they rented hotels or apartments in the town centers. They would hire local inhabitants as cleaning or kitchen personnel and integrate in the local “night life”.
 

In regard of crimes against civilians, two cases of sexual abuse became known. The first concerned 53 female minors and young women in the town of Melgar and the neighboring Girardot. In August 2004, reports were published according to which contractors were accused of producing twelve pornographic floppy discs and 53 videos with the respective women and some additional male actors. These videos were offered for sale at the black markets of different Colombian towns and in the internet. Many of the women were minors who belonged to lower social classes. They were proposed the offer to participate in pornographic film productions at the street or while working for the contractors in their accommodation locations. Apparently, they were promised to gain a large amount of money as measured by the average local incomes. As the payments never came, some of them informed the police, whereby the case became actually public. Many of the women concerned were forced to leave their hometowns due to humiliations they and their families have suffered in their communities. The second case of abuse likewise occurred in Melgar when a PMSC employee -together with an U.S. sergeant- sexually abused a 12-year old Colombian girl in August of 2007.
 The incidences bring back to mind the scandal of DynCorp in Bosnia, where some employees were accused of involvement in an international human trafficking ring and forced prostitution of female minors. Some 180 company employees were deployed there in 1995 for the assistance in humanitarian and peace keeping missions. The only sanction some of the DynCorp employees faced at that time was the dismissal by the firm’s director.
 

Although no further incidents of this type became public, it is possible to derive some general implications for the security of civilians from these cases, which would be likewise applicable for similar incidents: Firstly, this was a crime committed by several individuals, not a systematically observable conduct of PMSC personnel in Colombia. The closeness to the local population and thus the opportunity to commit such an action seemed to have constituted critical factors here. Contractors living in isolated and secured bases had much less opportunities to get into contact with local communities. Secondly, it is beyond question that such crimes can be and indeed are also committed by official soldiers of national or international armies.
 Thirdly, the essential difference between regular soldiers and private security personnel, though, was the fact that for the latter there were no control mechanisms available to prosecute such crimes. As was argued above, the fundamental immunity guaranteed to U.S. contractors in Colombia posed an opportunity to move beyond the legal sphere without fearing the risk of legal sanctions. Unlike the employees in Bosnia, in this case no dismissals of the accused have been reported. Contrary to the U.S. military personnel, private security employees were not subject to a military code and could not be held accountable before a military court. And as opposed to members of the Colombian security forces, whose conduct –not least in regard of their human rights performance– was regularly certified by the U.S., no similar security clearances of contractors have taken place.
 A requested discussion on the part of Colombian civil society representatives about these unequal legal standards within respective authorities have reportedly been hindered by U.S. representatives. Quite the contrary: when members of a lawyer collective –just as U.S. officials on their on-site inspections to examine the human rights practice of Colombian military units– were about to collect on-site information of the abuse incidents and to hold talks with the local population, they were constantly “accompanied” by PMSC employees, – a behavior that admittedly raised more suspicion than trust.

At this individual level of conduct, a certain deterioration of security –very limited in terms of extent and quantity– by the direct interference of private security personnel can thus be assumed. Because this non-regulation of PMSCs remained unchallenged, it constituted a latent threat of civilian security which may have led to further similar incidents at any time.

Conclusion

Drawing on a recent (and ongoing) PMSC deployment in Colombia, the article raised the questions if and to what extent private security personnel could affect the security of civilians in a given area of operation. This question was addressed by the analysis of the actual functions of PMSCs at the one hand, and by the rules of engagement for their deployment on the other hand. While it was argued that due to their embedding in a complex mesh of institutions and directives the attribution of responsibilities for single actions was far from simple, the functional PMSC contribution to insecurity-augmenting policies and their unregulated legal status in Colombia constituted factors which –to a limited degree– worsened the security situation of civilians in this country.

Regarding the functions of contractors in the frame of Plan Colombia, the study showed that this deployment did not foresee a classic combat operation, in which the U.S. government would have engaged a contingent of U.S. soldiers and PMSC forces in order to offensively perform a military operation against adversaries. Among other reasons, the unwillingness to being gradually dragged into an internal conflict and thereby risking the lives of U.S. soldiers have constituted a critical factor during the initial passing of Plan Colombia in the U.S. Congress. So, the actual fight on the narcotic crop fields and the territories occupied by insurgents should be unalterably carried out by Colombian security forces.

In a second step, by resorting to a detailed analysis first of a technical force-multiplier task  and second to an operative function, the research demonstrated that, depending on the respective function, the consequences for the security of civilians can turn out very different. In the first case, –the modernization of the Colombian security forces– the focus of the companies was based at the delivery, installation and maintenance of logistic and technical equipment, the assistance in air surveillance operations, flight support, technical training and professional formation of Colombian personnel, and administrative consultancy. This contribution of PMSCs, however, constituted an integral part of a by far broader Plan Colombia strategy, in which a diverse range of further Colombian and U.S. security officials and institutions participated, and whose overall aim was to enhance the Colombian security forces’ technical predominance, mobility and reaction capacities and thereby shift the relative strength as compared to the insurgents towards the side of the state. The unquestionably military direction of Plan Colombia provoked an intensification of the armed conflict and was therefore reflected in a considerably deteriorating security situation of civilians until 2003. While the technical performance of the companies in this sector has been of functional importance, at this stage it was not possible to attribute to them a direct responsibility on the precarious and subsequently improving security situation of civilians in Colombia.

In the second case, analyzing the operative PMSC function of aerial eradications of narcotic crops, the paper again showed that private security personnel acted amidst a larger institutional structure, so that these companies alone could not justifiably be accused of actual detriments to civilian security. Nevertheless contractors have played a key role in this sector. Firstly, they assumed a dangerous activity with which they risked their lives and which the U.S. government was not willing to transfer into the hands of its own military. Secondly, throughout the entire period of research it was reportedly not possible to substitute PMSC personnel through Colombian nationals, because, for instance, pilot trainings would have required more time and practical experiences on the part of the Colombian pilots concerned. Without the disposability and expertise of PMSCs, the counter-narcotic strategy thus would not have been realized to such an extent. Due to many conceptual and financial shortcomings of the social component of Plan Colombia and the underestimated adaptability of drug traffickers, the security of parts of the rural population has been temporarily deteriorated. 

As far as the specific rules of engagement for the PMSC deployment in Colombia are concerned, the provisions made both by the Colombian and the U.S. government resulted in the fact that U.S. contractors were assigned a diplomat-like status in Colombia which shielded them from prosecution and legal sanctioning in this country. During the phases of performing their contractual duties in Colombia, the firms were embedded in two directive chains starting in two U.S. Departments and ending in two divisions of the U.S. Embassy in Colombia. Their performance was inspected and evaluated on-site, so that some form of minimal accountability regarding the contractual agreements towards the U.S. client can be assumed. Regarding the time spent outside the contractual activities, in contrast, private security personnel moved in a legal grey-zone, which in sporadic cases led to the detriment to the physical integrity of civilians. These incidents occurred in settings where PMSC employees were not accommodated in secured and separated military bases, but in common hotels and apartments in the midst of smaller towns where they could move unrestrictedly. Thus, the immediate closeness to the local population –including the opportunity to immediate contact– constituted a relevant factor in this aspect. In order to resume the results of the study, the following hypotheses emerge:
1. The question if private security personnel can affect the physical security of civilians in a given operational setting depends on the specific function assigned to them within a frame of deployment. Operative functions bear a far larger potential to affect the security of civilians than functions of a mere logistic or technological nature.

2. The direct responsibility of PMSCs for impacts on the security of civilians depends on the question if they enjoy a major autonomy while performing their duties, or if they instead act within a broader web of institutions where many figures do contribute to one specific outcome. The more a contractor deployment is embedded in a complex mesh of institutions and the more contractors depend on decisions, instructions and contributions of other participating institutions, the less it is possible to attribute them a direct responsibility for the consequences on civilian security.

3. As the simple assignment of responsibility for certain actions alone would not yet lead to any legal consequences, the existence, rigidity and denseness of regulative structures for a contractor deployment and the individual conduct of private security personnel play a key role as to direct effects for the security of civilians. The more uncertain the legal status of PMSC personnel and the less the control of compliance of the existing rules, the more probable the civilian security will be negatively affected by the companies.

4. The security of civilians is affected by the existence of opportunities to physical contact to private security personnel. The more opportunities are given for the direct contact between PMSC employees and civilians, and the less non-regulated the conduct of the former, the more probable negative consequences for the security of civilians can be expected.

As the relationship between the deployment of PMSC and the security of civilians in a given operational setting have remained academically unexplored so far, this study can be regarded as a first attempt to test an analytical path in order to gain more clarity in this question. The generated hypotheses could constitute a starting point for longer timed field- and comparative studies focusing this relationship which for their part would serve to confirm, advance or revise the hypotheses elaborated here. Although the hypotheses have been derived from the analysis of PMSCs in a low-intensity conflict, they nonetheless bear the potential to being also transferable to humanitarian or post-conflict deployments.
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