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Working Paper 3:
Integration and Co-ordination of DDR and SALW Control
Programming: Issues, Experience and Priorities

Owen Greene, Duncan Hiscock, Catherine Flew

1. Introduction
This paper examines thiter-relationships in postonflict contexts between DDR

programmes and processes on the one hand, and wider arms management and SALW
contr ol programmes on the other. I't i s a cor
and Human Security: Pesonfli ct secur ity building and the
aims to complement the four other Thematic working papers of this Project. It argues that

greater cecoordination and often integration, between DDR and civilian arms
management/reduction programsné needed to promote human security in most

countries emerging from conflict, within the framework of a wider comprehensive

strategy for enhancing security from fear and violence that also includes security sector

reform.

1.1 Background
In recent years, the international community has aimed to support numerous states faced

with the challenges of transition towards sustainable peace after a period efcialee
violent conflict. This has required both shtetm prioritiesi to stabilisethe country,
address urgent humanitarian needs and begin reconstruction, and promote
implementation of the peasettlement i and a longeterm goal: to shape conditions

that will prevent societies from sliding back towards conflict by providing stable
foundations for human security and development. In the same period, security has
quickly risen up the development agenda as donors have come to understand that a basic
level of security (for individuals and communities as well as for states) is a crucial
precondition for economic and social development as well as graltbng. The nexus

of conflict, security and development has become a key focus for international policy and
programming. I n the process, understandi ng:
broadened considerably, overlapping and blurring at the edges. As they have expanded a
variety of new or developed programmes and processes have been developed to fill the
spaces into which they are moving. This is particularly true for missions to support
peacebuilding and security in postonflict countries. In this postonflict context,
amongst the most prominent of these new programme areas is disarmament,
demobilisation and reintegration (DDR) programmes.



DDR processes are in many ways intrinsidhe process of waermination and post

conflict recovery. In that sense they have a long history. However, specific and co
ordinated programmes and measures to support disarmament, demobilisation and re
integration processes is a more recent development;t h r el ati vely inte
learning processes since the early 1990s, leading to revised guidelines culminating in
welFdevel oped United Nati ons 6l ntegrated Di s
integration Standardsd (I DDRS) published in

A primary motivation for UN and other international support for DDR programmes in
postconflict countries are to contribute to military and state stabilisation and security,

and to promote appropriate demobilisation of armies and militias to reduce the risks that

war may resume. However, aims and objectives of DDR programmes have increasingly
adopted a broader approach that acknowl edges
peoplec ent ri c approach that stresses O0freedom
peopleds and communitiesd rights, safety, or

In recent years, there has been similar international emphasis and support for
programmes in a number of other securélated spheres, including transitional justice,
control of small arms and ligiteapons (SALW), security sector reform (SSR), and mine
action. To a greater or lesser extent, these programme areas address individual and
community security as well as state stabilisation. Furthermore, the policy literature in
these fields has often ackwmiedged the potential impact they may have on poverty
reduction and development, even if this relationship is rarely explored in any.detail

Thus, programmes to support DDR, SSR, SALW control, mine action and transitional
justice have btaothar d@!l andyv é laysondicgt peace el e me n't
support missions. Despite their obvious linkages and commonalities, however, they

remain separate programming areas. Those responsible for the design, initiation and
implementation of any one of thepeogramme types are very aware (or should be) that

each is highly complex and challenging.

The history of the development of DDR programmes illustrates this point. As policy

makers and practitioners have got to grips with the complex challenges torbssadd

by DDR, the goospractice guidelines drawn from experience have grown in size and
complexity. The UNOs Integrated DDR Standaroo
be authoritative, runs to some 25 chapters totalling over 800 pige®asy tdampoon

'The concept of 6human securityod is briefly defined d
review ODDR Framed fro#oarHPmaspbetuwviebycandi Bdoout
2 There have nevertheless been some substantial studies on the relationships betweehsktingty

programmes and development: AVPI project (CICS; 2005); SAS (2005).
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such a massive document intended to be a guide to busy-pudkgrs and practitioners,

and there is clearly a daunting task facing those responsible for ensuring its wide
dissemination and promoting its use. However, the scale of the documintgitects

an appropriate desire to present guidelines and advice for necessarily complex
programmes that can be customised according to specific local circumstanoes

simple but inflexible blueprintTo take another example, the topic of SALW cohts

similarly multi-faceted: the UN and other agencies have identified at least eight major
component parts to SALW contr ol® and numerous

The result I's that although the internati ol
securityrelated measures in pestnflict situations, these tools are complex, and it is

often unclear how they can be used in combination. Almost every analysis and policy
paper acknowledges the need to o6i mdefgr at e 6,
security programme with all others. However, practical proposals as to how such
integration or coordination might be achieved are rare.

1.2 Structure of Working Paper
This Working Paper examines the intefationships between DDR processes and

programmes on the one hand and SALW (and other arms) management and control
programmes on the other. SALW management, reduction and control is a relatively new
area of programming, but its importance as a security intervention iRc@uisCt
situations $ increasingly being recognised, as reflected for example by its prominence
within the IDDRS (see Section 3).

Although it is easy to recognise that DDR and SALW control activities are connected,
there has been limited detailed examination of where andtiwnkages between the

two programme areas operate and are important, or indeed where they are not. This has
obstructed efforts to identify and explore the priorities foromtination and finding
synergies between them; probably resulting in missedortyopties and reduced
effectiveness of programmes in both issue areas. This Working Paper therefore aims to
address this gap, and has three key aims:

1 To explore and clarify the relationships andazdination between DDR and SALW
control processes andggrammes, in principle and in practice;

1 To examine the implications of inteelationships of DDR and SALW control
programmes and processes for their impact and effectiveness, particularly in relation to
human security and to addressing the needsnaaicksts of poor and vulnerable groups

% There are numerous wetgarded regional and international guidelines relatirg/bW control
programmes, including for example Regional Mi@isarmament Standard/Guideline (RMDS/G) 01.10.
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1 To examine issues and priorities for the futureoodination and/or integration of
DDR and SALW control programmes and processes.

Our overall argument is that DDR and SALW control policies and prograratnegd to

be better cerdinated in countries emerging from conflict, and in many contexts there are
important opportunities for integrating &sps of DDR, SALW control and community
security. The paper particularly links with Working Paper 2 is $kries, on DDRSSR
linkages. Our wider argument is not simply to promote better bilateral icadiah
between DDR and SALW control and SSR respectively. Rather, it is to argue for a wider
change in approach to support posnhflict security building, in Wich elements of DDR,
SALW control, SSR and community security programmes are normally combined in a
customised but relatively comprehensive effort to promote human security from violence
and coercion.

It is important to highlight some key times and unefstandings of this arking paper

from the outset.

A. We understand posbnflict peace and security building efforts to be highly
challenging, uncertain and dynamic processes, in which understandings and priorities of
both domestic and international stakigleos are inevitably partial and influenced by a
complex of interests, capacities and resources. Evendesijned and implemented
securitybuilding programmes may not succeed. Enhanced clarity amildamation on

key linkages between DDR and SALW cohtqgrogrammes and processes are no
panacea; but they could nevertheless make a significant difference to many vulnerable
people.

B. The integration/coordination of DDR and SALW control programmes should not be
seen as an Oeit her /fdlyidtegmtadefslly doardinatédeor rotrae r
all). This is because DDR and SALW control programmes are not monolithic objects but
dynamic processes each with many componédnis more productive to clarify key
linkages between the various component® PR and SALW control at various phases

of the posiconflict recovery process. For each of the linkages between programme
components, integration/coordination agendas can thus range from full integration,

t hey

t hrough all sorts of 6 pandi dlprenvergraedor,0o

maximise synergies and minimise contradictions) to no coordination.

C. We are NOT arguing to further expand the scope of DDR programmes so that
SALW control is fully integrated within them. We are sympathetic to the coscefr
practitioners that DDR programmes should remain focussed, and that effective
implementation of key aspects of SALW control policies and activities requires
capabilities, scope and timescales that go substantially beyond those of an integrated
DDR pragramme. Rather, we are concerned with identifying the key interrelationships
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and links between DDR and SALW control processes, to promote effectmelic@ation

and synergies and overall coherence of the-paostlict recovery and peadmiilding

strategy.

D. We recognise that recent and contemporary DDR and SALW control programmes

typically aim not only to contribute to stabilisation and security of the relevant post

confl i ct state (and its neighbours) but al s
individual s and communities. I ndesa@ac umbiott Wé 6d wmae
motivate most elements of DDR programmes in principle and practice, and SALW
programmes in postonflict countries are normally mostly focussed on reducing risks

posed to orthary people and communities of armed violence and insecurity. In many

cases, enhanced clarity and-ardination on DDRSALW control linkages could
straightforwardly promote both goals. Nevertheless, there are sometimes real or apparent
tensions and confims in DDR and other security programme decisions between human

security and state security priorities and implications. We aim to identify and clarify these

where they arise, to ensure that interests and needs of vulnerable groups are kept to the

fore. This Working Paper prioritises linkages andardination issues that are important

for human security, particularly of poor and vulnerable groups of people.

1.3 Processes, Linkagedntegration and Coordination: Clarifying T erms

It is easy in principle tsee a range of actual and potential linkages between DDR and
SALW control programmes and processes, and we will use this term loosely and
inclusively. However, it is important for analytical clarity to distinguish how we aim to
use the teramsdodbobegdanabndnd in this pape
60 pr oc emgammdsare those DDR or SALW control processes that are explicitly
designed, approved and implemented as managed programmes. We distinguish these
from wider processesof DDR or SALW control that may also include unplanned,
spontaneous or dabc activities. For example, some militias may disband on their own,
and many excombatants may spontaneously return to their communities or migrate to
cities outside of the context of a plathprogramme. Similarly, communities or sectors

of the population may change their attitudes or activities relating to gun possession,
display or use outside of the context of a declared SALW control programmes. The same
distinctions apply to any other gesonflict spheres of policy and programming.

Typically, a DDR or SALW controlprocessin a society includes a combination of
programmatic and adoc or informal activities. Sometimes the process can occur before
or without a recognised strategy or programme approved by relevant-pallars.
Obviously a well designed or implemented prognee aims to link and renforce
beneficial informal or societal normative changes or activities.



Just as policynakers and programme implementers should try to think clearly about the
interrelationships between their policies and programmes and widetasgrocesses, it

is important for this Working Paper to distinguish interactions between DDR and SALW
control programmes from links between DDR programmes and wider processes affecting
SALW.

It is similarly important to distinguish between programrae@lination and integration.

We understand policy or programnee-ordination to relate to efforts to recognise,
communicate and use linkages between distinct policies and programmes in order to
avoid confusion or inefficiency; exploit possible synergiasd to enhance overall
effectiveness and coherence. The key point is that the relevant programmes to be co
ordinated remain distinct entities. In contrastegration of programmes goes beyond
co-ordination, and implies that they are merged in some w&y & single larger
integrated programme. ODDRO® i s -oodoated)setved as
of disarmament, demobilisation, and reintegration measures. Full integration of DDR and
SALW control would thus imply either that SALW control hagcbme a subset of the
overall DDR process (or vice versa), or that they had been fused together to form a new
programmatic discipline.

In practice, the distinctions between-@alinated and integrated programmes are often

bl urred. Morebegratececprogdamimeasd can often
integrated or even ueo-ordinated. For example, in many DDR programmes, |oteyen

measures to rmtegrate excombatants into civilian life have often been relatively

divorced from the disarmament adde mobi | i sati e msgeirnclomdi) ngneés
However, the distinction is important for clarity of analysis. It is also important to avoid

raising unnecessary sensitivities amongst policy makers and practitioners, since such
distinctions have majoimplications for them institutionally and politically, and in

relation to resources, responsibilities, decisimaking and status/careers.

Partial integrationis possible where elements of distinct wider programmes are merged.
For example, a specific SALL control measure might be integrated into a DDR
programme while all other SALW control measures remain distinct. Issues of phasing
can arise in this context. Elements of programmes integrated at the design and initiation
phase may become relatively indegent programmes over time. More rarely in post
conflict contexts, separate programmes may be merged as a result efearmreview,

to overcome critical cordination or management problems.

1.4 Organisation of the Working Paper
The purpose of Sections-£ is to place the practical question of how to better
coordinate/integrate DDR and SALW control in an appropriate framework and context.
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They seek to ensure that the nature of both activities is well understood, that the potential
points of intersection rotension are identified, and that the benefits and pitfalls of
enhanced coordination/integration are explored. Section 2 briefly defines and
characterises DDR and SALW control priorities and programmes in-cpafitct
contexts. Section 3 starts by ouitig the potential benefits and risks of attempting to
increase integration or coordination between DDR and SALW control, placing this in the
context of human security and gpoor policies. It then goes on to map the opportunities
for integration and/or awdination by exploring the commonalities and differences
between DDR and SALW control and highlighting areas where integration/coordination
could in principle be achieved. This is followed in Section 4 by an assessment of
experience: how DDR and SALW cook programmes have been linked orardinated

in practice and the impact this has had. The research draws both on general data about
recent postonflict operations across the world and on the initial findings of some in
depth case studies carried outhwn the overall project. Section 5 the draws together the
main findings and discussed emerging policy implications.

2. Understanding DDR and SALW control programmes: some
definitions and key characteristics

Section 2 provides some working definitions and understandings of DDR and SALW
control as a basis for subsequent analysis.

2.1 DDR: Definitions and key characteristics
Classically, DDR is made up of at least three reasonably distinct activities: disanina

demobilisation and rentegration of excombatants. More recently, the demobilisation

phase has been subdivided, to includesertion of excombatants into civilian life, by

providing transitional assistance to bridge the gap before laager reintegration?

Taken separately, each of these processes may occur in a variety of contexts, from the

end of compulsory military service during peacetime through to the downsizing of forces

as part of SSR.However, during the 1990s international commitment was developed for

the concept of an integrated ODDRO® package
come to an end.

Box 2.1 Elements of DDR

Disarmament: the collection, documentation, control and pdisal of small arms
ammunition, explosives and light and heavy weapons gjgexbatants. Disarmame

* Full definitions for demobilisation, reinsertion and reintegration can be found in IDDRS Module 1.20; the
IDDRS definition for disarmament is digssed below.
® Rufer, 2005, pp.-3.
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may also include the development of responsible and effective arms mana
programmes.

Demobilisation: the formal and controlled discharge of acte@mbatants from arme
forces and other armed groups. The first stage of demobilisation may extend fr
processing of individual combatants in temporary centres to the massing of trg
camps designated for this purpose (cantonment sites, encampass@Esbly areas (
barracks). The second stage encompasses the support package provided
demobilised, whsehtis®osndalled oOre
Re-insertion: the shorterm (up to about one year) material and/or financial assis|
offered to excombatants uring demobilisation but prior to the longer term process-0
integration. Reinsertion is a form of transitional assistance to help to cover the
needs of excombatants and their families and other dependants, and can i
transitional safety adwances, food, clothes, shelter, medical services, -skont
education, training, employment and tools.

Reintegration: the longefterm social, political and economic process by which
combatants acquire civilian status and gain sustainable employamehtincome
Reintegration is an open tirieamed complex process, primarily taking place
communities at the local level. It is part of the general development of a country, a
national responsibility which often requires letegm external assistae.
Note these definitions broadly follow those of the UN IDDRS, with some editing
clarity and brevity.

The UN | DDRS define the objectives of DDR
security and stability in a pesbnflict recovery context byemoving weapons from the

hands of combatants, taking the combatants out of military structures and helping them to
integrate socially and economicafly into soc

The scope and ambition of DDR makes it complex botkeims of its goals and its
interaction with other processescombdtans | DDRS
is a complex process, with political, military, security, humanitarian and-scoieomic

di me n ¢ $IRDR sindérlines that as a key parttloé peace process, DDR is a highly

political endeavouf, a n d Ruf er not es t hat DDR i s O0bot t
demobilisation and reintegration as technical and political instruments) of the peace

process and its end (demobilisedammbatants who havdefinitely stopped using their

weapons, are integrated in civilian life and participate productively in the civilian

® Integrated Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration Standards (IDDRS) Module 1.20, p. 6.
"IDDRS Module 2.10, p. 4.
8 SIDDR Final Report, 2006, p. 9.



e ¢ o n o’rRyrthedmore, it is clearly recognised that DDR is but one element of post
conflict security and peadmuilding measures, algside possible peacekeeping
operations, SALW control, SSR, transitional justice, and mine action.

Reintegration is a relatively long term and open social, economic and political process.
To be successful, it must be part of a wider togrgn strategy toebuild and develop the
country in such a way that peace is sustainable. As a result, there has been a tendency to
push DDR policy and programme boundaries ever further, at the risk of saddling DDR
programmes with unrealistic expectations.

This has beenompounded by the characteristics of the funding and donor system. DDR
programmes are higbrofile interventions, agreed and implemented as the transition
from conflict to peace is just beginning. Internationally supported DDR programmes have
normally attacted comparatively high levels of funding (compared to wider SALW
control). In the context of UN missions, for example, UN Assessed Contributions can be
used to support integrated DDR and wider peaggort missions. Later, when it comes

to the hard taskf longterm, sustainable fimtegration and peacebuilding, international

and donor attention has typically shifted to other crisesgrdmation measures became
(even) less influential, and mechanisms for mobilising international aid become more
fragmerted and a¢hoc. As a result, advocates of longerm security and development
measures can find it much harder to win the resources they believe necessary. This
creates a temptation to 6éattachoé their init
secue earlier and increased resources.

Such factors have in recent years led to widespread concerns amongst policy makers and
practitioners to retain focus in DDR programmes. For example, the SIDDR
recommendedaet urn to the chi efbutptoageocseandstibleDDR:
environment in which the overall peace process and transition can be sustained [by]
removing the immediate threat to a fragile peace posed by groups of armed, uncontrolled

and unemployed ex o mb at*3amae tsibng t hat DDR p basedom mmes s |
the goals of security and stability J[and ¢
comprehensive transformation of societal str

2.2 Understanding disarmament within DDR
An obvious key linkagdetween DDR and SALW control is in the area of disarmament.

Disarmament is defined in the IDDRS as follows:

° Rufer, 2005, p. 23.
Y SIDDR Final Report, 2006, p. 14.
" SIDDR Final Report pp. 145.






