
‘Post-conflict’ Iraq: gunmen
take aim at coalition soldiers 
in the center of Basra, 
southern Iraq, in May 2004, 
one year after President
George W. Bush declared major 
combat operations over. 
(© Nabil Al-Jurani/AP Photo)
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Managing ‘post-conflict’ zones
DDR AND WEAPONS REDUCTION 

INTRODUCTION

10
Major combat operations in Iraq have ended. In the battle of Iraq, the United States and our

allies have prevailed. And now our coalition is engaged in securing and reconstructing that

country.

—US President George W. Bush, 2 May 2003

The end of war does not necessarily signal a return to security. The introduction of a ceasefire, a peace agreement,

or even discrete interventions that seek to disarm warring parties do not guarantee tangible improvements in the safe-

ty of either civilians or former combatants. In fact, in 2004, many so-called post-conflict environments presented more

direct and indirect threats to civilians than the armed conflicts that preceded them. This raises an important question:

what constitutes ‘post-conflict’? Does it necessarily begin with a signed peace accord? When does it end? The expression

has become so ubiquitous that its very meaning is rarely questioned.

This chapter contends that the post-conflict designation unhelpfully disguises the risks facing many societies

emerging from war, as events over the past year in Afghanistan, Iraq, Sudan, and the countries of the Great Lakes

Region painfully illustrate. A weary pessimism has now replaced the hubris that once accompanied the signing of a

peace deal and the ‘transition’ to post-conflict reconstruction. Yet there is reason for cautious optimism: the intro-

duction of disarmament, demobilization, and reintegration (DDR) and weapons reduction programmes as part of

overall recovery strategies appears to be an important factor in winning the peace.

The post-conflict environment—whether ushered in by a significant reduction in direct mortality, the signing of

a peace agreement, the deployment of a peacekeeping force, an arbitrary period of time, or the holding of national

elections—is unstable. Too sudden or too slow an influx of relief and reconstruction assistance can trigger a fresh out-

break of armed conflict. Given that tensions may still be simmering and the dividends of ‘peace’ not equally shared,

it is little surprise that almost half of all countries emerging from conflict show a tendency to suffer a relapse within

five years of signing a peace agreement (Millennium Project, 2004; Collier et al., 2001). Thus, preventing armed vio-

lence from flaring up during the transition is critical to avoiding its escalation into full-fledged war.

Encouragingly, the current preoccupation of donors and multilateral agencies with the promotion of recovery and

reconstruction in post-conflict contexts, including support for DDR and weapons reduction, underlines their growing

commitment to securing peace. Recurring criticisms of conventional ‘post-conflict recovery’ packages remain valid:

inadequate treatment of the political or structural causes of conflict, insufficient consideration of ‘reintegration’, delayed

disbursement of funds, and the attachment of unrealistic conditions. Nonetheless, there is growing acceptance of the

importance of making efforts to decrease the number of small arms and light weapons an integral component of

recovery strategies. Since 2000, for example, the UN and the World Bank have launched at least 14 DDR initiatives in
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post-conflict countries—eight of which were continuing at the end of 2004. Similarly, at least 22 weapons reduction

projects were established in post-conflict countries during the same period—and more than 16 were operational in 2004.

Below are the key findings of this chapter:

• In some countries considered ‘post-conflict’, levels of firearm-related violence are often higher than they were

before, or even during, the armed conflict.

• Countries emerging from armed conflict can produce contagion effects with potentially destabilizing ramifi-

cations for neighbouring states.

• Multilateral agencies and donors increasingly view DDR and weapons reduction as pivotal pillars of post-con-

flict recovery.

• There is mounting recognition within the UN of the need to adopt regional and integrated approaches to DDR

and weapons reduction.

• Current approaches to DDR and weapons reduction still suffer because of limited political will, confusion over

objectives, a disproportionate focus on disarmament selection biases, inadequate financing, and coordination gaps.

• Alarmingly, DDR and weapons reduction continue to substitute for political solutions, the reform of the gov-

ernance and judicial sectors, and sustainable development.

• Reducing the demand for firearms is a fundamental factor regularly overlooked in the rush to secure peace.

This chapter begins by reviewing the variety of threats confronting civilians in a post-conflict environment. It then

turns to a number of concrete interventions designed by international and national actors to alleviate these risks,

including DDR and weapons reduction initiatives. Although the ‘success’ of these endeavours in reducing armed vio-

lence in post-conflict contexts is still open to debate, the international donor community continues to pin consider-

able hope on them.1 Building on previous work of the Small Arms Survey, the chapter goes on to provide a critical

review of DDR and weapons reduction programmes. 

SMALL ARMS-RELATED THREATS IN THE POST-CONFLICT PERIOD

It is difficult to gauge definitively the number of direct deaths due to armed conflict, although many have tried

(CONFLICT DEATHS).2 At a minimum, typologies usually distinguish between combatants fatally injured in political

violence (excluding genocide and massacres) and excess civilian deaths. There is also widespread consensus that the

proportion of those fatally injured in war is ordinarily less than that of those who have died from secondary or indirect

causes. Moreover, public health specialists and epidemiologists are growing increasingly cognisant of the gruesome

effects of war that linger in the ‘post-conflict’ period. While fatal injuries often decline sharply immediately after an armed

conflict ends, the fall is less dramatic than previously believed. As the cases of the Democratic Republic of the Congo

(DRC) and Iraq show, fatal injuries and excess deaths can remain surprisingly high in the wake of an armed conflict

(IRC, 2004; Roberts, 2002; Roberts et al., 2004a; 2004b). A diverse literature exists on the costs of armed conflict. 

Direct war-related deaths (and disabilities) range from intentional fatal injuries sustained during pitched battles to

‘excess’ deaths due to displacement and ‘natural’ mortality and morbidity associated with and return and resettlement.



While combatants (male and female) are the most obvious casualties, armed conflicts are also a cause of excess mortality

and morbidity within the civilian population, largely through the spread of infectious disease, the destruction of assets, the

dismantling of livelihoods, and the diversion of scarce resources away from basic services (Muggah and Batchelor, 2002).

Legal and humanitarian specialists have repeatedly observed that, in 21st-century armed conflicts, civilians are delib-

erately targeted, often in direct violation of international humanitarian law (Muggah with Griffiths, 2002; ICRC, 1999). 

Analysts have also pointed to the link between internal conflict and regional destabilization. There is basic agree-

ment that most conflicts being waged today are ‘internal’ or ‘intra-state’ and involve automatic rifles and heavy

machine guns, rocket-propelled grenade launchers, anti-personnel landmines, and mortars (Duffield, 2001; Kaldor, 1999).

The threats posed predominantly by men and boys who wield these guns contribute to underdevelopment and have

potentially destabilizing ramifications for the surrounding region.3

Rethinking post-conflict orthodoxies

A common perception among donors and policy-makers is that when armed conflicts end, safety and security are

likely to return. It seems intuitive that death and injury rates, and especially ‘collateral damage’, will decrease after

the shelling stops. Also assumed is that, when normalcy resumes, development and investment will begin anew. The

international aid system has, in many ways, adopted wholesale elements of this interpretation.4 The World Bank, for

example, was established with the express purpose of reconstructing war-torn countries, as well as with a view to

promoting development elsewhere.5 Even though this neat interpretation is coming under increasing scrutiny, alter-

native explanations do not rest comfortably with aid bureaucracies.

It is true that direct deaths often rapidly increase before the signing of a peace agreement, and decline equally

dramatically after it is finalized. Yet, as noted above, it is also generally the case that both direct deaths and excess

mortality and morbidity remain comparatively high, sometimes at levels higher than before the war (Guha-Sapir and

van Panhuis, 2002b; Ghobarah et al., 2004; Pederson, 2002). In reflecting on the 1990–91 Gulf War, Daponte (1993)

notes that ‘far more persons died from post-war health effects than from direct war effects’.6 Where wars are excep-

tionally long and pernicious, these post-conflict excess deaths can rise even further. In Guatemala (see Box 10.1), it

is estimated that the number of violent fatalities in the aftermath of the peace agreement have only partially decreased

compared to those registered during the 37-year war (Pearce, 1999).7

So, are the ‘armed conflict’ and ‘post-conflict’ labels of any use if mortality and morbidity rates before and after

wars are often indistinguishable? Would it make more sense to describe such countries as ‘conflict-affected’

(Millennium Project, 2004)? The answer is not as straightforward as one might like to imagine. Certainly, there are

normative consequences associated with either label—for instance, international humanitarian law applies during an

armed conflict, but not during the post-conflict phase (Small Arms Survey, 2002; Muggah with Griffiths, 2002).

Moreover, there are political, economic, legal, and administrative implications associated with whether a country is

at, or is emerging from, war. The transition from humanitarian relief to longer-term reconstruction—bridging the con-

troversial ‘relief–development gap’—and the assignation of priorities require a coherent determination of whether a

country is in the midst of armed conflict.8 Yet the combination of violent realities and the otherwise non-violent dis-

course employed by international aid agencies can generate distortions in the identification of both problems and

solutions (Macrae, 1999). In the absence of agreement on the objective distinctions between conflict and post-con-

flict scenarios, analysts have pointed to peace agreements as a conventional indicator of the ‘shift’ (see Map 10.1).
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Box 10.1 Firearm-related incidents in Guatemala, 1995–2002

Guatemala endured one of the longest civil
wars in Latin American history. It lasted for
37 years, ending with a peace agreement in
December 1996. The direct costs were cata-
strophic: an estimated 140,000–200,000 peo-
ple were shot and killed, or as many as 5,400
per year (UNDP, 2003). According to reports
of the Pan American Health Organization,
homicide was the single most common cause
of death of men in Guatemala in the early
1980s; most of these homicides related to
armed conflict as opposed to crime or acci-
dents (PAHO, 1986). The end of the conflict
has not, however, marked a return to stabili-
ty or peace. In fact, firearm-related deaths
have increased since December 1996.
Evidence suggests, furthermore, that the
wider population has actually experienced a
rise in real and perceived insecurity (Moser
and Winton, 2002). 

Figure 10.1 Number of violent and firearms-related deaths

Figure 10.2 Firearm death rate and homicide rate
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A Guatemalan National Revolutionary Unit guerrilla receives her demobilization 

papers in May 1997 in the Salcol disarmament camp. Despite these efforts, firearm-

related incidents increased after the 1996 peace agreement.
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Other transition benchmarks include temporal thresholds and concrete activities on the ground, such as ceasefires,

the holding of negotiations, and various weapons reduction, demobilization, and reintegration initiatives.9

War ends, violence grows?

In what ways do post-conflict conditions differ from the armed conflict circumstances that preceded them? While fatal-

ity trends may remain comparable from a quantitative standpoint, the dynamics of armed violence can alter quali-

tatively in the post-conflict period. Rather than clashes between combatants, targeted attacks on civilians, and forced

displacement leading to excess deaths, the post-conflict environment can witness years of surging rates of violent

crime and inter-personal violence.10 Moreover, the types of armaments used in violence can change, from heavy and

light weapons to pistols and revolvers.

As the cases of Kosovo and Nicaragua illustrate, ‘substitution effects’ are sometimes also registered during the

post-conflict period. In part because of the heavy (and enforced) penalties being handed down for possession and

use of weapons, acts of violence are increasingly being perpetrated with bladed instruments (see Box 10.2).

Additionally, armed violence can move geographically from primarily rural areas to urban centres, as was the case in

Guatemala (Moser, 2004).

Research has shown that armed conflicts substantially increase the exposure of civilians, particularly children,

youth, and the displaced, to risks that raise the likelihood of mortality and morbidity, including fatal firearm and ordi-

nance injuries (WHO, 2001; Ghobarah et al., 2003; Garfield and Neugut, 1991).13 Similarly, the civilian population is

also disproportionately affected after a war comes to an end. The cases of Afghanistan and Cambodia, which effec-

tively entered post-conflict phases in 2001 and 1991, respectively, are instructive. A survey conducted in Afghanistan

271

POST-CONFLICT

Map 10.1 Selected conflict and ‘post-conflict’ zones, 1994–2004*

Sources: IISS (2004); SIPRI (2004); University of Uppsala (2004)
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(between March 2001 and June 2002) notes that, of the 1,636 individuals treated for injuries due to landmines,

grenades, bombs, mortar shells, and cluster munitions from December 2001 onwards, more than 80 per cent were

civilians (Bilukha et al., 2003).14 A review of injuries in Cambodia conducted by the International Committee of the

Red Cross (ICRC) between January 1991 and February 1995 found that weapon injury rates were seasonal and rose

in the post-conflict period.15 Importantly, the ICRC observed that intentional firearm injuries affecting civilians made

up by far the largest category of non-combat injuries: almost 60 per cent of those injured were civilians.

Another reason for excessively high mortality rates in the post-conflict period is that armed violence leads to a

reduction in the human and financial resources available for renewed investment in public infrastructure including

healthcare systems. Depending on the length and severity of the armed conflict, the public and professional health

workforce can be severely depleted.16 In addition to sharp declines in recurrent expenditures on the quality of and

access to public services during a conflict, the restoration of infrastructure (and public confidence) can take years,

even decades. Due to the deliberate targeting of public utilities and monitoring and surveillance systems during armed

Box 10.2 Kosovo: post-war public health effects

Kosovo emerged from conflict in late 1999. It is estimated that, between 1997 and 1999, a combination of shelling and small arms
fire claimed the lives of 10,000–13,000 civilians (Khakee and Florquin, 2003). Despite a range of DDR and weapons reduction
initiatives in the post-conflict period, it remains a comparatively well-armed society. Flare-ups between Kosovo Albanians and
Serbs in Mitrovica in March 2004 indicate that tensions are continuing to fester. 

Figure 10.3 Intentional injury profile, Pristina University Hospital, 1999–2002*

Overall levels of armed violence fell precipitously following the intervention of the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO)
beginning in March 1999. Small Arms Survey research finds, however, that certain types of intentional violence seem to have
increased over the following years (Khakee and Florquin, 2003). A review of in-patients at Pristina University Hospital (PUH)
suggests that, while firearms-related injuries have stabilized, there has been a rise in knife-related injuries, pointing to what is
commonly referred to as the ‘substitution effect’.11 This is hardly surprising, since the introduction and enforcement of penal-
ties by NATO’s Kosovo Force (KFOR) has indirectly pushed up the relative price of possessing and using firearms. 

This data should be treated with caution. Reported firearm injuries at PUH are lower than the total number of firearm-related
injuries sustained in Kosovo. While the catchment area of PUH spans the whole of Kosovo, other clinics also reportedly treat
acute wounds, including those caused by firearms. Furthermore, ethnic Serbs frequently receive treatment in Mitrovica, indi-
cating a selection bias.12 There is also evidence that not all firearm-related injuries are treated by public hospitals, particularly
those incurred through criminal activities. Moreover, few statistics are available on injuries due to celebratory fire, which
occurs regularly (during festivals, weddings, and events to mark the New Year).
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Box 10.3 Disarming the camps: Militarization of refugees and the internally displaced 

Armed violence generates vast numbers of refugees and IDPs. In 2004, the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees
(UNHCR) estimated that there were 9.9 million refugees, while the Global IDP Project calculated that there were close to 25 mil-
lion IDPs.17 Refugees and IDPs are often unable to return to their home country or original place of residence in the immediate
post-conflict period. Many thousands of people may sometimes languish for years in camps and settlements. UNHCR reports
that at least 6.2 million refugees in 38 camps are caught up in a ‘protracted refugee situation’ (UNHCR, 2004). In these circum-
stances, camps can become ‘militarized’, and, in turn, constitute a threat to regional and internal stability.

The Small Arms Survey carried out field research in such protracted situations in Africa between July 2004 and January
2005. Based on studies of refugee camps and settlements in Guinea, Rwanda, Tanzania, and Uganda, where UNHCR works to pro-
tect refugees and to provide them with critical humanitarian assistance, the research revealed a number of common patterns.
First, the political economy of violence in the region conditions the scale and intensity of militarization. Militarization does not
take place in a vacuum; it is deeply embedded in historical developments. Second, classic cross-border militarization appears
to have declined in recent
years, because of reduced
refugee flows, and because
of the successful interven-
tions and situation-specific
refugee security strategies
applied by hosting states
and UNHCR.

Worryingly, however,
‘internal militarization’
seems to have risen, as
refugees and IDPs have
become increasingly caught
up or directly implicated in
civil conflicts (Muggah,
2005a). They may be armed,
are often recruited into a
militia, and will seek to
defend their livelihoods. In
some countries, it seems
that humanitarian agency
efforts to address refugee insecurity and refugee and IDP militarization—as well as the donor support for these efforts—are
only compensating for the failure of asylum and country-of-origin states to meet their responsibilities. Ensuring the civilian
and humanitarian character of asylum and protecting civilian populations are, and must remain, primary responsibilities of the
state. The 1951 Convention Relating to the Status of Refugees, the 1967 Protocol, and the 1969 Organization of African Unity
Convention Governing the Specific Aspects of Refugee Problems in Africa sanction international protection. While there are no
comparable instruments for protecting IDPs, various guiding principles have been elaborated.

Clearly, ensuring the civilian and humanitarian character of asylum is a major concern of the international community, espe-
cially of UNHCR. In the late 1990s, UNHCR published a conceptual framework document known as the ‘ladder of options’, out-
lining levels of refugee insecurity and proposing a range of possible responses to address a given situation effectively. The ladder
included an array of ‘soft’ and ‘medium’ (practical) options, such as screening borders, community policing, and the deployment
of international observers, and ‘hard’ options, including military intervention when authorized by the UN Security Council.
Because the latter has been slow to act on the issue, UNHCR has worked with a number of other actors, such as the UN
Department of Peacekeeping Operations (DPKO), to tackle a problem that is ostensibly outside of their remit.18 Together with
host governments (and with the assistance of the international community), UNHCR has also advised on issues such as the repa-
triation of foreign ex-combatants or ‘armed elements’ through DDR processes. This is a fairly new area of activity for the agency,
however, and achievements and problems need to be evaluated. 

Thousands of Sudanese IDPs populate this makeshift camp in Sudan's West Darfur province, captured from 

a helicopter in September 2004. The threat of ‘militarization’ in such camps increases with time.
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conflicts, effective resource planning for public health is regularly undermined in the post-conflict period (Hoeffler

and Reynal-Querol, 2003; Levy and Sidel, 1997).

Furthermore, armed violence, particularly violence committed by former soldiers and militia members, can reach epi-

demic proportions in the shadow of a ceasefire. The perception of spiralling intentional violence is also liable to grow, as

post-conflict Guatemala amply demonstrates (Moser, 2004; Mcllwaine and Moser, 2001). There is also considerable evidence

that the assault rifles and light weapons used during the war can resurface and be employed in an uncommon kind of

criminality, especially in urban areas. In many cases, former combatants and criminals wielding military-style armaments

literally outgun police officers and civilians. Often, these weapons were originally looted from the country’s own arsenal.

It is common for organized urban criminality to rise following a conflict. Available data from across the Balkans and

Central America indicates that armed criminality and social violence often escalate despite peace agreements (Grillot

et al., 2004; Godnick et al., 2003; Braveman et al., 1997); in some cases, these rise above pre-war levels (Guha-Sapir

and van Panuis, 2002b). In Uganda and Sierra Leone, the demobilization and reintegration of former combatants appears

to have had varying effects in terms of reducing crime. A study tracing demobilized Ugandan soldiers in the 1990s,

for example, found that, prior to their disbandment, soldiers without land were responsible for significantly raising

district-level crime rates. Statistically, they were 100 times more likely to commit a crime than the average citizen. By con-

trast, district-level crime rates did not go up after the return of those who had been properly demobilized (Collier, 1994).

In the case of Sierra Leone, however, it appears that DDR has had little effect in reducing the stigmatization of returning

combatants or promoting non-violence or the dismantling of factions (Humphreys and Weinstein, 2004).

In many cases, these lingering effects of conflict spill across borders, into neighbouring and ostensibly ‘peaceful’

countries (Millennium Project, 2004; World Bank, 2003a; 2003b). Former soldiers regularly cross international fron-

tiers, contributing to the militarization of refugee and internally displaced person (IDP) camps, often with the tacit

support of host governments, as in the Great Lakes Region and West Africa (see Box 10.3). Criminal gangs and mili-

tia groups often coalesce into syndicates, in many instances forging cross-border partnerships and subsisting on,

among other things, the trade in drugs, contraband, and military-style weapons. 

Many of the indirect consequences of violence during the post-conflict period are hidden and thus difficult to dis-

cern. The chronic psychological and psychosocial traumas present among displaced populations have been investi-

gated (Barbara, 1997; Sabin et al., 2003). Studies of combatants and civilians indicate that a considerable proportion

is exposed to a high incidence of extreme violence involving firearms and other types of armaments, and that a sig-

nificant number suffer from long-term mental disability (Humphreys and Weinstein, 2004; Butler, 1997; CDC, 1988).19

Participatory research conducted in post-conflict contexts, including Cambodia, Papua New Guinea (Bougainville),

the Solomon Islands, and Sri Lanka, also highlights surprisingly common patterns of insecurity, such as sexual vio-

lence,20 and impacts on physical and social mobility, familial cohesiveness, and access to sustainable livelihoods

among soldiers and civilians alike.21

Demand for weapons in the post-conflict period

The end of armed conflict does not necessarily signal a reduction in demand for weapons. In fact, where penalties

are neither implemented nor enforced, the propensity for civilians and former combatants to acquire weapons can

increase. Moreover, there is a sense that, partly because of the continued presence of automatic rifles, grenades, and

handguns, arming in self-defence becomes normalized. 



In some post-conflict environments, the presence of leftover weapons can increase the chance of a fatal outcome.

In El Salvador, for example, between June 2001 and May 2002, some 3,704 persons entered the state public health system

with firearm injuries, while 7,592 entered with injuries caused by sharp objects, such as knives and machetes. Whereas

pistols and revolvers were responsible for many of the injuries sustained, assault weapons and grenades also figured

prominently (Godnick et al., 2003). The availability of small arms and light weapons in situations where the costs of

ownership are low and the motivations for acquisition are stable or rising can lead to an escalation in armed violence.

Societies often remain heavily armed, despite the political resolution of a conflict, for numerous reasons. At the macro

level, states are frequently over-committed in terms of defence expenditure; concomitantly, they have to maintain large

armies. National defence spending in developing countries can rise dramatically during an internal armed conflict—to

an average of five per cent of gross domestic product (GDP), as compared to 2.8 per cent during peacetime (World Bank,

2003b). Conversely, it also regularly takes years for defence expenditure to contract to pre-war levels, with implications

for infrastructure and healthcare spending, as well as for income-earning potential (Brauer and Dunne, 2004).22 Moreover,

the surfeit of weaponry, some of it looted or poorly managed, often results in it being recycled into the hands of civilians.

The real ‘price’ of weapons may decline—a necessary, but insufficient, factor behind an increase in demand. 

Small arms demand, however, can also arise out of perceived horizontal disparities in the post-conflict period.

Countries emerging from conflict regularly register sizeable external debts, which can have serious consequences for

the collection and allocation of domestic revenues. While various international agencies have established a host of

macroeconomic stabilization instruments to ease the transition, socio-economic fault lines often quickly emerge.23 As

economies tend to expand after a period of severe contraction, sharp socio-economic inequalities are not uncom-

mon.24 The per capita earning power of the middle class and the poor are not uniform during this time (Millennium

Project, 2004; Sambanis, 2003). Consequently, widespread disenfranchisement and resentment can fuel inter-person-

al violence. Thus, individual and collective ‘preferences’ for weapons can grow in the delicate period after a war ends. 

At the micro level, collective and individual demand for weapons can remain high, partly as a result of the con-

tinued desire for self-protection, predatory and rent-seeking behaviour, and long-standing or recent socially deter-

mined norms on weapons possession (GUN CULTURE). New empirical research on armed groups in the Solomon

Islands, Papua New Guinea,  and South Africa indicates that demand for firearms—as with most commodities—is ulti-

mately conditioned by high ‘preferences’, low real and relative ‘prices’, and the ability to mobilize sufficient mone-

tary or non-monetary ‘resources’ for procurement.25

SECURING THE PEACE: DDR AND WEAPONS REDUCTION 

Awareness of the risk factors accompanying transition processes is growing. For example, recent evidence warns that

there is a positive correlation between the length and intensity of an armed conflict and the relative likelihood of

renewed armed violence.26 Other dangers associated with the latter stages of transition—inadequate and uneven assis-

tance, disproportionate and ineffective targeting, poor growth, and insufficient attention to peace-building,27 including

disarmament—are becoming more established.28

Nonetheless, something of a post-conflict orthodoxy has emerged. Diamond captures this view, arguing that

efforts to rebuild a shattered, war-torn country should comprise at least four components:
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[p]olitical reconstruction of a legitimate and capable state; economic reconstruction, includ-

ing the rebuilding of the country’s physical infrastructure and the creation of rules and insti-

tutions that enable a market economy; social reconstruction, including the renewal … of a

civil society and political culture that foster voluntary cooperation and the limitation of state

power; and the provision of general security, to establish a safe and orderly environment

(Diamond, 2004, p.2).

In post-conflict environments in which the state has crumbled or collapsed, security is the foundation on which

all else depends. Without minimum security, people cannot trade, organize, rebuild communities, or participate mean-

ingfully in politics or economic development. 

Multilateral donors now regularly advance a number of formulaic security- and development-oriented interventions

to secure the peace. The World Bank, for example, has elaborated a series of ‘best practices’ to assist affected countries,

donors, and multilateral agencies in navigating volatile post-conflict settings (World Bank, 2003b; 2003d). It advocates

the deployment of international peacekeepers and the introduction of stabilization measures in the earliest stages of

the post-conflict period. Subsequent to this comes the gradual phasing in of financial aid over the next five years, par-

ticularly when absorptive capacity is ‘optimum’ for growth. And finally, within a decade, democratic institutions are

established. All of these activities are generally subsumed under the mantle of reconstruction and development; alter-

natively, they are described as a ‘security first strategy’. Included in this bundle of initiatives are DDR and weapons

reduction, two strands that—while sharing certain attributes and often overlapping—are in fact distinct. 

Very generally, DDR is a process introduced after a conflict that primarily focuses on ensuring the reintegration

of combatants (from standing armies, police forces, or insurgent factions) into civilian life.29 While a single doctrine has

yet to be produced for DDR, a considerable literature has emerged in recent years, much of it descriptive, theoretical,

or distilling so-called best practice and lessons learnt.30 By contrast, weapons reduction is a generic term encapsulating

a diverse cluster of programmes that seek to reduce the number of armaments principally in civilian hands. Essentially

filling the lacunae left by DDR, weapons reduction initiatives often fall outside peace deals and tend to adopt a more

disparate approach than does DDR. They emphasize everything from legislation and regional border agreements to

practical activities designed to remove weapons and reduce incentives for possession. A third process, security sector

reform (SSR), transforms institutions of the security sector—including the police, the military, and the judiciary31—and

compels them to accept greater democratic (civilian) control and increased transparency and accountability (Ball, 2001;

2002; Smith, 2002). A key objective of SSR is to convert defence and police personnel into providers of legitimate secu-

rity and to install accountable, professional, appropriately sized, and affordable security sectors. Ensuring that the link-

ages between DDR, weapons reduction, and SSR are robust and well defined is a continuing challenge.32

A developmental approach to DDR and weapons reduction?

Due in part to the chilling realities they confront in post-conflict contexts, multilateral and bilateral development agencies

are changing their attitudes towards the security sector. The development community appears to have shed many of its

prejudices with respect to the security sector and is slowly grappling with issues such as military reform and practical

disarmament. Moreover, it is now widely accepted that persistent personal or human insecurity of the kind often encoun-

tered in countries emerging from war can obstruct human development and achievement of the Millennium Development
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Goals.33 Indeed, persistent insecurity caused by small arms, and the itinerant former combatants who use them, can jeop-

ardize sustainable investment, good governance, and, ultimately, socio-economic recovery in the post-conflict envi-

ronment (UNF, 2004; Millennium Project, 2004; Muggah and Batchelor, 2002). Related to this is the theory that mis-

guided, rapid, or uneven development can itself fuel insecurity and armed violence.34 In response, the development

community now recognizes that it has to face up to the challenges connected with building sustainable human security.

Nevertheless, the operational responses of many agencies and donors remain narrowly conceived. Post-conflict

recovery is seldom situated in the context of a country’s political economy or existing civil-military relations,35 and

donors instead continue to favour technical and apolitical interventions with short time horizons. Consequently, DDR

and weapons reduction are two kinds of intervention regularly advanced to redress insecurity.

A short history of DDR

DDR is a comparatively recent instrument adopted by the development community in the context of post-conflict

reconstruction. The term DDR is used here, although acronyms such as DDRR, DDRRR, and DRP have been regular-

ly employed over the past few years (Ginifer et al., 2004; Muggah, 2004a).36 The optimism of the early 1990s spurred

on a renewed international commitment to UN-sponsored peacekeeping missions and reconstruction efforts. Since

1948, the UN has sponsored 59 peacekeeping missions, most of them launched after the end of the cold war. Many

of these early peacekeeping missions, from Cambodia to Namibia, were initial test cases for DDR. The conventional

approach emphasized disarmament after a ceasefire or peace agreement, as in El Salvador, Mozambique, and

Nicaragua, followed by limited reintegration. While no doctrine or minimum standards emerged to guide DDR, it

became an important element of peace processes, usually introduced early in the post-conflict period and geared

toward neutralizing potential spoilers in the absence of clearly defined peace accords.37

In 1998, a UN Secretary-General report declared that one of the priorities of post-conflict peace-building was the

disarmament and demobilization of ex-combatants and others and their reintegration into productive society (UN,

1998). Various UN Security Council presidential statements issued in 1999 highlighted the importance of successful

DDR and underscored that ‘disarmament, demobilization and reintegration cannot be seen in isolation, but rather, as

a continuous process which is rooted in and feeds into a broader search for peace, stability and development’ (UNSC,

1999a). A year later, the Secretary-General submitted a detailed report to the Security Council on the role of UN peace-

keeping missions in DDR (UNSC, 2000a).

Within a few years, DDR came to occupy a central position in military–civilian transition operations, pursued by

donors of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), the UN, the World Bank, affected

governments, and myriad agencies and NGOs. In the UN General Assembly and Security Council, the United Nations

Department for Disarmament Affairs (UNDDA) and DPKO strongly advocated for disarmament to be made an integral

part of peace settlements (Faltas and Chiaro, 2001). Standardized templates for DDR were introduced and best practice

articulated by UN divisions, such as DPKO, and predominantly Western think tanks (Kingma, 2000; Berdal, 1996).38

In rare instances, various types of weapons reduction initiatives were piloted before the implementation of full-scale

national disarmament programmes and DDR projects. In others, linkages with development and peace-building were

gradually established (Small Arms Survey, 2003, pp. 293–95). 

Considering the tremendous amount of energy invested in advocating for DDR and weapons reduction, surpris-

ingly little evidence is available to help determine the effectiveness of such programmes, whether in terms of meeting
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Box 10.4 DDR in Sierra Leone: successful reintegration?

Between 1998 and 2002, Sierra Leone’s National Commission on DDR registered some 76,000 combatants and collected and
destroyed around 42,330 weapons and 1.2 million pieces of ammunition. The programme was supported by a Multi-Donor Trust
Fund, valued at USD 31.5 million, as well as by Emergency Recovery Credits and a Post-Conflict Fund grant (Bradley et al., 2002).
The intervention is widely heralded as a model initiative in promoting ‘reintegration’ (CERI, 2004; Mazurana and Carlson, 2004;
Bradley et al., 2002).

A 2004 study uses survey data to assess the effec-
tiveness of the DDR process in Sierra Leone (Humphreys
and Weinstein, 2004). It identifies some important suc-
cesses, but also raises questions about its longer-term
effectiveness. Conducted in 2003, the study includes a
large-scale survey of 200 non-combatants and 1,000
ex-combatants from all Sierra Leonean factions and
regions. Its purpose was: 

• to evaluate the motivations of those who partici-
pated in political violence; 

• to collect systematic information on organizational
structures and the economic behaviour of the war-
ring parties; and 

• to gather representative data on combatants’ expe-
riences of the demobilization process and the
extent to which they were successfully reintegrated
into their communities.

In particular, the authors note that the DDR process
was implemented in an even-handed way. The research
indicates that there was no evidence that any of the
various factions were treated preferentially in the design

or implementation phases. In a society rife with factional differences, where perceptions of mistreatment could have under-
mined the peace process, this neutrality is extremely important.

The report points out that non-participants in the DDR process (representing just over ten per cent of the sample) did not
fare any worse with regard to reintegration than did participants. Indeed, they were just as likely to be accepted by family mem-
bers and neighbours; to return to their home communities; to reject factions as major political actors in the post-war period;
and to embrace non-violent means of affecting political change. Further, there is some evidence that non-participants resolved
problems concerning community acceptance faster than did participants.

The authors stress, however, that the findings must be treated with caution. On the one hand, those who did not participate
in DDR may differ in fundamental ways from those who opted to participate. For example, the DDR programme may have taken
on the hardest reintegration cases—notably, fighters from the Revolutionary United Front (RUF). On the other hand, it is possi-
ble that those who did not take part in the process formally may have derived some of its benefits. Consequently, the effects
of DDR would not be reflected so strongly in observed differences between those who did and those who did not participate. 

The fact that, on average, those who did participate did not reintegrate more easily than those who did not, could indicate
that DDR programmes do not currently play a sufficiently important role in redressing community stigmatization. Rather, suc-
cess in post-war reintegration has largely been the result of the war coming to an end. The RUF was decisively defeated, the
country had grown weary of fighting, and there was broad acceptance of the peace terms. 

Ultimately, a randomized controlled evaluation is the only way to appraise systematically the effectiveness of DDR pro-
grammes. If implemented in a way that avoids creating inequities, it could generate very precise estimates of the impact of DDR
in general, and specific interventions in particular, on the prospects for post-war reintegration. 

Source: Humphreys and Weinstein (2004)

A man pours fuel over guns before burning them at Lungi, Sierra Leone, 

in January 2002.
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their own discrete objectives or contributing to security more generally (see Box 10.4). For example, a 2004 survey

of more than a dozen DDR and weapons reduction initiatives observes that none of the interventions could ‘claim [to

have had] a statistically significant impact on security … [despite] many observed changes in individual and community

perceptions of security’ (CICS, 2004). The World Bank also remarks in the case of DDR that ‘no statistical analyses of

the effects of military integration on the likelihood of war recurrence are available, [although] in several cases mili-

tary integration [is] associated with a lowered rate of war recurrence’ (World Bank, 2003b, p. 149).

Nevertheless, DDR was incorporated into mainstream development thinking soon after the World Bank began to con-

centrate on the security sector. The World Bank had in fact immersed itself in DDR debates comparatively early on and has

been involved in the demobilization and reintegration components of DDR since the late 1980s. Subsequently, it has provid-

ed demobilization and reintegration project (DRP) assistance to more than 16 countries (27 projects) for designing and financ-

ing interventions. It has frequently done so in close partnership with those UN agencies that typically handle disarmament,

weapons destruction, and SSR (Colletta et al., 1996). Indeed, the World Bank was one of the first institutions to develop an

analytical capacity in this sector. Furthermore, it ‘has broadened its response from a focus on providing financial capital and

rebuilding physical infrastructure, to a comprehensive approach also including initiatives to support the demobilization and

reintegration of ex-combatants ... an especially vulnerable group in the post-conflict setting’ (World Bank, 2003b).39

Yet while it has made a considerable investment in the demobilization and reintegration of both vulnerable groups

and combatants, the World Bank has never explicitly addressed the disarmament component of DDR. The main reason

for this relates to its mandate. The World Bank’s Operational Manual states: ‘In view of its mandate, the Bank does

not engage in peacemaking or peacekeeping, which are the functions of the United Nations and certain regional

organizations. It also does not provide direct support for disarming combatants’ (World Bank, 2001d). Some insiders

assert that this is more a matter of the World Bank not wishing to become involved in issues that could threaten its

reputation than a constraint imposed by its mandate. 

Weapons reduction: a potted history

Weapons reduction, which has a lengthier history than DDR, is not confined to either conflict or post-conflict situa-

tions. Although weapons reduction is today included in development, peace-building, policing, and other sectors, it

has its roots in the US crime prevention initiatives of the 1950s. At the time, practical approaches to reducing weapons

availability generally entailed buying them back, despite awareness that this was only a short-term solution and

encouraged illegal firearms markets. By the 1970s and 1980s, weapons reduction efforts had broadened their focus

(beyond arms per se) to encompass the individual agents who possessed them and the permissive regulatory struc-

tures that facilitated acquisition. Police and criminology specialists increasingly adopted holistic approaches to

weapons reduction, concentrating simultaneously on raising the cost of obtaining firearms via penalties, and provid-

ing cash incentives to encourage their relinquishment.

Weapons reduction is, in many ways, a surprising new addition to the development sector’s arsenal. Throughout

the 1990s, the negative correlation between armed violence and underdevelopment became ever more difficult to

ignore (Humphreys, 2002; Stewart and Fitzgerald, 2001). As pervasive weapons use increasingly compromised devel-

opment interventions, reducing availability was no longer a matter of choice, but of grim necessity. More recently, as

some policy circles have sought to establish ties between underdevelopment and terrorism, weapons reduction has

become part of a general drive to reduce poverty in the post-conflict period.40
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As with DDR, weapons reduction lacks a doctrine or clear conceptual basis. In fact, it involves various activities,

ranging from the tightening of the regulatory framework for civilian arms possession to public awareness campaigns

that concentrate on ‘gun cultures’. This approach is fast becoming a core element of post-conflict recovery strategies

(Ginifer et al., 2004).

Weapons reduction initiatives are increasingly being linked with DDR. They are frequently introduced as follow-

on activities, as in Kosovo, the Republic of Congo, or Sierra Leone (Ginifer et al., 2004). Discrete initiatives in the

weapons reduction portfolio, such as ‘Flames of Peace’ in Mali, Serbia, and Sierra Leone, have also been tagged on

to formal DDR. In addition, weapons reduction is now introduced to address gaps in ongoing DDR programmes, par-

ticularly in relation to weapons storage and disposal, pubic awareness campaigns, community mobilization, and

demand reduction. By engaging civil society groups and stigmatizing weapons ownership, as with the ‘Strengthening

Mechanisms for Small Arms Control’ project of the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) in El Salvador

(2001–03), weapon reduction activities have also opened up the possibility of achieving long-term, sustainable rever-

sals in community criminality and violence.41

Weapons reduction can be divided into at least two distinct categories: reduction by command (phase one); and vol-

untary reduction (phase two).42 Weapons reduction by command often forms part of a general disarmament strategy

during and immediately following peace negotiations—although it can also take place outside of formal agreements.

These so-called phase one initiatives are generally administered by peacekeepers and militaries and are organized,

centralized, supervised, public, involuntary, and collective (Faltas et al., 2001). Examples are the continuing disarmament

efforts of the United Nations Mission in the Democratic Republic of the Congo (MONUC) or the United Nations Stabilization

Mission in Haiti (MINUSTAH). Also included in this category are cross-regional initiatives, such as the Southern African

Regional Police Chiefs Co-operation Organisation, which has collected thousands of weapons in the region.

Voluntary reduction activities, meanwhile, are often introduced later in the transition process, and are designed

to address civilian arms possession. These so-called phase two interventions advance a combination of collective and

individual incentives, are decentralized, and are often preceded by various penalties to deter illegal ownership.

Examples include ‘weapons for development’, ‘community arms collection for development’, ‘weapons lotteries’, vol-

untary amnesties, and ‘weapon-free zones’. Multilateral and bilateral donors, including UNDP and other development

agencies, increasingly favour phase two initiatives (see Annexe 1).

Engineering consent: focusing on incentives

The development community has injected new and dynamic thinking into DDR and weapons reduction interventions.

As a result, they are now typically wide-ranging in terms of their parameters and approach.43 Specifically, develop-

ment actors have broadened the traditional focus on cash incentives to include a host of other ‘carrots’ to tempt indi-

viduals into relinquishing weapons and to re-engineer the preferences of armed agents. For example, while buy-backs

are voluntary and concentrate on influencing an individual’s choices, Weapons in Exchange for Development (WED)

programmes, while also voluntary, centre on modifying community preferences (Figure 10.4). A concerted attempt to

shape perceptions of weapons ownership—through stigmatization and public awareness campaigns—is central to

new weapons reduction efforts. By contrast, traditional random stop-and-search interventions are involuntary and pri-

marily target individuals. Community searches, while sometimes coercive, focus on building confidence among resi-

dents and are often conducted in tandem with community policing. 



Moreover, development actors have underscored that effective and sustainable weapons reduction should nur-

ture local ownership. Over the past five years, UNDP, as well as British and German development cooperation agen-

cies, the European Union (EU), the International Organization for Migration (IOM), and others, have launched

weapons reduction projects in more than 45 countries. Yet the extent to which these have successfully contributed to

promoting human security, let alone development, remains something of an empirical question.

A number of shifts are taking place in contemporary approaches to DDR and weapons reduction. Although they

are still regularly pursued at the national level, there appears to be growing emphasis on regional approaches to DDR

and weapons reduction—explicit recognition of the transnational dimensions of arms proliferation and foreign ex-

combatants. Good examples are the Multi-Country Demobilization and Reintegration Program in the Great Lakes

Region (2002–06) and Operation Rachel involving Mozambique and South Africa (1995–2003) (see Annexe 10.1). In

the case of Latin America, there is also growing awareness of the importance of institutionalizing activities through

national legislatures in order to ensure their sustainability.

There also appears to be some limited reorientation of focus on the demand for weapons. Recent initiatives in

post-conflict Haiti (2004–05) and the Solomon Islands (2003–04), for example, are concentrating as much on collect-

ing weapons as on re-engineering community attitudes toward firearms—through the introduction of ‘gun-free spaces’

and reconciliation activities (see Box 10.5). Public awareness campaigns and strong messaging have helped to spawn

social penalties for arms acquisition and ownership, and can simultaneously raise the price of, and reduce the pref-

erence for, firearms. While debates persist over the advantages of individual versus collective incentives for surren-

dering weapons, acknowledgement of the demand aspects of weapons possession is growing (Muggah and Brauer,

2004; Muggah, 2004d). Greater attention to demand reduction is likely to become an increasingly important feature

of DDR and weapons reduction interventions in coming years. 

While new and energetic approaches to demand reduction are being introduced in DDR and weapons reduction

initiatives, many are still top-down, and are not accountable to the very communities they seek to support. Many agen-

cies continue to adopt blueprint methodologies for DDR, devoting insufficient attention to customary norms and practices.

As the following section makes clear, a major debate is continuing on the goals and appropriate ways of measuring
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Figure 10.4 Weapons reduction incentives

Positive

Negative

INCENTIVE

Individual TARGETS Collective

– Competitive Programme

General
amnesty

Buy-back Weapons in Exchange
for Development (WED)

Weapons in Competition
for Development (WCD)

Rewards
in kind

Weapons in Exchange
for Incentives (WEI)
(such as lotteries)

Random
stop-and-search

Household
search

Gun-free
zones

Community
search

Source: Wilkinson (2004)



282

SMALL ARMS SURVEY 2005

Box 10.5 Konflik i nostap nao ia* : arms reduction in the Solomon Islands

The Solomon Islands is emerging from a brutal episode of violence, colloquially referred to as the ‘tensions’. From 1998 to 2003,
between 150 and 200 people were fatally injured and between 430 and 460 people were non-fatally injured—a sizeable number
considering that the country’s population is only 409,000.44 At the height of the tensions, more than 35,000 Solomon Islanders
were displaced throughout the two main islands, Guadalcanal and Malaita. All of this turmoil was caused by an estimated
3,500–5,000 illegal high-powered, manufactured weapons (Nelson and Muggah, 2004). 

Figure 10.5 Frequency of arms and laceration injuries, National Referral Hospital, 1994–2004

The country entered a post-conflict period following the signing of the Townsville Peace Agreement on 15 October 2000.
Despite the accord and the deployment of an international peace monitoring team, fighting continued between the two princi-
pal factions, the Isatabu Freedom Movement and the Malaita Eagle Front.

A number of other initiatives were conducted between 2001 and 2003, including the demobilization of more than 2,500 spe-
cial constables (police reservists) believed to be responsible for much of the armed violence. The National Peace Council also
introduced a weapons reduction initiative, the ‘weapons-free village’ scheme, leading to the return of 67 firearms of varying
quality (Muggah, 2003). 

Under the Pacific Island Forum’s Biketawa
Declaration and authorized by International
Assistance Bill 200, a 2,250-strong Regional
Assistance Mission for Solomon Islands (RAMSI)
force was dispatched to the country’s capital,
Honiara, in July 2003. Operation Helpem Fren
was given an 18-month mandate, and was prima-
rily a policing endeavour. From the beginning, it
sought to establish security through robust
deterrence-based approaches in Honiara in
order to enable government, businesses, and
communities to operate free of armed intimida-
tion. By the end of 2003, security had been
extended to outlying islands. 
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the success of DDR and weapons reduction. Indeed, the majority of evaluations to date have concentrated on the

number and quality of weapons collected or destroyed and the types of incentives introduced. In addition, most offer

anecdotal evidence on whether communities have benefited from a weapons-free environment or the lives of ‘bene-

ficiaries’ and their communities have improved.46 Few evaluations provide evidence on whether security and safety

have changed meaningfully in response to the intervention. The reasons for this lack of information are varied,

although they can be partly attributed to a lack of upfront funding for monitoring and analysis.

A critical look at DDR and weapons reduction

In the rush to promote DDR and weapons reduction as integral elements of post-conflict recovery, their many shortcom-

ings tend to be glossed over. These limitations are interconnected and often poorly understood. At the outset, it should be

recalled that, with regard to DDR, less-developed countries in particular confront a host of difficulties not faced by

demobilizing armies in OECD nations and parts of Asia (Colletta et al., 1996).47 DDR and weapons reduction are espe-

cially complex in environments where there is no tradition of transparency and civilian oversight of the military, and where

fundamental institutions, such as the police and judiciary, have broken down. Other major weaknesses relate to the dis-

proportionate focus on disarmament, at the expense of longer-term activities such as reintegration, and the ambiguous

criteria invoked for measuring ‘success’ or ‘failure’. Related to this are the ambiguous ‘objectives’ often ascribed to DDR

and weapons reduction. Moreover, strategies to manage expectations, to ensure effective institutional collaboration, to

raise adequate funds, and to create appropriate incentives are often formulated with insufficient advance preparation. 

Disarmament bias

Despite the development sector’s growing involvement in promoting DDR and weapons reduction, the number of

weapons collected continues to serve as a benchmark of the success of an intervention rather than the extent to which

it has improved security, much less redressed gender imbalances or advanced poverty reduction.48 Many donors and

governments continue to prioritize the gathering of hardware. This ‘disarmament bias’ persists, even though there is

mounting evidence that absolute numbers of arms collected do not necessarily contribute to improved security, or

even to the building of confidence. In addition, even when considerable numbers of arms have been collected, DDR

283

POST-CONFLICT

Box 10.5 Konflik i nostap nao ia* : arms reduction in the Solomon Islands (continued)

A weapons reduction initiative formed a core pillar of the campaign in the early stages. In fact, the disarmament of out-
standing militia groups was widely regarded as the clearest challenge facing RAMSI.45 After the first RAMSI-administered
amnesty in August 2003, some 3,700 weapons were gathered together and many of the items were destroyed. Between 2000
and the end of 2004, the interventions had collected more than 5,800 manufactured and home-made weapons.

The success of the demobilization and weapons reduction efforts can be measured by both the number of weapons collected,
and the considerable reduction in armed violence from 2003. There has only been one reported firearm-related murder since
the launch of RAMSI in 2003. Although the preference for weapons still exists—for self-defence, and for hunting and pest con-
trol—the cost of acquiring them has sky-rocketed. Not only are the penalties for possession extremely high and well enforced,
but the collection of most known armaments has also pushed the real monetary price of weapons up to a level beyond the reach
of most Solomon Islanders.

*Note: Loosely translated from Solomon Creole: ‘Conflict is not tolerated now.’

Source: Nelson and Muggah (2004)
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and weapons reduction efforts continue to neglect their safe storage or destruction—a crucial activity in unstable envi-

ronments where police and military structures are notoriously prone to ‘recycling’ arms back into the community. 

Measuring success

Another major criticism of DDR and weapons reduction pertains to the meaning of ‘success’ itself. Success is often

defined differently because the objectives (and motives) of numerous actors are widely divergent and even contra-

dictory during the post-conflict period. Due in large part to acute political pressure to initiate DDR or weapons reduc-

tion rapidly, there is seldom adequate reflection on their short-, medium-, and long-term objectives. For example,

many military and government strategists concede that DDR serves a pragmatic and temporary function: collecting

weapons and disarming and deterring potential spoilers. They might also agree that DDR should serve a symbolic

purpose, such as building confidence between erstwhile combatants and their communities. Development agencies

and donors may also, confusingly, see DDR and weapons reduction as either tied to, or substituting for, viable long-

term development programmes, and former combatants as a creative and dynamic source of productive labour.

Furthermore, in situations where hard choices regularly need to be made, DDR can also seek to lead or replace a

genuine political process in the post-conflict period. In resource-scarce environments, where DDR or weapons reduc-

tion are the only initiatives on offer, this can result in the setting of dangerous precedents (Muggah, 2004a). 

Where the precise aims of DDR or weapons reduction efforts are not completely clear, donors and implementers

can adopt objectives that far exceed what can realistically be achieved. In Sudan, for example, it is expected that DDR

will compensate for decades of underdevelopment. The cases of the Central African Republic, Liberia, the Republic of

Congo, and others testify to the limitations of DDR, where goals and benchmarks of success measurements were poorly

articulated from the outset (CENTRAL AFRICAN REPUBLIC). While some donors, development agencies, and policy-

makers may see advantages in keeping their aims as flexible as possible, it is of little surprise that primary stakehold-

ers, combatants, and civilians often treat DDR and weapons reduction initiatives with suspicion, and even contempt. 

To complicate matters, ambiguous labelling frequently frustrates DDR and weapons reduction initiatives. There are

no clear or generally accepted definitions of what constitutes effective ‘disarmament’, ‘demobilization’, or ‘reintegration’,

and there is no consensus on when these processes end or how their effectiveness can be gauged. The conceptual and

practical difficulties associated with distinguishing between ‘combatants’ and ‘civilians’ are also well known—and are pre-

dominant in post-conflict countries such as Afghanistan, Haiti, and Iraq, as well as in the Great Lakes Region of Africa (CERI,

2004; Jensen and Stepputat, 2001; Muggah, 2004a).49 Sometimes the demobilized include ex-soldiers from a national army

and the former rebel fighters with whom they have been at war, as in Angola and Sierra Leone. In other instances,

the demobilized are soldiers from two warring national militaries, as with Eritrea and Ethiopia. In Afghanistan and the

Republic of Congo, it is difficult, if not impossible, to distinguish between legitimate combatants and civilians. In many

cases, the distinction between formal combatants and part-time warriors is glossed over or quietly ignored (CERI, 2004).

Management of expectations

Development actors often overlook a key challenge: the effective management of expectations. If DDR or weapons

reduction are undertaken without an effective communications or public awareness strategy, the consequences can

be disastrous. DDR pursued in the Philippines and West Africa reveals how the mismanagement of expectations and

inadequate preparation for disarmament generated counterproductive, even lethal, outcomes (see Box 10.6). As in

DDR and weapons

reduction 

frequently 

substitute for 

‘political’ solutions. 



Liberia, a reintegration industry has been spawned in Mindanao, Philippines, where international agencies, such as UNDP

and the United States Agency for International Development (USAID), continue to support tens of thousands more

Moro National Liberation Front ex-combatants and dependents than are believed to exist (Muggah, 2004c). In many

cases, combatant numbers are inflated in order to claim benefits. In such scenarios, DDR and weapons reduction may not

only turn into ‘reward’ programmes, but they can also fuel an illegal and transnational weapons market.50 Local entre-

preneurs—themselves often power brokers or former combatants—frequently hijack such initiatives and consolidate
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Box 10.6 UN peacekeeping operations: plus ça change

More than a decade ago, then UN Secretary-General Boutros Boutros-Ghali pledged that the UN would not make the same mistake
in Mozambique as it had in Angola. Disarmament during the second UN Angola Verification Mission (UNAVEM II) had not been
meaningfully implemented in the lead-up to the country’s 1992 national elections. Recognizing that the election results had not
gone his way, the UNITA rebel leader, Jonas Savimbi, plunged the country back into civil war using arms he had never turned in.

Boutros-Ghali made clear that the UN Operation in Mozambique (ONUMOZ), unlike UNAVEM II, would destroy significant quan-
tities of arms and ammunition. Moreover, it would engage the civilian population as well as the protagonists’ armed forces. In
the end, however, the UN made negligible progress in accounting for arms circulating throughout the country (Berman 1996).
Fortunately, the Resistência Nacional Moçambicana (RENAMO) rebel leader, Afonso Dhlakama, in addition to replacing his
fatigues with Italian-tailored suits, gracefully accepted electoral defeat. In both cases, the international community failed to
take full advantage of an opportunity to address the issue of small arms proliferation decisively. 

Despite widespread recognition of the inadequate approaches to weapons collection adopted by UN peace operations, the
situation remains dire. In that context, the Report of the Panel on United Nations Peace Operations, the so-called Brahimi
Report, underscored the importance of ensuring consistent funding for DDR (UNSC, 2000a; paras. 42 and 47). Two years into the
‘post-Brahimi era’, the UN nevertheless failed to implement the report’s recommendations concerning DDR of ex-combatants in
DRC when the mandate for MONUC was amended (Durch et al., 2003, p. 28).

In Liberia, however, UNMIL received funds to rehabilitate former combatants as part of the regular assessed peacekeeping
budget (Durch et al., 2003), but not in a sustainable manner. The initial funds set aside for the DDR programme were based on
an estimate of 38,000 ex-combatants. In the end, however, 107,000 individuals entered the programme and were eligible to
receive benefits. Donors are reportedly unwilling to make up the shortfall and the programme has run into problems. Whether
the fundamental problem lies with loose eligibility criteria or a gross underestimation of absolute numbers, it is clear that oper-
ational and logistical demands exceeded the donor community’s store of political and financial will (Berman, 2005).

Former combatants hand over their weapons to the UN in exchange for money during UNMIL’s disarmament programme in December 2003. 

The UN grossly underestimated how many ex-fighters would be eligible for DDR.

Author: Eric Berman
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a domestic or regional trade in small arms and light weapons. The emergence of black markets in the wake of DDR

and weapons reduction projects has been witnessed most recently in, among other places, Guinea, Haiti, Sierra Leone,

and the Solomon Islands (Milner, 2004; Nichols, 2004; Muggah, 2005c).

Institutional barriers

DDR and weapons reduction face considerable institutional challenges. For example, despite the recent theoretical

gains made in linking development activities with practical disarmament outlined above, ‘turf’ battles persist between

agencies on the ground. Approaches to organizing and implementing DDR and weapons reduction vary from the

assignation of a ‘lead agency’ to oversee the process in its entirety to an emphasis on better ‘coordination’ among a

range of separate agencies. Alarmingly, a number of development agencies are still reluctant to accept the relevance

of programmes to reduce armed violence, particularly where small arms and light weapons are viewed as either exter-

nal to their mandate or too sensitive an issue. As a result, DDR and weapons reduction are frequently not integrated

into Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers and other post-conflict recovery mechanisms.

Financing

Due in part to conflicting interpretations of success, and different objectives and perceptions of the target group, DDR

and weapons reduction activities are regularly under-funded. The matter is complicated by a poor appreciation among

donors of the various dimensions of DDR and weapons reduction programmes. Another contributing factor is insti-

tutional disagreements between development actors over specific roles and responsibilities. Funding for reintegration

activities is often deficient from the outset. Instead, resources are directed towards more ‘visible’ interventions, such

as the collection of firearms, as was the case with former combatants with UNITA (União Nacional para a

Independência Total de Angola) (Hitchcock, 2004).51 Alternatively, financing of disarmament is sometimes inadequate

due to mandate constraints and organizational reticence to take on ‘hard’ security issues. In still other cases, funding

is simply poorly targeted. Producing a doctrine for, and clarifying the objectives of, DDR and weapons reduction activ-

ities would go some way toward resolving many of these problems.

Incentives

Because of these and other lingering disagreements, DDR and weapons reduction initiatives are often difficult to design.

A common sticking point concerns whether to keep incentives as broad or as narrow as possible. Whenever DDR is

conceived as a means of eliminating spoilers, and the combatant is consequently viewed as an impediment to stability,

the programme is structured around reducing the capacity of ex-combatants to contribute to further destabilization. DDR

interventions are thus targeted exclusively at high-risk groups and assistance is provided not as a ‘reward’ but as a clear

‘incentive’ to lay down weapons. By contrast, if the programme is conceived as an opportunity for longer-term develop-

ment, then combatants and their dependents are potentially cast as prima facie storehouses of human capital. DDR activ-

ities are thus designed with incentives built in to encourage their widest possible participation in economic development.

The future of DDR and small arms control

Over the past few years, DDR and weapons reduction initiatives, whether pursued bilaterally or through regional and

multilateral organizations, have been tested and refined by both the development and the security sectors (US GAO,

The objectives 

of various 

stakeholders 

are often widely

divergent in 

the ‘post-conflict’

period.



2000; UNDP, 2004a; 2005). There is acknowledgement that DDR and weapons reduction represent something new and

must be regarded as actions taking place at the intersection of security and development. Moreover, there appears to be

consensus that DDR and weapons reduction cannot be pursued independently of broader structural reforms in the gov-

ernance and security sectors. Many developed countries, such as Germany and Sweden, have launched comprehensive

programmes to review ways of strengthening approaches to DDR and weapons reduction.52 In some instances, develop-

ing countries are experimenting with DDR and weapons reduction without international prodding or donor assistance.

The Panel on United Nations Peace Operations carried out a major review of peacekeeping operations in transi-

tional and post-conflict contexts (UNGA, 2000). Its final product, known as the Brahimi Report, warns of deploying

troops under the auspices of ambiguous mandates and identifies specific risks of conducting disarmament in such

environments. Importantly, it stresses the importance of having clear chains of command, ensuring that adequate

funds are made available for DDR in peacekeeping operation budgets, establishing a common doctrine, obtaining

funding for reintegration from the assessed budget of the UN, and appreciating the dangers of contrasting objectives

(see Box 10.6). In addition to UN mechanisms, smaller coalitions of states and regional organizations, such as the

Economic Community of West African States, the EU, and the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO), have start-

ed to ensure coherence in their approach to DDR and weapons reduction (Small Arms Survey, 2003).53

The Brahimi Report helped produce clear institutional and organizational shifts in relation to DDR and weapons

reduction. Bilateral development donors, the World Bank, UNDP, and various other UN agencies and NGOs are

increasingly supporting—and even replacing—the traditional security sector as core backers of DDR and weapons

reduction. These same actors are also increasingly backing a combination of community police programmes, cross-

border initiatives to repatriate foreign ex-combatants, and SSR more generally. UNDP, for example, has set up a glob-

al Weapons Collection, Management and Destruction (WCMD) project and provides technical assistance for disarma-

ment.54 For its part, the World Bank has established a Post-Conflict Unit, which focuses on, among other things,

advancing demobilization and reintegration programmes, landmine clearance, community-based rehabilitation, and

meeting the special needs of children (World Bank, 2003b). Ensuring coordination between the UN and the World

Bank in DDR and weapons reduction remains a major challenge and a massive opportunity.

In the past few years, DDR and weapons reduction have become progressively entrenched in the new post-con-

flict recovery orthodoxy. The UN Secretary-General’s High-level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change describes

disarmament and demobilization as a ‘priority for successful peace implementation’ in post-conflict contexts (UNGA,

2004).55 Particular emphasis is placed on ensuring continuous funding for the ‘reintegration’ aspects of DDR from the

assessed budget of the UN. In addition, while core small arms concerns do not figure prominently in the Panel’s final

recommendations,56 DDR and weapons reduction continue to enjoy widespread support and have been identified as

one of the top priorities for Africa in the New Partnership for Africa’s Development, or NEPAD. Importantly, the

Millennium Project also draws attention to the importance of collecting and destroying weapons: ‘[m]uch greater inter-

national commitment is needed to collect and destroy weapons in the aftermath of conflict. Too often, collected

weapons later come back into circulation’ (Millennium Project, 2004, p. 189).

The UN is again revisiting its approach to DDR. Under the leadership of an Inter-Agency Working Group on DDR,

it is developing an ambitious set of policy guidelines on DDR in ‘post-conflict’ environments in order to improve the

effectiveness and sustainability of the organization’s efforts.57 These guidelines are to be based on lessons learnt and

best practice identified in past and current DDR operations in Africa, Asia, Europe, and Latin America, with a partic-
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ular focus on guaranteeing context specificity. Moreover, they intend to advance a framework for integrated planning

and operations within the UN, thus ensuring that the different competencies and capacities of individual agencies,

funds, and programmes can be harnessed to achieve the shared goal (MDDRWG, 2005). Efforts are already under-

Box 10.7 Reducing Haiti’s arms: a legacy of failure

Armed violence reached new heights on the streets of Port-au-Prince in 2004. Between September 2003 and December 2004,
at least 700 people were fatally wounded by small arms fire. At least 50 per cent of these deaths, and many hundreds of non-
fatal gun injuries, occurred following the departure of President Jean-Bertrand Aristide in February 2004. MINUSTAH was man-
dated to bring peace and security to the country in April 2004 (UNSC, 2004). By the end of the year, some 6,700 peacekeepers
and more than 1,600 civilian police had been dispatched. The disarmament, demobilization, and reintegration of several armed
groups—from ex-army combatants to popular political organizations—forms a central plank of the strategy of the UN and the
Interim Government of Haiti in the run-up to presidential and legislative elections on 13 November 2005.

It is important to remember that Haiti has been the site of several DDR and weapons reduction initiatives over the past cen-
tury. Disarmament was attempted as far back as 1915, following the arrival of a US occupation force. International and nation-
al actors have launched other small-scale efforts since the early 1980s—mostly coercive endeavours, although some have
involved buy-back schemes and voluntary strategies (see Table 10.1). Slightly more than 19,500 weapons have been collected
since the mid-1990s, of which 2,435 (fewer than 12.5 per cent) have been destroyed (Muggah, 2005c).

Practical DDR and weapons reduction efforts have been spectacular failures. One of the largest followed from the US-led
Operation Uphold Democracy in 1994. A large-scale buy-back initiative was undertaken between September 1994 and March 1995
ostensibly to reduce risks presented to US marines, to promote stability, and to reduce the number of weapons in circulation.59

The US 10th Mountain Division collected more than 10,000 items, of which 3,684 were reportedly small arms and light weapons.
Few weapons were destroyed, and many are believed to be back in the hands of the armed groups in the slums of Port-au-Prince.
Some were even recycled into police training programmes administered by the US Department of State. US military command-
ers described the disarmament programme as a ‘dismal failure’ in terms of reducing the number of weapons in circulation or
achieving a secure and stable environment (US GAO, 2000). Similarly unsuccessful were efforts made by the Organization of
American States and the UN in the late 1990s to institutionalize regulations and disarmament through parliamentary action,
public awareness campaigns, and attempts to establish national focal points.

Table 10.1 Reported weapon reduction activities, 1995–2004

Operation Date Type Reach Weapons Weapons
collected destroyed

US military 1994–95 Coercive National 15,236* 2,088
US military 1995–95 Buy-back National 3,684** n/a
Sweeps by Haitian National 
Police (HNP) 1995 Coercive National n/a n/a
HNP Operations 2002 Coercive Port-au-Prince 51 n/a
HNP Operation Hurricane 2002 Coercive National 5 n/a
HNP Operations 2002 Coercive Port-au-Prince 37 n/a
HNP and Organization 
of American States 2003 Coercive National 233 233
UNDP 2003 Voluntary Port-au-Prince 55 55
Multinational  Interim 
Force (MIF) 2004 Coercive National 135 39
MINUSTAH 2004 Coercive National 65 20 
Total 19,501 2,435
Notes: * This figure comprises 7,450 rifles, 2,961 assault rifles, 2,413 handguns, 1,446 sub-machine guns, 604 shotguns, 5 M5 tank artillery, 1
M3A1 tank grease gun, and various others weapons of undetermined origin. Also seized was as an assortment of V150, anti-tank, mortar, how-
itzer, AAA, RR, B399, and automatic ammunition. ** Some 10,196 ‘items’ were collected; 3,684 were classified as small arms and light
weapons (US Army War College, 1996). 

Source: Muggah (2005c)



way to develop integrated DDR operations in post-conflict Burundi, Sudan, and Haiti (see Box 10.7). Although DPKO

and UNDP have traditionally taken the lead on DDR and weapons reduction, agencies as diverse as IOM, the

International Labour Organization, and UNHCR are also increasingly becoming involved.58

CONCLUSION

Human security regularly deteriorates in the delicate period after wars are officially declared over. As a result, so-

called post-conflict realities rarely bare much resemblance to what is implied by their definition. Rather, death and

injury rates often remain comparatively high even after an armed conflict has come to an ‘end’. The post-war conta-

gion effects of armed violence can impact on the surrounding region.

Encouragingly, donors and multilateral agencies are today promoting DDR and weapons reduction as core pil-

lars of the transition from armed conflict to peace. The World Bank has backed at least 16 demobilization and rein-

tegration projects since the early 1990s. UNDP has overseen at least 45 weapons reduction initiatives and DDR inter-

ventions in more than 30 countries. The development sector has adopted a prominent role in violence reduction

among combatants and civilians. 

Just as there are many types of armed conflict, however, there are also many kinds of post-conflict contexts. In

addition, while the transition from war to peace is influenced by the dynamics of an original armed conflict, the relief,

development, and security-oriented strategies introduced in its wake similarly affect its shape. Lessons learnt from

past DDR and weapons reduction interventions highlight the importance of articulating clear objectives and specifying

clear benchmarks, as well as remaining cognisant of cultural, institutional, and communication barriers. When these are

not adequately considered in advance, DDR and weapons reduction endeavours can have only a limited impact.

Despite their popularity among donors, policy-makers, and various multilateral agencies, DDR and weapons

reduction frequently target the wrong people. Voluntary schemes that build primarily on rational self-interest and do

not take into consideration the local context (such as buy-back programmes without adequate security guarantees)

tend to enjoy only limited success and can do more harm than good. By contrast, interventions that endorse norma-

tive compliance—by building on existing customary institutions—advance a process that engenders ownership and

more sustainable weapons reduction. Such approaches must acquire greater appreciation of the values and standards

of particular societies so that appropriate disarmament incentives and deterrents can be elaborated.

For DDR and weapons reduction to be successful in generating security, they must be initiated at the earliest pos-

sible moment in the post-conflict period. Integrated and flexible interventions that bring together the combined

expertise of multidisciplinary actors are increasingly favoured. It is also evident that ‘successful’ DDR is usually a dis-

crete intervention with clear timetables, rather than a substitute for full-scale political or developmental reform.

‘Joined-up’ DDR and weapons reduction interventions, together with SSR, are increasingly regarded as fundamental to

the positive transformation of the security sector. Ultimately, DDR and weapons reduction must be institutionalized

within a normative framework—one that includes SSR. 

Concrete and durable achievements are now regularly expected from DDR and weapons reduction. This is the

case whether they are construed as interventions designed to reduce the number of firearms in a given post-conflict

context, to improve safety, to contribute to community and economic development, or to diminish the prospects of
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renewed conflict. Their effectiveness in any of these areas remains unknown, however. There is also a persistent dan-

ger that DDR and weapons reduction schemes will continue to be viewed exclusively as an ‘entitlement’ for former

soldiers instead of as a mechanism to improve security and development levels in traumatized communities. Unless

their objectives become clearer and their capacity to enhance security is irrefutably demonstrated, DDR and weapons

reduction may prove to be little more than another flash in the pan. 

ANNEXE 10.1

A sample of DDR and weapons reduction initiatives in post-conflict countries, 2000–04 

Project name Countries involved Primary agency Project duration DDR Weapons reduction

Regional programmes
Operation Rachel Mozambique, South Africa Police sector and 1995–2003 Phase 1 and 2 weapons

donors reduction activities and 
destruction of arms caches

Multi-Donor Reintegration Angola, Burundi, the Central World Bank 2002–06 A combination of DDR
Programme African Republic (CAR), programmes, including

Democratic Republic of special projects targeting
Congo (DRC), Namibia, ‘vulnerable groups’
Republic of Congo, Rwanda,
Uganda, Zimbabwe

Small Arms Control in Belize, Costa Rica, El Salvador office June 2003– Pilot initiatives, building
Central America El Salvador, Guatemala, of UNDP May 2004 of UNDP capacities

Honduras, Nicaragua, 
Panama

Small Arms Control in the Guinea, Liberia, Sierra Leone Liberia office of UNDP September 2004– Pilot initiatives, action 
Mano River Union August 2005 plans, dialogue
South Eastern Europe Albania, Bosnia and Belgrade office of March 2002– Assistance with implementing
Clearinghouse for the Control Herzegovina, Bulgaria, UNDP February 2005 the Stability Pact Regional 
of Small Arms and Light Croatia, Macedonia, Moldova, Implementation Plan
Weapons (SEESAC) Romania, Serbia and 

Montenegro
Small Arms Collection, DRC, Republic of Congo IOM 2002 A combination of DDR
Repatriation and Reintegration projects, including
of DRC Ex-Combatants interventions targeted 

at ‘children’

National programmes
Sub-Saharan Africa and 
the Horn of Africa
Weapons Collection in Angola Angola UNDP 2001–02 Voluntary weapons collection

activities throughout the 
country

DDR in Angola Angola UNDP 2002–03 DDR activities for UNITA 
troops

Insecurity Reduction in the CAR United Nations March 2004– Community-based DDR—focus
CAR and Reintegration and Peace-building Office February 2007 on social reintegration of
Community Support Projects (BONUCA) in the CAR ex-combatants

and UNDP
Support for Socio-economic Comoros UNDP and the 2001–02, 2003–05 Create the framework for
Reintegration in the Comoros Government of economic reintegration of

Comoros ex-combatants
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A sample of DDR and weapons reduction initiatives in post-conflict countries, 2000–04 (continued)

Project name Countries involved Primary agency Project duration DDR Weapons reduction

Community Recovery for DRC UNDP/BCPR November 2003– Recovery of communities
DDR in DRC October 2006 to permit them to absorb 

returning IDPs and 
ex-combatants

DDRRP in Liberia Liberia Liberia office of UNDP 2004–06 DDR activities for 
government forces and 
Liberians United for 
Reconciliation and Democracy
(LURD) and Movement for 
Democracy in Liberia (MODEL)
rebels, including weapons 
reduction, demobilization, 
and livelihood assistance

Collection of illicit small Niger Niger office of UNDP July 2001– Pilot initiative to collect
arms and support for August 2004 weapons through the
development in Niger National Commission for 

Control and Collection 
of Illicit Arms

Reintegration and arms Republic of Congo IOM and Republic of May 2000– DDR activities, including
collection in the Republic Congo office of UNDP November 2002 livelihood assistance and
of Congo arms collection
UNAMSIL (United Nations Sierra Leone UNAMSIL 2001–02 Demobilization and
Assistance Mission for Sierra reintegration of Armed
Leone) DDR programme Forces Revolutionary Council

(AFRC) and Revolutionary 
United Front (RUF) fighters
and former members of the
Sierra Leone Army and the 
Civil Defence Force (CDF)

Community Weapons Sierra Leone Sierra Leone office 2002–05 Establishment of arms
Collection and ‘Arms for of UNDP registries, licensing
Development’ Programme arrangements, and pilot 

projects to collect weapons
Weapons Control and Somalia Somalia office of January 2003– Support for a National
Reduction Project UNDP March 2004 Advisory Council, stockpile 

management, and community-
based weapons control

Puntland Disarmament, Somalia Somalia office of January 2003– Register militia members,
Demobilization, and UNDP and GTZ June 2004 establish armouries for
Reintegration Project storage, train new police 

recruits, reintegration 
programmes

Asia, Middle East, and 
the South Pacific
New Beginnings Project Afghanistan UN 2003–04 DDR activities focusing on
in Afghanistan ex-combatants and militia 

groups
DDR of the Free Aceh Indonesia (Aceh) Indonesian 2004 DDR activities being 
Movement (GAM) government prepared for  

combatants 
with the (GAM) 

Weapons seizures and Iraq Coalition of States 2004 Weapons reduction activities
reduction in Iraq throughout the country, 

focusing on collection and, 
in some cases, destruction
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A Sample of DDR and weapons reduction initiatives in post-conflict countries, 2000–04 (continued)

Project name Countries involved Primary agency Project duration DDR Weapons reduction

Violence Reduction and PNG (Bougainville) UNDP, United Nations May 2004– Arms reduction pilot projects
Peace Consolidation in Office for Project December 2005 and building capacity in the
Papua New Guinea (PNG) Services (UNOPS), PNG government

and the United 
Nations Political 
Office in Bougainville
(UNPOB) 

Demobilisation and Solomon Islands Fiji office of UNDP 2000–03 DDR activities with Special
Reintegration of Constables and ex-militia
Ex-Combatants and members
Vulnerable Groups
Support to the Weapons Solomon Islands Fiji office of UNDP January 2003– Community-based weapons
Free Village Campaign and National Peace December 2004 reduction and reconciliation

Council projects
Balkans and the Caucasus
Albania weapons control Albania Albania office of February 2002– Public awareness, capacity-
project UNDP February 2004 building, weapons reduction,

and development investment
Operation Harvest and Bosnia and Herzegovina Bosnia and 1999–2005 Baseline assessment,
assorted small arms Herzegovina office capacity-building, and 
projects of UNDP weapons reduction pilot 

initiatives, focusing on both 
ethnic Albanian ex-combatants
and civilians

Weapons collection in Croatia Government 2001 Voluntary weapons reduction
Croatia initiatives targeting civilians
Weapons reduction in Georgia OSCE 2002 Voluntary weapons reduction
Georgia activities in communities
Illicit Small Arms Project Kosovo Kosovo office of August 2002– Community policing, 

UNDP December 2003 strengthening regulatory 
framework, weapons in 
exchange for development

Operation Essential Harvest Former Yugoslav Republic Macedonia office 2003–05 Capacity-building for
of Macedonia (FYROM) of UNDP Government of FYROM, safer-

community strategies, 
public awareness, community
policing

SEESAC Serbia and Montenegro Belgrade office of 2002–03 Weapons reduction and
UNDP customs control—focus on 

civilian disarmament
Small Arms control in Serbia and Montenegro Belgrade office of May 2004– Capacity-building for the
Serbia and Montenegro UNDP June 2005 Governments of the 

Republics of Serbia and 
Montenegro, surplus 
weapons destruction

Latin America and 
the Caribbean
Strengthening Mechanisms El Salvador El Salvador office February 2001– Strengthening regulatory 
for Small Arms Control of UNDP December 2003 controls, public awareness, 

and demand reduction
Support for national Haiti Haiti office of UNDP May 2003– Strengthening regulatory
disarmament and December 2004 controls and community-
community-based arms based disarmament pilot
reduction projects



LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

CAR Central African Republic

CDC Centers for Disease Control

DDR Disarmament, Demobilization, and Reintegration

DPKO UN Department of Peacekeeping Operations

DRC Democratic Republic of Congo

EU European Union

GDP Gross Domestic Product

HNP Haitian National Police

ICRC International Committee of the Red Cross

IDP Internally Displaced Person

IOM International Organization for Migration

KFOR Kosovo Force

MINUSTAH United Nations Stabilization Mission in Haiti

MONUC United Nations Mission in the Democratic Republic of Congo

NATO North Atlantic Treaty Organisation

NGO Non-governmental organization

OECD Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development

OSCE Organisation for Security and Co-operation in Europe

PUH Pristina University Hospital, Kosovo

RAMSI Regional Assistance Mission to the Solomon Islands

RUF Revolutionary United Front, Sierra Leone

SEESAC South Eastern Europe Clearinghouse for the Control of Small Arms 

and Light Weapons

SSR Security sector reform

UNAVEM United Nations Angola Verification Mission

UNDDA United Nations Department for Disarmament Affairs
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A sample of DDR and weapons reduction initiatives in post-conflict countries, 2000–04 (continued)

Project name Countries involved Primary agency Project duration DDR Weapons reduction

Community-based DDR Haiti Haiti office of 2004–06 Community-based DDR
DPKO and UNDP and strengthening of 

regulations
Strengthening Small Arms Honduras Honduras office April 2003– Capacity-building toward
Control of UNDP December 2004 designing a national strategy

for disarmament, public 
awareness, training, and 
forensics support

Sources: World Bank (2002; 2003a; 2003b); UNDP (2004a; 2004b); Small Arms Survey (2003); MDRP (2005) 
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UNDP United Nations Development Programme

UNHCR United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees

UNIFEM United Nations Development Fund for Women

UNITA União Nacional para a Independência Total de Angola

USAID United States Agency for International Development

WCMD Weapons Collection Management and Destruction

WED Weapons in Exchange for Development

WHO World Health Organization

ENDNOTES

1 The World Bank, for instance, claims that ‘a structured DDR process,
which demobilizes combatants in stages and emphasizes their abil-
ity to reintegrate into society, may reduce the risk of ex-combat-
ants turning to violent crime or rejoining rebel groups in order to
survive’ (2003b, p. 159).

2 See Lacina and Gleditch (2004). Though often inaccurate, mortality
estimates are regularly selected because they are more easily cap-
tured than other indicators, particularly those that have to contend
with competing definitions and cultural interpretations (Keely et
al., 2000). In the post-conflict period, longitudinal research generally
focuses on ‘excess’ mortality or involves direct surveillance of mor-
tality over time. Methods include retrospective probability surveys
as well as pre- and post-analysis of census data (Heuveline, 2001).  

3 Ghobarah et al. find that the effects of armed conflicts in contigu-
ous countries are substantial. In their sample, about 75 per cent of
states plagued by civil war at home were affected by civil wars in
neighbouring states. Of the 83 countries exposed to civil wars in
neighbouring states, more than half were embroiled in a civil war
at home (Ghobarah et al., 2004). 

4 See, for instance, GTZ (2004) and the Web site of the World Bank’s
Post-Conflict Unit, <http://www.worldbank.org/essd/essd.nsf/
Post-Conflict/home> (accessed February 2005).

5 The ‘reconstruction’ dimension quickly disappeared following the
introduction of the Marshall Plan after the Second World War. The
World Bank then swiftly turned to ‘development efforts’, particu-
larly in the former colonies of European countries.

6 Daponte argues that, in fact, ‘[t]here were relatively few deaths
(approximately 56,000 to military personnel and 3,500 to civilians)
from direct war effects. Post-war violence accounted for approxi-
mately 35,000 deaths. The largest component of deaths in this
reconstruction derives from the 111,000 attributable to post-war
adverse health effects. Of the total excess deaths in the Iraqi pop-
ulation, approximately 109,000 were ... men, 23,000 ... women,
74,000 ... children’ (Daponte, 1993). See the International Physicians
for the Prevention of Nuclear War (IPPNW) Web site: 
<http://www.ippnw.org/MGS/PSRQV3N2Daponte.html>
(accessed February 2005).

7 To put the public health costs in perspective, the World Health
Organization (WHO) estimates that some 269,000 people died and
8.44 million years of productive life were lost to death and dis-
ability due to the direct and immediate effects of all international
and civil wars in 1999 (WHO, 2001, p. 168). By comparison,
Ghobarah et al. calculate that as many as 15 million ‘excess’ lives
were lost in 1999 due to death and disability indirectly—because
of related diseases in war-affected and neighbouring societies, and
the lingering ramifications of war over the previous eight years
(Ghobarah et al., 2004).

8 The World Bank, for example, often introduces a transitional sup-
port strategy for short-to-medium-term involvement in a country
(up to 24 months). It can only be administered if the ‘active conflict’
has diminished sufficiently to allow World Bank staff to travel, if there
is a reasonable expectation of continued stability, if there are effec-
tive counterparts, and if there is evidence of strong international
cooperation and the potential for a well-defined role. The World
Bank has also established Post-Conflict Progress Indicators to
determine whether International Development Association resources
can be allocated to eligible countries. These 12 indicators are grouped
in three clusters: security and reconciliation; economic recovery;
and social inclusion and social development. Countries considered
‘post-conflict’ according to this rating system include Afghanistan,
Angola, Burundi, Côte d’Ivoire, DRC, East Timor, Eritrea, Republic
of the Congo, and Sierra Leone. These nine states were eligible for
some USD 500 million in Fiscal Year 2004 on top of regular per-
formance-based assistance (World Bank, 1998; 2003b; 2003e).

9 Together with the World Bank and the UNDP, the GTZ appears to
view the ‘two-year’ period following the end of an armed conflict
as a ‘transition’ or as ‘post-conflict’ (GTZ, 2004). 

10 See, for instance, World Bank (1998; 2003b) and post-conflict coun-
tries reviewed in Small Arms Survey (2004).

11 As the primary referral hospital for traumatic injuries, the PUH
recorded some 98 incidents in 2002. In 2001, there were an esti-
mated 125 reported firearm-related injuries, and more than 100
between June and December 1999, immediately following the con-
flict (Khakee and Florquin, 2003).

12 Ethnic Serbs also receive treatment and care at Camp Bondsteel,
the US KFOR brigade headquarters in the south-east (Khakee and
Florquin, 2003).

13 The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC), PAHO, and
the WHO have demonstrated this point. Together they have support-
ed the establishment of post-conflict injury surveillance programmes
in El Salvador, Honduras, Mozambique, Nicaragua, and Sri Lanka.

14 An earlier case study by the ICRC, carried out between January and
March 1995 (conflict) and between September 1995 and March
1996 (post-conflict), found that the annual incidence of weapon
injuries decreased by only 33 per cent between the ‘conflict’ and
‘post-conflict’ periods. The ICRC also discovered, however, that
mortality rates for weapon injuries increased from 2.5 per cent to
6.1 per cent during the post-conflict period (ICRC, 1999). Despite the
decline in overall weapon injuries, therefore, more people died per
month from weapon injuries during the post-conflict period.

15 In a survey of 863 weapon injuries, the ICRC found that injury rates
fell while the United Nations Transitional Authority in Cambodia
(UNTAC) was in the country (71 firearm injuries per 100,000).
Nevertheless, after the force departed, they rose to levels higher
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than those registered prior to the conclusion of the peace deal
(from 147 per 100,000 to 163 per 100,000) (ICRC, 1999, pp. 33–38).

16 In East Timor, for instance, before 1999, the health force numbered
3,500—of which 2,632 were Timorese. After the armed conflict, only 31
qualified Timorese doctors and fewer than 23 medical students were
prepared to return to work. In Cambodia, in 1975, there were 487 doc-
tors; by 1979, this number had fallen to 43. While massive increases in
the size of the health force were reported by the mid-1990s, many
employees were not necessarily suited to meet the needs of Cambodian
society (Smith, 2003). See also Guha-Sapir and van Panhuis (2002b).

17 These populations are widely dispersed: some 3.3 million refugees
are in Central Asia and the Middle East, 2.8 million are in Africa,
2.4 million are in Europe, more than 600,000 are in the Americas,
and more than 800,000 in Asia and the Pacific. IDPs are distributed
across at least 52 countries in Africa (12.7 million), Asia and the
Pacific (3.6 million), the Americas (3.3 million), Europe (3 million),
and the Middle East (2 million). See <www.unhcr.ch> (Accessed
March 2005).

18 The UN High Level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change has
acknowledged that ‘[p]articularly egregious violations, such as
occur when armed groups militarize refugee camps, require
emphatic responses from the international community, including
from the Security Council acting under Chapter VII of the Charter
of the United Nations. Although the Security Council has acknowl-
edged that such militarization is a threat to peace and security, it
has not developed the capacity or shown the will to confront the
problem’ (UNGA, 2004, p. 63).

19 In a 2004 cohort survey of US soldiers and marines returning from
Iraq (1,709) and Afghanistan (1,962), for instance, between 66 and
97 per cent claimed to have been shot at. Furthermore, as many as
95 per cent of respondents were exposed to dead bodies and
human remains and as many as 28 per cent claimed responsibility
for killing a non-combatant (Hoge et al., 2004).

20 The CDC, for example, has observed how, in recent years, an
increased number of rape and sexual violence cases have been
reported in conflict and post-conflict settings—much of the abuse
perpetrated at gunpoint. See <http://www.cdc.gov/nceh/ierh/
Research&Survey/WarRelated.htm> (accessed March 2005).

21 For a discussion of participatory research and armed violence, see,
for example, Banerjee and Muggah (2002); Moser and Muggah
(2003); and LeBrun and Muggah (2005, forthcoming).

22 Knight et al. find that an additional 2.2 per cent of GDP spent on
the military, sustained for seven years (the typical length of an
armed conflict), would lead to a permanent loss of about 2 per
cent of GDP (Knight et al., 1996).

23 The World Bank and the International Monetary Fund, for example,
have established the Heavily Indebted Poor Countries initiative and
the Post-Conflict Unit of the World Bank has instituted small-scale
grant and credit provisions for other conflict-affected nations. Pre-
arrears arrangements to support early recovery efforts have also been
introduced in specific circumstances (World Bank, 2003e). 

24 The World Bank notes that the first post-conflict decade often
demonstrates robust macroeconomic progress: average annual per
capita growth is around 1.1 per cent faster than normal (World Bank,
2003b, p. 153).

25 On Papua New Guinea and the Solomon Islands, see Muggah (2004c)
and Nelson and Muggah (2004). On South Africa, see Kirsten et al.
(2004).

26 See, for example, the work of Collier and Hoeffler (2002), which
shows how a history of armed conflict is a predictor of the onset
of conflict. See also World Bank (2003b).

27 As Tschirgi observes, ‘[d]espite over ten years of practice, there is
no commonly agreed post-conflict peace-building policy or doc-
trine’. Peacemaking, peacekeeping, and peace-building are viewed
as ‘instruments in the UN’s toolkit to respond to conflicts at the end
of the Cold War’. Although peace-building was originally introduced
to consolidate peace in ‘post-conflict’ countries, Tschirgi notes that

the concept was expanded in the 1990s to encompass conflict pre-
vention, conflict management, and post-conflict reconstruction
(Tschirgi, 2004, p. i). 

28 See, for example, GTZ (2004); World Bank (1998; 2003b); Collier and
Hoeffler (2002); Tschirgi (2004).

29 The World Bank reports, however, that where armed conflicts end
with a negotiated settlement, rebel reintegration occurs in about 50
per cent of cases. Without a treaty, reintegration is rarer, taking place
in approximately 14 per cent of cases (World Bank, 1998).

30 Much of this literature continues to analyse DDR in terms of its
constituent parts rather than as an overarching concept. See, for
example, CERI (2004); Kingma (2000; 2002); GTZ (1996; 2001;
2004); Jensen and Stepputat (2001); Berdal (1996); and Ginifer et
al. (2004).

31 Ball describes the ‘security sector’ in broader terms, including ‘the
security forces (military, paramilitary, police), the agencies of gov-
ernment and parliament responsible for oversight of these forces,
informal security forces, the judiciary and correction system, pri-
vate security firms and civil society’ (Ball, 2001, p. 47).

32 The World Bank has assessed the relationship between DDR and
SSR in the context of the Great Lakes Region. It notes that the link-
age between the two must be made explicit in order for countries
to take part in the Multi-Country Demobilization and Reintegration
Program  (MDRP). The paper underlines the importance of con-
ducting defence reviews, establishing clear benchmarks for the
‘appropriate’ size of the armed forces and police, absorbing ex-
combatants into the military, and earmarking requisite funds—all fac-
tors essential in DDR planning. It also claims that ‘the window of
opportunity for SSR and DDR in many post-conflict countries may
be relatively narrow. The timetables for SSR and DDR can be under
pressure from the overall peace process’ (World Bank, 2003a, p. 4).

33 See, for example, the report of the Millennium Project (2004, ch.
12), which considers strategies for countries affected by conflict.

34 This factor is now acknowledged in the Guidelines on Conflict
Prevention, produced by the Development Assistance Committee of
the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD
DAC, 2001), and highlighted in the report of the UN Secretary-General’s
High-level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change (UNGA, 2004).

35 See, for example, Cooper et al. (2003); Douma (2001); and Le Billon
(2000).

36 These acronyms refer to Disarmament, Demobilization, Reinsertion,
and Reintegration (DDRR); Disarmament, Demobilization, Reinsertion,
Rehabilitation, and Reintegration (DDRRR); and Demobilization
and Reintegration Programme (DRP).

37 After demobilizing, combatants often lose their power to bargain with
the government. In cases where post-war peace is premised on a vol-
untary agreement, the drastic change in the parties’ relative bargain-
ing capabilities makes the agreement difficult to ensure over time. The
government, which retains its military capacities, can renege on its
promise after the rebels have disarmed. The government has both the
power and the incentive to renegotiate the settlement or to defect
from it unilaterally. This is particularly common in situations where
an armed conflict had no definitive outcome, but rather, the violence
ended with a ceasefire, truce, or negotiated compromise. One way
that parties have attempted to protect themselves against violations
of a peace deal has been to integrate parts of a rebel force into the
national military. See, for example, World Bank (2003b; 2003c).

38 DPKO has observed that ‘disarmament, demobilization and reinte-
gration form a continuum. Demobilization is only possible when
there is some kind of disarmament’ (DPKO, 1997). 

39 The World Bank identifies two events of the mid-1990s as catalysts
for a new approach to conflict and post-conflict situations. The first
came in 1994, when the agency was asked to preside over the multi-
donor Holst Fund for the West Bank and Gaza Strip. The second
came in 1995, when it was asked by the European Commission to plan
and coordinate international investment in post-conflict Bosnia
and Herzegovina. By the late 1990s, it was active in Afghanistan,
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41 Moreover, in the case of El Salvador, there was explicit recognition
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possession and availability.
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(2001); Meek (1998).
44 At least 50–60 people were fatally injured in 2003 alone. Non-fatal

firearm injuries have not been counted, but epidemiological estimates
suggest a ratio as high as three non-fatal shootings to each lethal gun
injury, or as many as 150–180 wounded. Coupled with the 257 people
injured between 1998 and 2002, one arrives at an estimate of at least
400. Armed crime, particularly extortion, kidnapping, and intimida-
tion, eased considerably after the arrival of RAMSI (Muggah, 2003).

45 Key informants in the Australian Department of Defence anticipated
some casualties due to the proliferation of four (still unrecovered)
50mm cannons. The decision not to deploy armoured personnel vehi-
cles was largely based on the possible misuse of these weapons.

46 There is growing recognition of the need for effective baseline
studies and evidence-based approaches. For example, knowledge
of distribution, type of weapons, and ownership patterns can inform
efforts to provide realistic reintegration support (Kingma, 2002).

47 In wealthy nations, the return of erstwhile soldiers to civilian life is usu-
ally a fairly well-managed and predictable process. In 2003 BICC
announced that the number of government soldiers in uniform world-
wide declined for the twelfth successive year. There are now an estimat-
ed 21 million soldiers: some 10.9 million are in Asia. The only region
where the number of soldiers increased was Africa: by 17 per cent
between 1997 and 2001 (BICC, 2003, p. 64). DDR initiatives conducted
in industrialized nations are often exceptionally well financed and gener-
ally undertaken within a framework of appropriate checks and balances.

48 DDR is often criticized for being ‘gender blind’. The United Nations
Development Fund for Women (UNIFEM) has repeatedly observed
that women ex-combatants, despite the essential roles they play in post-
conflict DDR processes, are frequently excluded. Because of the focus
on men, the needs of women ex-combatants are often inadequately
addressed during the demobilization phase, often resulting in unten-
able situations of deteriorating health and poverty (UNIFEM, 2004).

49 A matter of considerable debate is how to determine whether an
individual seeking DDR- or weapons reduction-related assistance

is a combatant. In the absence of credible registries and lists, the
World Bank claims that such criteria can include: ‘self-identifica-
tion, proven affiliation with a known armed group, and/or proof
of military ability, such as weapons handling. Especially for special
projects involving irregular forces, particular attention needs to be
paid to avoiding the creation of perverse incentives (i.e. individu-
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from a program of demobilization)’ (World Bank, 2003a). But des-
ignation of status is often exceedingly difficult in practice.

50 UNDP has expressed particular concern about the dangers of DDR
being perceived as an ‘entitlement’ for armed elements. For a more
detailed discussion, see UNDP (2005). 

51 In other cases, reintegration is often emphasized at the expense of
disarmament. In Rwanda, for instance, DDR morphed into a de
facto relief operation rather a transitional programme to promote
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gov.se/sb/d/4890> (accessed March 2005).

53 At the request of the European Parliament and the European
Commission, the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research
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ings will be released at the end of 2005.

54 In addition to supporting workshops and seminars on arms con-
trol and evidence-based policy-making, the WCMD project has
produced standard operating procedures and weapons reduction
tools for activities involving governments, country offices, NGOs,
and other international actors.

55 The Panel asserts that ‘demobilizing combatants is the single most
important factor determining the success of peace operations. Without
demobilization, civil wars cannot be brought to an end and other
critical goals—such as democratization, justice and development—
have little chance for success. In case after case, however, demobi-
lization is not accorded priority by funders. When peace operations
are deployed, they must be resourced to undertake the demobi-
lization and disarmament of combatants’ (UNGA, 2004, p. 61).

56 See UNGA (2004, p. 36, paras. 95–97).
57 The Inter-Agency Working Group on DDR includes UNICEF, UNDDA,

DPKO, UNIFEM, UNDP, UNHCR, and the United Nations Population
Fund (UNFPA).

58 In 2004, DPKO took the lead on DDR activities in Afghanistan, Burundi,
Côte d’Ivoire, Haiti, and Sudan. DDR initiatives launched by DPKO
and UNDP are ongoing in Haiti (2004), CAR (2003), Liberia (2003),
DRC (2002), Sierra Leone (2002), Solomon Islands (2002), Somalia
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59 IOM and USAID also launched a demobilization initiative between
1994 and 1996, which resulted in the demobilization of almost
5,500 former members of the army (Muggah, 2005c).
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