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Chapter 1: Introduction

Drawing on two-and-a-half decades’ worth of practice and scholarship, disarmament,
demobilization, and reintegration (DDR) programs have evolved rapidly in both reactive and
proactive ways, seeking to capture and implement best practices while also anticipating future
challenges. The World Bank-facilitated Multi-Country Demobilization and Reintegration
Program (MDRP) was an ambitious attempt to channel twenty years of experience in DDR into
an experimental program that sought not only to provide DDR assistance at the national level, as
was the norm at the time, but also to engage at the regional level. The MDRP was a reaction to
the conflict nexus that included a number of the African Great Lakes countries. The program was
characterized by its mix of international support, national ownership, and, distinctively, regional
focus. While reviews of the MDRP have been mixed, it is notable that despite the existence of
conflict clusters in other regions of the world (i.e., the Middle East, the Balkans, East and West
Africa), the MDRP and its successor, the TDRP, are still the only regionally-focused DDR
programs that have been implemented on a large scale and over a relatively long time period.

This paper evaluates the MDRP according to its objectives, and based on these findings, will
provide projections about whether or not regional DDR programs would work in other regions
characterized by cross-border conflicts. With these guiding thoughts in mind, this paper seeks to
answer the question: to what extent did the MDRP achieve its stated objectives, and to what
extent did the regional focus contribute to or limit its achievements? Given the analysis of the
MDRP in the Great Lakes region, is a program of similar design and aims likely to succeed in
other areas affected by regional conflicts?

a. Outline and Summary of Findings

The paper proceeds as follows: first, | provide a general overview of DDR history and a brief

discussion of topical literature; second, | discuss the background and makeup of the MDRP; third,

I introduce and evaluate the MDRP’s stated criteria; fourth and finally, | offer concluding



thoughts on the program and its replicability for other regions and conflicts.

To answer the hypothesis, | have started with the MDRP’s chosen indicators, and added
additional ones to round out the analysis. These indicators are: reduction in internally displaced
persons and refugees; war recurrence; progress on DDR; human development; gross domestic
product per capita; military expenditure over time; arms proliferation; and finally, the
unemployment rate. Overall, | find that the MDRP made progress on about half of the chosen
indicators, with mixed results on the other half; only one indicator, war recurrence, is evaluated as
negative. In sum, then, | rate the MDRP as having some positive effects on the conflict
environment. While there is no comparison for the MDRP, given that it was and still is the only
regional DDR program, it is important to state that DDR programs generally are not a panacea for
peace. Therefore, given the MDRP’s revolutionary design and aims, and the positive, if
somewhat limited influence on the security and economic situations of both the individual
beneficiary countries and the region as a whole, | recommend that a similar program likely could
be executed with some success in other regions with similar conflict dynamics. A stronger
recommendation is not proffered due to both the time limitation in evaluating a program that has
closed only recently, and a critical analysis of what DDR programs can achieve, given the highly

complicated, volatile, and ever-changing conflict dynamics into which they are deployed.



Chapter 2: DDR Overview

While the World Bank and its partners approached the program through both a security
and economic lens, the program was branded as a DDR initiative, and therefore it is worth
reviewing here the basic tenets of DDR, some important discussions and debates surrounding its
implementation, and a brief history of DDR’s evolution in practice.!

DDR is “[a] process that contributes to security and stability in a post-conflict recovery
context by removing weapons from the hands of combatants, taking the combatants out of
military structures and helping them to integrate socially and economically into society by finding
civilian livelihoods.”? DDR thus is an exercise in civil-military cooperation, economic growth
and integration, and it establishes psychosocial mechanisms through which ex-combatants can
find support as they navigate the difficult process of rejoining societies which may only know
them as aggressors.

Since the late 1980s/early 1990s when the United Nations implemented its first DDR
program as part of the United Nations Observer Group in Central America (ONUCA), DDR
policy and practice have evolved tremendously. ®* DDR still targets ex-combatants, but in recent
years, has focused increasingly on especially vulnerable groups, including child soldiers and
female combatants. In fact, the United Nations (UN) notes five target populations for the
reintegration phase in particular: adults (male and female); child soldiers; non-combatants who

are closely associated with the war effort; special needs ex-combatants, including those afflicted

! Depending on the terms used and the agency or party in question, the process known commonly as “DDR” has
anywhere between three (Disarmament, Demobilization, and Reintegration) and five (Disarmament, Demobilization,
Repatriation, Reintegration and Resettlement) stages. To further complicate things, the World Bank commonly referred
to the process carried out during the MDRP as D&R (Demobilization and Reintegration) due to its stance on
disarmament, discussed below. For the purposes of this paper, | use both of the terms, DDR and D&R.

2 “Level 1: General IDDRS Glossary: Terms and Definitions,” in Operational Guide to the Integrated Disarmament,
Demobilization and Reintegration Standards (New York: United Nations, August 2006), 6, http://www.iddrtg.org/wp-
content/uploads/2013/05/IDDRS-1.20-Glossary1.pdf.

3 Macartan Humphreys and Jeremy M. Weinstein, “Demobilization and Reintegration,” Journal of Conflict Resolution,
51, no. 4 (August 2007): 531 — 532, www.jstor.org/stable/27638565. JSTOR.
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http://www.iddrtg.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/05/IDDRS-1.20-Glossary1.pdf
http://www.jstor.org/stable/27638565

with disability; and dependents of ex-combatants.*

Though the UN has carried out numerous DDR programs, it is not the only participant in
the space. National governments and regional/international organizations including the
government of Rwanda, the World Bank, and the African Union have also facilitated programs,
usually in concert with a multitude of other partners. ® To this point, there is considerable debate
about which facilitators or implementing partners contribute to the most effective and lasting
DDR processes. However, it must be emphasized that DDR is only one portion of the peace
process and must not be seen as a cure-all. While DDR is meant to be an integrated (and often
sequenced) process, each step has its own sets of guidelines, best practices, and criticisms.

a. Disarmament

When the process is completed sequentially, disarmament is the first phase of DDR, and
is characterized by “the collection, documentation, control and disposal of small arms,
ammunition, explosives [including mines] and light and heavy weapons of combatants and often
also of the civilian population. Disarmament also includes the development of responsible arms
management programmes.”® Scholars debate whether or not it is effective or necessary to
complete the steps sequentially; some argue adamantly against such a constrictive practice,
particularly when local and regional conditions bode ill for DDR’s prospects.” Shibuya claims

that the focus on proceeding sequentially “misses the more psychological aspects of a successful

4“Level 2: Concepts, Policy and Strategy of the IDDRS,” in Operational Guide to the

Integrated Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration Standards (New York: United Nations, 2014), 1, 8,
http://unddr.org/uploads/documents/IDDRS%202.10%20The%20UN%20Approach%20t0%20DDR.pdf.

5 Guy Lamb and Jeremy Ginnifer, “Current Approaches to Disarmament, Demobilisation and Reintegration (DDR):
Programme Design and Implementation: Thematic Working Paper 1,” University of Bradford, Centre for International
Cooperation and Security (2008): 3,
https://bradscholars.brad.ac.uk/bitstream/handle/10454/7297/DDR%20Working%20Paper%201.pdf?sequence=2&isAll
owed=y.

6 “Level 2,” 25; W. Andy Knight, "Disarmament, Demobilization, and Reintegration and Post-Conflict Peacebuilding
in Africa: An Overview," African Security 1, no. 1 (2008): 28, doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/19362200802285757,
Taylor & Francis Online.

7 Mats Berdal and David H. Ucko, “Introduction to the DDR Forum: Rethinking the Reintegration of Former
Combatants,” International Peacekeeping 20, no. 3 (2013): 317, doi: 10.1080/13533312.2013.843971, Taylor &
Francis Online.
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program.”® One oft-advanced argument is that DDR as it is termed may be facetious — in fact, in
some cases it may be advantageous to begin demobilization before disarmament, as was the case
in Mozambique.® Another facet of the discussion involves whether or not security considerations
(addressed during disarmament) should necessarily precede economic ones (addressed during
reintegration).

Going beyond its technical components, the goal of disarmament is not only to mitigate
the use of weapons in armed conflict, but also to establish a secure environment whereby the risk
of renewed conflict is reduced, and in which relevant parties feel ownership over the larger peace
process.!! Despite its importance in the overall DDR process, implementers often place too much
focus on disarmament while under-emphasizing the other phases, because progress towards
disarmament is highly evident, for example, through demonstrating the number of small arms or
ammunitions collected. 12 Shibuya in fact views demobilization and reintegration as “deeper and
more meaningful” than disarmament, and Muggah (2005) echoes these sentiments.3

Nevertheless, much of the disarmament process is geared toward longer term objectives.
For example, the U.N.’s Integrated Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration Standards
(IDDRS) describes four elements of disarmament: one, information collection and operational
planning; two, weapons collection or retrieval; three, stockpile management; and four,
destruction.** Each of these stages is designed not only for short-term cataloging and destruction

of weapons, but also towards establishing a culture of peace.

8 Eric Y. Shibuya, Demobilizing Irregular Forces (Cambridge: Polity, 2012), 48.

9 Ibid., 58.

10 Jonah Schulhofer-Wohl and Nicholas Sambanis, Disarmament, Demobilization, and Reintegration Programs: An
Assessment, ed. Birger Heldt (Stockholm: Folke Bernadotte Academy, 2010), 20.

11 ¢ evel 4 Operations, Programmes and Support: Disarmament,” in Operational Guide to the Integrated
Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration Standards (New York: United Nations, 2006), 4,
http://www.unddr.org/uploads/documents/Operational%20Guide.pdf.

12 Shibuya, Demobilizing Irregular Forces, 26.

13 Ibid., 26; Robert Muggah, “No Magic Bullet: A Critical Perspective on Disarmament, Demobilization and
Reintegration (DDR) and Weapons Reduction in Post-conflict Contexts,” The Round Table 94, no. 379 (April 2005):
246, doi: 10.1080/00358530500082684, Academic Search Complete, EBSCOhost.

14« evel 4,7 3.



http://www.unddr.org/uploads/documents/Operational%20Guide.pdf

Disarmament is often further broken into two stages, disarmament by force/command and
disarmament by consent, the former carried out in conjunction with the peace process, and the
latter a voluntary exercise by which combatants willingly turn in weapons, often, but not always,
for compensation.® Disarmament by force usually occurs after conflicts in which one side is the
obvious winner and is often carried out by other parties such as peacekeepers, whereas
disarmament by consent is usually practiced in situations where no one side can claim victory,
and is a longer-term process aimed at decreasing the overall availability of weapons in society.®
The track record for both types of disarmament is mixed.’

While these processes are quantifiable and verifiable, a number of theoretical qualitative
principles anchor these elements, including national ownership over the process; using DDR to
rebuild a safe and secure environment; and capacity building for national institutions, thereby
ensuring that the process can be owned and facilitated by local parties over the long term.® These
principles underscore that disarmament is not only concerned with weapons collection and
destruction, but also with the creation of conditions through which a war-torn society can move
on from deadly conflict, including by “addressing the culture of weapons.”*® Spear argues that
disarmament programs which consider “the 'normal’ role of guns in the society” are more apt to
have a lasting positive impact.?° However, Shibuya and Spear both note an important caveat,
which is the “regional impact of disarmament programs” and the need for regional participation

in order to quell weapons flows which may contribute to weapons proliferation in post-conflict

15 Shibuya, Demobilizing Irregular Forces, 31-37.

16 Joanna Spear, “The Disarmament and Demobilisation of Warring Factions in The Aftermath of Civil Wars: Key
Implementation Issues,” Civil Wars 2, no. 2 (Summer 1999) 2, doi: 10.1080/13698249908402404, Taylor & Francis
Online; Muggah, “No Magic Bullet,” 244-245.

17 Spear, “The Disarmament and Demobilisation of Warring Factions,” 2; Shane R. Doolan, “Coercive Disarmament
Demobilization and Reintegration (DDR): Can It Be Successful?” (Master’s thesis, Naval Postgraduate School, 2008)
V.

18 “Level 4,” 4; Robert Muggah, Innovations in Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration Policy and Research:
Reflections on the Last Decade (NUPI Working Paper 774) (Oslo: Norwegian Institute of International Affairs, July
2010), 3, http://reliefweb.int/sites/reliefweb.int/files/resources/3A3B973142511277852577670064DD75-nupi-ddr-
july2010.pdf.

19« evel 4,7 2.

20 Spear, “The Disarmament and Demobilisation of Warring Factions,” 3.
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environments.? Clearly the MDRP was designed with their thoughts in mind.

Doctrinally, the World Bank does not engage in disarmament activities, which limited the
scope of the MDRP’s activities to demobilization and reintegration.?? Therefore, unlike most
traditional DDR programs, the MDRP did not include disarmament directly as part of its
operations (national programs, however, did address disarmament).® A 2010 external MDRP
evaluation explains further: “[tlhe World Bank’s mandate precludes it from funding the
uniformed services in the security sector. The Bank can therefore not fund Disarmament, but has
become an increasingly important actor when it comes to Demobilization and Reintegration
(D&R).”%

b. Demobilization

If the disarmament phase of DDR is concerned with establishing conditions for peace,
demobilization takes this aim a step further. At its core, demobilization aims to transform the role
of combatants in society, bridging the gap between removing weapons from the hands of fighters
and rebuilding holistic, secure societies in which former combatants re-learn the rules and
benefits of normal citizenship. The IDDRS outlines a series of steps that demobilization
encompasses, including cantonment and reinsertion (the latter often included as a separate step).
The first step (cantonment) is to process and house or camp individual soldiers or regiments, and

the second step (reinsertion) is comprised of a "support package" that the ex-combatants receive,

21 shibuya, Demobilizing Irregular Forces, 27; Spear, “The Disarmament and Demobilisation of Warring Factions,” 4.
22 As its Operations Manual states, “[iJn view of its mandate, the Bank does not engage in peacemaking or
peacekeeping, which are functions of the United Nations and certain regional organizations. It also does not provide
direct support for disarming combatants.” The World Bank Operations Manual: Operational Policies (Washington,
D.C.: The World Bank, 2014), 2, http://siteresources.worldbank.org/OPSMANUAL/112526-
1124459412562/23587719/0P2.30 Final July 2014.pdf. However, as the MDRP Final Report from 2010 notes, “The
MDRP trust fund did not finance disarmament, but it included partners, i.e. governments and peacekeeping operations,
that were responsible for disarmament.” MDRP Final Report: Overview of Program Achievements (Washington, D.C.:
The International Bank for Reconstruction and Development / The World Bank, July 2010), 6,
http://www.tdrp.net/PDFs/MDRP_Final_Report.pdf.

2 Stephanie Hanson, “Disarmament, Demobilization, and Reintegration (DDR) in Africa,” Council on Foreign
Relations, last modified February 16, 2007, accessed April 25, 2017, www.cfr.org/world/disarmament-demobilization-
reintegration-ddr-africa/p12650.

24 Multi-country Demobilization and Reintegration Program: End of Program Evaluation Final Report (Oslo:
Scanteam, June 2010), 10, http://tdrp.net/mdrp/PDFs/MDRP_ReportFinalScanteam.pdf.



http://siteresources.worldbank.org/OPSMANUAL/112526-1124459412562/23587719/OP2.30_Final_July_2014.pdf
http://siteresources.worldbank.org/OPSMANUAL/112526-1124459412562/23587719/OP2.30_Final_July_2014.pdf
http://www.tdrp.net/PDFs/MDRP_Final_Report.pdf
http://www.cfr.org/world/disarmament-demobilization-reintegration-ddr-africa/p12650
http://www.cfr.org/world/disarmament-demobilization-reintegration-ddr-africa/p12650
http://tdrp.net/mdrp/PDFs/MDRP_ReportFinalScanteam.pdf

the purpose of which is to assist with their return to civilian life. % The support package could be
monetary in nature or could involve job training, for example.

Demobilization rests on several cornerstones, including sufficient civil-military and
governmental-nongovernmental cooperation, and the addition of minority groups, among them
women and children, into the process.?® As such, it is highly tied to security sector reform (SSR),
a relatively new development in the evolution of DDR processes as a result of more robust
peacekeeping missions and wider stabilization efforts.?” Shibuya’s conception of demobilization
is as a phase that “requires the removal of combatants from the command structures of their
groups whether a stand military or an irregular force.”?® Shibuya’s definition underscores an
important point: demobilization tackles not only non-state actors but also those embedded in
formal state structures.?® Another important principle, as outlined in the IDDRS, is the
inextricability of demobilization from the other DDR processes, disarmament and reintegration:
“[i]f there is a problem at any stage in the DDR process, the peace process can be

jeopardized.”30:3
c. Reintegration

There are generally three aspects of reintegration: addressing economic/financial woes;
improving education and skills; and providing psychological care for former combatants.®? As

stated, there is no clear break between any of the DDR phases, and as such, a successful

2 “Note by the Secretary-General on Administrative and Budgetary Aspects of the Financing

of the United Nations Peacekeeping Operations, A/C.5/59/31,” in Operational Guide to the Integrated Disarmament,
Demobilization and Reintegration Standards (New York: United Nations, 2014), 25,
http://www.unddr.org/uploads/documents/Operational%20Guide.pdf.

% “Level 4,” 2-3.

27 “Theories of Change on Security Sector Reform (SSR) & Demobilization, Disarmament, and Reintegration (DDR):
Policy Brief,” Alliance for Peacebuilding, accessed May 8, 2017, http://www.allianceforpeacebuilding.org/site/wp-
content/uploads/2015/03/FINAL-2015-SSR-and-DDR-Theories-of-Change.pdf; Muggah, “Innovations,” 4-5.

28 Shibuya, Demobilizing Irregular Forces, 59.

29 Ibid., 59.

30 “Level 4, 5.

31 Knight, “Disarmament, Demobilization, and Reintegration,” 33.

32 Lilli Banholzer, When do Disarmament, Demobilisation and Reintegration Programmes Succeed? Discussion Paper
8/2014 (Bonn: German Development Institute, 2014), 14. https://www.die-gdi.de/uploads/media/DP_8.2014.pdf.
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demobilization process sets the stage for successful reintegration.®® Nevertheless, despite the
close connection between the phases, “DDR programs have difficulty in achieving a smooth
transition from disarmament and demobilization to reintegration” due to a lack of support for
fighters during the reintegration process.* Another major problem that VVerkoren et al. note in the
transition from demobilization to reintegration is that reintegration assistance is sometimes
limited to monetary compensation and offers very little training or education.®

Spear and Zena note that reintegration can be more difficult in advanced economies due
to the skill deficit of many ex-combatants (the supply) vis—a—vis the skills that employers require
(the demand).® Some scholars have indeed called reintegration “the most complicated stage” of
DDR, owing to the challenge of combatants rejoining communities in which they are often
viewed and treated with antagonism due to their role in the conflict.>” As Knight articulates, one
of the tensions in the DDR literature analyzing the reintegration phase is the decision that must be
made over when to cease engaging with ex-combatants as they transition from former fighter to
civilian, meaning that perhaps support for ex-combatants is cut off prematurely in some
instances.® Knight argues that in fact this distinction between fighter and civilian “is artificial,”
and maintains that “[i]f, in fact, the main purpose of DDR is to build sustainable peace, it would
seem to make sense to include longer-term reintegration as part of DDR,” which is now
encompassed in the UN’s further distinction between reintegration (long-term efforts) and
reinsertion (short-term).% In addition, support for reintegration often wanes after the first two

DDR phases are completed, which could leave ex-combatants without the proper care to

33 Shibuya, Demobilizing Irregular Forces, 81.

34 Willemijn Verkoren, Rens Willems, Jesper Kleingeld and Hans Rouw, “From DDR to Security Promotion:
Connecting National Programs to Community Initiatives,” International Journal of Peace Studies 15, no. 2
(Autumn/Winter 2010): 8, JSTOR.

% Ibid., 8-9.

36 Spear, “The Disarmament and Demobilisation of Warring Factions,” 5; Prosper Nzekani Zena, “The Lessons and
Limits of DDR in Africa,” Africa Security Brief, no. 24 (January 2013): 3,
https://www.files.ethz.ch/isn/158581/AfricaBriefFinal 24.pdf.

37 Banholzer, When do Disarmament, Demobilisation and Reintegration Programmes Succeed?, 13.

3 Knight, “Disarmament, Demobilization, and Reintegration,” 29.

3 Ibid. 29.
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effectively rejoin their communities.*

Splitting the reintegration phase into reinsertion and reintegration, (hence “DDRR") as
referenced above, provides a “bridge” between disarmament and reintegration. 442 During
reinsertion (scholars suggest a period of up to one year), ex-combatants receive short-term
assistance in the form of food, medical, or employment, to name a few basic services.*®
Reintegration, by contrast, focuses more on the former combatants’ holistic well-being as they
transition from combatant to civilian and is generally not time-constricted.* Overall, these
arguments are integral to the larger debate about what constitutes effective DDR, and how
ineffective or insufficient DDR can actual be a cause for relapse or even increased conflict. 4°

d. Evolutions in Practice

Changes in DDR practice since the early 1990s and advances in peacekeeping,
development, and security literature and policy have occurred in tandem.“® Muggah argues that as
peacekeeping operations have become more robust and multidimensional, so too have DDR
programs expanded, now with “a concerted emphasis on consolidating peace and promoting
reconstruction and development” as opposed to earlier iterations which were primarily focused on
tackling fighters and expansive militaries, and not the wider conflict environment.*” This design
is evident in the MDRP, which focused not only on physical security, but also on economic
growth and development, and which ultimately was designed to tackle a very difficult and
entrenched regional conflict, demonstrating a sensitivity to regional and local circumstances.

Finally, Muggah notes that “[tlemporally and institutionally, DDR programmes are getting

40 Zena, “The Lessons and Limits,” 7.

4! Nicole Ball and Luc van de Goor, Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration: Mapping Issues, Dilemmas and
Guiding Principles (The Hague: Netherlands Institute of International Relations, August 2006), 3.
https://www.clingendael.nl/sites/default/files/20060800_cru_paper_ddr.pdf.

42 Ibid., 3.

4 Ibid., 2.

4 Ibid., 2-3.

4 Zena, “The Lessons and Limits,” 3.

46 Muggah, “Innovations,” 1.

47 Ibid., 1.
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longer, drawing on an ever larger caseload of combatants and (vulnerable) dependents and
becoming better resourced,” further demonstrating how DDR programs have increased both their
mandates and their reach, particularly relevant when discussing the lengthy and comprehensive

MDRP.*8
i. First-Generation DDR

Even though formal DDR programs began only in the late 1980s/early 1990s, varying
degrees of DDR practice were implemented decades earlier in conflicts such as the Second
Anglo-Boer War in 1902.* Throughout the twentieth century, DDR grew and developed as a
distinct field from peacekeeping, peacebuilding, and conflict resolution.

A more generous donor environment following the end of the Cold War helped DDR
solidify into a viable, well-funded practice which has now been used in tens of conflicts around
the world, although still heavily concentrated in Africa.>! Despite robust support and
programming, however, writings on DDR during the first generation “were generally technical in
nature, country specific, and did not actively consider the connections between DDR and debates
about human development, human security and poverty alleviation.”%? Second-generation
literature (post-2000) is both greater in quantity and more comprehensive than first-generation

DDR literature.®
ii. Second-Generation DDR

The MDREP is an example of second-generation DDR in practice. Unlike first-generation
DDR which, as mentioned, focused mainly on individual countries and left out wider

considerations of security and economic development, second-generation DDR is designed to

8 Ibid., 1.
4% Lamb and Ginnifer, “Current Approaches,” 3.
%0 Ibid., 3.
51 Ibid., 4.
%2 Ibid., 6.
%3 Ibid., 6.
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address these themes.

Second-generation DDR evolved as a response to instances of civil conflict/intrastate
war, often in weakened or collapsed states.>* As such, second-generation DDR occurs alongside
security reform.> A 2010 UN publication outlines the nuances between the DDR “generations”:

Whereas traditional DDR focuses mainly on combatants that are present within military

structures, the focus of Second Generation programmes shifts away from military

structures towards the larger communities that are affected by armed violence.

Traditional DDR involves a range of activities falling under the operational categories of

disarmament, demobilization and reintegration. Second Generation programmes, on the

other hand, include a number of different types of activities that can be implemented
when the preconditions for traditional DDR are not in place [emphasis added] in order to
support the peace process, build trust, contribute to a secure environment and help build
the foundation for longer term peacebuilding. Instead of implementing relevant
provisions of a peace agreement, Second Generation activities are programmed locally
using an evidence-based approach. These efforts, reinforced by regular assessments,
enable practitioners to more effectively and quickly adapt to new developments.*®

DDR during the second generation has developed from a series of experimental projects
in the late 1980s/early 1990s to a viable “industry,” bringing together practitioners, the military,
governments, and academics.®” Much of the focus in the second generation has been on
standardization of practices, which takes place alongside more robust and innovative programs
such as the MDRP.% Muggah (2010), acknowledging many of the debates within DDR literature,

has a positive perspective on how DDR programs overall have demonstrated “a progressive

professionalisation and standardization.”%
iii. The IDDRS

The UN’s publication of its Integrated Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration

54 Dean Piedmont,” The Role of Disarmament, Demobilization & Reintegration in Countering Violent Extremism,”
SSR 2.0 Brief no. 3 (June 2015): 6-7. http://reliefweb.int/report/world/role-disarmament-demobilization-reintegration-
countering-violent-extremism.

% United Nations Department of Peacekeeping Operations, Office of Rule of Law and Security Institutions,
Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration Section, Second Generation Disarmament, Demobilization and
Reintegration (DDR) Practices in Peace Operations: A Contribution to the New Horizon Discussion on Challenges
and Opportunities for UN Peacekeeping (New York: United Nations Department of Peacekeeping Operations, 2010) 3.
%6 Ibid., 3.

57 Lamb and Ginnifer, “Current Approaches,” 6.

%8 Ibid., 6-7.

59 Muggah, “Innovations,” 2.
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Standards in 2006 was the culmination of this standardization effort. The IDDRS was an attempt
to codify two decades’ worth of practice, focusing on UN programs, and is meant to be a
practitioner’s guide to successful DDR programs. The IDDRS “was a response to the fact that
DDR programmes [...] historically tended to be carried out in a disjointed, non-integrated way
due to poor coordination, poor planning and support, and sometimes competition among different
departments, agencies, funds and programmes.”®® The IDDRS is widely (some would argue,
overly) comprehensive, spanning hundreds of pages and including a lengthy Operational Guide
that covers topics such as HIV/AIDS, youth, and transitional justice under the rubric of DDR.®!

As the IDDRS and the Operational Guide illustrate, there is much more to consider as
part of a DDR process than just the three concrete stages. As second-generation DDR has
developed in policy and practice, policymakers and academics have paid increasing attention to
what may previously have been considered fringe issues and groups, such as women. Second-
generation DDR literature recognizes both women’s participation in, and contribution to, DDR.%?
This is a shift from earlier policy-making and literature, which considered women’s roles in the
peacemaking process without addressing their direct role in the conflict as fighters.®® Second-
generation DDR’s increased focus on women and fringe groups demonstrates the generation’s
overall shift from top-down to bottom-up styles, integrating development and local considerations
into DDR design and practice.®* The MDRP was an exercise in second-generation DDR, as

evidenced by its mandate, design, and aims, which encompassed not only traditional de-

60 _amb and Ginnifer, “Current Approaches,” 21.

61 United Nations Inter-Agency Working Group on Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration, Operational
Guide to the Integrated Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration Standards (New York: United Nations, 2014).
62 Sanam Naraghi Anderlini and Camille Pampell Conaway, “Disarmament, Demobilisation and Reintegration,” in
Inclusive Security, Sustainable Peace: A Toolkit for Advocacy and Action 2™ ed. (London and Washington, D.C.:
International Alert and Women Waging Peace, 2007), 4-8.

63 Tsjeard Bouta, Gender and Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration: Building Blocs for Dutch Policy, (The
Hague: Conflict Research Unit, Netherlands Institute of International Relations, March 2005), 5,
https://www.oecd.org/derec/netherlands/35112187.pdf.

64 Tatjana Stankovic and Stina Torjesen, Fresh Insights on Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration: A Survey
for Practitioners, ed. Robert Muggah and Cornelis Steenken (Oslo: Norwegian Institute of International Affairs
(NUPI), 2010), 13, https://www.files.ethz.ch/isn/120577/10163%20NUP1%20DDR.pdf.
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militarization, but also social and economic development. The MDRP addressed not only women,
for example, but also children and other vulnerable groups such as those afflicted with

HIV/AIDS.
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Chapter 3: MDRP Background
a. Overview
With a more solid understanding of DDR policy, practice, and evolution, I turn to discuss
the particulars of the MDRP, including its history and design. The World Bank spearheaded the
MDRP between 2002 and 2009 as a multilateral initiative geared to approach DDR at the regional
level. The MDRP covered seven countries in the Great Lakes region: Angola, Burundi, the
Central African Republic (CAR), the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC), the Republic of
Congo (RoC), Rwanda, and Uganda. As will be discussed, although the MDRP assisted with
DDR at the national level, its special programs addressed regional themes, thereby providing both
national and regional assistance, whereas previous programs focused almost exclusively on
national-level concerns. The World Bank chose this region in particular because it was the site of
Africa’s Great War, which was an internationalized civil war.%>%¢ Figure 1 in the Appendix
provides a cursory overview of the conflict details of the MDRP participant countries.
b. Roles and Responsibilities
As evidenced by its doctrinal opposition to conducting disarmament activities directly,
and due also to other factors, some have questioned the choice of the World Bank to lead a
program like the MDRP. Particularly given the UN's expertise in DDR and in this region in
particular, however, some aspects of the choice were advantageous, including the World Bank's
"reputation for sound fiduciary management and strong convening power [which other parties]

felt was important in a region of fragile states and sometimes diverging bilateral and multilateral

% For more on Africa’s Great War, see Christopher Williams, “Explaining the Great War in Africa: How Conflict in
the Congo Became a Continental Crisis,” The Fletcher Forum of World Affairs 37, no. 2 (Summer 2013): 81-100,
ProQuest; or Jason Stearns, Dancing in the Glory of Monsters: The Collapse of the Congo and the Great War of Africa
(New York: PublicAffairs, 2012).

86 “An internationalized non-international armed conflict is a civil war characterized by the intervention of the armed
forces of a foreign power.” Hans-Peter Gasser, “Internationalized Noninternational Armed Conflicts: Case Studies of
Afghanistan, Kampuchea, and Lebanon,” The American University Law Review, 33, no. 1 (1983): 145.
http://americanuniversitylawreview.org/pdfs/33/33-1/gasser.pdf.
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agendas."®’

Despite the Bank’s principal facilitating role, the MDRP was a true partnership,
comprised of 43 entities, including national governments, NGOs, and multilateral organizations.®
The World Bank had three roles: manager of the MDRP Secretariat, facilitator of the Multi-
Donor Trust Fund (MDTF), and co-financier of the national programs.®®"° National governments
“were responsible for the implementation of [domestic] DDR activities consistent with their
respective peace agreements.”’* UN agencies including the Department of Peacekeeping
Operations (DPKO) participated in the process.’”? The United Nations Organization Mission in the
Democratic Republic of the Congo (MONUC), for example, was involved in the DDR and
repatriation process in the DRC.”® NGOs “contributed local capacity and knowledge to the
program” due to their in-depth expertise in challenging local conditions.” Finally, regional
partners and other partners like the African Development Bank (AfDB) were involved in various
ways; the AfDB provided money for DDR in the DRC, as well as funds for the TDRP.™

Thirteen donors plus the World Bank contributed to the MDRP: the European
Commission, Germany, Belgium, Canada, Sweden, Denmark, Ireland, the United Kingdom, the
Netherlands, Finland, Italy, France, and Norway.’® In all, the estimated cost of the program was

$493 million, not including bilateral assistance given directly to the nationally-facilitated DDR

67 Multi-country Demobilization and Reintegration Program: End of Program Evaluation, 22.

% MDRP Final Report, 3, 11.

69 "MDRP activities are funded through a Multi-Donor Trust Fund (MDTF). As with most multi-donor trust funds, all
donor resources are pooled in a single Trust Fund account; there is no earmarking of funds for specific countries,
program activities, or cost categories is possible. The program estimates the size of the target group for eligible
countries, in order to ensure that adequate funding for each country, regardless of the start date of their respective
national programs.” “What is MDRP’s Multi-Donor Trust Fund?" Transitional Demobilization and Reintegration
Program (TDRP), accessed February 5, 2017, tdrp.net/mdrp/PDFs/What_Multi-donor_trust fund.pdf.

0 MDRP Final Report, 13.

" Ibid., 13.

2 |bid., 13.

3 Ibid., 13-14.

" Ibid., 14.

5 Ibid., 14.

6 “MDRP Fact Sheet: Multi-Country Demobilization and Reintegration Program (MDRP),” Multi-country
Demobilization and Reintegration Program (MDRP) & the World Bank, last updated August 2008, accessed June 27,
2016, tdrp.net/mdrp/PDFs/MDRP_FS 0808.pdf.
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programs.’” One unique aspect of the MDRP and its donor community was the commitment of
funds by the World Bank and donors to the initiative before the program began, demonstrating
the political will for DDR and encouraging national/regional stakeholders to thrown their own

support behind DDR efforts.™
c. Purpose and Aims

A 2008 program brochure articulates the MDRP’s overall aims as contributing “to the
overall security environment and to regional peacebuilding and stabilization processes in the
greater Great Lakes region, thus laying the groundwork for sustainable development.”’®

The MDRP Final Report goes into more detail:

The Regional Strategy and the MDRP, which operationalized the Strategy, aimed to

enhance the prospects for stabilization and recovery in the [Great Lakes Region, or

GLR], on the premise that the DDR of ex-combatants is a precursor for establishing

peace and restoring security, which in turn are preconditions for sustainable growth and

poverty reduction. The specific objectives of the program were:
a) To provide a comprehensive regional framework for DDR efforts for both
government and [other] forces in the GLR;
b) To establish a single mechanism for donor coordination and resource
mobilization; and
c) To serve as a platform for national consultative processes that lead to the
formulation of national demobilization and reintegration (D&R) programs.&°

Correia notes the program’s historical importance — the MDRP was the first of its kind: a
regionally-based and facilitated DDR program that involved multiple countries, and one whose
designers recognized the importance of coordinated and simultaneous conflict abatement among a
group of countries whose destructive paths had been historically intertwined.8!

Taking the MDRP documents and Correia’s commentary together, two themes emerge.

First, the MDRP was focused on regional security, not just national security. Second, the

7 Ibid.

8 Multi-country Demobilization and Reintegration Program: End of Program Evaluation, 1.

8 “MDRP Fact Sheet.”

8 MDRP Final Report, 11.

81 Maria Correia, “Special Report: Disarm, Demobilize and Reintegrate: Transforming

Combatants into Citizens to Consolidate Peace,” Development Outreach, 11, no. 2 (October 2009): 16, doi:
http://dx.doi.org/10.1596/1020-797X_11 2_16.
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architects of the program envisioned it as the first step in the larger process of sustainable
development, thereby situating it clearly within the realm of second-generation DDR. These
thematic observations when taken together demonstrate that the MDRP is revolutionary in that it
was the only program of its type to date, yet was also a reflection of a growing chorus calling for
better regional cooperation in DDR efforts. At the time and as has been previously discussed in
the literature, DDR scholarship and practice was moving steadily towards second generation,

typified by the UN’s publication of the IDDRS.®2
d. Program Design

The MDRP focused on three distinct but interrelated areas: national programs, special

programs, and cross-cutting and regional activities.®
i. National Programs

Although the program was a regional approach to DDR, the actual purely-DDR programs
were nationally-facilitated, meaning that the MDRP supported but did not directly run DDR
programs.® This difference is indicative of the MDRP’s focus on national ownership. In that
vein, the MDRP specifically supported national programs in Rwanda, Angola, the DRC, the RoC
and Burundi.® Within the national programs, the MDRP laid out the following six objectives:
disarmament, demobilization, reinsertion, reintegration, support to special groups, and program

implementation.® The MDRP championed national ownership over the process, but because of

82 “The IDDRS have been drafted on the basis of lessons and best practices drawn from the experience of all the
departments, agencies, funds and programmes involved to provide the UN system with a set of policies, guidelines and
procedures for the planning, implementation and monitoring of DDR programmes in a peacekeeping context. The three
main aims of the IDDRS are: * To give DDR practitioners the opportunity to make informed decisions based on a
clear, flexible and in-depth body of guidance across the range of DDR activities; * To serve as a common foundation
for the commencement of integrated operational planning in Headquarters and at the country level; * To function as a
resource for the training of DDR specialists.” “The Integrated DDR Standards (IDDRS),” United Nations, accessed
November 12, 2016, http://unddr.org/iddrs.aspx.

8 “MDRP Fact Sheet.”

84 Maria Correia, “MDRP and Regionality. Background note for the WDR 2011,” in World Development Report 2011:
Conflict Security and Development (Washington, D.C.: The International Bank for Reconstruction and
Development/The World Bank, 2011), 219.

8 “MDRP Fact Sheet.”

8 Not financed through the World Bank, per policy doctrine.
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the post-conflict environments in the target countries, implementation was challenging for
national facilitators, reflected in the program evaluation ratings.®’
ii.  Special Programs/Projects
In the two countries in which the MDRP did not support nationally-facilitated programs,
Uganda and the CAR, “special projects” were pursued instead.® Special projects included
support to vulnerable groups including children, and D&R activities in contested areas.?® Special
programs and projects were facilitated by program partners such as NGOs and UN agencies.*
For example, the United Nations Children's Fund (UNICEF) carried out a special program for
children in Burundi, which closed in 2005.
iii. Cross-cutting and Regional Activities
The third MDRP program component covered various initiatives including facilitating
learning about the intersection of DDR and related sectors such as health (HIV/AIDS), security
sector reform (SSR), and gender.®! At a regional level, the MDRP sought to aid in the repatriation
of combatants on foreign soil (COFs) to their countries of origin.® These activities were
facilitated by the World Bank.®
Overall, the MDRP’s architects hoped it would contribute to knowledge sharing, capacity
building, centralization of data management, and improved functions at the secretariat and trust

fund levels.*
iv. Program Management

Finally, the MDRP focused on program management, which encompassed various

8 MDRP Final Report, 2.

8 “MDRP Fact Sheet.”

8 Ibid.

% MDRP Final Report, 12.

91 “MDRP Fact Sheet.”

9 Ibid.

% MDRP Final Report, 12.

9 Report No. 23869-AFR: Greater Great Lakes Regional Strategy for Demobilization and Reintegration (Washington,
D.C.: The World Bank, 25 Mar. 2002), 21, http://tdrp.net/mdrp/PDFs/gl_dr_regional_strategy.pdf.
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supervisory roles for the World Bank and its implementing partners, including management of the
MDTF and the availability of technical assistance to participant countries.®® For example, target
countries could ask for technical or financial help in designing their national DDR programs, and
such requests were then vetted through internal MDRP committees.® Additional program
management responsibilities included monitoring and evaluation of MDRP-related activities to

contribute to the knowledge base and build on lessons learned.®’

% MDRP Final Report, 12-13.

% “MDRP Program Management and Implementation,” Transitional Demobilization and Reintegration Program
(TDRP), accessed February 1, 2017, tdrp.net/mdrp/PDFs/Progr_Manage_%20Implement.pdf.

9 Ibid.
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Chapter 4: Analysis
The MDRP serves as an example of how the international community prioritized DDR
and recognized its link to resolving comprehensively national and regional conflicts.
Nevertheless, despite its ambitious program, significant resources and high-level support, the
MDRP’s ability to positively shape conflict trajectories in the Great Lakes region has had some
positive, if limited effects on the environment, with one notable caveat, evidenced by an upsurge
in violence after the program’s close. Notwithstanding its multimillion-dollar budget and
multinational support, the internationally-facilitated MDRP failed to prevent a return to conflict
in at least three of the seven states it covered, namely, Burundi, the Central African Republic, and
the DRC. In addition, while the program handled an impressive number of ex-combatants
(300,000), still it failed to reach its stated target of 360,000.% While the difference may seem
small, the MDRP was not the first attempt at DDR in the individual countries; many had already
gone through, or were in the midst of, at least one DDR program. This means that DDR
architecture existed in many cases, which should theoretically should have made it easier for the
countries and the region to reach the goals, but this did not necessarily pan out. Finally, while
advocates of programmatic approach may argue that the MDRP’s emphasis on national
ownership absolves it of any blame for continuing violence and instability in the Great Lakes
region, it is also important to compare the programmatic objectives and ambitions with results
achieved to evaluate the efficacy of both the program’s elements, and its validity as a regional
mechanism for conflict resolution.
a. Overall Indicators
The MDRP 2010 final report named three overall outcome objectives, “[g]eneral conflict and

stability trends,” establishing the MDRP as the first regional mechanism for DDR, and achieving

9% Multi-country Demobilization and Reintegration Program: End of Program Evaluation, 1.
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results at the individual program level. 1%

While this particular evaluation focuses exclusively on the first objective, general conflict and
stability trends, where appropriate it will address individual program level results which may
have influenced progress on the conflict and stability trends. To address the second objective, the
MDRP was the first and at the time of writing, the only regional DDR program.

In focusing on these higher-level trends, the analysis does leave out some of the minutiae that
are helpful in explaining the program’s successes and failures; however, the multitude of existing
program evaluations, internal and external, are helpful in understanding these factors. The higher-
level focus thus is an attempt to measure impact at the most basic levels — safety, security, and
economic development — which some might argue, are the most important of all.

b. General Conflict and Stability Trends

Within this framework, the MDRP stated three indicators by which it would measure
progress: "[r]leduction in the number of internally displaced and refugees [IDPs],” “[r]estoration
of free movement of goods and persons within and between countries,” and “[e]volution of social
expenditures in participating countries (including in relation to security spending).”*°* While
several internal and external program evaluations are available for reference that discuss progress
on these three goals and reference the three program indicators, | add here additional indicators to
provide a more well-rounded evaluation of the extent to which the MDRP achieved its stated

aims.

9 Evaluated by “(i) number of international stakeholders participating in the MDRP coordination mechanism; percent
of DDR activities in the region undertaken within the MDRP framework; (ii) percent of DDR resources channeled
through the MDTF; degree of variance between resource requirements and resource availability; and (iii) degree of
harmonization of national programs.” MDRP Final Report, 14-15.

100 Evaluated by “[r]esults on national programs and c) regional activities: (i) number of excombatants demobilized and
receiving reinsertion and reintegration assistance through national programs, and number of such programs; (ii) number
of excombatants demobilized and receiving reinsertion and reintegration assistance through special projects, and
number of such projects; (iii) harmonized data bases; frequency and effectiveness of technical knowledge-sharing
activities; (iv) efficient organization of joint missions and preparation of reports; and (v) effectiveness of technical
support.” Ibid., 15.

101 Report No. 23869-AFR, 51.
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i Reduction in 1DPs and Refugees

Every country except Rwanda faced an IDP problem, but progress to reduce the number of
IDPs varied. IDP figures are scarce, but the information available illustrates that the MDRP’s
progress on addressing the IDP problem has not necessarily continued over time in the CAR and
DRC, both of whose IDP figures were higher in 2015 than in 2002, the year the MDRP began. %2
These results are indicative of conflict resurgence in the CAR and DRC post-MDRP, and also
speak to the fact that the MDRP was just one tool in the conflict resolution process, and that the
results stemming from the MDRP were at times short lived, and overall, inconsistent. However,
in each of the other four MDRP beneficiary countries (according to the data Rwanda did not
register any IDPs during this time), IDP figures declined throughout and after the life of the
program, pointing to a more positive analysis.

Progress achieved on the reduction of refugees was also positive; on average, the number of
refugees declined throughout the life of the MDRP, with upticks coinciding with renewed
conflicts in Burundi, CAR, and the DRC.1%194.105 Eor reference, refugee figures in the MDRP
countries were compared to the World Bank's data on fragile and conflict affected situations,
which at the time of writing included countries such as Afghanistan, Haiti, Somalia, and Yemen,

in addition to three of the MDRP beneficiary countries (Burundi, CAR, and DRC).1%:197 Despite

102 See Appendix, Figure 2. 2002-2009 data from MDRP Final Report, 59; 2014-2015 data from “Global Figures,”
Internal Displacement Monitoring Centre, last modified 2016, accessed October 8, 2016, www.internal-
displacement.org/globalreport2016/.

103 See Appendix, Figure 3.

104 “Refugee Population by Country or Territory of Asylum,” The World Bank Group, accessed February 17, 2017,
databank.worldbank.org/data/home.aspx; “Refugee Population by Country or Territory of Origin,” The World Bank
Group, accessed February 17, 2017, databank.worldbank.org/data/home.aspx.

105 Kitenge Fabrice Tunda, “Refugees in the Great Lakes Region: Challenges to Peacebuilding,” 5 May 2016, African
Centre for the Constructive Resolution of Disputes, last updated May 5, 2016, accessed February 18, 2017,
http://www.accord.org.za/conflict-trends/refugees-great-lakes-region/

106 “Harmonized List of Fragile Situations FY16,” The World Bank Group, Accessed April 22, 2017,
http://pubdocs.worldbank.org/en/700521437416355449/FCSlist-FY16-Final-712015.pdf.

107 1n using the World Bank’s fragile and conflict-affected situations group, I note that there is some overlap between
the countries included in said group and the MDRP countries, at least in the group’s makeup at the time of writing. |
recognize that this may cause the results to be somewhat skewed, but as of the time of writing there was no way to
remove or disaggregate the MDRP countries from the fragile and conflict-affected situations group, due to the way the
World Bank presents its publically-available data, and due to the fact that the makeup of the group changes over time
based on the World Bank’s criteria. On a positive note, the fragile and conflict-affected group also contains countries
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the progress made in this area, as of May 2016, the Great Lakes region was host to more than two
million refugees and IDPs, a symptom of not only past conflicts but also ongoing ones, and
indicative of larger security concerns that are as of yet unresolved.'®® As Tunda notes, some of
challenges posed by the refugee/IDP crisis in the region include the possibility of refugee camps
being used as terrorist recruitment pools and launching pads for attacks.'® He elaborates that "[i]t
is a challenge for camp authorities and humanitarian organisations to differentiate refugees from
rebels, terrorists or infiltrators in the camp. Within communities or camps, rebels or terrorists live
like ordinary refugees."!¥® Therefore, the continued existence of refugees and IDPs is not only a
humanitarian challenge for the region, but also a significant impediment to safety and security.
Nevertheless, it should be emphasized that progress on the reduction of refugees, at least, was

generally positive, but more work on further reducing these numbers is necessary.
ii. Restoration of Free Movement of Goods and Persons

This goal is difficult to define; the 2010 MDRP Final Report even noted that data directly
addressing this goal in the region were unavailable, and relied instead on proxy indicators such as
GDP growth and exports.!'! For more context on what the MDRP architects may have envisioned
would be the results of this particular benchmark, it is helpful to look at the European Union's so-

called "Four Freedoms," which consist of the "free movement of goods,"” "freedom of movement
for workers," "right of establishment and freedom to provide services," and the "free movement

of capital." 112113114115 Although these benchmarks are designed for implementation in a much

which have gone through DDR processes (Afghanistan, Céte d’Ivoire, etc.) making a more interesting, and perhaps
more nuanced, comparison.

108 Tunda, “Refugees in the Great Lakes Region.”

109 | bid.

110 | pid.

11 MDRP Final Report, 18.

112 Free movement of goods includes the abolishment of customs tariffs. "1-4: The Four Freedoms," European Policy
Centre, Accessed February 20, 2017, http://www.europeanpolicy.org/en/european-policies/single-market.html.

113 Free movement for workers includes the prohibition of discrimination against foreign national workers who are EU
or European Economic Community (EEC) citizens. Ibid.

114 Right of establishment, etc., includes the ability to "provide cross-border services." Ibid.

115 Free movement of capital includes removing barriers to allowing the free movement of capital. Ibid.
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different context, that of the European Union, they are appropriate for application to the Great
Lakes as well because they echo the World Bank’s — the chief MDRP facilitator — focus on
market liberalization, and in fact, this language is echoed in World Bank publications.

The Final Report noted that progress on achieving the restoration of the free movement of
goods and persons was as of yet incomplete, but that "gradual improvements” in the security
situation and "enhanced conditions for trade" were responsible for some of the progress seen in
GDP growth and increased exports; however, the report also noted that "[p]arallel progress is
required in other key areas, such as private-sector investment climate, protection of private
property rights, infrastructure development and the management of natural and other resources,
before more substantive economic growth is possible."*'” In other words, the evidence offered for
progress on this indicator was scant. Some of this is necessarily outside the scope of what the
MDRP could achieve and speaks to the need for more concerted and longer-term economic
development in the region.

c. Other Indicators

Much has been written on the economic dimension of conflict.!'® Different theories on
the exact causal relationship abound, as does skepticism about the relationship itself,!'° but the
World Bank and its implementing partners clearly saw a link between economic development and
its perceived effect at lessening violent conflict.*?® However, because the MDRP only examined
two indicators by which to measure the free movement of goods and persons — GDP growth and
exports — | add here additional economic indicators to round out the analysis: GDP per capita,

unemployment rates, and human development/standard of living indicators to provide a more

116 See, for example, Sherry Stephenson and Gary Hufbauer, “Labor Mobility,” in Preferential Trade Agreement
Policies for Development, ed. Jean-Pierre Chauffour and Jean-Christophe Maur (Washington, D.C.: World Bank, June
2011), 275-306, http://dx.doi.org/10.1596/9780821386439 CH13.

117 MDRP Final Report, 18.

118 See Paul Collier and Anke Hoeffler, “Greed and Grievance in Civil War,” Oxford Economic Papers 56 (2004): 563-
595, doi: 10.1093/0ep/gpf064.

119 See Ronald Bensted, “A Critique of Paul Collier's ‘Greed and Grievance’ Thesis of Civil War,” African Security
Review 20.3 (2011): 84-90.

120 MDRP Final Report, 1.
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holistic picture of the MDRP's impact on the wider economic picture in the Great Lakes region.
These items provide a broader lens with which to examine economic health in the region, as
while they are indirectly tied to the free movement of goods and persons, they provide additional,
robust measurement to supplement the few (and relatively weak) economic indicators that the
World Bank relied on.

Before turning to these indicators, however, it is important to examine whether or not the
conflicts recurred post-MDRP; this provides a baseline by which to determine if the MDRP’s

conflict resolution framework has continued to have positive impacts after its closure.
i. War Recurrence!?

After examining the MDRP’s stated indicators, the next step is to examine whether or not
the conflicts that the MDRP was designed to address have recurred after the program'’s closure in
2009. To do this, I consult the Uppsala Conflict Data Program's (UCDP) Battle-Related Deaths
Dataset, using the UCDP “[b]est estimate for battle related deaths in the conflict/dyad in the given
year." 22123 UCDP has a threshold of 25 battle-related deaths per calendar year to determine
whether or not a conflict is active.?*125 Unlike for most other indicators, for war recurrence |
examine the figures on a country-by-country basis to reflect the unique starting points and
trajectories of each conflict. Rather than presenting all years in which battle-related deaths
reached 25 or greater, | use a simple yes/no dichotomy in Figure 4 in the Appendix to indicate
whether conflict recurred or not during the two periods studied, 2002 to 2009 (the MDRP’s

operating years), and 2009 onward (after the MDRP’s closure).

121 See Appendix, Figure 4.

122 Erik Melander, Therése Pettersson, and Lotta Themnér, “Organized Violence, 1989-2015,” Journal of Peace
Research, 53, no. 5 (2016): 727-742, doi: 10.1177/0022343316663032, Sage Journals.

123 “UCDP Battle-Related Deaths Dataset Codebook: Definitions, Sources and Methods for the UCDP Battle-Related
Death Estimates Version 5.0,” Uppsala Conflict Data Program (UCDP) Department of Peace and Conflict Research,
Uppsala University, last modified August 2012, accessed April 22, 2017, www.pcr.uu.se/digital Assets/120/a_120451-
f_codebook-ucdp-battle-related-deaths-dataset-v.5-2012.pdf.

124 A conflict, both state-based and non-state, is deemed to be active if there are at least 25 battle-related deaths per
calendar year in one of the conflict’s dyads." "Definitions," Uppsala University, last modified 2014, accessed February
10, 2017, www.pcr.uu.se/research/ucdp/definitions/.

125 The dataset records multiple acts of conflict in a year as applicable. For the ease of presentation, when multiple
conflicts occurred in one year, | have summed the total deaths for that year.
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In Angola, while the number of deaths certainly decreased from the early 1990s, the
country still registered as conflict-affected during the MDRP. The latest figures from the dataset
are recorded in 2015, meaning Angola did not register as in conflict from the MDRP's closure
until 2015, suggesting that the program may have had some effect on mitigating the violent
conflict in that country; when the MDRP began in 2002, Angola’s peace process was wrapping
up, and the conclusion of that process in combination with high-level support from the MDRP
appear to have helped the peace process stick.

In Burundi, battle-related deaths mostly decreased during the program period, with a
resurgence post-MDRP, reflective of a renewed conflict that started in the spring of 2015.1%6 The
current unrest has largely been based on a political crisis, although it has some ethnic undertones,
reflecting one of the horrible tensions from the civil war period, and suggesting that that the
MDRP and other related peace efforts have not had as profound an effect on healing
intercommunal differences as might have been originally hoped.*?’

Although the CAR registered a conflict recurrence during the MDRP, battle-related
deaths decreased overall between 2002 and 2009 while the MDRP was in place. Like Burundi,
however, the CAR saw a renewal of conflict post-program, again reflecting a rekindled crisis.'?
This renewed conflict involved some of the old rebel groups, as well as some new ones,
signifying that perhaps a DDR program could not even have reached those fighters who were not
a part of the original groups that went through the DDR process.'?°

Battle-related deaths in the DRC clearly decreased from highs in the late 1990s during the

worst years of conflict in that country, but progress was not completely sustained, as the country

126 “political Crisis in Burundi,” Council on Foreign Relations, accessed February 14, 2017,
www.cfr.org/global/global-conflict-tracker/p32137#!/conflict/political-crisis-in-burundi.

127 “Byrundi Violence: Africa 'Will Not Allow Genocide,” Al Jazeera, December 17, 2015, accessed April 14, 2017,
http://www.aljazeera.com/news/2015/12/burundi-deploy-experts-monitor-violence-151217142631031.html.

128 #\/jolence in the Central African Republic,” Council on Foreign Relations, accessed February 14, 2017,
http://www.cfr.org/global/global-conflict-tracker/p32137#!/conflict/violence-in-the-central-african-republic.

129 “Central African Republic: Conflict Profile,” Insight on Conflict, last modified October 2014, accessed April 13,
2017, https://www.insightonconflict.org/conflicts/central-african-republic/conflict-profile/.
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has seen war recurrence both during and after the program; on the whole, however, the number of
battle-related deaths were lower than that of the late 1990s. Like the CAR, some new groups
including the M23 have emerged, again casting doubt on whether or not the resurgence can be
ascribed in any way to deficiencies in the MDRP.**°

The RoC saw no resurgence. Rwanda saw war recurrence in 2009 but levels have overall
stayed low as compared to the 1990s and early 2000s. Finally, like several of the other countries
in the program, Uganda also experienced war recurrence in 2014, post-MDRP, and though not
included in the data, has also suffered violent conflict in 2016; these incidents appear to be due to
long-standing tensions and not to a resurgence in violence that can be attributed to an armed
group that would have been targeted by the MDRP program. 3

The main takeaway from this individual country analysis based on the UCDP dataset is
that only two countries, Angola and the RoC, did not exceed the 25 battle-related death threshold
established by the UCDP after the MDRP’s closure, meaning that the other five countries
remained in or fell back into states of war either during or after the MDRP. This means that in the
majority of countries, and one could say, in the region as a whole, conflict and warfare have
continued to define the atmosphere, boding ill for both security concerns and economic growth
and development. It should be noted, however, that despite conflict recurrence in all of the
countries during the MDRP, and in more than two thirds of the countries post-MDRP, the general
conflict trends have been more positive. On the whole, fatality levels declined according to the
UCDP data, which can theoretically be attributed in some part to the MDRP’s efforts, as well as
ongoing peace efforts in the region. However, the MDRP’s track record on preventing new

conflicts in the region, a more than 70 percent failure rate, is quite striking.

130 “*Q&A: DR Congo Conflict,” BBC, November 20, 2012, accessed April 13, 2017,
www.bbc.com/news/world-africa-11108589.

181Anna Reuss and Kristof Titeca, “There is New Violence in Western Uganda. Here’s Why,” Washington Post,
November 29, 2016, accessed April 14, 2017, www.washingtonpost.com/news/monkey-cage/wp/2016/11/29/what-is-
happening-in-uganda/?utm_term=.2a047382eaeb.

28


http://www.bbc.com/news/world-africa-11108589
http://www.washingtonpost.com/news/monkey-cage/wp/2016/11/29/what-is-happening-in-uganda/?utm_term=.2a047382eaeb
http://www.washingtonpost.com/news/monkey-cage/wp/2016/11/29/what-is-happening-in-uganda/?utm_term=.2a047382eaeb

ii. GDP Per Capital®

Economic growth, particularly gross domestic product (GDP) per capita, can be a conflict
deterrent.3 Although multiple theories explain this phenomenon, the point is that an increase in
GDP per capita correlates with a lower chance of "war onset."'** Again, average GDP per capita
in the MDRP countries were compared to the World Bank's data on fragile and conflict affected
situations.

Although both groups experienced positive upward trajectories in GDP per capita on
average over the period examined, figures for both groups have declined in more recent years.
However, the overall trend has been positive, if a bit flat. While this trend is certainly
encouraging, the flattening out also reflects the World Bank's own observation that more work on

economic integration and development were needed to fully realize the MDRP's goals.**®
iii. Unemployment Rates!®

The World Bank’s unemployment rates are another indicator of the health of the
economy and of the labor force.!¥” This indicator is also closely related to the MDRP’s
reintegration aims, as reintegration often focuses heavily on subsistence and employment. As in
other sections, for comparison the MDRP countries are compared to the World Bank's fragile and
conflict affected situation countries. During the period covered, 2000 to 2014, the unemployment
rate barely shifted in both the MDRP countries and the fragile and conflict affected situation
countries; for the MDRP countries the low was approximately 5.59 percent and the high was
approximately 5.84 percent unemployment, versus a low of 7.71 percent and a high of 7.89

percent unemployment for the fragile and conflict affected situation countries. Individual-level

132 See Appendix, Figure 5.

133 Macartan Humphreys, "Economics and Violent Conflict," Harvard University (February 2003): n.p.,
https://www.unicef.org/socialpolicy/files/Economics_and_Violent_Conflict.pdf.

134 1pid., 2.

135 MDRP Final Report, 18.

136 See Appendix, Figure 6.

187 “Unemployment, Total (% Of Total Labor Force) (Modeled ILO Estimate),” The World Bank Group, last modified
2016, accessed September 26, 2016, databank.worldbank.org/data/home.aspx.
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country analysis in the MDRP group also demonstrates little change, signifying that the MDRP
had virtually no effect on improving unemployment rates.

Many explanations could provide insight into these numbers, and that is not necessarily
the scope of this study, but it is worth noting here the link between economic goals and security
ones, particularly within the realm of DDR. The last phase, reintegration, is particularly focused
on assistance including economic and employment assistance, which also requires a robust labor
market in order to be successful. It is most likely significant for DDR purposes, then, that average
unemployment levels barely changed for MDRP countries, although were slightly better overall

than averages for the conflict-affected countries explored.
iv. Human Development/Standard of Living*®

Finally, the Human Development Index (HDI) is “a summary measure of average
achievement in key dimensions of human development: a long and healthy life, being
knowledgeable and have a decent standard of living.”***14% The HDI is designed to showcase that
well-being is also a key component of development, rather than a strict reliance on pure economic
measures such as economic growth.'#! The scale ranges from 0 to 1 on a scale of low human
development to very high human development.'#? For this indicator, I compared MDRP country
scores with those of Sub-Saharan African countries. The two groups demonstrate similar upward
trajectories. The MDRP group’s scores increased about 41 percent from 1980 to 2014, whereas
the Sub-Saharan African group’s scores increased about 43 percent over the same period, calling

into question the MDRP countries’ progress on this indicator, and the program’s ability to affect

138 See Appendix, Figure 7.

139 “Human Development Data (1980-2015),” United Nations Development Programme, accessed October 2, 2016,
hdr.undp.org/en/data.

140 “Hyman Development Reports: Human Development Index (HDI),” United Nations Development Programme,
accessed October 2, 2016, hdr.undp.org/en/content/human-development-index-hdi.

141 "Human Development Index (HDI)," United Nations Development Programme, accessed February 20, 2017,
http://hdr.undp.org/en/content/human-development-index-hdi.

142 “Table 1: Human Development Index and its Components,” United Nations Development Programme, accessed
October 2, 2016, hdr.undp.org/en/composite/HDI.
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change in this area.

By including this indicator alongside more traditional measurements of economic growth, |
seek to reflect the oft-proposed claim in DDR literature that DDR is not only a means by which to
cease and prevent future conflicts, but also a springboard for future development in the political,
social, and economic realms.** In addition, DDR programs such as the MDRP are centered on
human and societal progress, not only economic growth.# This is evident in the program design:

DDR seeks to support ex-combatants during the transition period from conflict to peace

and development by helping them integrate socially and economically into society, and

by laying the ground work for safeguarding and sustaining the communities in which
these individuals reintegrate while building the national capacity for long term peace,
security and development.1#°

DDR can also be seen as the first step in post-conflict situations that lays the groundwork
for further economic development.'*® Therefore, including a measure of human progress with
other economic indicators brings together the human-centered nature of DDR programs with the
economic goals that the architects of the MDRP envisioned achieving.

As explored, progress on economic goals was mixed. At a theoretical level, this is
common in post-conflict situations, and speaks to the fact that DDR programs face countless
obstacles in achieving their objectives:

For those ex-fighters who manage to complete their schooling or vocational training, the

future is not necessarily assured. Will there be jobs or other income opportunities? Most

post-war economies remain exceptionally weak. Employment is limited, and few people
can afford the services of the newly trained carpenters, auto mechanics or plumbers. As

one demobilized Mozambican soldier put it, they were ‘reintegrated back into basic
poverty.’ 147,148

143 Christiana Solomon and Jeremy Ginifer, "Disarmament, Demobilisation and Reintegration in Sierra Leone,"
University of Bradford, Centre for International Cooperation and Security (2008): 2,

http://www.operationspaix.net/ DATA/DOCUMENT/4024~v~Disarmament_Demobilisation_and_Reintegration_in_Si
erra_Leone.pdf.

144 “The Role of Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration Programs in Post-Conflict Reconstruction: Some
Lessons Learnt,” African Development Bank Group, Fragile States Unit (OFSU), accessed April 22, 2017,
www.afdb.org/fileadmin/uploads/afdb/Documents/Project-and-Operations/2011%20R0le%200f%20Disarmament-
%20Reintegration%20Programs%20in%20Post-Conflict%20Reconstruction.pdf.

145 1pid.

146 1pid.

147 Mozambique also went through a DDR program.

148 Ernest Harsch, "Reintegration of Ex-Combatants," Africa Renewal, last modified October 2005, accessed February
20, 2017, http://www.un.org/africarenewal/magazine/october-2005/reintegration-ex-combatants.
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d. Evolution of Social Expenditures

To determine progress on social expenditures, the 2010 MDRP Final Report looked to

military expenditure.#°
i. Military Expenditure over Time!®°

While much has been written about the relationship between military expenditure, economic
growth, and conflict, Collier and Hoeffler also explain that increased military expenditure is not
only detrimental to countries in conflict, but also to post-conflict environments:

In post-conflict situations the risk of renewed conflict is disturbingly high [...] Governments

tend to respond to a high risk of civil war with a high level of military spending and post-

conflict governments follow this pattern, presumably maintaining spending at high levels in
an attempt to deter renewed conflict [...] [S]uch a strategy is worse than ineffective. Far from
deterring conflict, high post-conflict military spending actually significantly increases the risk
of renewed conflict.*5

Collier and Hoeffler argue that high post-conflict military expenditure acts not as a
disincentive to warring parties, but rather as a signal that the government will "take advantage of
the absolute deterioration in rebel military capabilities that occurs while the peace is
maintained."*>2 Conversely, low military expenditure is indicative of the government
demonstrating its commitment to the peace deal.’>® These findings are important because they
demonstrate the relationship between military expenditure and perceived motives, and ultimately,
could be indicative of conflict recurrence.

The Stockholm International Peace Research Institute’s (SIPRI) Military Expenditure

Database provides further context for comparison. 3415 Taken as a group, MDRP scores for

149 MDRP Final Report, 18.

150 See Appendix, Figure 8.

151 paul Collier and Anke Hoeffler, “Military Expenditure in Post-Conflict Societies,” Oxford University Centre for the
Study of African Economies, Department of Economics (8 Apr. 2004): 19-20,
www.csae.ox.ac.uk/workingpapers/pdfs/2004-13text.pdf.

152 1hid., 20.

153 1bid., 20.

154 “Data for All Countries from 1998-2015,” SIPRI Military Expenditure Database, accessed October 1, 2016,
www.sipri.org/databases/milex.

155 See Appendix, Figure 8.
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military expenditure as a percentage of GDP were fairly similar as compared to the Sub-Saharan
Africa group. Military expenditure for MDRP countries decreased roughly 54 percent from the
year before the program started, 2001, to the latest year in which figures are available, 2015. By
contrast, military expenditure for the Sub-Saharan African countries decreased only about 25
percent over the same period. By 2015, expenditure looked much more similar in both groups,
averaging roughly 1.86 percent (MDRP countries) versus roughly 2.0 percent (Sub-Saharan
Africa). Using the Sub-Saharan African group as a comparison, it is clear that MDRP countries
have greatly reduced their military expenditure as a percentage of GDP over the years, and even
since the MDRP's start in 2002, when this figure was around 3.29 percent.**® In light of Collier
and Hoeffler's findings, falling military expenditure as a percentage of GDP for the MDRP
countries demonstrates a positive commitment to peace on behalf of government parties; this
hypothesis should be explored further, however, given the flare ups in recent years. While the
trend overall is positive, it is of note that some of the conflicts have been perpetrated by non-state
actors, whose expenditures are not counted in such a formula, but whose effects on security can
be explored through other indicators, such as those tackled below.*>" These non-state actors
could have also taken signals from governmental military spending, per Collier and Hoeffler’s
findings.
e. Additional Indicators

In addition to the indicators that the MDRP selected to measure general conflict and stability
trends: ["[r]eduction in the number of internally displaced and refugees [IDPs],” “[r]estoration of
free movement of goods and persons within and between countries,” and “[e]volution of social

expenditures in participating countries (including in relation to security spending)]" | add

156 For reference, Collier and Hoeffler find that average military expenditure as a percentage of GDP for post-conflict
situations is 4.7 percent. During civil war, expenditure averages 5.2 percent. In peacetime, the figure is 3.3 percent.
Collier and Hoeffler, “Military Expenditure,” 3.

157 |bid., 3.
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indicators on DDR and arms proliferation.*>® The purpose of adding these indicators is not only to
better understand the security situation in the region and how the MDRP did or did not affect it,
but also to measure the MDRP by its own components, particularly seen in the discussion of
DDR below.

i. DDR®

As the program’s name suggests, at the forefront of the MDRP’s efforts was the
successful demobilization and reintegration (D&R) of combatants in the beneficiary states, to
boost both national and regional security.'®® The MDRP's architects envisioned DDR progress as
part of achieving results at the individual program level, but it is also included here as part of
conflict trends to underscore the link between DDR and security.6!

A 2010 Scanteam external evaluation noted that demobilization results varied across
countries, explaining that lack of time forced the individual country-level programs to “simplify
the support made available by reducing the time provided for training, the range of training
opportunities available, or [transform] benefits from in-kind to cash payments.” 162163 As a group,
the MDRP target countries reached 74 percent of their original demobilization goal, with some
countries surpassing initial goals (e.g., Uganda at 106 percent), and others grossly
underperforming (e.g., RoC at 0 percent; Burundi at 48 percent).'%41% Reinsertion and

reintegration numbers were similarly mixed at the individual country level, and as a group, the

158 Report No. 23869-AFR, 51.

159 See Appendix, Figure 9.

160 | use here, and occasionally throughout the paper, the acronym preferred by the MDRP literature, to reflect that the
World Bank does not engage in direct disarmament (what would be the first “D” in the most common acronym,
“DDR”).

161 Evaluated by “[r]esults on national programs and c) regional activities: (i) number of excombatants demobilized and
receiving reinsertion and reintegration assistance through national programs, and number of such programs; (ii) number
of excombatants demobilized and receiving reinsertion and reintegration assistance through special projects, and
number of such projects; (iii) harmonized data bases; frequency and effectiveness of technical knowledge-sharing
activities; (iv) efficient organization of joint missions and preparation of reports; and (v) effectiveness of technical
support.” MDRP Final Report, 15.

162 See Appendix, Figure 9.

163 Multi-country Demobilization and Reintegration Program: End of Program Evaluation, 27-28.

164 The final MDRP report counts 78 percent of the target. MDRP Final Report, 23.

165 See Appendix, Figure 9.
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countries achieved 82 percent and 64 percent of their reinsertion and reintegration goals,
respectively. 166167

It is difficult to weigh success rates across cases, but for the sake of comparison, |
provide here figures for other Sub-Saharan African states which have gone through the DDR
cycle and have also experienced cross-border conflict in their own region of West Africa. In
Sierra Leone, the United Nations Mission in Sierra Leone (UNAMSIL) helped disarm 72,500 ex-
combatants, 95 percent of whom completed demobilization.%® Of those who demobilized, 81
percent went through reintegration training, and 80 percent received a monetary benefit.X® In
Céote d'lvoire, by June 2015 the country reportedly had reached 90 percent of its overall DDR
goals.™® With similar percentages reached (and higher percentages as compared with the MDRP
countries as a group), both countries have mostly remained peaceful, although Cote d'lvoire has
experienced continued moments of smaller scale unrest. That is to say, DDR progress may be a
good indicator of security and stability, but it is not the only indicator.

Turning back now to individual results for the MDRP countries, there are two very
interesting cases worth noting here. First, although the number of ex-combatants from the CAR
who were targeted to engage in demobilization, reinsertion, and reintegration efforts was quite
small (over 7,000, compared with numbers over 100,000 in other countries), the CAR reached
100 percent of its goals in all three areas. Despite this fact, the CAR has seen renewed fighting
and bloodshed since 2013, suggesting D&R activities, coupled with other efforts to improve the

security situation, were either insufficient, or that where they did make an impact, the security

166 The MDRP included an additional step, reinsertion, which it considered to be short-term (6-12 months after
demobilization) “transitional assistance [for] immediate needs” including medical care, employment or training, and
food. Reintegration included additional social and economic assistance for ex-combatants and families. “Table 3.1,” in
Multi-country Demobilization and Reintegration Program: End of Program Evaluation, 13.

167 See Appendix, Figure 9.

168 Knight, “Disarmament, Demobilization, and Reintegration,” 41.

169 |bid. 41.

170 "view on Africa: Céte d'Ivoire: Which Challenges Remain in the Peacebuilding Process?" Institute for Security
Studies, accessed March 8, 2017, https://issafrica.org/events/view-on-africa-cote-divoire-which-challenges-remain-in-
the-peacebuilding-process
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situation in the country has been weak enough to either attract former fighters, or new ones. Or,
on the pessimistic side, these results could indicate that the experience of DDR is simply not an
adequate predictor of, or damper on, conflict. Second, Burundi has also seen an uptick in conflict
post-MDRP, but the country, unlike the CAR, did not come close to meeting its original goals in
any of the key areas; Burundi’s highest percentage was 48 percent progress made towards its
demobilization targets. It is worth noting that with both the TDRP and follow-on DDR programs
in the beneficiary countries, the World Bank and individual country stakeholders recognized the
need to continue DDR in the instances where it was not fully completed between 2002 and 2009,
and follow-on programs were planned to address the gaps.t”* Again, however, DDR progress has
not been a good predictor of long term peace in the region or in the individual MDRP countries,
particularly when comparing DDR success rates with war recurrence (see Appendix, Figure 4 and
Figure 9).

Given these findings, and particularly because the MDRP was primarily a DDR program,
it is worth investigating explanatory factors that could have contributed to the scattered progress
towards DDR goals. Some of the reasons stated for demobilization targets not being reached were
“political and management problems at the national level,” and impractical target numbers.1"2
Similar reasons are given for lack of sufficient progress on reintegration aims in Burundi.”® Also
in Burundi, “[r]eintegration was affected by a stagnant economy and an agricultural sector that
could not absorb both EXCs and returning refugees.”*™ In the DRC, reinsertion payments were
held up because the country did not have “a functioning banking.”*” Interestingly, Schulhofer-

Wohl and Sambanis found that in Angola, the sheer number of parties made it difficult to

171 See World Bank Multi-Country Demobilization and Reintegration Program, MDRP Meetings 2009: Report of
Proceedings: March 10 — 12, 2009: Washington, DC (Washington, D.C.: The World Bank Group, March 2009),
http://tdrp.net/mdrp/PDFs/2009MeetingReport.pdf.

172 Multi-country Demobilization and Reintegration Program: End of Program Evaluation, 28.

173 |bid., 29.

174 |bid., 30.

175 |bid., 30.
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maintain a homogeneity of experience for program beneficiaries, which appears to have caused
both “variation” and possible confusion:

To illustrate the potential for a very large degree of variation in what participation in a

DDR program might mean for any individual ex-combatant or civilian, during the MDRP

program in Angola, no fewer than 57 NGOs, from various countries, were involved in

carrying out 177 separate sub-projects for the reintegration phase of DDR.1

Clearly, some of the issues with the implementation of MDRP initiatives were at the
national and/or communal level, reflecting a challenge in DDR and development processes, when
weighing the ability of international facilitators to affect change within challenging national and
local contexts. These were the contexts within which the MDRP, and all security and
development programs, must operate. Again, many reasons could be offered for why DDR either
did not reach its full potential, but the crucial point remains that it is not a panacea for peace. As
the 2010 Scanteam report notes, “[tlhe MDRP strategy lays out the limitations of DDR [...]: it is
addressing an immediate security threat, and thus is an important — sometimes necessary — but
not sufficient step to durable peace and stability [emphasis added].”*"”

Despite its perceived or actual benefits, if D&R was at the heart of security concerns both
in the individual countries and in the wider Great Lakes Region, then it would be plausible to
assume that the mixed outcome has had some effect on the resulting security situation in the
countries and in the region. As has been widely covered in the existing DDR literature, successful
DDR is a key component of the security environment in post-conflict states. An excerpt from the
IDDRS explains further:

DDR and SSR [security sector reform] play an important role in post-conflict efforts to

prevent the resurgence of armed conflict and to create the conditions necessary for

sustainable peace and longer term development. They form part of a broader post-conflict
peacebuilding agenda [...] The security challenges that these measures seek to address
are often the result of a state’s loss of control over the legitimate use of force. DDR and

SSR should therefore be understood as closely linked to processes of postconflict
statebuilding that enhance the ability of the state to deliver security and reinforce the rule

176 Schulhofer-Wohl and Sambanis, Disarmament, 38.
177 Multi-country Demobilization and Reintegration Program: End of Program Evaluation, 84.
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of law."®
Therefore, DDR (and SSR) are starting points in a broader push for security and

stabilization. I now offer an additional indicator of safety and security.
ii. Arms Proliferation’

Clearly, the use of arms including military grade and small and light weapons (SALW)
are quite destructive during conflict, but their presence in a post-conflict environment has the
potential to be just as dangerous, due to their prevalence and to the ways in which weaponry
“contributes to an atmosphere of insecurity which further increases the demand for arms [...]
Small arms proliferation and misuse undermines post-conflict reconstruction and development;
hampers the delivery and distribution of humanitarian and developmental aid; and has the
potential to destabilize” the region.°

Mapping Arms Data (MAD) figures are examined over a 20-year period, from 1992 to
2012.181.18218 MAD records instances of imports and exports of light arms and ammunition. 8
Average peak expenditure on arms actually was at its height in 2009 and 2010, shortly following
the MDRP's closure, and the region generally experienced an upward trajectory in arms

expenditure over the life of the program. However, when considering outliers in the data, the

178 “Chapter 6.10: DDR and Security Sector Reform,” in Integrated Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration
Standards (New York: United Nations, 2009), 2, http://www.iddrtg.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/05/IDDRS-6.10-
DDR-SSR1.pdf.

179 See Appendix, Figure 10.

180 Adedeji Ebo, “Combating Small Arms Proliferation and Misuse after Conflict,” in Security Governance in Post-
Conflict Peacebuilding, ed. Alan Bryden and Heiner Hanggi (Geneva: Geneva Centre for the Democratic Control of
Armed Forces (DCAF), 2005), 137, http://www.dcaf.ch/Publications/Security-Governance-in-Post-Conflict-
Peacebuilding.

181 “Mapping Arms Data (MAD) Visualization Project, accessed August 20, 2016, www.prio.org/Data/Mapping-Arms-
Data/.

182 See Appendix, Figure 10.

183 Unlike data examined in the other sections, no comparison group is provided here, i.e., sub-Saharan African
countries, or conflict-affected countries. Per MAD, "[d]ue to weak or non-existent reporting in some countries, the data
visualization tool provides an incomplete assessment of overall flows of small arms and ammunition. For example,
countries such as China, North Korea, and Iran along with much of Central Asia and Sub-Saharan Africa report partial
or no data." See "Mapping Arms Data (MAD): Visualizing Global Exports and Imports of Small Arms and
Ammunition: Frequently Asked Questions," Igarapé Institute and Peace Research Institute Oslo (PRIO), accessed
March 11, 2017, igarape.org.br/pdf/faq_mad_1.pdf.

184 "Mapping Arms Data (MAD)," Peace Research Institute Oslo (PRIO), accessed March 19, 2017,
www.prio.org/Data/Mapping-Arms-Data/.
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trends may look more stable over time. %

Although each country certainly had its own context, because the MDRP was conceptualized
as a regional initiative, the general lack of progress for the region overall cannot be ignored. What
were some factors that could shed light on the mixed results? Gluck explains that in addition to
governmental trade in weaponry,

[i]nternationally, efforts to criminalize arms sales have largely been unsuccessful and

responsibility is largely left to national governments to prevent and thwart such actions.

This translates to significant loopholes for lords of war to exploit. Weaknesses in each

country’s governance structures often help to mask illicit trafficking domestically and

internationally. Successfully deterring, preventing, and intercepting illicit arms
trafficking requires unprecedented steps that sacrifice state sovereignty that almost no
national government would be willing to forgo. %

A focus on national disarmament to the detriment of international, regional, or interstate
arms flows can be injurious to peace and security; states have very little ability to police the
influx of arms, without a broader regional framework.*®" In other words, although one of the
MDRP’s paramount goals was to improve the security environment in the Great Lakes region, it
faced significant hurdles in overcoming not only geopolitical factors, but also governance
obstacles. While one cannot fault the MDRP for not contributing directly to progress on arms
reduction, it could be argued that a logical extension of DDR activities would have been
advocacy at the national and international levels for greater arms controls, particularly because of

the oft-noted security-development link: “governments have recognized the proliferation of illicit

SALW [small arms and light weapons] in the Great Lakes region as one of the impediments to

185 Despite this finding, it should be noted that in most years there were several outliers that have affected the results;
many countries reported $0 or less than $5,000 in expenditures for any given year. In addition, in several years some
countries reported extremely high numbers which would have skewed the averages. For example, in 1993 Angola had
$4.35 million in expenditures compared with an average of $1.038 million for the MDRP countries; in 1998 the DRC
had $14.235 million in expenditures compared with an average of $2.105 million for the MDRP countries; in 2009
Angola had $13.13 million in expenditures compared with an average of $2.16 million for the MDRP countries; and
finally, in 2010 Uganda had an average of $7.75 million in expenditures compared with an average of $2.22 million for
the MDRP countries.

186 Aaron Gluck, “Major Arms Trafficking Risk in the Central African Republic,” International Affairs Review, July 7,
2015, accessed November 28, 2016, http://www.iar-gwu.org/content/major-arms-trafficking-risk-central-african-
republic.

187 |, Lenisse Edloe, “Best Practices for Successful Disarmament, Demobilization, and Reintegration (DDR),” New
Voices in Public Policy 1 (Spring 2007): 11, http://journals.gmu.edu/newvoices/article/download/56/56.
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the achievement of desired development goals.”* In addition, the fact that the World Bank does
not engage directly in disarmament should be examined further in the context of whether or not

D&R can be completed effectively without a greater emphasis on arms reduction.

188 “Rwanda: Towards More Effective Arms Control in the Great Lakes Region,” International Committee of the Red
Cross, last modified June 4, 2012, accessed November 28, 2016,
www.icrc.org/eng/resources/documents/feature/2012/rwanda-small-arms-control-feature-2012-06-04-htm.htm.
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Chapter 5: Conclusions

This paper addressed the following questions: to what extent did the MDRP achieve its stated
objectives, and to what extent did the regional focus contribute to or limit its achievements?
Given the analysis of the MDRP in the Great Lakes region, is a program of similar design and
aims likely to succeed in other areas affected by regional conflicts?

The 2010 MDRP Final Report named three overall outcome objectives, “[g]eneral conflict
and stability trends,” establishing the MDRP as the first regional mechanism for DDR, and
achieving results at the individual program level .81 The MDRP achieved some of its stated
objectives, namely, establishing the MDRP as the first regional mechanism for DDR, and
realizing some positive results at the individual program level including varied progress on DDR
benchmarks. Perhaps the most challenging benchmark to evaluate is the program'’s progress on
reducing conflict and establishing security and economic stability within a regional framework. In
other words, does establishing a regional mechanism for DDR, or achieving programmatic
results, matter if conflict and economic insecurity continue to abound in the region? To help
answer this question, in this expanded study, | have added indicators that provide a more well-
rounded analysis of the MDRP’s impacts. It is helpful to divide these indicators into security and
economic considerations.*®

On the security side, I include reduction in IDPs and refugees; military expenditure over time;

war recurrence; progress on DDR; and arms proliferation. On the economic side, | include HDI

189 Evaluated by “(i) number of international stakeholders participating in the MDRP coordination mechanism; percent
of DDR activities in the region undertaken within the MDRP framework; (ii) percent of DDR resources channeled
through the MDTF; degree of variance between resource requirements and resource availability; and (iii) degree of
harmonization of national programs.” MDRP Final Report, 14-15.

190 Evaluated by “[r]esults on national programs and c) regional activities: (i) number of excombatants demobilized and
receiving reinsertion and reintegration assistance through national programs, and number of such programs; (ii) number
of excombatants demobilized and receiving reinsertion and reintegration assistance through special projects, and
number of such projects; (iii) harmonized data bases; frequency and effectiveness of technical knowledge-sharing
activities; (iv) efficient organization of joint missions and preparation of reports; and (v) effectiveness of technical
support.” MDRP Final Report, 15.

191 See Appendix, Figure 11.
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results; military expenditure over time (also included in security considerations); GDP per capita;
and the unemployment rate. Given the analysis, about half of the indicators show positive results,
about half show mixed results, and only one indicator (war recurrence) shows negative results.
These findings reflect well on the ability of the MDRP to affect change in the Great Lakes region,
however, it would be beneficial as time progresses to complete additional studies; it must be
emphasized that at the time of writing, the MDRP had only been closed for eight years. A 10- or
20-year evaluation would therefore be beneficial to understand how trends have or have not
changed over time. Additionally, the negative results for war recurrence cast a shadow over the
program, and over DDR efforts in general; if the goal of a conflict resolution program is to
resolve and prevent future conflict, then the results in this area are quite concerning.

Critics and evaluators have offered explanations for some of the mixed progress on program
objectives, which are explored in the sections above, and provide cautionary lessons for architects
of future DDR programs looking to employ a partial or full regional conflict mitigation strategy.
The World Bank was more complimentary in its final self-review in 2010, however, noting that
the MDRP’s emphasis on key factors such as “ownership, donor harmonization, and partnership”
was ahead of its time in the context of the development world. Concrete guidance from the Paris
Declaration and Accra Agenda came later, and therefore the MDRP “had to learn by doing,”
while subsequent programs have the benefit of looking to international development blueprints
such as the aforementioned agreements, and the MDRP itself.’%? Indeed, any regional DDR
programs following the MDRP will have the benefit of learning from many of its trailblazing
designs and efforts.

Overall, then, although the MDRP achieved some security and economic progress, future
programs could learn much from its more mixed results in order to design and execute stronger

programs. However, one must also consider the issue of attribution, that is, to what extent the

192 MDRP Final Report, 2.
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successes (and failures) of the MDRP can be attributed to (or blamed on) the MDRP, when DDR
and peacebuilding programs overall involve a multitude of players, and require, perhaps above
all, national ownership of the progress in order to achieve lasting peace.'®® Indeed, this question is
sprinkled throughout DDR literature. Therefore, while recognizing the MDRP’s achievements in
addition to its missteps, it is important to see its role as facilitator as just one in the complicated
web of relationships and motives present in the DDR and peacebuilding processes in the Great
Lakes Region. That is to say, it may be prudent to be a bit skeptical of what DDR programs
specifically, and peacebuilding processes overall, can achieve. However, even with the issue of
attribution, it does not appear that the MDRP did any perceivable harm to the beneficiary
countries or the region as a whole — in fact it seems to have had some positive effects — and it that
sense, it is worth examining further the program’s regional focus, to determine if a similar
program has a likelihood of succeeding elsewhere.

With the program’s regional focus, and the ways in which it contributed to or inhibited
progress towards the goals, progress again was mixed. The regional aspect was revolutionary;
while some peace operations and DDR programs including those in West Africa include interstate
cooperation, no DDR program before or since has been carried out in a concerted regional
fashion. The fact that the MDRP provided space for a diverse group of donor and beneficiary
countries to work together towards ending decades of horrific and intertwined violence in the
region should be seen as an achievement in and of itself, and it bodes well for other regions
facing similar cross-border conflicts, such as Central America and the Middle East/North Africa
regions. International recognition of a regional crisis is certainly replicable; what remains to be
seen is if funding and the political will to carry out a program are also forthcoming.

The regional focus also posed some challenges, however:

Despite the regional vision, it was easier to produce the country-specific outputs than the
regional ones. The cross-border results require continued effort and focus, and unless the

193 Attribution was a particular problem with the MDRP, due to self-noted shortfalls in the capturing of monitoring and
evaluation (M&E) data. Ibid., 4.
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benefits are perceived to be significant to both parties, it may be difficult to sustain the
interest. There is also probably a hierarchy of concerns where the national ones come first,
and where parties therefore are at different stages in addressing their challenges (Rwanda had
largely managed its internal DDR, DRC was still in the middle of a big DDR process).1%
Overall, different starting points and competing national versus regional goals made for a
challenging implementation environment. These concerns are not unique to the Great Lakes

Region, but should be considered for any future replications of a regional DDR program.

Given these concerns, was a regional approach the right one, or would individual country
programs have been more appropriate? It is not clear from the results discussed in the preceding
sections that a regional approach has benefitted the region as compared with what purely
nationally-facilitated programs would have accomplished. Deeper analysis on this point is no
doubt warranted. However, “[w]hile the answer today is that countries are moving towards
national funding mechanisms, at the time of the establishment of the MDRP, the regional
approach clearly was the most appropriate” due to the regional aspect of conflict in the Great
Lakes Region and the ability of funders and high-level supporters to mobilize funds quickly and
efficiently.® That analysis is highly context-specific, of course. But, given similar conflict
dynamics in other regions such as cross-border fighting, a regional approach could hypothetically
be replicated elsewhere—but, to what end? The answer might lie not in the idea of a regional
model, but in the staying power of its components. DDR has been attempted in tens of conflicts
around the world, with mixed results; many countries have returned to conflict after going

through DDR programs, for a variety of reasons.'%

For example, Schulhofer-Wohl and Sambanis coded 49 “Civil Wars and Externally-Assisted

DDR Programs” between 1979 and 2006.1%" They then recorded war recurrence and/or residual

194 Multi-country Demobilization and Reintegration Program: End of Program Evaluation, 61.
19 Ibid., 60.

196 Schulhofer-Wohl and Sambanis, Disarmament, 44-49.

197 1bid., 44-49.
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violence at the two-year and five-year mark after the respective peacebuilding processes.'®® Of
the 49 conflicts coded, Schulhofer-Wohl and Sambanis found that notwithstanding the
approximately one-quarter of cases yielding null results, the majority of cases did not see either
war recurrence or residual violence either two or five years after DDR.%%2% These results stand
in stark contrast to the MDRP’s seven beneficiary countries, over two thirds of which have
returned to conflict by UCDP standards. This analysis, then, speaks more positively about the
effects of DDR programs generally, while also calling into question why the MDRP’s results on

DDR were less successful than the majority of Schulhofer-Wohl and Sambanis’s dataset.

An additional question, important for replicability, is if the World Bank was the appropriate
leader on DDR, and whether sufficient regional infrastructure even exists to sustain such a
program or its results in the long term:

the Bank has not demonstrated strong leadership on DDR, there is no obvious ‘champion’ of

the MDRP at the Africa Region level as there was in the early years, nor does the Bank

appear to have taken steps to translate the general concerns [...] into enhanced capacity.?%

This analysis casts doubt on both the leadership itself, and the model’s staying power, at least
in the Great Lakes region. While the World Bank is certainly a leader in economic development,
despite its many forays into DDR, it is unclear whether the World Bank is the right party to
facilitate DDR. To find middle ground, perhaps the World Bank would do better to partner more
closely with international bodies with demonstrated experience and success in facilitating DDR,

such as the UN and others. Furthermore, while the championing of national ownership over DDR

198 See Appendix, Figure 12.

199 “peacebuilding outcomes are coded missing if the war was ongoing as of that date, or if observation of the outcome
at the cut-off—2-year or 5-year—was not possible as of December 2006; DDR is coded through December 31, 2009.”
Schulhofer-Wohl and Sambanis, Disarmament, 44.

200 1t must be noted that Schulhofer-Wohl and Sambanis’s “civil war” criteria (originally developed by Doyle and
Sambanis) are much more stringent than that of UCDP and therefore, make it more difficult to compare the two
datasets. They are also focused on conflict after peacebuilding and DDR, which UCDP is not. Nevertheless, their
findings across the board illustrate that for countries that have gone through civil wars and DDR programs, peace is the
more likely outcome, calling into question the outcomes of the MDRP countries, the majority of which have fallen back
into conflict. See Michael W. Doyle and Nicholas Sambanis, Making War and Building Peace: United Nations Peace
Operations (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2006), 133-137.

201Multi-country Demobilization and Reintegration Program: End of Program Evaluation, 87.
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processes is an important one, in addition, the Bank and its partners must make an honest initial
assessment of national capacity and political will before undertaking projects, to avoid stalling
and resource waste. Obstacles to replication, then, include the need for a clear-cut leader in the
field of DDR; a stable commitment from national partners that initial political will can translate
into cooperation and ultimately, results; as well as the challenge of implementing programs
within ongoing conflicts; and finally, the need for sustained political and monetary commitment
from international/implementing partners.

To echo these points, some of the reasons that can be pointed to for some of the MDRP’s
mixed results, which could be projected for future projects, include political blockages/lack of
political will at the country level; hiccups with financial management; renewed conflict in some
countries; the nature of an experimental program; and finally, very different starting points,
contexts, and challenges for each country.202293With the exception of financial management and
improved program design, it is unclear if these issues can be resolved for future efforts; they seem
unfortunately endemic to the international, regional, and country-level dimensions of both politics
and conflict. Therefore, to succeed in other areas, the MDRP model needs both internal changes
to make it more effective, a realistic set of indicators and expectations about outcomes, and a
recognition of the limits not only of a regional program, but a DDR model in general.
Nevertheless, for the time being, DDR has the benefit of being a widely-accepted practice in the
peacebuilding realm, and with the MDRP in particular, it is clear that the program has had some
positive effects on the conflict environment. Therefore, when funding and support are available, it
appears prudent to attempt to apply this revolutionary regional model in other areas plagued by

regional conflict.

202 1hid., 24.
203 1hid., 6.
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Appendix

Figure 1: MDRP Participant Country Conflict Profiles

Country Conflict Dates Number of Fatalities
Angola* 1975-2002 Estimates uncertain, but ranging from tens of thousands
to over one million?%®
Burundi?% 1993-2006 (resurgence = 300,0002%
2015-present)
CAR%%8 1993-2002/2003, 2004- = 3,000-6,000 since resurgence?®®
2007 (resurgence 2012-
present)
DRC?20 1994-2003 (resurgence = Estimates uncertain, but ranging from several hundred
2012-present) thousand to over five million?!
RoC?? 1997-1999 Estimates uncertain, but more than ten thousand?*3
Rwanda?'4 1994 800,0002°
Uganda?6 1981-1986 (conflict Estimates uncertain, but likely more than one hundred

with Lord’s Resistance

thousand '’

Army ongoing)
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Figure 2: IDPs by Country over Time?®

Year 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
Country
Angola 4.100,000 1,400,000 450,000 01,000 No IDPs
Burundi 475,500 281.628 281,600 117.000 117,000
CAR No data 200,000 200,000  No IDPs 30,000
DRC 2,500,000 3400000 2300000 2300000 1480000
RoC 225,000 84,000 No data No data 7.800
Ewanda NoIDP: NoIDPs No IDPs No IDPs No IDPs
Uganda 550,000 830,000  1,600000 1900000 1,850,000
Year 2007 2008 2009 2014 2015
Country
Angola No IDPs No IDPs No IDPs
At least
79,200 {as
Burundi 100,000 100,000 100,000 of 08/2015)
369,500 (as
CAR 150,000 108,000 162,284 of 08/2015)
at least
2.857.400
(as of
DRC 1,400,000 1,373,169 1,900,000 03/2015)
Up to
7.800
(as of
10/20
RoC 7.800 7.800 7.800 14)
Rwanda No IDPs No IDPs No IDPs
29 800 (as
Uganda 1,700,000 869,000 437.000 of 05/2015)

218 2002-2009 data from MDRP Final Report, 59; 2014-2015 data from “Global Figures,” Internal Displacement
Monitoring Centre, last modified 2016, accessed October 8, 2016, www.internal-displacement.org/globalreport2016/.
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Figure 3: Average Number of Refugees over Time?!®
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219 “Refugee Population by Country or Territory of Asylum”; “Refugee Population by Country or Territory of Origin.”
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Figure 4: Conflict Recurrence??°

Country _Conflict Recurrence, 2002-2009  Conflict Recurrence, 2009 Onward

Angola Yes No
Burundi Yes Yes
CAR Yes Yes
DRC Yes Yes
RoC Yes No
Rwanda Yes Yes
Uganda Yes Yes

220 Melander et al., “Organized Violence.”
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Figure 5: Average GDP per Capita over Time, USD?%!
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221 “GDP Per Capita (Current US$),” The World Bank Group, last modified 2016, accessed September 26, 2016,
http://databank.worldbank.org/data/home.aspx.
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Figure 6: (Average) Unemployment Rate over Time???
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222 “Unemployment, Total.”
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Figure 7: Average Human Development Index Scores over Time?
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223 “Human Development Data (1980-2015).”
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Figure 8: Average Military Expenditure as a Percentage of GDP over Time?*

Average Military Expenditure as a
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224 “Data for All Countries from 1998-2015.”
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Figure 9: Percentages Reached of Reinsertion and Reintegration Goals?®

Country

Angola
Burundi
CAR
DRC
Rwanda
RoC
Uganda

Totals

Activity

Reinsertion
Reintegration
Reinsertion
Reintegration
Reinsertion
Reintegration
Reinsertion
Reintegration
Reinsertion
Reintegration
Reinsertion
Reintegration
Reinsertion
Reintegration
Reinsertion*
Reintegration

Initial Goals

62,716
133,662
35,000
35,000
7,565
7,565
120,000
90,000
47,400
50,000
11,000
30,000
15,310
n/a
298,991
346,227

Results

52,721
92,297
23,022
21,012
7,533
7,556
102,014
52,172
44,491
43,891
0
15,179
14,816
n/a
244,597
232,107

Percentage of Goal

84%
69%
42%
38%
100%
100%
85%
58%
94%
88%
0%
51%
97%
n/a
82%
64%

*Differs slightly from numbers provided by MDRP of 298,725

225 MDRP Final Report, 24.
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Figure 10: Average Arms Transfers over Time??

Average Arms Transfers over Time,
MDRP Countries
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226 “Mapping Arms Data (MAD) Visualization Project.”
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Figure 11: Progress on Indicators
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Figure 12: Peace after DDR%’

5 Years After Peacebuilding

Results 2 Years After Peacebuilding
War Recurrence Residual Violence War Recurrence Residual Violence
Yes; % of Total T 1429% 12; 24 49%; g 16.33% 13; 26.53%
No; % of Total 30; 61.22% 25 51.02% 29- 50.18% 24: 48 98%
Null; % of Total** 12; 24 49%; 12; 24 49%; 12; 24 48%; 12; 24 49%

227 Schulhofer-Wohl and Sambanis, Disarmament, 44-49.
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