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III. CONTEXTUAL ANAYLYSES 
 
1. POLITICAL CONTEXT: PERSPECTIVES, RISKS AND 

OPPORTUNITIES 
 
Since the change of power in Kinshasa in January 2001, a change that came about under 
yet unclear circumstances, the peace process in the Democratic Republic of Congo 
(DRC) has gained new momentum. The cease-fire formally concluded two years ago by 
the main belligerents has by and large been respected during the past six months; the 
parties to the inter-Congolese dialogue have had a short but conclusive preparatory 
meeting in Gaborone and agreed to convene for substantive negotiations from 15 October 
to end November in Addis Ababa; President Joseph Kabila has expressed his readiness to 
distance himself from the ex-FAR and Interahamwe, opening a perspective – for the first 
time since the beginning of the second Congo war – for a solution to the problem that has 
been at the heart of the regional conflict caused by the exodus of the former Rwandan 
regime in July 1996 and the subsequent militarization of the refugee camps close to the 
Rwandan border. The new government of the DRC has also taken a series of steps to 
stabilize inflation and facilitate internal and international trade, eased restrictions on 
political activities, and adopted an open and constructive attitude towards the 
international community, notably by cooperating with the facilitator of the inter-
Congolese dialogue and with the UN peace-keeping mission to the DRC (MONUC), 
which has been able to deploy in all provinces of the country.     
 
Rwanda and Uganda, on their part, have withdrawn their troops far behind the frontline 
as it stood after the major confrontations at the end of last year. Uganda has pledged to 
withdraw its army from all territories in the DRC with the exception of a few positions 
close to its border, where a limited objective of dismantling the residual forces of the 
ADF rebellion is pursued. The Rwandan authorities have started sending messages 
through various channels to the Hutu rebels in the DRC, notably in north Kivu, in order 
to encourage rank-and-file combatants to desert their genocidal commanders and return 
home; Kigali has informally offered an amnesty to all rebels who were not involved in 
the genocide of 1994, similar to the formal amnesty existing in Uganda, which has led to 
the dismantling of at least three of the six Ugandan rebel groups explicitly mentioned in 
the Lusaka agreement as “negative forces” (FUNA, UNRF-II and WNBF), and to serious 
weakening of the remaining three (ADF, NALU and LRA). Rwandan political and 
military authorities as well as the leadership of the Rassemblement Congolais pour la 
Démocratie (RCD/Goma) have also established contacts with certain Mai Mai groups in 
South Kivu with a view of establishing a cease-fire or formalising the truce that has 
prevailed for the last two months. The Front de Libération du Congo (FLC) has for some 
time already pursued a dialogue with Mai Mai groups of North Kivu, and their 
integration into the FLC armed forces in the near future is now a likely perspective. 
 
For these reasons, the possible disentanglement of the intricate and inter-related set of 
conflicts at the regional, national and local levels has now become a realistic scenario. If 
the positive dynamic is supported in a pragmatic and imaginative manner and if the “dark 
forces” that have caused this conflict, led to its regional escalation or aggravated its 
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impact by committing serious human rights abuses or by engaging in criminal 
commercial activities that have fuelled the conflict, can be contained. There are indeed 
actors on various sides who are not interested in peace in the DRC and the sub-region: in 
the first place the leaders of the ex-FAR and Interahamwe who were involved in the 
genocide and who are wanted by the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR) 
or by the Rwandan justice, but also all others who have committed criminal acts, either in 
the form of war crimes or crimes against humanity or by engaging in the illegal 
exploitation of the DRC’s natural resources. These potential peace spoilers are a 
heterogeneous group of political or ethnic extremists and ruthless commercial actors; 
their identification and submission to justice has to be an essential part of the peace 
process. Durable peace is incompatible with persisting impunity.  
 
What complicates the identification of economic crimes and their perpetrators is the 
difficult and controversial definition of “illegality” in a country that has suffered a serious 
erosion of state authority and legitimacy well before the present armed conflict. This 
difficulty has led to diverging views on the report of the first UN Panel appointed to 
investigate illegal exploitation in the DRC, but it is expected that the second report due to 
be submitted in September 2001 will clarify the questions raised with relation to the first 
and thus help to contain the potential pouvoir de nuisance of commercial activities 
operating on or outside the margins of legal trade.  
 
Keeping this general background in mind, one can outline the following issues and 
geographical areas where the peace process is likely to face difficulties and hence require 
particular attention:  
 
1) The convergence of the previously dispersed elements of the armed Rwandan rebellion 
led by ex-FAR and Interahamwe commanders, the Armée de Libération du Rwanda 
(ALiR), in yet unclear circumstances, towards the Rwandan and Burundian borders. 
Information from various sources indicates clearly that most rebels who were earlier 
fighting side by side with the Forces Armées Congolaises (FAC) and their allies, or even 
integrated into their military structures, have recently left the southern and southwestern 
DRC. While this separation of ALiR from the FAC is a welcome development, this 
movement will inevitably have a destabilising effect on eastern Congo. Humanitarian 
sources report that thousands of Rwandan rebels marched in organised columns and with 
considerable amounts of weapons and Congolese money to an area along the provincial 
border between Katanga and South Kivu. This group, commonly called ALiR II, appears 
to be ready for battle and is presently trying to link up with those groups of Rwandan 
rebels that have always stayed in the Kivus, ALiR I, which has launched unsuccessful 
attacks in northwestern Rwanda in May and June 2001. There can be little doubt that 
ALiR obtained much of its armament and financial resources from the FAC or its allies, 
and this support to an internationally outlawed and aggressive armed rebellion, part of 
which has very recently crossed the cease-fire line, is a serious violation of the Lusaka 
agreement.  
 
Taking into account that the late Laurent-Desire Kabila was heavily indebted to ALiR for 
their contribution to the war against the Ugandan and Rwandan forces, and conceding 
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that the control of President Joseph Kabila over the FAC has up to now been rather 
tenuous and his influence with his SADC allies limited, it would however be premature 
to conclude that the support to ALiR is part of an insidious strategy of the DRC 
Government to undermine the peace process and to re-launch the war. It cannot be 
excluded that the support to the departing ALiR came partly or mainly from those forces 
that reportedly tried to topple President Kabila earlier this year. This said, it has to be 
stressed that continued support to ALiR, allegedly delivered by air to the eastern DRC, is 
something that could hardly escape the attention of the President, and if true, it would be 
a totally intolerable attitude demanding an immediate international reaction. It is 
therefore essential that MONUC continue efforts to be granted secure access to verify 
these allegations. 
 
The approach of ALiR II to the Rwandan border and the present regrouping of ALiR I is 
a direct military threat to Rwanda, although its seriousness is difficult to assess. The 
Rwandan Patriotic Army (RPA) appears confident in its capacity to counter possible 
attacks, and unless the campaign to persuade the bulk of the ALiR foot-soldiers to 
surrender is successful in the near future, a major confrontation between ALiR and the 
RPA can be expected. The likely theatre of such a confrontation is the area along the 
provincial border between South Kivu and Katanga.     
 
2) Related to the aforementioned risk factor is the possibility of a further destabilization 
of the Kivus and Burundi. The Kivus have been a particularly sensitive area. It is from 
here that both the first (1996/7) and the second and ongoing Congo wars started. The 
presence since the mid-1990s of Rwandan military from the former as well as the new 
regime (ex-FAR and RPA) has given rise to a cocktail of local resistance groups, 
generically called the Mai Mai. They have now become a ‘rebellion within a rebellion’, 
challenging RCD/Goma from inside the territory which this rebel group claims to control. 
While non of the Mai Mai groups is a signatory of the Lusaka agreement, most of them 
are following developments at the national and regional levels with keen interest, and the 
re-vitalization of the global peace process has also led to an informal truce in the Kivus; 
fighting between the RPA and the forces of RCD/Goma on the one hand, and various 
Mai Mai groups on the other, has subsided. At least one group, ‘Mudundu 40’, has 
concluded a (provisional?) cease-fire agreement with the RPA, and contacts between 
other groups and RCD/Goma have been established. However, this truce is very fragile, 
there is still an extraordinary level of suspicion on all sides, and the arrival of ALiR II 
could undermine the yet timid efforts of confidence building, if the ex-FAR and 
Interahamwe leaders manage to entice or force the Mai Mai into an alliance against the 
RPA and RCD/Goma.  
 
Most Mai Mai leaders in contact with representatives of the international community are 
aware of their relative military weakness and accept that their primary objective – the 
departure of all Rwandan armed forces, RPA and ALiR alike – can best be achieved by 
the dismantling of ALiR, which would lead to the withdrawal of the RPA from the DRC, 
as consistently stated by the Government in Kigali. But the desperate shortage of arms of 
the Mai Mai could make an ALiR offer of “weapons against a military alliance” very 
appealing, and it is possible that some or most Mai Mai groups in South Kivu would 
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sacrifice their longer-term interests against short-term advantages, particularly if they 
find themselves in the line of fire between two well-equipped and organised Rwandan 
armies fighting in South Kivu. The scope of influence of the international community to 
prevent such a scenario is limited, but the appointment of a high-ranking and resourceful 
mediator between the Mai Mai, RPA and RCD/Goma could greatly assist the ongoing 
initiatives of confidence building.  
 
As regards Burundi, some sources report that a few hundred combatants of ALiR II 
crossed the border from the DRC in the Ruzizi plain and are presently engaging the 
Burundian Army, which is supported by the RPA. This “importation” of the Rwandan 
conflict from the DRC into Burundi complicates the implementation of the Arusha peace 
agreement, particularly because ALiR is in a confirmed alliance with the Forces pour la 
Défense de la Démocratie (FDD), one of the two Burundian rebel groups that have yet to 
accept a cease-fire and join the Arusha peace process. The international community could 
be instrumental in containing this negative influence, if MONUC would reinforce its 
presence in South Kivu, in particular along the border with Burundi, in parallel to the 
deployment of the multi-national force foreseen in the framework of the Arusha process. 
The presence of international forces on both sides of the Burundi-DRC border could be a 
deterrent against cross-border incursions by FDD and ALiR, but measures also need to 
taken be taken to prevent these forces from crossing Lake Tanganyika into Tanzania.   
 
3) A further risk factor for the DRC peace process is the erosion of authority, both 
administrative and traditional, and the emergence of armed groups comprising essentially 
jobless and ill-disciplined youths, which are sometimes linked in a complex way to local 
or international economic actors. Striking examples of this have been the Hema-Lendu 
massacres in Ituri district last year and in January 2001, or the abduction of expatriate 
workers from a dubious logging concession near Beni by the Vurundo Mai Mai group. 
While the latter hostage crisis could be resolved without much bloodshed, the recent 
clashes between the Ngiti and Bira ethnic groups in Nyakunde (Ituri) show a similar 
pattern as the Hema-Lendu crisis and carry the risk of yet another escalation from minor 
incidents between individuals to localized but extremely sanguinary ethnic violence. 
Another serious conflict, but also attributable to the erosion of public authority, was the 
witch-hunt in the adjacent area of Aru that started on in mid-June. According to the 
Governor of Ituri, 800 suspected sorciers et empoisonneurs have been killed in this 
macabre unleashing of superstitious fear and hatred, surprisingly all within one ethnic 
community, the Lugbara.  
 
The northeastern part of Congo appears to be particularly prone to such eruptions of 
parochial barbarism, partly because its geographical isolation has accelerated the collapse 
of public authority before and during the war in 1996/7, but also because of the protracted 
leadership struggles in the RCD-ML, which is nominally controlling much of Province 
Orientale. The formation of an alliance with the Movement pour la Libération du Congo 
(MLC) of Jean-Pierre Bemba at the beginning of this year was designed to put an end to 
the quarrels between Wamba dia Wamba, Ayenyi Tibasima and Mbusa Nyamwisi, but 
the umbrella of the Front de Libération du Congo (FLC) has proven ineffective. Mbusa 
divorced from the political branch of the alliance, although he accepts a joint command 



 6

structure of all the troops of MLC and RCD-ML, confident that he has the strongest 
influence of all the politicians on these troops. Bemba’s unsuccessful attempt to 
dismantle Mbusa’s residential guards in Beni in June 2001 appears to confirm Mbusa’s 
claim.  
 
The ambiguity of this arrangement of an integrated army and separate political 
movements can itself become a source of conflict, unless the political movements turn 
into parties focusing on (future) electoral competition, while the creation of a national 
Congolese army and police composed of all Congolese armed forces gets started at the 
same time. This creation of integrated national security forces is part of the negotiations 
of the inter-Congolese dialogue, and the international community could provide essential 
assistance to this process by financing foreign advisors, preferably from other African 
countries, to the dialogue. In parallel, community-based initiatives of inter-ethnic 
reconciliation in sensitive districts of the DRC should be supported by experienced 
international NGOs. Ways and means should be considered to reduce the availability of 
small arms in the DRC and the sub-region.  
 
4) Another uncertainty for the peace process is the tenuous authority of all leaders in the 
DRC, including President Kabila. The Head of State is contested by forces not clearly 
known, but most likely from within the military-political establishment of Kinshasa; the 
legitimacy of the leadership of RCD/Goma is suffering from its military dependence on 
the RPA; Bemba’s reputation has declined because of the failure of FLC; Mbusa and 
Tibasima have weakened each other by their rivalry over the leadership of RCD-ML. The 
only way for all of them to consolidate their authority is in the short run their constructive 
participation in the inter-Congolese dialogue, and in the medium-term the organisation of 
free and fair elections, in order to replace the present political manoeuvring by a 
transparent process of democratic legitimisation. President Kabila as well as the leaders 
of the three armed opposition groups have a comparative advantage in the electoral 
competition because of the attention given to them by the media and the international 
community. They would be well advised to use this advantage before it begins to fade 
out, by showing that they are serious about the inter-Congolese dialogue and want to 
solve this conflict, which has brought immense suffering to the Congolese people. The 
international community is supporting this dialogue politically and financially, and it 
should continue to do so. But it should also use its influence, including via rehabilitation 
assistance, with a view of encouraging the participants of the dialogue to come to a 
speedy conclusion and to establish transitional institutions capable of preparing 
democratic elections at the municipal, provincial and national levels.  
 
5) While the crucial steps to move the peace process forward, as well as the major risks to 
it lie in the DRC, it should not be overlooked that long-term stability in the Great Lakes 
region and Central Africa also depends upon the solution of the internal problems of the 
DRC’s neighbours, in particular those that have ‘exported’ their conflicts into the DRC. 
Regional stability will always remain at risk, as long as the yet unresolved armed 
conflicts in Angola and Burundi can spill over into the territories of their neighbours. The 
political and constitutional processes ongoing in Rwanda and Uganda will also have to be 
brought to a successful conclusion, creating democratically legitimate and stable political 
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systems that can contribute to safeguarding regional security and stability. These 
challenges have to be addressed in parallel to the Lusaka peace process, in order to 
transform the vicious circle of internal conflicts and cross-border destabilisation into 
constructive regional cooperation. Preparations for the regional conference on security, 
stability and rehabilitation in the Great Lakes region, which has been discussed since the 
end of the first Congo war, should start already, not in competition, but as a 
complementary initiative to Lusaka peace process. The dynamic created by the change of 
power in Kinshasa earlier this year needs to be supported by sustained diplomatic efforts 
at bilateral and multi-lateral levels, with a view of building confidence between leaders 
and peoples and stimulating socio-economic recovery on a regional scale, with 
appropriate assistance from the international community. 
 
In conclusion, this overview shows the complexity of the political context and indicates 
some of the important parameters of the envisaged “D3” exercise. It is clear that 
disarmament, demobilisation, the repatriation of elements from the foreign “negative 
forces”, the (re)integration of elements from various Congolese armed groups into the 
future national army or into civilian life, as well as accompanying social and economic 
rehabilitation, can only succeed if there is progress in the political settlement of the 
conflict, both internally and regionally, and in harmony with such political progress. The 
seriousness of the DRC/Great Lakes conflict and the risks for the entire sub-region 
related to a failure of the peace process warrant a pro-active and dynamic approach: 
“D3” cannot afford to “follow” the peace process, it has to be designed and 
implemented in such a way that it can actually accompany and consolidate the peace 
process as the latter advances. All available instruments of international assistance will 
have to be considered in order to respond in a timely manner to emerging needs. The 
prime challenge for the international community will be flexibility and rapid response 
capability. A neat but rigid “3” plan that is out of tune with unfolding political events 
would be doomed to fail.  
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2. OVERVIEW OF MAIN ARMED GROUPS OPERATING IN THE DRC 
 
2.1. EXTERNAL ARMED GROUPS 
 
Apart from the regular armies of the governments of Uganda (UPDF), Rwanda (RPA), 
Burundi (FAB), Zimbabwe (ZNDF), Angola (FAA) and Namibia (NDF), a number of 
armed foreign rebel groups are also embroiled in the DRC conflict.  This section will 
present the background and role of the Rwandan (ex-FAR and Interahamwe), Burundian 
(FDD and FNL), Ugandan (ADF, LRA, NALU, FUNA, WBNF), and Angolan (UNITA) 
rebel groups.  A particular emphasis has been placed on the ex-FAR and Interahamwe 
forces as the disarming and demobilization of this group was viewed by all interlocutors 
as most critical for the attainment of stability in the region. For a further detailed review 
of the different armed groups, interested individuals are referred to the OCHA Nairobi 
report on the Armed Non-State Actors in the Great Lakes region produced in October 
2000.    
 
a) The ex-FAR and Interahamwe 
 
Of all the armed groups in the DRC named in the Lusaka Agreement for disarming and 
repatriation, the ex-FAR and Interahamwe, currently known as ‘Forces Democratiques 
pour la Liberation du Rwanda’ (FDLR), are by far the largest, most significant, and most 
difficult to deal with both politically and militarily. Leaders of the FAR and the 
Interahamwe, while still in power, organised and executed the genocide of 1994, and it 
was these same ‘genocidaires’ who fled into the DRC (then Zaire) in the summer of that 
year that have continued to lead the war against the present Rwanda government from 
Congolese territory. Indeed, the conflict between the force led by this group and the RPF-
led Rwandan government constitutes the spark that ignited the war which escalated to 
engulf the entire Central Africa region. The disarmament, demobilization repatriation and 
reintegration/resettlement of this force would, conversely, be a key factor in bringing the 
second Congo war to an end. Such an endeavour is, however, if at all totally possible, 
going to demand the collaboration not only of all the signatories of the Lusaka 
Agreement, but also other countries in the region and the international community at 
large. 
 
The government of Rwanda and the RPA have always sought a military solution, as 
opposed to political negotiation, with the Interahamwe. Given the heinous background 
and continued ideology of genocide of most of the original Interahamwe leaders, such a 
strategy is not surprising. Nor has this strategy been openly challenged by any external 
power. Although the UN has created an International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda 
(ICTR) to try the individuals responsible for the genocide, the majority of the accused 
still remain at large, actively engaged in leading and supporting the military activities of 
the Interahamwe against the government and civilian population of Rwanda. 
 
The Rwandan government, however, has espoused a policy of reconciliation of its 
divided Hutu and Tutsi society, the return and reintegration of refugees, and the proper 
demobilization of old troops (former RPA, and FAR who did not continue with the ex-
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FAR/Interahamwe), and it has been intensifying its programs to that effect especially 
since the mass return of Hutu refugees from the DRC began in 1996. Both a reintegration 
agency, the Rwanda Demobilization and Reintegration Commission (RDRC), and a 
reconciliation commission, the National Unity and Reconciliation Commission (NURC), 
exist at the national level and have been active devising and running programs in both 
areas. Recently, encouraged by the continuing return of refugees from the DRC, thus 
diminishing the pools of support for the ex-FAR/Interahamwe, its increasing victories 
against the ex-FAR/Interahamwe inside its territory and the DRC, the increasing tiredness 
of the Rwandese population with the war, and the increasing international recognition of 
its security concerns given the armed presence of its opponents in the DRC (as embodied 
in the Lusaka Agreement), the government of Rwanda has started to welcome rank and 
file members of the ex-FAR/Interahamwe that surrender on their own or are even 
captured in battle.  
 
An attempt seems to be underway to ‘win the hearts and minds’ of the rebel troops who 
are not responsible for organising and executing the genocide, thereby isolating the 
‘genocidaires’. An undeclared amnesty for all ex-FAR/Interahamwe except 
‘genocidaires’ thus exists today with a program of reintegrating them into Rwandese 
society. This started in earnest in June 2001 when the May-July ex-FAR/Interahamwe 
offensive in north-western Rwanda and the bordering areas of North Kivu ended with a 
rout of the attacking forces, and some 400 initially captured troops were encamped at 
Mudende in the Ruhengeri district. These captured troops were immediately allowed to 
go home unescorted to visit their families and come back to the camp within a week. 
Reportedly, they all did. The number soon grew to more than 2,100 as more captured 
elements and troops that surrendered on their own were added. This has opened a new 
dimension to the Rwandese reconciliation and reintegration program, leading to greater 
possibilities for the voluntary disarmament and subsequent demobilization and 
reintegration of the ‘non-genocidaire’ members of the ex-FAR/Interahamwe who are still 
at large. 
 
Background (1994-96): 
 
The FAR and Interahamwe, defeated in Rwanda, crossed over to the DRC (then Zaire) in 
July 1994 with almost all their units, their military leadership and structure intact. Such a 
total and orderly withdrawal, with minimal casualty, was facilitated by ‘Operation 
Turquoise’ which in effect placed a cordon in front of the advancing RPA forces in 
western and southern Rwanda, and allowed passage not just to the frightened Hutu 
civilian population, but also government officials, the ex-FAR and the Interahamwe, and 
other ‘genocidaires’, with whatever documents, military hardware, other machinery and 
equipment they could muster. The operation was done under the authority of a United 
Nations Security Council resolution which condemned the genocide and called for 
protection of the victims. On the contrary, the victimizers were protected. [see: Joint 
Evaluation of Emergency Assistance to Rwanda: International Response to Conflict and 
Genocide: Lessons from the Rwanda Experience, March 1996]. 
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When refugee camps were established inside the DRC along the border with Rwanda, 
therefore, the old genocidal government soon (by 1995) re-established itself and 
continued to fully function in these camps, only changing its name to the “Government of 
Rwanda in Exile”. The leaders of this reconstituted government remained the same 
former president Theodore Sindikubwabo and ex-Premier Jean Kabanda. The Army 
Chief of Staff of the FAR, General Augustin Bizimungu, continued to hold the same 
position in the reconstituted ex-FAR/Interahamwe forces as well; all other military 
commanders of the newly reconstituted force were also officers of the former FAR.  
 
It should be noted that the leaders of the genocide entered a country already in the midst 
of political turmoil. From the beginning of the 1990’s the then President Mobutu had 
implemented a political policy of transformation of ethnic differences into open violence. 
Thus in 1992 violence broke out in Shaba between Zairian’s originally from the Kasais 
and local youths, resulting in the overnight forced displacement of more than a million 
people. Similarly in North Kivu in March 1993 government officials encouraged local 
populations to push out those nationals whose forbears had come from Rwanda. Thus the 
architects of the genocide brought to a Zairian local political leadership, already 
comfortable with implementing a policy of ethnic exclusion, the notion of extermination. 
This is especially the case in Bukavu, where the core of the planners of the Rwandan 
genocide settled.   
 
Not only did the ex-FAR/Interahamwe forces maintain their force/strength and 
organisation, as well as bringing their arms and equipment, but they also crossed with a 
lot of loot from Rwanda. Furthermore, once reconstituted and well established in the 
refugee camps, they began to recruit from the refugee population and trained vigorously 
to refurbish their force. They had full control of the camps and raised funds– actually, the 
Government-in-Exile collected ‘taxes’ – without hindrance for their political and military 
needs.  
 
By 1995, thus, the ex-FAR/Interahamwe had a fully reconstituted and functioning 
‘government’ and army. It is reported that in early 1996, the ex-FAR/Interahamwe had 
50-250 political leaders and up to 50-70,000 soldiers and militias (officers and regulars) 
within all the camps spread up in the bordering towns of the DRC from the Uganda 
border to the towns across the lake from Burundi [OAU: Special Report of the 
international Panel of Eminent Personalities to investigate the 1994 Genocide in Rwanda 
and the Surrounding Events, 7 July 2000]. By all counts, this was a formidable force 
indeed. There was an attempt to shed the stigma of genocide associated with the 
appellation “Interahamwe”, and the name “Retour Democratique au Rwanda” (RDR) was 
adopted, but it never caught on. 
  
The objective of this reconstitution and activity was to retake political power in Rwanda 
by force, thereby getting a chance to “continue the job unfinished”, i.e., the genocide. It is 
to be noted that the list of the top political leaders and military commanders of the ex-
FAR/Interahamwe at that time is quite similar to the checklist of the accused 
‘genocidaires’ sought by the ICTR. 
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The ex-FAR/Interahamwe were reorganising and strengthening themselves by recruiting, 
training, arming and raising funds, with the tacit compliance, and, as later exposed, 
indeed open support of the Mobutu government. Not only did the Zairean government 
allow all the activities of the ex-FAR/Interahamwe to proceed without any check, but it 
“appeared to actively support and facilitate the considerable arms traffic to the exiled 
forces” [OCHA: Armed Non-State Actors in the Great Lakes Region, October 2000, p 
38]. In fact, as Rwandan accusations of Zairean complicity became more pronounced, the 
collaboration of the Mobutu government with the ex-FAR/Interahamwe became more 
open. When pressured by the OAU, humanitarian organizations and NGOs to curb 
guerrilla activity in the camps, Mobutu tried to absolve himself by saying that his 
government did not have the ability to separate and disarm the rebels in the refugee 
camps and invited the international community to send troops to guard the camps. 
UNHCR attempted to address the issue of armed elements in the camps through the 
establishment of a Zairian manned security unit.  
  
The Hutu Diaspora also supported, politically and materially, the ex-FAR/Interahamwe 
effort.  Funds were raised through contributions, alleged drug peddling, etc. Many 
members of the Hutu led government, including major ‘genocidaires’, had escaped to 
several African and European countries, and created an international network that 
provided the ex-FAR/Interahamwe with a widespread arena of operation.  
 
Once well established in the camps, and military preparations had been made, the ex-
FAR/Interahamwe escalated its incursions/raids into Rwanda to destabilise the country. It 
also sought allies both inside Zaire and the region. Regional alliances and support were 
sought within francophone Africa where many ex-officials of the previous government 
had taken refuge. Inside Zaire, it campaigned for support from the Hutu community in 
North Kivu and exploited the ongoing conflict between the indigenous Congolese 
population (autochthones) and the Banyarwanda (Hutu and Tutsi migrants from 
Rwanda). Primarily targeted were the Tutsi population in the Kivus. Successful attempts 
were made to fan local hatred against them, and incite armed raids against them. In this 
effort, it also got the support and collaboration of Zairean officials and troops who 
considered the Banyarwanda settlers as non-Congolese citizens. This led to massacres of 
the Tutsi community in the Kivus leading to an exodus of North Kivu Tutsi and South 
Kivu Banyamulenge refugees into Rwanda.  
 
The Rwandese government had demanded that the Mobutu government or the 
international community separate and disarm the ex-FAR/Interahamwe; otherwise, it 
warned, it may have to take pre-emptive raids on the camps which served as their bases. 
Mobutu’s government said it couldn’t, but agreed with the Rwandans that the camps be 
closed and the refugees repatriated unconditionally. It was at this time that the UN 
decided to send troops to protect the refugees in their camps in Zaire. As Canadian and 
other troops were about to enter the camps, Rwandan troops, who had, in collaboration 
with Banyamulenge militias (South Kivu Tutsis), started to fight back along with other 
local armed groups, first attacked the Zairean army in Bukavu and Uvira that stood in the 
way, easily crushing it, and then raided the camps in early fall 1996. All the camps were 
overtaken  within a short time. This led to the mass return of the majority of the refugees 
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to Rwanda, among them 30-40,000 ex-FAR/Interahamwe troops, and the flight of a 
significant number of refugees and ex-FAR/Interahamwe troops, along with the core 
leadership and command structure, deeper into the jungles of the Masisi plains. 
 
Situation from 1996 – present: 
 
Soon after the initial operations of the Rwanda Patriotic Army (RPA) and the 
Banyamulenge dominated ‘Alliance Democratique des Peuples’ and other elements that 
started dislodging the ex-FAR/Interahamwe and dispersing the camps, other Congolese 
organizations were invited to join the war against the Mobutu regime to take political 
power, and the ‘Alliance des Forces Democratique pour la Liberation du Congo’ (AFDL) 
was created with Laurent Desire Kabila as its spokesperson. With their eye on defeating 
the Mobutu regime, the AFDL and the RPA pushed forward fighting the combined forces 
of the Forces Armee Zairoise (FAZ) and ex-FAR/Interahamwe, who kept withdrawing 
with a significant number of refugees – estimated at more than 100,000 - deeper into the 
DRC.  
 
As the ex-FAR/Interahamwe withdrew, reports began to surface that “soldiers” (from the 
RPA/AFDL) had been rampaging through villages in eastern Congo. Eyewitness 
accounts (verified by the BBC) reported that soldiers demanded to be shown where Hutu 
militia were hiding. In one example, soldiers rounded up fifteen villagers, among them, 
two women and a child, and shot them. In July of 1997, the Washington Post reported 
Kabila’s forces, combined with the Rwandan and Ugandan troops who participated in the 
rebellion, massacred Rwandan Hutus as they fled across Congo. Soon after, a UN Special 
Rapporteur complied a listing of more than 20 acres in the Kivu region alone where mass 
graves were found and where mass killings of Hutu had taken place. Congolese 
government officials denied the allegations, claiming that the massacres were carried out 
by Hutu militia attempting to keep Hutu refugees from returning home to Rwanda by 
force. 
 
The mass graves pointed to the fact that the soldiers did, indeed, slaughter civilians in 
horrific numbers. The government of Rwanda is accused of using Kabila's rebellion as a 
means of carrying out a vendetta and Kabila's government has been accused of covering 
up the alleged killings. Kabila's government attempted to block UN investigation of these 
crime scenes and mass graves are suspected of excavation prior to investigation. Special 
U.N. investigator Roberto Garreton reported evidence of mass killings of Rwandan 
refugees at over 40 sites. 
 
The further push into the DRC by the RPA/AFDL forces and the eventual take-over of 
the whole country left the ex-FAR/Interahamwe greatly weakened and dispersed, not 
only throughout the forests of the DRC, but also into the neighbouring Republic of the 
Congo, the Central African Republic, and with time even further out. A contingent of 
about 5,000 hard-core troops, however, remained hidden in the forests of North Kivu 
around Masisi close to Rwanda. Taking advantage of the RPA and AFDL’s engagement 
in the huge Zairean theater further south and west, these troops soon reorganised 
themselves, adopting (in 1997) the name ‘Peuple Armee pour la Liberation du Rwanda’ 
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(PALiR) for their political organization and ‘Armee du Liberation Rwandais’ (ALiR) for 
their military wing. ALiR’s commander was Brigadier General Rwarakabije, with 
Colonel Habimana (code named Bemera) as Chief of Staff and Colonel Hakizimana 
(code named Poete) as his deputy. ALiR intensified its infiltration into northwestern 
Rwanda, a predominantly Hutu region of the country, attacking not only Rwandese 
troops, but also civilian Tutsis and moderate Hutus, whom it condemned as collaborators, 
as well as public infrastructure such as schools, hospitals and other installations.  
 
PALiR’s plan might have been to establish a firm base in the northwest, and to use this 
base as a springboard to attack and defeat the RPA. Harsh RPA reprisals, however, led to 
heavy casualties not only militarily, but also politically as the Hutu population also 
suffered from the fighting and support for ALiR diminished. As a result, desertion was 
increasing and recruitment dwindled. 
 
In the meantime, two important developments in the DRC led to the resurgence of the ex-
FAR/Interahamwe: 
 
- The Kivus had essentially become havens for ALiR where it freely recruited from 
the local Hutu population and fanned local conflicts between the Banyamulenge and 
some Mai Mai groups. RPA troops were also involved in the fighting against the 
Congolese Mai Mai, and this created local opposition to Rwandese presence in the area, 
of course to the benefit of ALiR. 
 
- Relations between Kabila and the Rwandese deteriorated leading to Kabila’s 
announcement, in July 1998, of the end of their military co-operation agreement. Kabila 
asked the Rwandese troops and advisors that had remained in the DRC to help maintain 
security, fight remnants of the Interahamwe, and help build the Congolese army to leave.  
 
These developments led to the total breakdown of the DRC-Rwanda alliance and the 
eruption of war between them as Rwandese troops, joined with the Ugandan People’s 
Defense Forces, returned full force to the DRC. Faced with this invasion, Kabila called 
for support from his neighbours, and sought alliance with all forces opposed to the “Tutsi 
governments invading from the north”, including of course the ex-FAR/Interahamwe. 
This was a welcome call for the ex-FAR/Interahamwe, for it provided its forces scattered 
or laying low in the different parts of the DRC outside of the Kivus and in different 
countries in the region an unexpected chance to reorganise again. With the full support of 
Kabila and the allies which came to his rescue – Zimbabwe, Angola and Namibia - these 
ex-FAR/Interahamwe elements formed the ‘Forces Democratiques pour la Liberation du 
Rwanda’ (FDLR), with its military wing named ALiR II.  ALiR in the Kivus, with which 
this new wing in the south was organically linked, became ALiR I, with FDLR being the 
umbrella political organisation for ALiR I and II. The overall leader of the movement 
remained the old commander, General Bizimungu. As the war progressed, however, 
Bizimungu became less significant, and the commander of ALiR II, Colonel Ntiwiragaba, 
assumed the real leadership of the FDLR as well. 
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ALiR II recruited vigorously within Hutu refugees in the DRC, the Republic of Congo, 
Central African Republic, Tanzania and Zambia, and is believed to have grown to, as 
estimated by most independent observers, about 15,000 troops – the Rwandese estimate 
goes as high as 30,000 – 40,000. These were deployed along with the Forces Armee 
Congolais (FAC), Zimbabwean and other allied troops in Katanga, Kasai, Equateur and 
Kinshasa. ALiR II was also believed to have contingents in the ROC, CAR, Tanzania and 
Burundi. ALiR II forces operated as independent units operating under their own central 
command or separate units under FAC general command. It is also believed, however, 
that a certain number of ALiR ex-FAR/Interahamwe officers – some say up to 3,000 hard 
core ‘genocidaires’ – are fully integrated/recruited into the DRC regular army.  
 
The Lusaka Cease-fire Agreement, which was signed on 10 July 1999, was a setback to 
the progress of ALiR. Its hope was that the Congolese and their allies would help push 
the Rwandese to their borders, and ALiR I and II would then combine to directly attack 
Rwanda from across the border. Of course, Rwandese and RCD forces were not only 
holding their positions, but in several areas in the east, even advancing forward. But the 
Lusaka agreement meant that the FAC and its allies could not even try.  In addition, the 
ex-FAR/Interahamwe, along with other foreign armed groups in the DRC, were deemed 
“negative” forces to be disarmed and cantoned for repatriation, with those accused of 
genocide to be apprehended and handed over to the ICTR for prosecution. 
 
As the cease-fire began to take root, independent ALiR military operations shifted to 
ALiR I in the Kivus. It was organised into two divisions with three brigades each: 
Division I (or ARBRE Division) deployed in South Kivu, and Division II (or BEOR 
Division) in North Kivu [see annex 3: Structure of PALiR I and ALiR I]. ALiR I and II 
were two wings of the same army and worked as such, but with the presence of the 
Rwandan and RCD troops between them, direct co-operation was not possible. 
Throughout 1999 and 2000, ALiR I carried out small attacks and sabotage missions in 
Rwanda, and extensively recruited, often by force, from the Hutu population inside 
Rwanda, the Kivus and Tanzania. Consequently, it managed to refurbish its force to 
about 7-12,000 (Rwandese figures go as high as 20,000). Arms, ammunition and other 
crucial military supplies are reported to have been provided by the DRC, air-dropped in 
the forests around Walikale or landed at the airstrip at Kilembwe. It is also alleged to 
have been directly supplied by forward elements of the FAC through the Katanga-Kivu 
border. 
 
In May 2001, ALiR I launched a large scale offensive, named the “Oracle du Seigneur”, 
in the northwest with 4,000-5000 troops of its Beor Division. It is reported that only the 
three battalions of Jaakan Brigade, one battalion of Château Brigade, and two companies 
of Amarek Brigade - or about half of the Division force - participated in the offensive. 
The offensive, which continued for two months, ended with a total rout of ALiR I forces: 
reportedly 1,890 were killed, 945 were  captured, and the rest were dispersed, 530 of 
whom later surrendered on their own or were brought in by their relatives with whom 
they tried to hide. Among the captured were 245 officers many of whom were seasoned 
ex-FAR soldiers, including the Chief of Staff of ALiR, Colonel Habimana (Bemera) who 
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is on the Government list of those accused of organising the genocide and as such is 
sought by the ICTR in Arusha.  He is allegedly being kept under house arrest. 
 
With the debacle of the May-June ALiR offensive, new developments have appeared that 
open new opportunities: 
  
- The continuous failures of the ex-FAR/Interahamwe’s military attempts against 
the RPA since its inception, topped by the absolute rout of this long prepared large scale 
offensive, led to the further deterioration of morale and the loss of the will to fight within 
the rank and file troops of ALiR. This is proven by the fact that 945 troops were captured 
during the offensive, impossible to imagine in the past. Desertion has also increased 
significantly. 
 
- Facing low and further diminishing support from the local population, loss of 
morale in their troops and lack of willing recruits, ALiR commanders have increasingly 
recruited by force from the local population in the Kivus. ALiR has also subjugated and 
controls Congolese communities in several areas of Kivu, and its troops have killed for 
loot and raped women. All these combined have led to local opposition to ALiR, 
escalating to armed attacks by some Mai Mai representing these communities. 
 
- With the passage of time and the attrition of pre-1994 ex-FAR/Interahamwe 
cadres in the continuous battles with the RPA, the number of ALiR troops that are new 
and have not participated in the genocide - and would thus be fighting for reasons other 
than genocide - has been increasing. These people do not necessarily see the war as a win 
or die situation, as those who participated in the genocide do. They could thus be 
invited/enticed to drop their arms and choose a peaceful path, given that this alternative 
was attractive enough. Especially with the harshness of conditions of the war that 
possibility is high indeed. This is witnessed by the fact that 530 surrendered on their own 
to the RPA immediately after the offensive.  
 
- Cognizant of the above developments, and encouraged by them, the Rwandese 
government has adopted new approaches:  
 
a) It has decided to increase its efforts to win the non-‘genocidaire’ ALiR elements to its 
side, to adopt reconciliatory/welcoming rather than punitive measures towards them. 
Establishing receiving camps for such ex-rebels and initiating reconciliation programs in 
earnest, which it did immediately after the last offensive, is testimony to this new 
attitude. This change of approach has earned it dividends as witnessed by the many who 
surrendered immediately after it established the first camp. 
 
b) Seeing the fact that although the Congolese community in the Kivus has no love for 
the RPA, its fear of the ex-FAR/Interahamwe is becoming even greater - as indicated by 
the increasing clashes between ALIR and different Mai Mai groups - Rwanda has started 
to seek and make alliances with several Kivu ethnic and Mai Mai groups against the ex-
FAR/Interahamwe. It is succeeding too. Although doubts exist in many Kivutians that 
Rwanda’s designs are to continue to occupy Kivu for the exploitation of its resources and 
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eventual annexation, many compare the discipline of RPA troops to the crimes of ALiR 
rebels and RCD troops and chose the lesser evil. They might also want to test Rwanda’s 
promise that it shall withdraw as soon as it no longer faced any threat from the ex-
FAR/Interahamwe operating from Congolese territory.   
 
These developments offer new hopes, or have created opportunities where voluntary 
disarmament and reintegration into peaceful life of a number of non-‘genocidaire’ 
elements in ALiR could be possible. Information about the reconciliation and 
reintegration program the Rwandese government has started in Mudende and other camps 
and results achieved so far need to be widely distributed so that potential participants are 
well aware of the opportunities.  Needless to say, program development and 
implementation must be fully supported. The success of the reconciliation/reintegration 
program for the existing participants at Mudende camp, which numbered around 800 at 
the end of August when the team visited the camp, could determine how successfully the 
program would attract the participation of those expected to follow. The fact that some 
3,000 ALiR troops encamped at Kamina in the DRC are allegedly ready to be disarmed, 
as announced by the government of the DRC, for eventual repatriation to Rwanda or 
resettlement elsewhere, leads to the expectation that many could opt to do the same if 
adequately informed. It is encouraging that the Rwandese government has welcomed the 
decision of the DRC government to hand them over as a positive step, and has declared 
its preparedness to receive them, despite its knowledge and accusation that the DRC has 
armed and is supplying ALIR II that has recently left its positions in Katanga and moved 
north into South Kivu along with FAC officers of Kivu origin and Mai Mai background. 
 
Of course, the transfer of 7-12,000 well-armed ALiR II troops into South Kivu, and 
thence into North Kivu has led to the eruption of renewed fighting between these forces 
and the RPA/RCD, and it can only be expected to increase. Although it is highly unlikely 
that ALiR II even combined with ALiR I will be strong enough to weaken the RPA and 
turn the tide described above, it can definitely elongate the war once lodged in the forests 
of South and North Kivu. Infiltration into Rwanda can also be expected to increase 
leading to frustration and possible rekindling of the war. 
 
Prospects and Recommendations: 
 
The escalation and long time continuation of the fighting in the Kivus – it will definitely 
continue to be in the Kivus because Rwanda has made it clear that it will never withdraw 
from these DRC areas as long as ex-FAR/Interahamwe forces that threaten its security 
exist there – would postpone if not totally threaten any peace between the DRC and 
Rwanda, and the region as well. Certain measures on the part of the DRC and Rwandese 
governments, the countries of the region and the international community at large need to 
be taken to avoid the escalation to a dangerous degree and/or long time continuation of 
this renewed fighting: 
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DRC  
 

•  The inter-Congolese dialogue must be invigorated and all participants 
encouraged, and if need be pressured, to engage positively. Progress needs to be 
made towards agreement on the formation of a broad based government. 
Development in this effort eases tension and builds confidence in Congolese 
actors, especially the government leading to its lesser dependence on the external 
armed groups that have been its allies. Such a development would encourage the 
government of the DRC to cease support and eventually take measures to disarm 
and repatriate the ex-FAR/Interahamwe as well as other foreign armed groups in 
its territory as demanded by the Lusaka Agreement.  

 
•  Reconciliation between different Congolese communities in the Kivus, as well as 

other areas, which have been in conflict with one another, and whose conflict 
continues to be exploited by the ex-FAR/Interahamwe and others and worsen the 
overall lack of security, must be sought as an urgent priority. This would, besides 
enhancing internal peace, deny the ex-FAR/Interahamwe local support. Such 
community reconciliation has indeed started between the Banyamulenge and the 
Babembe themselves in the Haut Plateau for instance, but this effort needs to be 
enhanced and widened to include other clans in the area, all of whom have armed 
groups, Mai Mai or otherwise. 

  
•  The armed Mai Mai groups need to be either incorporated into the Congolese 

army just as the present FAC, RCD and FLC troops, and then later weaned and 
demobilized with the rest, or otherwise an immediate demobilization and 
reintegration program needs to be devised for them. It is highly likely that the 
majority would easily opt to drop their guns if jobs were provided to them. These 
could be in needed public projects, such as rehabilitation and construction of 
roads, etc. It is believed that many, if not most, have picked up guns as a means of 
personal survival rather than as a result of group or ethnic based goals. The 
reduction of uncontrolled arms and armed groups in the Kivus reduces the arena 
the ex-FAR/Interahamwe can and is exploiting. Such a reduction might of course 
expose local communities to ex-FAR/Interahamwe attacks, but that could easily 
be tackled by the recruitment and quick deployment of police forces that would be 
paid and controlled by local governments.    

 
•  The Congolese government must be encouraged, and if need be pressured, to 

immediately stop military support to the ex-FAR/Interahamwe. This is an 
absolute necessity to limit the rebels’ fighting capacity. It would also be a 
necessary first step on its part to exert pressure on the Rwandese to take measures 
in the direction of withdrawal of their troops from DRC territory.  

 
•  The DRC government must demobilize any members of the ex-FAR/Interahamwe 

who might still be incorporated, as individuals or units, into the FAC. 
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Rwanda 
 

•  Rwanda needs to officially and publicly declare what it has been following in 
practice: amnesty for all members of the ALiR who are not accused of 
participation in the genocide, in accordance with the spirit of the Lusaka 
Agreement: “Countries of origin of members of the armed groups commit 
themselves to taking all the necessary measures to facilitate their repatriation”.  
This would need to be followed with the establishment of a definitive list of 
accused participants of the genocide who must be tracked, disarmed and either 
extradited to Rwanda or handed over to the ICTR in Arusha for prosecution. Such 
a measure may be a bitter pill for anyone, especially the surviving victims, to 
swallow as some ‘genocidaires’ who may not have as yet been identified may go 
unpunished, but it may be a necessary price to pay in order to encourage the non-
listed to gain confidence and wilfully opt for peace, thus isolating the known 
‘genocidaires’. Such a move could also be the ‘cheapest’ way to pre-empt any 
political demands the ex-FAR/Interahamwe, in the name of the FDLR, may make, 
and in fact can only be expected it will make, on the Rwandese government, 
which some sympathisers may find cause to support.  

 
•  The existing reconciliation and reintegration programs and their achievements so 

far have to be widely propagated so that both those who can make use of them, or 
could support them, would be adequately informed about them. Knowledge of 
concrete examples could encourage many rebels to take advantage of them. The 
Rwandese report that they have so far demobilised and reintegrated at least 
15,000 ex-members of the FAR and Interahamwe (including rebels) excluding 
those presently in the Mudende camp. 

 
•  How the approximately 3,000 ALiR II troops reportedly cantoned by the DRC at 

Kamina for disarming and demobilization are handled can affect the attitude of 
those still in the Kivus. It would serve the interest of further disarmament and 
demobilization of the rest if Rwanda would receive these with full amnesty 
allowing international monitoring of their reintegration process. It must be 
encouraged to do so. If there may be any ‘genocidaires’ among them, they must 
be identified and apprehended before they leave the camp to ensure the 
confidence of those who choose to be repatriated to their country.  

 
Regional Countries and the International community 
 

•  The apprehension and handing over of all accused ‘genocidaires’ (list to be 
provided in collaboration with the Rwandese government and the ICTR) must be 
assumed as an international responsibility, and strong measures need to be taken 
against all governments that fail to comply.  

 
•  The ex-FAR/Interahamwe must be internationally isolated and a total embargo – 

on arms, supplies, movements, sanctuary - imposed against them. Strong 
measures need to be taken against those countries which fail to comply with the 
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embargo. Conversely, Rwanda, the DRC, the RCD and FLC must be provided 
with every support to pressure the ex-FAR/Interahamwe, through persuasion or 
military coersion, to be disarmed and demobilised in compliance with the Lusaka 
Agreement. Should the need arise, the provision of a regional or wider 
international force in support of this effort needs to be seriously considered. 

 
•  MONUC, UNDP and others must be engaged in promoting and supporting the 

local reconciliation processes that have started in the Kivus, and initiate new ones 
where needed, with the aim of reaching an inter-Kivu cease-fire which would help 
to isolate the ex-FAR/Interahamwe. 

 
•  Full material and technical support must be given to the reconciliation and 

reintegration program in Rwanda to make it a success and thus attract more rebels 
to come and participate.  

 
b) Burundi armed groups 
 
Nineteen Burundi parties, not all of which have armed wings, have signed the Arusha 
Peace Accord, and attempts continue by the mediator, President Nelson Mandela, to 
bring those which have opted to stay out of the peace process to join.  The latter are Hutu 
groups, most of whom are splinter armed wings of bigger political organizations that 
have signed the agreement.  The most significant of these are the FDD and the FLN but 
smaller armed elements uncontrolled by their organizations (which have signed the 
accord) also exist and continue to fight against government forces from bases inside and 
outside Burundi.   
 
Both the FDD and the FLN have their major bases in the refugee camps in Tanzania and 
inside Burundi but they also have contingents inside the DRC.  The other armed elements 
mentioned above, such as members of the Palipehutu party (which has signed the peace 
accord) who have not formally separated or assumed a new name, also exist both inside 
Burundi and the DRC.  They are small and would not be able to make a difference on 
their own.  Their significance lies in the support they give the other two, particularly to 
the FDD. 
 
The first phase of transitional rule is to come into effect on November 1, 2001.  But 
President Buyoya has said that he will implement the agreement only if there is a 
ceasefire.  The latter has not come into effect yet and it is highly unlikely that the rebels, 
particularly the FDD, will join the peace process because they stand to gain by remaining 
outside.  So far, they have continued to receive military and political support from the 
DRC and its allies, Zimbabwe, Angola and Namibia.  Tanzania also, if not through direct 
military support, has not taken any action to hinder their movements or operate from 
bases in the refugee camps inside its territory.  It is also probable, that some of the bigger 
Hutu organizations which have signed the accord may be secretly encouraging them to 
hold off signing the agreement and dropping their arms, as an insurance to ensure that the 
Buyoya government implements the agreement and to pressure it to make concessions. 
 



 20

Buyoya’s minority government is under tremendous pressure, although not threatened by 
military defeat.  It has continued to arm militias of loyal communities throughout the 
country.  Since the beginning of the year, the Government has formed a force called the 
“Gardiens de la Paix”, a type of civil protection force that carries certificates signed by 
the Minister of Defense. Some six to nine thousand unemployed youths and former, 
mainly FDD, rebels from the rural areas, particularly Makamba (some 2,000) and Ruyigi 
(some 6,000), have been given arms to act as auxiliaries to the military. Radio messages 
stressing the brutality of the rebellion towards its own people have been used to influence 
members to join.  This new force is involved in military offensives and one day expects 
to be integrated into the army.  Government authorities however stressed that close 
follow-up was needed to ensure that this new force did not turn to banditry.  In addition, 
more arms have been distributed to most of the inhabitants of Bujumbura.  
 
It is feared that in the context of increased economic stress the wide distribution of arms 
will have dangerous results. In the course of September Burundi is to lower import tariffs 
as part of its effort to join the east African economic union. Considerable concern is 
expressed by relevant authorities that the immediate impact will be increased economic 
stress as local production is unable to compete with imports from Tanzania and Kenya. 
 
As yet, no disarmament and demobilization program exists in the country or can be 
envisaged in the short run, unless the FDD and FLN, which are reported to be continuing 
dialogue with Mandela’s team and, as alleged by the DRC government, have been talking 
directly with the Buyoya government in Kinshasa, join the Arusha process and peace is 
established in the country. A dilemma in the case of the FDD and the FLN has also been 
the fact that the Arusha and Lusaka processes have not been synchronized in dealing with 
them so far. According to Lusaka, the FDD and FLN are ‘negative forces’ that have to be 
disarmed and demobilized unconditionally; according to the Arusha process, they are still 
genuine forces to be invited and convinced to participate in the peace process.   
 
The significance of the FDD and FLN, and even other Burundi armed groups of less 
military importance but fighting against the government, is also the fact that these groups 
are closely allied with the ex-FAR/Interahamwe and Mai Mai in the Kivus fighting 
against the Rwandan government and the RCD, and may in the future act as conduits of 
arms and other supplies to these allies across the amorphous Lake Tanganyika boarders 
in the east. 
 
Below is a summary profile of the FDD and FLN with information that can help to 
understand their significance for peace and stability in the DRC, Burundi and the region. 
   
‘Forces Pour la Defense de la Democratie’ (FDD): 
 
The FDD was the armed wing of the ‘Conseil National pour la Defense de la Democratie’ 
(CNDD) which was formed during the period following the October 1993 assassination 
of President Ndadaye by extremist Tutsi army officers. It was formed by a group of 
politicians, led by the former Interior Minister, Leonard Nyangoma, a founding member 
of Ndadaye’s party, FRODEBU, who refused to share power with Ndadaye’s killers. 
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Their aim was to reestablish the institutions established by the legitimately elected 
government of 1993. The heightened tensions between Hutu and Tutsi that followed 
Ndadaye’s murder and the death of President Cyprien Ntaryamira in a plane crush with 
President Habyarimana of Rwanda in 1994 had led to chaos and instability in the country. 
The genocide in Rwanda also had a spillover effect in Burundi leading to similar though 
less dramatic massacre of Tutsi. The Tutsi dominated Burundi army was able to prevent 
the mass murder of Tutsi on a similar scale to that of Rwanda, but in the process it 
mounted murderous reprisals of its own against Hutu populations. In all, about 50,000 
people lost their lives. 
 
Although CNDD members were predominantly Hutu, it was a multi-ethnic organization, 
and its vice president was a Tutsi from the north, Christian Sendegeya.  It was after 
Buyoya took power in a coup in 1996 that the anti Tutsi stance of the CNDD became 
more pronounced and military confrontation against his government intensified. Discord 
and competition for control of the top leadership also intensified between the top Hutu 
and Tutsi leadership of the organization. Such competition between the president and the 
vice president led to the powerful military leader, Jean Bosco Ndayikengurukiye, 
dismissing the Tutsi vice president.  
 
As the Buyoya government became more entrenched despite widespread condemnation 
that led to a regional economic embargo, opposition to his regime among the Hutu 
population increased. The armed confrontation, and thus the role of the FDD, the military 
wing of the CNDD, also consequently increased. Jean Bosco thus felt powerful enough to 
oust Nyangoma and assume full powers of the CNDD which he did in 1998. Nyangoma, 
however, did not accept his dismissal and continued, from his headquarters in Tanzania, 
to act and speak as President of the CNDD, and participated in the Arusha peace talks as 
their representative. He signed the agreement finally reached in September 2000 in the 
name of the CNDD as well. Of course, Nyangoma’s acceptance of the peace accord did 
not stop the FDD from fighting on, indicating that the CNDD has split, with Nyangoma 
representing the political wing favorable towards a peace agreement, and Jean Bosco of 
the CNDD/FDD who never participated in the peace process to begin with and has 
rejected the agreement. 
 
The FDD’s Present Situation 
 
When the late President Laurent Desire Kabila’s AFDL alliance backed by RPA troops 
were crushing Mobutu’s FAZ and the ex-FAR/Interahamwe troops, FDD camps in 
eastern Congo were also attacked and its troops forced to flee to the bush further inland 
or to Tanzania. When Laurent Kabila annulled his alliance with Rwanda and war broke 
out between them, he sought the alliance of FDD rebels and began to give them support. 
Burundi had sent some of its troops to the Fizi-Uvira areas to attack FDD rebels there, 
and this occupation of parts of the DRC became an added reason for Kabila’s alliance 
with the FDD. It is reckoned that at this time, some 3,000 Hutu fighters left the 
Tanzanian camps to join the FDD in the Congo, presumably in response to a recruitment 
campaign run by the DRC consulate in Kigoma in which Laurent Kabila promised the 
FDD weapons, uniforms and money. 
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The FDD’s links with Kabila left it with control of a swath of the territory in eastern 
Congo far larger than Burundi itself; this has given some of its leaders immense control 
and power and made them millionaires. As a consequence, the leaders of the FDD are 
suspected even by their own troops to care little about the liberation of Burundi. This 
comfortable position in the DRC has also been given as a reason for the FDD’s refusal to 
participate in the Burundi peace process.  
 
It is widely suspected, if not known, that the FDD is currently headquartered in the 
Katangan capital of Lubumbashi and is said to be continuing to recruit and train troops 
from the Burundian refugee camps in Tanzania. It has been estimated that the FDD has 
between 10,000 – 16,000 combatants1, how many of these are based in the DRC itself is 
largely, however, unknown. Kabila’s government has reported to the JMC that only 3,000 
FDD troops exist inside its territory, but estimates by other observers are as high as 
5,000. 
 
The recent progress made in the peace talks in the DRC has meant that increasing 
numbers of FDD rebels have crossed back into Burundi particularly in the northwest 
Kibira forest area, thus destabilizing the country. It is also said that at a recent FDD 
congress in Lubumbashi, the FDD teamed up with the FNL, which it had invited to its 
congress. Its alliance with the ex-FAR/Interahamwe has also been strengthened, and with 
ALiR II’s push into south Kivu, the two have been joining forces for common operations 
against both governments. Their troops have been crossing into Burundi and from there 
to Rwanda to jointly attack Burundi and Rwandan forces inside Burundi and Rwanda. 
Such operations have already started and can be expected to increase. 
 
The Burundi government has disclosed that FDD’s major operations have always been in 
the south of the country throughout the Tanzania border. It accuses Tanzania of 
complicity with the FDD, allowing it to recruit, train and base its troops inside Tanzania’s 
borders and attacking Burundi from those areas. It continues to insist that attacks from 
across the lake and across the river bordering the DRC are containable, but that its long 
border with Tanzania is indefensible. It has continued to assert that the key to limiting the 
capacity of the FDD and pressuring it to join the peace process lies with Tanzania more 
than anyone else.  
 
‘Front de Liberation Nationale’ (FLN or FROLINA): 
 
The FLN is not mentioned in the Lusaka Agreement directly as an organization that has 
to be disarmed and demobilized. But it is a significant militia organization that has 
maintained bases and troops, though limited in number, in eastern DRC.  
 
As the FDD, the FLN is a military splinter group that was a part of an old political 
organization, the Palipehutu which was started in 1980 by Hutu extremists led by Remi 
Gahutu as a major opposition party. The Palipehutu was, however, denied official 
opposition party status as a result of its extremist ethnic supremacist policy. It was a 
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purely Hutu party and espoused Hutu ethnic supremacy.  The FLN separated from the 
Palipehutu in 1993 led by the exiled Joseph Karumba, who lived in Kigoma, Tanzania, 
and it had the sympathy of the Tanzanian ruling party, TANU.  Those who formed the 
FLN advocated majority rule, but their organization is not closed to Hutu membership 
only. It is presently led by colonel Kabora Khossan, the former military commander of 
the Palipehutu.  
 
The FLN army is smaller than the FDD, although no firm figures are available for its size 
estimates place the number at around 3,000, but it is reputed to be the most organized, 
disciplined and effective guerrilla army in the country. It operates inside Burundi mainly 
in the Cibitoke, Bubanza and Bujumbura Rurale provinces. However, it is reputed to have 
bases in Tanzania and eastern DRC (southern Kivu) as well. 
 
Like the FDD, the FLN continues to reject the Arusha agreement, but it is reputed to be 
closer than the FDD to those which have signed the agreement. Some say that given the 
proper inducement and pressure, especially from Tanzania, it might join the peace 
process, although of late it appears that it is coordinating its military operations and 
political positions with the FDD. 
 
c) UNITA 
 
UNITA has a very long history of relationship with the DRC.  During the Cold War 
UNITA was given very strong political and military support by various anti-Soviet states 
including the US and South Africa.  Much of the US aid was channeled through the DRC 
(then Zaire) and UNITA established important military bases in the DRC.  During the 
first Congo War, UNITA military units were among the most dynamic of the forces 
fighting – unsuccessfully – for the Mobutu regime.  Without a doubt, one of the principal 
reasons why Angola joined the war on the side of Rwanda, Uganda and the AFDL was in 
order to fight and eliminate UNITA bases in the DRC.  Although the Angolan war rages 
on, Angola’s goal in participating in the first Congo War appears to have been attained in 
that there are no confirmed reports of UNITA bases in the DRC since 1997-8.  
 
Angola’s actions at the start of the second Congo War are also in all probability 
connected to its preoccupation with UNITA.  In the summer of 1998, persistent rumors 
claimed that UNITA representatives had been in contact with both Kampala and Kigali.  
Coupled with the fact that not all key policy makers in the Angolan government had 
apparently been informed of Rwanda’s intention to capture the DRC’s military base at 
Kitona (close to both the northwest provinces of Angola and Kabinda at the mouth of the 
Congo River), this was enough to induce Angola to abandon its alliance with Uganda and 
Rwanda and to throw the weight of its armed forces in support of the Kabila regime in 
Kinshasa. 
 
At present, rumors persist of UNITA bases and/or activities in the DRC.  Three areas are 
mentioned.  First, along the DRC-Angolan border southwest of Kinshasa in the area of 
Popokabaka.  While there is no confirmation of UNITA bases in this area, there is no 
doubt that UNITA attacks have recently occurred in the area between Popokabaka and 
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the Atlantic since thousands of Angolan refugees escaping from military engagements in 
northern Angola have crossed the border into DRC.  A second area where UNITA bases 
could exist is in the southwest where the Zambian, Angolan and DRC borders meet.  
Again, Angolan refugees fleeing into Zambia and Angolan government claims that 
Zambia is hosting UNITA elements, suggest that such bases could exist or that military 
engagements in Angola could result in the creation of such bases.  Finally, persistent 
rumors have claimed that there are UNITA units in the Equateur and CAR cooperating 
with the MLC.  This area is so remote from Angola that this suggestion seems 
implausible and has indeed been firmly denied by the local MLC authorities.  In sum, 
while UNITA may at any time establish bases near the DRC’s southern border because of 
the changing military constellation in the Angolan civil war, at present no such bases are 
firmly known to exist.  
 
Depending on the military balance of power in the Angolan civil war, it is by no means 
unrealistic to postulate the possibility of UNITA elements in some numbers either 
establishing bases in, or fleeing to, the DRC.  Under such circumstances, the fact that 
UNITA is specifically mentioned as one of the so-called “negative forces” in the Lusaka 
Agreement becomes relevant.  Thus a D3 program should anticipate dealing with UNITA 
military. To this effect, MONUC and UNDP should approach the Angolan government in 
order to explore under what circumstances UNITA fighters could be repatriated to 
Angola and what programs the Angolan authorities currently have in place, or anticipate 
developing, in order to deal with such an eventuality.  Since the southern border of the 
DRC is in the hands of the Kinshasa government and that government has the strong 
support of Angola, the conditions under which a D3 program aimed at UNITA fighters 
would function are likely to be far simpler than they are regarding the ALiR forces in the 
Kivus who, as noted elsewhere in this report, do have not only local allies but have had, 
and presumably still have, the support of the DRC government.  
 
d) Ugandan Rebel Forces  
 
Though largely considered defeated, Uganda nonetheless insisted in listing the below 
rebel forces among the groups to be disarmed and demobilized in the context of the 
Lusaka agreement:   
 
Allied Democratic Forces (ADF) 
The ADF first invaded from its eastern DRC base in November 1996 in an attempt to 
overthrow the Museveni government which provided the initial justification for Uganda’s 
involvement in the 1996/98 Congo wars.  Based in the Ruwenzori Mountains of western 
Uganda, the ADF is a combination of fundamentalist Tabliq Muslim rebels (who claim to 
be marginalized by the government) and remnants of another rebel group, the National 
Army for the Liberation of Uganda (NALU).   The rebels adopted western Uganda as 
their theatre of operations owing to the mountainous terrain, the proximity to Congo and 
the ability to exploit an existing ethnic conflict in the area. They also coerced part of the 
local population to help them because of their extensive knowledge of the terrain.  Its 
leadership has generally remained obscure although a former Catholic, Jail Mukulu, was 
said to be a driving force along with some ex-commanders of former President Idi Amin's 
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army.  The ADF traditionally has, in fact, few links with western Uganda - its leaders are 
said to come from areas in central Uganda with strong Islamic ties such as Iganga, 
Masaka and Kampala.  
 
The movement is now largely considered defeated by the UPDF.  Sources say that due to 
the war in DRC and Uganda's collaboration with Congolese rebel groups in northwest 
and northeast DRC, the borders with Sudan and DRC have been secured, thus depriving 
the ADF of its supplies.  The Government’s granting of a general amnesty to any rebel 
who surrenders in August 2000 is also thought to have contributed to the weakening of 
the movement.  Estimates of remaining ADF elements range from a few hundred to 
around 2,000, mainly spread in small units along the southwestern border with the DRC.  
 
 
Lord’s Resistance Army (LRA)  
The LRA is not present in DRC as an organized group and only some elements have 
moved into the country’s northwestern border with Sudan.  It is not considered a major 
player in the context of the DRC conflict.  Led by Joseph Kony, the movement operates 
mainly from bases in southern Sudan but is also said to have linked up with Interahamwe 
and anti-RCD rebels in the Bunia area.  The overarching goal, with support from Sudan, 
is to overthrow the Uganda government which led the latter to sever diplomatic relations 
in April 1995, and contacts between the two countries remain limited.  The LRA, 
composed largely of members of the Acholi tribe, has gained notoriety for the vast scale 
of child abductions it has carried out. 
 
National Army for the Liberation of Uganda (NALU) 
Largely considered defunct following the death of its leader in 1995, it is believed that 
some remaining elements joined the ADF.  While some attacks are still attributed to 
NALU by local sources, the organization has little, if any substance as a separate entity.  
   
Uganda National Rescue Front (UNRF), Former Uganda National Army (FUNA) 
These groups have been largely dismantled and are now considered moribund.   They 
were created when, in late 1980, ex-Amin forces invaded from southern Sudan and 
forced some Uganda National Liberation Army (UNLA) units out of the West Nile 
region. They were subsequently organized into two main groups: the Uganda National 
Rescue Front (UNRF), based principally among the Aringa people of northeast Arua; and 
the Former Uganda National Army (FUNA) forces, based mainly among the Kakwa 
people of northwest Arua.   
 
West Nile Bank Front (WNBF) 
This group emerged in 1995 and was organized, with Sudan's assistance, by former Amin 
Foreign Minister, Juma Oris, a Muslim and, at that time, resident of Juba.  WNBF 
activities were based along the Uganda/Sudan border as well as in the towns in 
northeastern Zaire, from which it pursued its insurgency.  According to some sources, 
recruiters appealed to the Muslim religious background common to the WNBF's 
Sudanese sponsors and residents of Arua.  However, after an intensification of activities 
in 1996, their threat diminished during 1997 following the demobilization of the rebels.  
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Some observers have commented that the motivation of WNBF forces was significantly 
lower than their LRA counterparts.  According to “The Sudan Factor” (Gersony, 1997), 
the WNBF's strategic capabilities were also critically diminished as a result of 
Banyamulenge operations in northeastern Zaire which deprived the movement of its 
refuge along the Zaire/Uganda border. Military operations led by the SPLA recaptured 
control of most of the Sudan/Uganda border. Both military offensives were reportedly 
supported directly by UPDF forces. Significant numbers of WNBF leaders and 
combatants were captured and returned to Uganda.  
 
2.2. INTERNAL ARMED GROUPS 
 
This section takes a look at the internal armed groups operating in the DRC.  On the one 
hand, there are movements or tendencies that insist they represent the interest of the 
Congolese people in opposing the Kinshasa government. These different movements fall 
under two structures, the Front de Liberation du Congo (FLC) and the Rassemblement 
Congolais pour la Democracie (RCD-Goma).  The former was created in January 2001 
and is comprised of three different movements, the MLC, RCD-National and RCD-
Kisangani. However, this section focuses particularly on the groups not specifically 
mentioned in the Lusaka Agreement but who nonetheless play a key role, namely the 
Mai Mai, Banyamulenge, local defense forces and localized inter-ethnic conflict. 
 
a) The Mai Mai 
 
The Mai Mai are the most important group of armed, Congolese, fighters who are neither 
signatories of the Lusaka Agreement nor mentioned by name in the text.  Yet, in eastern 
Congo, they have become a force of such power that any attempt to conclude a peaceful 
solution to the current war will likely fail if they are not taken into account.  Although 
there are many Mai Mai groups with different interests and goals, they do appear to have 
one common denominator which is the expulsion of foreign “occupiers” which translates 
into the Rwandan armed forces, their Congolese allies, the RCD and frequently appears 
to extend to all Tutsi.  There are, at present, strong indications that Mai Mai leaders are 
acutely frustrated by the fact that they have been placed into a sort of negotiation limbo – 
for instance, they have no assigned role at the Internal Dialogue and they have had 
virtually no contact with representatives of the international community.  This 
contradiction is all the more critical when one notes that the Mai Mai operate in an area 
of the Congo which is by and large the only place where political violence occurs on an 
ongoing, daily, basis with devastating results for the population concerned.    
 
Discussions related to disarmament and demobilization programs have rather carefully 
been limited to the so-called "negative forces" which are specifically mentioned in the 
Lusaka Agreement, and they are all foreign forces.  Nonetheless, the Lusaka Agreement 
does give the Joint Military Commission the mandate of verifying “the disarmament and 
quartering of all [our emphasis] armed groups (Chapter 7, g) as well as verifying “the 
disarmament of all Congolese civilians who are illegally armed” (Chapter 7, h).   In other 
words, potentially, the D3 program may be called upon to focus on groups like the 
Mai Mai.   
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The Mai Mai have been given both moral and material support by the DRC Government 
approximately from the start of the second Congo War in the summer of 1998 up to the 
present.  Indeed, in military terms, the alliance between Kinshasa and the Mai Mai has 
produced important victories for Kinshasa because it has pinned down Rwandan forces 
and undermined the RCD/Goma.  No similar violent challenges to Kinshasa’s authority 
has developed in the areas that it controls.  In sum, the Mai Mai and the Hutu guerrillas in 
eastern Congo (both Rwandan and Burundian) had together become the greatest threat to 
the RCD/Goma and the RPA.   
 
The Mai Mai are viewed by large segments of the population in Eastern Congo as 
patriotic fighters against the occupation of the Kivus by the Rwandans and “their 
puppets”, the RCD/Goma.  And, the alliance between the Mai Mai and the Hutu forces 
(ex-FAR, Interahamwe, newly recruited Hutu and FDD) gave the latter the protection and 
cover among the civilian population that was needed to operate effectively against the 
“occupiers.”  Although the exact amount of control or influence which Kinshasa exerted 
and continues to exert over the Mai Mai is unclear, the Government has on occasion 
claimed that the Mai Mai are an integral part of the FAC and some of their leaders have 
been given important roles as generals in the FAC.  If the Mai Mai are indeed part of the 
FAC then the ongoing attacks against the RPA and the RCD/Goma can clearly be viewed 
as breaches of the cease-fire agreement.  This would obviously be an undesirable 
development from Kinshasa’s point of view - and indeed, neither MONUC nor the Joint 
Military Commission has formally declared such a breach - and, this may be the reason 
why in recent months the Mai Mai forces have been designated the Force d’Autodefense 
Populaire, FAP, especially by spokesmen of the Kinshasa authorities.   
 
In sum, eastern Congo has been the only region of the country where the de facto civilian 
and military authorities and their foreign allies have come under constant, violent, attack.  
This has undermined those authorities and produced a political and military advantage for 
their opponent, the Kinshasa regime.  The “civil war” raging in the Kivus has also 
produced one of the world’s greatest humanitarian disasters.  The Mai Mai, especially 
when in alliance with the Hutu guerrilla forces in the East, are among the most important 
political and military forces operating in the DRC and have to be given careful attention. 
 
History 
 
The use of the term Mai Mai has its origins in the 1963-5 Congo Rebellions/Revolution 
when it was used in association with magically induced invulnerability as in the then 
employed battle cry “Mai Mai Mulele” which referred to the first leader of the uprising, 
Pierre Mulele who operated in what is today Bandundu Province.  Mai, meaning water, 
implies that bullets will turn to water after invulnerability has been attained through 
magical rituals.  In Africa, the earliest use of the notion that bullets would turn to water is 
probably in British Somaliland around 1920 when the “Mad Mullah” Mohamed Abdille 
Hassan led an anti-colonial uprising.  At the time, the movement’s ideology was anti-
Western and vaguely Maoist, but from the start there was also a strong anti-foreign 
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component to these commitments. It was said that the Congo’s independence had been 
“stolen” by Western interests and their Congolese pawns.   
 
A direct link exists between the 1963-65 uprising and the revolutionary redoubt named 
Hewa Bora that was organized by Laurent Kabila in the Fizi area of South Kivu.  This 
small enclave was ultimately abandoned in the mid 1980s.  The remaining “partisans” 
moved south to Moba where they were caught by the FAZ and defeated.  Those who 
survived this battle appear to have crossed Lake Tanganyika and took refuge in Tanzania.  
However, some of the partisans appear to have remained in the Kivus and have 
participated in the mobilization of the current Mai Mai movement.   
 
Complex circumstances in Masisi (North Kivu), in 1993, resulted in an ethnic cleansing 
campaign organized against the Rwandaphone community.  Groups known as Mai Mai or 
as Mai-Mai/Bangilima were active participants in this campaign.  The violence which 
emerged in Masisi was almost put to rest through the intervention of pacification 
missions and inter-communal negotiations.  
 
In 1994-96 massive violence reappeared with the arrival of more than one million 
Rwandan Hutu who were lodged in huge camps close to the Rwandan border.  As is well 
known, the migration of the Hutu to the DRC in 1994 was the result of the recent 
genocide perpetrated by the Interahamwe against Rwandan Tutsi and moderate Hutu.  
The victory of the RPA over these forces resulted in this migration which included entire 
army units and the leadership which had been largely responsible for the genocide.  For 
the Kivus, this situation resulted in a radical change in the balance of power between 
different ethnic groups especially in Masisi.  Various new groups were formed and in an 
increasingly anarchic situation two tendencies appeared.  First, a falling back on ethnic 
solidarity with the result that ethnic militia became increasingly important.  Second, a 
generational split became more acute and young men who had no prospects of education 
or employment were easily mobilized into such armed bands.  One common denominator 
which permeated most of these groups was antagonism toward the Rwandaphone 
peoples.  This can also be linked to what was, at the time, thought to be imminent 
elections.  In Masisi, for instance, the Rwandaphone population, massively increased by 
the presence of Hutu refugee camps, had become a majority group which was, 
nonetheless, often seen as foreign.  Elections and the question of who was a Congolese 
citizen became critical issues which would determine who would attain local 
governmental power. 
 
In the fall of 1996, a conflict developed between the Tutsi community in South Kivu 
known as the Banyamulenge and the local administration supported by capital city 
politicians.  The Banyamulenge were threatened with expulsion.  At the same time, the 
Rwandan authorities had been attacked by Hutu from the refugee camps and had given 
notice that they would respond if the international community did not deal with the 
problem.  The combination of these two factors resulted in the invasion of the Congo by 
Rwanda and Uganda and later by Angola.    
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At first, the Mai Mai groups active in the area of Goma responded as one might expect; 
they started to fight against “foreigners”.  However, along with the invasion a Congolese 
revolutionary alliance had been formed, the AFDL, headed by Laurent Kabila.  Using his 
revolutionary 1960s credentials he was able to persuade the Mai Mai to join the effort to 
overthrow the Mobutu regime.  For the Mai Mai, Mobutu was not only a far off authority 
but one which had allied itself with the Hutu who had come close to taking over in parts 
of Kivu.  Therefore, joining Kabila was not illogical.  A second impact of these events for 
the Mai Mai was their ability to capture a substantial number of arms from the ever 
retreating FAZ.  However, the alliance between the Mai Mai and the AFDL soon broke 
down as it became apparent to the Mai Mai that the Rwandan Tutsi and many of the 
Banyamulenge held important leadership positions in the new Kabila regime.  By the 
summer of 1997, the Mai Mai along with Interahamwe/ex-FAR guerrillas had become 
the most important military challenge to the Kinshasa authorities.  As the new army – the 
Force Armee Congolais, FAC – was being formed, the best new units were sent to the 
East to deal with this situation. There were also attempts at conciliation and negotiations.  
For instance, in April 1998 Kinshasa sent a pacification mission to the Kivus in order to 
deal with the Mai Mai and Hutu challenges.  However, neither force nor negotiations 
produced the desired effect. 
 
In August 1998, the entire political and military balance of power and constellation of 
alliances underwent a mammoth change as Rwanda was first expelled from the DRC and 
then along with Uganda invaded the country in an unsuccessful attempt to overthrow the 
Kabila regime.  From this moment on, the Mai Mai and the Hutu guerrillas in Eastern 
Congo became not only the allies of Kinshasa but one of its best cards.  The Mai Mai 
now had the backing of the internationally recognized national government in their fight 
against the Rwandan and to a lesser extent the Ugandan “invaders”.  This backing had 
both symbolic and material elements.  In September 1999, four Mai Mai leaders were 
given general ranks in the FAC.  Supplies were airlifted to Mai Mai units and a real civil 
opposition was developed in the Kivus which undermined the claimed revolutionary 
legitimacy of the Rwandan and Ugandan backed RCD.     
 
Motivation behind the Mai Mai Movement 
 
Nationalist:  One common denominator which appears consistently among Mai Mai 
groups is opposition to foreign occupation and interference.  This is easily understood in 
the current context when Rwandan troops in substantial numbers are present in Eastern 
Congo.  There are, however, two other dimensions to this commitment, first, a specific 
antagonism toward Rwandaphone peoples which has the propensity of leading toward 
ethnic cleansing goals, and, second, occasional opposition toward perceived excessive 
interference from the central government in Kinshasa.   In addition, for some current 
Mai Mai groups “nationalism” can be linked to the defense of the interests of a specific 
ethnic group thus resulting in an ethnically homogeneous membership.  Others, have 
ethnically heterogeneous participants and are therefore linked by ideology and similar 
regional backgrounds.   
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Tradition of protest in the Kivus:  The peoples of the Kivus have a tradition of allowing 
themselves to be mobilized for radical and sometimes violent purposes.  It is said that 
Belgian colonial rule was relatively difficult to establish in this area.  A number of 
religio-political sects were active in this area, although, this phenomenon was widespread 
in the entire Belgian Congo.  During the independence struggle the Kivus were largely 
mobilized by two political parties that had a relatively radical agenda, the Mouvement 
National Congolais/Lumumba (MNC/L) and the Centre de Regroupement Africain 
(CEREA).  It is difficult to point to a particular cause which has resulted in this 
regionally specific tendency.  Four conditions can be pointed to:  a) the fact that the 
Kivus were not only colonially administered but also became a white settler area; b) that 
the Belgian colonial administration imported labor from Rwanda and Burundi in order to 
work in the region's plantations and mines; c) these developments upset previously 
existing ethnic and social balances that led to conflicts and therefore violent protest; d) 
the fact that in the last years of the Mobutu regime the policy of divide and rule was 
pushed to the point of encouraging ethnic conflicts and even ethnic cleansing campaigns.  
The most outstanding example is, of course, the expulsion of perhaps as many as one 
million Kasai Luba from Katanga Province in 1992.  
 
The propensity for violent conflict was naturally substantially increased when over a 
million Rwandan Hutu suddenly descended on the provinces in 1994 as a result of the 
genocide in Rwanda.  This again upset ethnic balances and, since many were armed and 
indeed in military formations, created a widespread violence prone militia which the 
people of the Kivus could not ignore.  The Hutu militias were sometimes the enemy of 
local groups and sometimes their allies, but behaviorally they added to the already 
existing predilection for violence prone protest. 
 
Banditry and money:  Some of the motivations for joining the Mai Mai are less 
complicated than the ones cited above.  In a region where unemployment is so high that 
many young men have never held a job, where social services are close to non-existent 
and where respect for traditional structures as well as state institutions has largely broken 
down, it is not surprising that violent bands are formed.  This condition is further 
amplified by the prevalence of cheap fire-arms.  Such “bandits” can enhance their image 
by adopting the cover of the Mai Mai ideology or simply becoming available volunteers 
for “genuine” Mai Mai recruiters.  The advantages are obvious, including some 
acceptance by the civilian population, the ability to obtain material sustenance as well as 
some impunity in establishing forced relations with women. 
 
Desertion:  It is alleged that a number of Mai Mai members are deserters from       
various armies.  The only former soldiers, which can clearly be excluded from this 
category, would be Hutu or Tutsi since they would be rejected by virtually all Mai Mai 
units.  However, likely representatives of this background would be former FAZ 
(Mobutu’s army) and former members of the RCD army.  Their motivation for joining 
are self evident:  the advantages of living by the gun and escaping the discipline which 
their former life imposed on them. 
 
 



 31

Who are they? A Social Portrait 
 
Initially the Mai Mai appear to have been an overwhelmingly rural movement made up 
largely of young men despite the fact that links both in ideology and personnel exist with 
the Congo Rebellions/Revolution of the 1960s.  However, during the last year to two 
years, the antagonism toward the Rwandan presence in the Kivus, and the antagonism 
toward the RCD has become so generalized that, it is reported, a substantial number of 
urban, educated elites have joined them.  To the degree that this is in fact true, the 
Mai Mai have become a broadly based, though not centralized, revolutionary movement. 
 
As indicated above, the Mai Mai do not have a centralized structure.  Most of their 
groups appear to be overwhelmingly from a single ethnic group.  This is also entirely 
logical since, even with some urban input, the Mai Mai operate in the bush or forest and 
recruit among different ethnically homogeneous populations.  The main ethnic groups 
from which Mai Mai fighters are drawn are the: Bashi, Babemba, Bafulero, Bavira, 
Nande, Warega, and Hunde.  The movement is said to be better organized, longer in 
existence, and, larger in South Kivu than in North Kivu. 
 
With the Mai Mai growing in strength, their tactics logically changed. In the early phase 
(1996 to 1997) they appear to have limited themselves to hit and run methods. As noted 
earlier, initially the Mai Mai were opposed to the AFDL-Rwandan alliance in the Kivus, 
but because some Mai Mai leaders had been part of the 1963-65 Congo 
Rebellions/Revolution and late part of Kabila's revolutionary redoubt in Hewa Bora (near 
Fizi) he was able to persuade them to accept the AFDL's alliance with Rwandan forces.  
This acceptance, however, soon broke down because of the perceived domineering 
behavior and sheer numbers of the Rwandans.   
 
Thus, soon after the start of the first Congo War, the Mai Mai became a source of violent 
challenge to the AFDL.  As time passed the resentment against what was seen locally as a 
Rwandan "occupation" resulted in growing popular support and an alliance with the 
Interahamwe, ex-FAR and Burundian FDD.  Thus, the Mai Mai were able to change their 
approach and evolve into movements that, in some parts of the Kivus, control large tracts 
of land on a quasi-permanent basis.   
 
Little is known about any administrative methods used by the Mai Mai or such matters as 
relations with traditional authorities.  Nonetheless, some Mwamis (traditional heads of 
ethnic groups or sub-divisions of such groups who are often viewed as kings or princes) 
have virtually joined the Mai Mai, while others are said to have been forced into 
submission or even executed.  One recent development has been the taking of hostages.  
It is too early to tell whether this involves one or two isolated incidents or a new tactic.  
Nonetheless, several Mai Mai leaders, and presumably their followers, have clearly 
shown that they want national and international recognition, and taking hostages does 
produce recognition of a sort.  It should be noted that the first current hostage incident 
ended when the Mai Mai in question demanded and achieved the intervention of the son 
of Patrice Lumumba, Francois Lumumba, as an intermediary.  He in turn promised to 
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represent their desire for representation at the Internal Dialogue although it remains to be 
seen whether this will happen. 
 
Structure, Leadership and Policy 
 
The Mai Mai do not appear to have an effective centralized structure.  Each group with 
its own leader or leaders and with its own support base (usually largely ethnic) operates 
separately and, when they hold territory, seem to do so with little coordination with other 
groups.  
 
Despite the apparent lack of a centralized directorship, some attempts have been made to 
create an umbrella structure.  The Mouvement de Lutte Armee Contre l'Agression du 
Zaire (M.L.A.Z.) Forces Armees Populaire – Mai Mai claims to have the support of some 
of the most powerful  Mai Mai groups in South Kivu.  Only the future will tell whether 
this structure has the authority to negotiate in the name of all or some of the Mai Mai .  
However, the creation of this institution responds to several changes in the current 
situation:  First, the desire of at least some Mai Mai leaders for recognition of their 
existence, power and role.  The fact that they are left out of the Lusaka process is a source 
of great frustration and anger.  Second, they appear to recognize that the new presence of 
MONUC and the advances made regarding the Internal Dialogue has fundamentally 
changed the political and military landscape in which they operate.  Third, having 
undertaken some negotiations with both Rwandan and RCD representatives, they wish to 
maximize their negotiating power.  Fourth, they claim that Kinshasa’s new policy has 
resulted in their no longer being given any material support and, in effect, they feel 
betrayed by this ally.  Finally, they claim that they are actively breaking their alliance 
with the Interahamwe/ex-FAR or ALiR forces.  Indeed, they see themselves as the only 
actor able to force the repatriation of ALiR units in the Kivus.  This perception may well 
be objectively correct.   
 
Alliances and Enmities 
 
Within the DRC: 
 
The Kinshasa Government: 
As noted in the Introduction to this section, the Kinshasa authorities have given both 
moral and material support to the Mai Mai.  This support has involved defending their 
perceived legitimacy as Congolese patriots fighting an abusive foreign occupation, 
supplying the Mai Mai (and their local FDD and ALiR allies) with arms, ammunition and 
other materiel, seconding some officers to the Mai Mai, and naming some Mai Mai to top 
positions in the FAC.  Recent developments have had considerable impact on this 
relationship.  The presence of MONUC and the decision by President Joseph Kabila to 
endorse many of the clauses of the Lusaka Agreement, has apparently resulted in the 
reduction of aid to at least some Mai Mai units.  At any rate, some Mai Mai 
representatives complain bitterly of the end of Kinshasa support, although, other sources 
claim that supply flights continue.  It is fair to assume that some Mai Mai units have seen 
a reduction or end to Kinshasa material support.  This has led some Mai Mai leaders to 
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reassess their relationship with Kinshasa and to seek alternative sources of support - from 
the international community, the RCD and the RPA. 
 
Civil Society in the Kivus and the rest of the DRC: 
Just as the Mai Mai are not a centralized or united movement, nor is civil society.  
Nonetheless, a general point of view or scenario has emerged among very many civil 
society representatives which can be summarized in the following fashion:  allegedly, the 
Tutsi who now dominate both Rwanda and Burundi seek to separate the Kivus from the 
DRC and dominate this area either by incorporation into expanded Tutsi dominated 
states, or by creating a puppet secessionist state.  It is further claimed that the reason 
given as to why the Rwandan army is in the Kivus, i.e., in order to defend Rwanda from 
the ex-FAR/Interahamwe (now called the ALiR), is a ruse which the international 
community has swallowed.  It is alleged that proof of this can be found in the “fact” that 
the RPA does not pursue Interahamwe units even when people in the Kivus point to areas 
in the mountains or forests where such units are located.  Indeed, it is charged that the 
Rwandans have created fake Interahamwe units brought over from Rwanda which 
pretend to undertake attacks in order to justify the Rwandan presence in the Kivus.  This 
view further claims that the real reason for the Rwandan presence is looting, separating 
the Kivus from the DRC and occupying the area with Tutsi.  Furthermore, it is argued, 
since the Tutsi who have resided in the DRC have made common cause with the 
Rwandans, they are to be viewed as foreigners and ultimately expelled.   
 
There has recently been some modification of the attitude toward Congolese Tutsi (which 
include the Banyamulenge) on the part of some civil society leaders.  The impact of the 
above-summarized views has been strong support for the Mai Mai and strong opposition 
to the RCD authorities.  Civil society leaders have organized boycotts of RCD 
celebrations, marches, etc. and they have in turn organized protests against both the RCD 
and Rwanda.  Kivu civil society has organized an effective international outreach 
program with delegations visiting foreign capitals and with the establishment of several 
e-mail networks which inform recipients of day by day abuses allegedly perpetrated by 
the RCD and the Rwandans. 
 
The Churches: 
By far the strongest church structure in Eastern DRC, as in the rest of the Congo, is the 
Catholic Church.  In the Kivus, the Catholic bishops have in, some instances, become 
strongly identified with particular ethnic interests and political options.  Thus, in Bukavu 
the Church leaders have adopted positions which are similar to those of civil society, 
namely strongly opposing Rwandan “occupation”, discounting Rwandan “reasons” for 
being in the DRC and legitimating the Mai Mai.  This position became more entrenched 
when the now deceased Bishop Kataliko was exiled to Butembo by the RCD leadership 
for allegedly encouraging ethnic hatred.  Massive protests against this action were 
successfully mobilized by the Church and civil society groups.  The roles of bishops 
appear to be very important.  Thus, in Uvira the bishop is a Munyamulenge (Congolese 
Tutsi belonging to the Banyamulenge community) whose leadership of the diocese was 
apparently made impossible because of the particularly intense antagonism which exists 
there against the Tutsi.  He has been in Rome for some time and is now in Goma and a 
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missionary priest has become the de facto leader of the Church in Uvira.  It should be 
noted, that most of the Banyamulenge are Protestants, a fact which is an additional 
obstacle to their being accepted by their neighbors.  In sum, with certain exceptions, the 
Church can be seen as strongly opposed to the RCD and the Rwandan presence and 
sympathetic to the Mai Mai and civil society.  
 
The RCD: 
The initial thrust of the Mai Mai movement was to oppose the Rwandan occupation and 
the Congolese political and military structure, which was created in alliance with this 
presence, namely, the RCD.  Following a generalized principle frequently operative in 
this war - the enemy of my enemy is my friend - the Mai Mai adopted an alliance with 
the Interahamwe/ex-FAR and FDD Hutu guerrillas operating in the Kivus since 1994.  
Following the same principle, an alliance was forged with the Kinshasa regime.  These 
facts should not, however, hide the underlying commitment of Mai Mai leaders to 
opposition to all foreign domination, with “foreign” possibly extending to any Kinshasa 
authority which would be tempted to exert an overly direct and strong control over the 
Kivu communities.  In other words, the Mai Mai reflect a tendency, which has been quite 
generalized in Eastern Congo, which opposes outside domination while rejecting any 
thoughts of secession.   
 
In recent months, some attempts have been made both by some Mai Mai units and by the 
RCD and even the Rwandan authorities to come to an accommodation.  The motives of 
the different sides can be summarized as follows:  The Mai Mai units involved appear to 
feel that material support from Kinshasa has ended.  The presence of MONUC and 
progress regarding the Internal Dialogue has created a situation in which there is some 
possibility that Rwanda will withdraw without being driven out by force of arms.  The 
obstacle then becomes the presence of ALiR guerrillas and new regular Hutu units which 
have moved from the Kinshasa controlled parts of DRC to the east.  In addition to these 
strengthened Hutu fighters being an obstacle to Rwandan withdrawal, Mai Mai 
representatives claim that they increasingly oppress the population by looting, raping and 
killing civilians.  Out of these new perceptions and premises some Mai Mai leaders have 
concluded that their alliance with the ALiR forces has become counter-productive.  They 
are therefore willing to isolate the ALiR forces, but want to be sure that they will have 
material backing in support of their new position.  It is also probably true that newly 
reinforced ALiR troops have, in some areas, dominated the Mai Mai thereby inducing 
them to seek new allies.   
 
For the Rwandan and RCD authorities, an accommodation with the Mai Mai has very 
obvious advantages.  Their troops are involved in daily conflicts with the Mai Mai and 
the ALiR.  They are the only “Congolese/foreign ally team” in the Congo which is 
constantly, violently, challenged in its own sphere of influence.  An accommodation with 
the Mai Mai would isolate ALiR and FDD forces in an environment where they have no 
natural allies.  Rwandan Hutu will not have the sympathy of the civilian population in the 
Kivus without Mai Mai support.  In addition, if beyond a cease-fire between Mai Mai and 
Rwandan/RCD troops, an alliance is to be contemplated, then the Mai Mai would be able 
to offer the RCD an escape from its present lack of popular support.  That would greatly 
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strengthen the RCD’s hand in national negotiations and presumably would give Mai Mai 
leaders recognition, legitimacy and some administrative power. The RCD leaders, in turn, 
have expressed a willingness to pursue negotiations with Mai Mai leaders who are not 
only willing to seek cease-fire agreements but also are willing to give up the ideology of 
rejecting the rights of citizenship for Rwandaphone peoples of the Kivus.  Negotiations 
along these lines have taken place but up to the present have not resulted in any firm 
agreements.  Nonetheless, de facto cease-fires do exist between some Mai Mai units and 
the Rwandan/RCD forces especially in the “Mudundu 40” controlled area of South Kivu 
(see area F on map).  
 
The MLC/FLC; 
The Mai Mai have never had the strength in the MLC/FLC controlled areas which they 
have attained in the more southern RCD/Goma controlled areas.  In the original, Equateur 
based, MLC region there are no Mai Mai activities whatsoever.  In the former RCD/ML 
(or RCD/Kisangani or RCD/Wamba) area Mai Mai did become an important factor but 
only belatedly.  This area has seen more violence from two other sources, first, inter-
ethnic struggles of which the Lendu-Hema “war” is the most dramatic example, and, 
second, the divisions within the RCD forces leading to private, war lord controlled, 
militia.  The most important Mai Mai group or groups in this area developed around 
Butembo which is heavily populated by the Nande ethnic group.  Much as other Mai Mai, 
they also began to oppose the Kabila regime in 1997 because of its alliance with foreign 
forces - Uganda and Rwanda.  There were also early attacks against the Interahamwe 
because the latter were accused of robbing and mistreating civilians.  In that sense, a 
difference may exist between the MLC/FLC area - specifically the former RCD/ML 
regions - and the RCD/Goma area because one of the RCD/ML (later FLC) leaders, 
Mbusa Nyamwisi, is said to have organized Mai Mai in order to counter the Hutu 
guerrilla forces.   
 
Another difference is that, at least initially, antagonism toward the Ugandans was much 
less pronounced than against the Rwandans further south.  After the MLC and the 
RCD/ML merged in January 2001, the leader of the new FLC, Jean-Pierre Bemba, 
succeeded in coming to an agreement with some of the most important Mai Mai leaders 
in the region.  Essentially, the agreement anticipated the Mai Mai undergoing regular 
military training, then being incorporated into the FLC army and forming a special 
battalion which was to guard the frontiers.  One of the Mai Mai commanders even joined 
Bemba in Butembo.  In other words, the agreement actually encompassed the “deal” 
currently, vaguely, under discussion in the RCD/Goma controlled area.  However, shortly 
after this agreement was concluded, with the support of local Catholic Church leaders and 
the Ugandan military representative, it collapsed.  The reasons for this are not entirely 
clear but appear to relate to oppressive behavior on the part of both Ugandan and MLC 
soldiers.   
 
Local Warlords: 
The distinction between Mai Mai leaders and local warlords is perhaps an artificial one 
since they both operate outside any recognized framework or legal authority, mobilize 
mostly young men and employ violence in order to fight their enemies who are defined as 
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“foreigners.”  The main difference is probably one of tactics regarding the role of leaders.  
Those who are often designated warlords seek from the start to have formal positions in 
local or regional authority structures whereas the Mai Mai leaders appear to work largely 
in secrecy and have - up to now - not taken up any positions in either the RCD/Goma or 
the FLC.  Some, like Mbusa Nyamwisi, have at different times adopted all the possible 
roles; formal rebel leader as Vice-president of the RCD/ML, Mai Mai leader and warlord.  
One of the chief characteristics of warlords is that they form militia which almost always 
are ethnically homogeneous. 
 
Conclusions and recommendations: 
 
The Mai Mai have become an important military and political force in eastern Congo.  
Until the assassination of President Laurent Kabila, they participated in an alliance with 
both the Kinshasa government and Hutu guerrilla forces.  When Joseph Kabila became 
president and in effect reversed some DRC Government policies, some Mai Mai leaders 
appear to have felt that they were being abandoned despite the fact that Kinshasa 
emphasized its moral support for the movement.  This has led to two fundamental 
changes:  first, the beginnings of negotiations between the Rwandan and the RCD 
authorities with some Mai Mai leaders.  Second, the request of some Mai Mai 
representatives for direct contact with the international community.  This request extends 
to seeking an international mediator who is to help the negotiations which have begun but 
have not come to any formal agreement up to now. 
 
Therefore, the negotiations in question should be given every encouragement.  This can 
be done through direct contact between international actors and the Mai Mai and by 
putting pressure on the Rwandan and RCD/Goma authorities to give these negotiations 
every chance of success.  In this regard, the failed yet interesting Butembo Agreement 
launched by Jean-Pierre Bemba can be taken as a model.  But, such negotiations could go 
further with the ultimate goal that a joint RCD/Mai Mai delegation would participate in 
the Internal Dialogue. 
 
The appointment of a resident mediator for Eastern Congo is clearly desirable even at the 
cost of opposition by the government of the DRC.  The parties in question have good 
reason to mistrust each other and therefore a mediator would be of great help.  Mediation 
is also necessary for the growing number of inter-ethnic violent conflicts.  An end to 
violence in the one area of the Congo where it is a daily occurrence should be the first 
goal. 
 
Ending the alliance between the Mai Mai and the guerrilla forces in Eastern Congo is 
completely in the interest of a D3 program which does not involve forced demobilization 
of foreign militia by MONUC or international military.  It goes without saying that 
achieving voluntary disarmament and repatriation of Rwandan and Burundian rebel 
forces in eastern Congo will be particularly difficult.  The alliance of these forces with 
the Mai Mai - seen as defenders of local populations and opponents of foreign occupation 
- is especially valuable for them.  It gives them the protection of the civilian population in 
the environment in which they operate.  Therefore, clearly, the end of such an alliance 
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would go a long way to presenting the stick to the carrot of a Rwandan reintegration 
program such as is being developed at Mudende.   
 
The fact that the Hutu rebel forces have abused local populations lays the groundwork for 
separating them from the Mai Mai and indeed some conflicts have taken place even 
before some Mai Mai leaders have begun to think in terms of negotiating with the RCD 
and Rwandan authorities.  Furthermore, the Rwandan and Burundian Hutu are, to a 
considerable degree, seen as foreigners by the very anti-foreign Mai Mai.  Thus, it is 
desirable to encourage the Mai Mai to separate themselves from the Hutu forces.  With 
this goal in mind, some of the Mai Mai representatives have suggested that they be given 
arms in order to pursue the Hutu forces.  This is clearly not likely to occur to any 
significant degree, but the Mai Mai could be helped in other ways.  For instance, 
immediate development help could be provided to Mai Mai units which both establish 
local cease fire zones and separate themselves from Hutu forces. 
 
Therefore, apart from establishing direct links to Mai Mai units, MONUC or international 
NGO’s seen as more appropriate for this function, should “reward” Mai Mai units and 
local authorities which establish cease-fire zones and exclude Hutu guerrilla units 
especially if they reject voluntary repatriation. 
 
b)  Banyamulenge forces 
 
Motivated by a sense of desperation linked to the fear of being exterminated, the 
Banyamulenge forces are among the most violent in the Congo. The fact that the 
Banyamulenge community has lost so many of its youth in the war has contributed to the 
creation of a sense of great vulnerability within the community. It is said that 
Banyamulenge community leaders are attempting to distance themselves from Rwandan 
authorities, realizing that their association with Rwandan forces has resulted in a greater 
rejection of the community by other Congolese. 
 
Little is actually known about the Banyamulenge armed groups fighting in the Congo. It 
would seem that four groups of armed elements are to be found in this community. 
 
Troops fighting within the ranks of the RCD forces 
It is generally recognized that of all the Congolese forces fighting within the RCD Goma 
army the Banyamulenge have been the most active on the front lines and consequently 
suffered the greatest number of casualties. It should be recalled that the initial backbone 
of the RCD Goma military force was the North Kivu 10th Brigade, the South Kivu 222 
Brigade, and elements of other Brigades from Maniema and Katanga. At the outset of the 
war the Banyamulenge troops were for the most part contained within the 222 Brigade. 
 
Banyamulenge troops located in the Haut Plateau 
Said to be about a battalion strong, 600 to 800 fighters, the Banyamulenge forces located 
on the Haut Plateau, though nominally allying themselves with the RCD, have 
consistently refused to obey orders coming from Goma and continue to express hostility 
towards the Rwandan armed forces.  The Banyamulenge forces in the Haut Plateau fear 
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the Rwandan military forces almost as much as they do the Mai Mai and their allies. A 
number of Banyamulenge leaders are convinced that the mounting violence against them 
serves Rwandan interests by further justifying their presence in the DRC. The fact that 
Banyamulenge forces in the Haut Plateau and on the Ruzizi Plains are not being re-
supplied by Rwandan and RCD military is frequently cited as proof of this. When asked 
why, officials from both of these armies explain that the lack of discipline among the 
Banyamulenge forces is compromising their ability to reach an understanding with local 
populations. The only way to contain them, it is explained, is to limit their ability to wage 
war. 
 
Commanders on the Haut Plateau insist that the Rwandan army should not be allowed to 
enter the Haut Plateau. Among other reasons for keeping them out is not to give any 
credence to the assertion of the FDD and Interahamwe that only Rwandans occupied the 
Haut Plateau. 
 
Banyamulenge troops fighting within the ranks of the MLC   
Now estimated to be between 400 and 500 strong, this battalion is the one that was 
caught off guard in Kinshasa when the attempted coup was launched on 2 August 1998. 
Not informed of the Rwandan and Ugandan plan, the battalion suffered considerable 
casualties when it attempted to leave Kinshasa. They marched to Angola and were flown 
out to eastern Congo. At the time of the split between RCD Kisangani and RCD Goma, 
the battalion found itself in the Ugandan controlled zone. The commanders refused to 
move to the RCD Goma and Rwandan controlled areas, opting instead to join Jean-Pierre 
Bemba’s MLC forces. These forces were then reported to be used to pressure Mbandaka. 
 
The fate of this battalion is now of major concern to Banyamulenge community leaders. 
There is growing fear that a possible rapprochement of Jean-Pierre Bemba’s movement 
with the Kinshasa government will lead to serious, potentially life-threatening, problems 
for the elements of this battalion.    
 
Banyamulenge militia 
While Banyamulenge forces fight along the frontlines, armed elements belonging to the 
community seem to evolve in the Haut Plateau and in northern Katanga. These elements 
are said to be the most violent and undisciplined. The bands are for the most part made up 
of uneducated youths who respond to the command of leaders, who themselves may not 
necessarily respect traditional authority. In many ways these forces resemble those of the 
Mai Mai. Confrontations between these armed groups and Mai Mai forces (supported to 
some extent by Interahamwe and ex-FAR and the FDD) have been reported in the Vyura 
hills of Katanga, and the Moyen Plateau bordering the Ruzizi Plains.  
 
c)  Local Defense Forces 
 
The local defense forces were initially set up by RCD-Goma to enable local communities 
to fend off isolated groups of armed bands. The concept only really took hold in North 
Kivu. Given finite military resources of rebel forces and the propensity of Interahamwe 
and ex-FAR to attack local communities, the local defense forces quickly became the 
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vanguard of all confrontations with the armed non-state actors. These forces are to a large 
part constituted of individuals from the Congolese Hutu community. This reality is an 
outcome of the fact that this community constitutes the majority of the population in the 
Masisi, Rutshuru and Walikale territories, and that individuals of this community are 
more inclined to join the local defense forces in an effort to clearly distance themselves 
from the Interahamwe and ex-FAR in order to distance themselves from RPA attacks. 
The pro-activity of the Congolese Hutu population is said to be viewed by some Hunde, 
Nande and Tembo community leaders as threatening. Early signs of tensions between 
these communities are being reported through local reconciliation structures. It should be 
recalled that these tensions were in part at the origin of the civil conflict that engulfed 
parts of North Kivu during the period March to September 1993. 
 
At the time political tensions combined with continuous clashes over land-use created a 
highly volatile situation which exploded in March 1993. The spark which ignited the fire 
of ethnic violence was the then Governor of North Kivu’s suggestion in a public speech 
that the security forces would assist efforts by Nyanga and Hunde to exterminate 
Banyarwanda (North Kivu Congolese of Rwandan extraction). Shortly after this speech 
Mai-Mai militia, predominantly Hunde based, attacked Banyarwanda throughout the 
region. After several months of such attacks some Banyarwanda, primarily the Hutu, 
constituted their own militia groups and counter-attacked, in the process killing Hunde 
and Nyanga and burning their homes. The violence continued well into the second half of 
1993, and provoked the displacement of over 250,000 people. The violence ceased 
towards the end of the year as a result of a number of local initiatives. 
 
Today, many of these forces are said to be undisciplined, and thus utilizing their authority 
to further individual gains. As a consequence, members of the North Kivu Congolese 
Tutsi community are apprehensive that large numbers of these undisciplined forces could 
join the Interahamwe movement. 
 
c) Localized Inter-Ethnic Conflict: The Example of Ituri  
 
It can be argued that the confrontation in Ituri typifies another of the ills of the Congo, the 
institutionalization and manipulation of chaos in the absence of orderly administration. 
The absence of political and administrative authority has allowed power to be usurped by 
a number of ruthless individuals, who have established full control over specific resource 
rich areas. The individuals, for the most part Congolese, had at one time created their 
own militia forces, and maintained a state of unrest in order to have unimpeded rights 
over the exploitation of the resources they controlled. Based on the exacerbation of inter-
ethnic tensions, these economic strongmen maintain control over their areas through the 
forced displacement of populations, the exorbitant taxation of their own people, the 
destruction and burning of crops, and the massacre of returnees.  
 
The conflict in Ituri is the violent manifestation of the local authority’s inability to 
manage the exploitation of local tensions. Initially limited to two major communities, 
Hema and Lendu, in recent times violence has consumed three other communities, 
between the Ngiti and Biri of the Geti area and within the Ahura-Wara of Aru. This form 
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of violence finds its roots more in the decades of political and economic mismanagement 
than in the presence of foreign forces, who serve, one could argue, more to add diversity 
to the origins of the people or groups committing it than to define the violence itself. This 
said it is clear that local UPDF commanders are directly involved in the illegal 
exploitation of the resources of the areas under their control, and as such have sided with 
the strongmen to the detriment of traditional authority.       
 
The initial round of violence was focused on the Djugu area of Ituri, and commenced in 
June 1999 when a small number of unscrupulous individuals belonging to the Hema 
community attempted to bribe local authorities into modifying landownership registry 
papers in their favor. The new landownership papers were then used by these individuals 
to evict the inhabitants. In the absence of a strong local authority, the incident quickly 
turned into a confrontation between the two communities. In early 1997, a comparable 
attempt to acquire land rights by similar individuals was thwarted by the local 
administrator of the period, and violent confrontations were avoided. 
 
Initially the rebel authority of the moment (RCD Kisangani group) and local 
administration, more concerned with their infighting, paid little attention to the 
deteriorating situation. The subsequent efforts to contain the increasing inter-community 
violence by rebel, Ugandan military and local authorities, though initially promising, 
were frustrated by individuals from both communities with strong interests in the 
perpetuation of the conflict. A number of Hema leaders are said to have acquired large 
areas of land in the course of the months of conflict. A resolution of this conflict would 
entail the restitution of these lands to their rightful owners. Similarly, individuals of 
Lendu extraction have been able to gain control of a significant number of gold mining 
concessions in the Kilomoto area. Their ability to exploit these concessions would be 
restricted by the reestablishment of an administrative authority. 
 
The profile of violence in Ituri has changed over the last six months. Until recently those 
carrying arms and committing violence in the province could be placed into one of four 
groups (i) UPDF soldiers, (ii) one of the three political militias (responding to the 
commands of John Mbogemu Thibasema, Mbusa Nyamwisi or Ernst Wamba dia 
Wamba), (iii) Lendu fighters, and (iv) individual guns for hire. The deployment of FLC 
troops from Gbadolite and the attempted absorption, and failing that dispersion, by this 
force of portions of the political militias has in effect eliminated the core of the second 
grouping. Of the three political militias, the elements belonging to Thibasema more 
readily joined the FLC, while Mbusa’s troops for the most part returned to Beni and 
Butembo, and Wamba’s force practically disintegrated. The Lendu fighters for the most 
part have remained in the forests. Significant desertions from the FLC have resulted in an 
augmentation of the individual guns for hire category. 
 
Thus insecurity in Ituri Province is today defined by the proliferation of small bands of 
armed elements. Their existence means that any individual has the capacity to render 
justice or right a wrong, with almost total impunity. The consequences of this state of 
acute lawlessness and impunity are the rapid transformation and/or manipulation of 
relatively harmless misunderstandings into deadly violence. Some two months ago 
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youths rampaged through the district of Aru, massacring close to eight hundred people 
from their own community, whom they accused of being involved in witchcraft. In the 
last week of August, bloody confrontations, leading to the death of more than sixty 
people, erupted following a seemingly harmless altercation between Ngiti and Biri 
youths.  
 
Senior officials continue to set the standards for impunity. Jean Pierre Bemba’s FLC 
continues to be unable to conclude the investigation into who committed the murders of 
six ICRC officials. Local FLC officials admit that the issue is a political one, and 
recognize that as a consequence the perpetrators continue to move through the province 
with great ease. Mbusa Nyamwisi’s head of personal security is reported to be the 
Congolese Commander who paraded through Bunia on 19 January the head of a Lendu. 
The natural resources of the region continue to be controlled by individuals, of Congolese 
and Uganda origin, who purchase the protection of Congolese or Ugandan soldiers. 
 
The violence has displaced or consumed local and traditional authority. For the most part 
church leaders have been unable to rise above the violence and preach restraint. The 
availability of armed elements has meant that ruthless individuals have the capacity to 
intimidate and silence community leadership. 
 
The conflict has already resulted in up to 10,000 deaths and the forced displacement of 
about 140,000 people (over 120,000 in the territory of Djugu and almost 20,000 in Irumu 
territory). By focusing its response on inter-community collaboration, the international 
humanitarian actors were able to contribute to periodic reductions in the violence. The 
establishment of humanitarian liaison committees at the local levels on which members 
from the main ethnic groups were represented allowed for the immediate clarification of 
misunderstandings that were frequently fabricated or exacerbated by individuals who 
profited directly from the continuation of violence. As the situation evolved the 
humanitarian community became increasingly targeted by economic criminals, both of 
Congolese and Ugandan origin. An extremely high price was paid by the humanitarian 
community for having attempted to assist in the easing of tensions when six humanitarian 
officials of the ICRC were brutally murdered in late April of this year.  
 
It is clear that the Ituri conflict has developed as strong an economic motor as it has an 
ethnic base. The resolution of the conflict can only be found in the reestablishment of a 
strong administrative structure.    
 



 42

 
3. RELEVANT LESSONS FROM PAST DDR OPERATIONS 
 
Plans for a limited D3 program are underway in the DRC with MONUC taking the lead 
in assisting in a voluntary disarmament program throughout the country with an initial 
focus on the east.  The effort hopes to build on signs that the DRC government is moving 
towards the demobilization of ALiR fighters in Kamina.  Meanwhile, in neighboring 
Rwanda a demobilization program has been running since 1995, while in Uganda limited 
demobilization has also been undertaken. 
 
It is clear that if comprehensive demobilization is to take place in the DRC and 
surrounding countries, a substantive program with a regional approach is required.  The 
Lusaka agreement stipulates that all foreign and Congolese armed groups (including 
those not party to the Agreement) will need to be disarmed.  They will also need to be 
repatriated or resettled, or integrated into a new national Congolese army.  Further, large 
numbers of foreign forces will need to withdraw.  This will require the establishment of 
reintegration programs in those countries to which the ex-combatants are expected to 
return. 
 
A comprehensive program in the DRC will be conducted in a uniquely difficult 
environment.  The typical post-Cold War D3 program has predominantly involved the bi-
lateral disarmament, demobilization, and reintegration of a regular army and a rebel 
force.  However, in the DRC, D3 will mainly involve armed groups, many of which are 
highly fragmented.  D3 operations have also typically followed a cease-fire and peace 
agreement with the end game being elections.  In the DRC, as things stand in late 
September, fighting is still continuing in the east, there is no agreed political settlement, 
nor has an election process been agreed.   Although some D3 processes have occasionally 
taken place in the past with limited numbers of foreign troops present, none have had to 
contend with the political and military implications of the involvement of at least six 
foreign countries in a conflict, as is the case in DRC.  
 
To further complicate matters, conflict in the DRC is characterized by widespread ethnic 
differences, a lack of central authority, and competing regional power bases.  The 
majority of the area of the DRC is not directly under Kinshasa’s control.  No previous D3 
operation has had to be conducted in such a complex setting. 
 
The sections below consider what the experience of past operations tells us regarding the 
kind of problems that might be encountered during a comprehensive D3 program in the 
DRC.  It outlines lessons learnt and puts forward observations and policy suggestions.   
For analytical purposes, it splits up the D3 process into four stages: disarmament; 
demobilization and reintegration; integration into a national army; and reconciliation.  
Each of these stages is separately analyzed.  Drawing up this analysis, observations are 
then made on future D3 scenarios in Rwanda and the DRC.  However, many of these 
observations might equally be applicable in countries such as Burundi and Uganda that 
have been involved in the DRC and are, or will, undergo D3.  Some preliminary 
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observations are also made regarding the withdrawal of foreign forces and confidence 
building prior to D3. 
 
Key D3 issues 
 
Past experience of D3 can give useful pointers as to what to take into account, and what 
to avoid, in terms of D3.  However, some of the problems in the DRC are likely to be 
idiosyncratic.  A D3 program will have to particularly take account of: 
 

•  The difficulties of dealing with armed groups.   These have been encountered in 
past operations, but not on the same scale.  Some groups in the DRC such as the 
Mai Mai, for example, are fragmented into different units.  Some have been 
described as essentially bandits; others as ‘genuine’ resistance fighters.  How will 
such groups be disarmed?  Will cease-fires arranged with such groups hold?  Do 
their leaderships have effective command and control over their combatants?  The 
chances are that such groups will pose different types of challenges than regular 
government troops in past conflicts. 

 
•  How armed groups that experience high levels of insecurity, that have committed 

atrocities or are inured to violence, can be reintegrated back into communities.  
Will communities accept groups that have been fighting for the ‘other side’, such 
as the Banyamulenge who have allied themselves with Rwandan elements?  
Similar observations apply to returning Hutu forces into Rwanda. 

 
•  How any future force – in all probability poorly resourced – can organize D3 

nationwide, or even regionally, given the difficulties involved?  The record of 
poorly resourced D3 programs, for example UNAVEM I in Angola, is not 
encouraging.  Only if there is a high degree of political will across most of the 
parties, including foreign governments, will D3 be feasible using modest 
resources. 

 
•  The role of the Congolese government.  Can it, for example, be a credible 

implementer of D3 given that it has been a party to the conflict? 
 

•  The possibility of relapses into violence during D3 are high even if foreign forces 
withdraw - and total withdrawal of all foreign elements are unlikely.  Lingering 
pockets of Hutu forces, particularly individuals involved in the genocide, are 
likely.  Clashes between them and Congolese forces are possible.  It is also quite 
conceivable that Congolese groups may withdraw from D3 if they are unhappy 
with governmental or UN implementation; or that new incursions take place into 
the DRC from neighboring countries.  At the regional level, continuing violence 
will be difficult to control given the weakness of Kinshasa. 

 
All this suggests that confidence-building, security, and reconciliation should be key 
considerations in a future D3 program.  Without these, any future political 
accommodation or settlement, may be undermined and fighting may resume. 



 44

 
Withdrawal of foreign forces, demilitarized zones, and confidence-building 
 
Withdrawal of Foreign Forces 
 
Problems and issues 
An essential precursor to D3 will be the withdrawal of foreign forces and armed groups.  
It is unlikely to be satisfactorily achieved without confidence building and monitoring by 
a third party.  The Harare disengagement sub-plans call for the parties to disengage their 
forces from the confrontation line and withdraw to new defensive positions.  A number of 
troops were slow to comply with this, although they have done so since.  This suggests 
that troop withdrawals from the DRC may also be tardy, and past experience suggests 
that some countries are likely to retain or infiltrate troops for monitoring purposes. This 
was the case in Rhodesia-Zimbabwe in 1979-80 where South African troops were 
secretly monitoring rebel PF forces undergoing demobilization. 
 
Lessons from past operations 
The monitoring of the withdrawal of multiple foreign forces as part of D3 has not been a 
habitual UN task.  In one of the first peacekeeping operations, UNEF supervised the 
withdrawal of British, French, and Israeli forces from Egypt in 1956 following the Suez 
Crisis.  However, this proved relatively straightforward as a credible political deal had 
been struck, under superpower pressure, for foreign forces to withdraw and it was, in any 
case, not part of a D3 program.    
 
Of more relevance was the Namibian peacekeeping operation of 1989.  The Namibian 
peace plan included a tripartite agreement between Cuba, Angola and South Africa.  This 
linked South African withdrawal from Namibia to Cuban withdrawal from Angola.  
Rebel SWAPO forces were meant to be disarmed and repatriated in conjunction with the 
dismantling of SWAFT and commando/ethnic units allied to the SADF.  However, 
during the program SWAPO units clashed with South African security forces that 
demanded the right to leave their bases to counter alleged SWAPO incursions.  This put 
severe pressure on the D3 process.  A similarly unstable situation is not inconceivable in 
the DRC, particularly given Rwandan sensitivities to the continued presence of Hutu 
armed groups in the DRC.  
 
Observations regarding foreign force withdrawals from the DRC 
 

•  Numbers of troops from armed groups and their weapons should be preferably 
established or registered before exit. 

 
•  Negative forces, such as Interahamwe and ex-FAR, should be escorted or 

monitored as they leave the DRC. 
 

•  Contact and co-ordination should be established with countries to which ex-
combatants are returning.  ‘Hand-overs’ of ex-combatants at border areas or 
airports, for example, should be closely co-ordinated. 
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•  Measures might be taken to protect civilians from attack or to avert clashes 

between departing groups and Congolese elements.  
 

•  Monitoring of elements refusing to leave that might present a security threat to the 
peace process, may be advisable. Attempts should be made to disarm them. 

 
•  An information campaign should be conducted in tandem with the above 

measures to inform armed groups that it is safe and in their interest to return. 
 
Border monitoring and demilitarized zones 
 
Problems and issues 
If foreign troops withdraw from the DRC it has been suggested that a monitoring 
presence be established on DRC borders to observe re-entry or incursions, or even that a 
buffer zone be established to defuse tensions.  Past attempts to monitor border areas have 
met with varying degrees of success.  It has been common practice for border monitors or 
observers to regulate illegal arms or personnel movements across borders, but these have 
been frequently circumvented.  Too few observers with only limited capacities to 
apprehend violators have hampered their effectiveness. 
 
More successful was the UNEF II operation following the 1973 Yom Kippur War 
between Israel, Syria and Egypt, which took control of a zone of disengagement with 
prohibitions on the movement of the parties’ forces, and arms limitations on either side of 
the buffer zone.  The Sinai II disengagement agreement of September 1975 between 
Egypt and Israel even permitted the parties to situate early warning stations in buffer 
zones and a 4,000 strong UN force ran checkpoints and undertook on-site inspections.  In 
Nicaragua, the rebel Contras were protected by a 20km zone from which Sandinista 
troops were prohibited, and by a Venezuelan battalion (VENBATT), which significantly 
assuaged the Contras fears of surprise attacks. 
 
Lessons learnt from past operations 
In conditions of insecurity, demilitarized zones and border monitoring require significant 
deployments capable of patrolling, inspecting, and controlling access if they are to build 
confidence.  In areas of less tension, a limited monitoring role may be useful for 
informational purposes or to give warning of attacks but is unlikely to provide a barrier to 
re-entry by foreign forces.  Over a period of time in South Lebanon, for example, UN 
monitoring forces were attacked by Israeli forces and by militia.  Where states have 
sought to disregard demilitarized zones or monitoring there has been generally little that 
peacekeepers have been able to do to prevent incursions. 
 
Observations regarding monitoring/demilitarized zones in DRC border areas 
 

•  Monitors might be positioned at DRC borders with Rwanda and Burundi, for 
example, to ensure that departing troops do not return, or new movements of 
groups do not occur back into the DRC. 
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•  These monitors, if they are to be effective, should be deployed in reasonable 

numbers and be active in screening unaccompanied returnees, particularly 
ALiR/Interahamwe groups. 

 
•  Demilitarized zones, if properly policed, can be effective confidence building 

mechanisms, but these require an extensive international commitment. 
 
Disarmament 
 
Problems and issues 
Past experience suggests that disarmament can be a particularly difficult phase of D3 to 
implement.  Many D3 operations have concluded with large quantities of arms 
uncollected and have experienced violence and fighting during the disarmament phase.  
These types of problems are likely to be encountered in the DRC or elsewhere in the 
region. 
 
During the Mozambique operation, for example, it was estimated that 190,000 weapons 
were collected at one point, but as many as 1.5 million AK-47 assault rifles were thought 
to have been distributed during the civil war.   And in Liberia and Angola there were 
flare-ups of fighting, as well as only partial collections of arms, during D3.  In Cambodia, 
during UNTAC, and in Somalia, disarmament was abandoned altogether.  Failures to 
collect arms have led to lawlessness and criminality, not just within states, but regionally 
as in Southern Africa following D3 initiatives.  However, disarmament operations in 
places such as Nicaragua, El Salvador, Namibia, Mozambique, Mali and Guatemala, have 
been sufficiently effective to at least allow the political process to run its course, despite 
violence and setbacks.   
 
The key difficulties during disarmament processes have been the obstructive attitudes of 
parties to disarmament and its poor implementation in the field.  Individuals, groups, and 
armies have frequently cheated and held back arms out of insecurity and a lack of faith in 
the ability of peacekeepers to reciprocally collect arms from their adversaries.  Or, as has 
often been the case, in an attempt to undermine peace processes in which they have little 
faith or to steal an advantage when restarting conflict.  Observers and peacekeepers have 
frequently been unable to protect parties disarming or be more proactive in encouraging 
parties to give up arms due to weak mandates and poorly resourced missions.  The result 
has been that a number of disarmament operations have been chaotic, poorly 
implemented, and have suffered from a lack of confidence building measures.  However, 
where good faith has existed, or some form of accommodation between disarming 
groups, as in Mali, the process has proved considerably more straightforward. 
 
Lessons learnt from past operations   
 
Confidence building.  In general terms, establishing secure environments, building 
confidence, and ensuring a speedy throughput are the key determinants to successful 
disarmament processes.  Small deployments of unarmed observers are a risky option 
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unless the parties have established a degree of trust.  It is important to build confidence 
from the outset by, for example, escorting soldiers undergoing disarmament to Assembly 
Areas (AAs), to reassure them they will not be attacked.  It also helps if peacekeepers can 
contact isolated groups in the bush, for example, which may not have had orders to 
disarm communicated down to them.  Once ex-combatants are in AAs it is essential that 
they be protected, properly supplied, and pass through as speedily as possible.  In the 
past, in Angola and Mozambique for example, they have rioted, threatened peacekeepers, 
and exited to renew conflict or engage in banditry, due to poor conditions and insufficient 
supervision within AAs. 
 
Weapons collection and destruction.  Weapons should be collected as speedily as 
possible and stored in secure facilities both for the security of peacekeepers/observers and 
to prevent their further use.  In a number of past operations weapons have been reclaimed 
to resume fighting or to engage in criminal activities.  Weapons should be destroyed 
where possible rather than stored long-term or recycled. 
 
Buy-back and incentive schemes.  Attempts at getting around poor compliance to 
disarmament by incentive schemes, such as buy-backs for cash, have had variable results. 
They have often distorted the market price for weapons and created a demand for them.  
More useful, it has been suggested, are schemes to exchange arms for 
implements/material goods. 
 
Voluntary and coercive disarmament.  Voluntary disarmament has proved to be the most 
feasible option in internal conflicts.  Coercive or enforced disarmament has been 
occasionally undertaken, but only tactically in small areas where international forces have 
predominated militarily.  Even then, the aim has tended to be to protect citizens or troops 
by keeping weapons off the street rather than to comprehensively disarm an area.   The 
enforced disarmament of armies or large groups by international forces has yet to occur 
in post-Cold War demilitarization initiatives.  In addition, impartiality is critical.  
Combatants giving up arms have to be confident that they can trust the organization 
collecting them given their vulnerability once disarmed.  In the past, there have been 
fears that national contingents have favored parties during D3 – allowing them to keep 
arms or even selling them weapons. 
  
Disarming armed groups.  Armed groups may have internal divisions, unstable 
leaderships, and ineffective command and control.  This can make disarmament 
agreements difficult to maintain.  In Liberia, for example, it proved extremely difficult 
for ECOMOG to maintain tactical control of disarmament outside of Monrovia in 
conformity with the Cotonou agreement as control at times passed from the parties’ 
leadership to autonomous gangs, individuals and sub-factions.  These were frequently 
more concerned with local matters and security than disarmament under a peace plan.   
 
 
 
 
 



 48

Observations regarding disarmament in the DRC/Rwanda 
 
Rwanda 
It appears that the Rwandans have established a degree of authority and control in 
disarming and demobilizing Hutu groups and individuals in the Gisenyi and Ruhengeri 
D3 camps.  Further, the numbers being processed are relatively small as things stand in 
mid-September, and those being disarmed do not seem to be resistant to the process or to 
be spoilers intent on renewing conflict.  Given this, the present disarmament process has 
the potential to be relatively straightforward.   
 
However, should ALiR II and other Hutu fighters return to be disarmed in large numbers 
the Rwandans will need to be mindful of past disarmament experiences.   Adequate 
numbers of troops will need to be deployed at AAs and measures taken to both reassure 
returning ALiR that they are safe, and also that order can be assured within AAs should 
groups within ALiR, or other parties, seek to renege on disarmament or exit.  This 
suggests that AAs should be well resourced and supported by the international 
community.  Past experience suggests that it is quite possible under changing conditions 
– say fights between ALiR II and the RPA in transit to AAs – that the disarmament 
process could crumble or disorder break out.  The Rwandan authorities should also seek 
to ensure that conditions are good within AAs and that the throughput is speedy.  It 
should be taken into account that disarming armed groups could be different or more 
problematic than the more structured process of disarming armies or large rebel armies 
that the international community has been accustomed to dealing with.  Elements within 
armed groups may not be under unified command, or some groups may be less receptive 
to disarmament than others.  Further, disarming the ALiR and their families will probably 
require protection against revenge attacks from combatants still intent on fighting. 
 
DRC 
If the DRC government undertakes disarmament of Congolese elements many of the 
above problems apply – quite possibly to a greater degree.   Any DRC government is 
unlikely to have the degree of extended political or military authority possessed by the 
Rwandan government within its territory.  First, the Congolese government may lack the 
troops and the expertise to effectively carry out the process.  Second, its remit does not 
extend nation-wide and the relationship of some armed groups with Kinshasa are 
troubled.  Third, unlike the Rwandan government which appears, at present at least, to be 
in a position to ensure some compliance - it captured approximately 1,700 ALiR fighters 
and disarmed many of them – disarmament of armed groups in the DRC will be 
negotiated. 
  
All this suggests that disarmament in the DRC has the potential to be difficult and should 
be heavily supported by the international community.  Past experience suggests that 
disengagement from disarmament by armed groups dissatisfied with the government’s 
approach, or the launching of rebellions, are quite conceivable unless the process is 
carefully constructed, has strong confidence-building procedures, and a clear and 
equitable end goal for ex-combatants and armed groups.  It is also extremely important 
that any organization implementing or monitoring disarmament is impartial and acting in 
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good faith as small armed groups are particularly vulnerable and run the risk of being 
eliminated or severely damaged once they have surrendered arms, particularly to a former 
adversary.  It is quite possible that groups such as the Mai Mai will refuse to disarm 
because of lack of trust in any DRC government.  It is extremely unlikely that any DRC 
disarmament program will collect comprehensive quantities of arms.  This could mean 
that any post-D3 environment will see continuing banditry, if not conflict, and disorder. 
 
Demobilization and reintegration 
 
Problems and issues 
Past experience shows that disaffected demobilizing soldiers have the capacity to 
destabilize society, increase criminality, or can even return to conflict.  In Nicaragua 
disaffected rebel Re-Contras re-emerged briefly as a guerrilla movement.   During a 
number of demobilization processes ex-combatants have broken out of AAs and turned to 
crime, or even (as in Angola with UNITA in 1992) to conflict.  The demobilization 
process broke down several times in Liberia and never really got off the ground in 
Somalia. 
 
A common problem has been the long-term unemployment or poverty and criminality of 
ex-combatants during reintegration, and their failure to reintegrate into society.  In 
Mozambique, for example, 71% of all demobilized soldiers were still unemployed five 
years after the 1992 cease-fire.  The demobilization and reintegration of ex-combatants in 
many past operations has been hampered by poor funding, weak state structures, and a 
climate of violence and shrinking social structures.  Further, demobilizing and 
reintegrating often traumatized former soldiers into communities that are sometimes 
hostile, suspicious or frightened has rarely proved to be straightforward.   The 
consequences of ineffective reintegration for ex-combatants themselves and society are 
considerable.  However, fighters who have been, for example, community defenders or 
liberators, such as the EPLF in Eritrea, seem to have been more readily reintegrated.  A 
favorable economic climate also aids reintegration.  However, it is apparent that a 
considerable number of initiatives have had failings in terms of implementation and 
funding. These hold important lessons for D3 in the DRC and adjoining countries. 
 
Lessons learnt from past operations 
 
Speedy demobilization.  The demobilization process should be speedy and well organized 
to avoid discontent spreading during the cantonment period. 
 
Reintegration: coherent planning and early action.  The placement and reinsertion of ex-
combatants back into communities should be carefully planned and based on needs 
assessments and consultations.  A major problem has been the drift of ex-combatants to 
urban areas where many have lacked their social and family networks and have drifted 
into long-term unemployment or crime.  In addition, some early demilitarization 
operations paid insufficient attention to reintegration, delaying, or even omitting it.  
During the early stages of the Ugandan program the whole reintegration component was 
omitted and only included several years later; similarly, in Zimbabwe it was started years 
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later.  It is vital that reintegration starts early.  Planning should begin as early as during 
negotiations leading up to a peace agreement.  The consequences of not planning 
reintegration are longstanding social, law and order, and employment dysfunctions. 
 
Funding problems.  Demobilization and reintegration has often been poorly funded 
lacking the resources allocated to peacekeeping, for example.  This continues to put a 
strain on the resources of countries seeking to grapple with the aftermath of conflict and 
reintegrate ex-combatants into civil society.  In addition, the allocation of funds has also 
sometimes been tardy.  Three years after the peace agreement in El Salvador, for 
example, funding shortfalls still existed with a gap between the money planned for the 
National Reconstruction Program and donor money actually pledged. Shortfalls in 
funding also hampered the effectiveness, availability and continuation of reintegration 
programs in Nicaragua.  Flexible, quick disbursing funds are essential to the success of 
reintegration programmers as development funds are frequently slow to disburse.   
 
Demobilization and reintegration as a continuum.  D3 needs to be a ‘joined-up’ process.  
Demobilization and reintegration need to be synchronized if ex-combatants are to make 
an effective transition back into communities.  
 
Special needs groups.  There are groups that require special needs treatment during D3.  
This has been neglected in the past and even continues to be in some operations.  Women 
frequently have more difficulty in securing economic reintegration than men and require 
measures that ensure equal access to training and employment opportunities.  Special 
emphasis needs to be given to their security to avoid rape or harassment.  In the first 
phase of the Eritrean process (1994-96), GTZ noted that integrating women into a 
traditional and still patriarchal society caused problems.2  Similarly, in the first phase of 
the Ethiopian D3 process women were not sufficiently targeted, and even on-going 
operations, such as Sierra Leone, have been criticized for their focus on male ex-
combatants.  Child soldiers present a considerable D3 challenge as war has been a 
substitute for education and a normal upbringing for many young soldiers. Experience 
shows that it is vital to separate often disturbed children from adult soldiers to begin the 
process of rehabilitation, but in some operations there have been no special provision 
made, or efforts have been insufficiently rigorous.  Disabled soldiers also need special 
medical and vocational treatment. 
 
Assistance packages.  Assistance packages to ex-combatants have been regarded as vital 
to cover their short-term needs, to assist them into employment, and to avert a return to 
conflict or violence.  However, past experience shows that this has to be handled 
carefully.  Cash compensation, even when it has been phased, has been criticized in a 
number of reintegration processes – it has been alleged that ex-combatants have spent 
unwisely or failed to plan for their future well being.   It may be the case that in-kind and 
material assistance, such as the provision of land, machinery, tools, and seeds, may prove 
to be more beneficial to the long-term prospects of ex-combatants in some contexts.  

                                                 
2 GTZ, Program Team: Demobilization and Reintegration of Ex-Combatants, ‘Concepts and Experiences of 
Demobilization and Reintegration of Ex-Combatants’, discussion paper, international workshop, 17-19 
April 1996, Addis Ababa, p. 46. 
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Further, providing them with special benefits that exceed those of other groups, who are 
frequently needy and have suffered from conflict, may create resentment and hamper 
their reintegration.  A balance needs to be struck between dealing with the special needs 
of ex-combatants and avoiding discontentment in communities to which they are 
returning. 
 
Cultural sensitivity.  Reintegration should take account of the cultural and social values 
of ex-combatants and of the communities they are returning to. The needs of ex-
combatants in terms of education, for example, vary from country to country. 
Reintegration strategies should also take account of the needs of national, regional, and 
local economies and of the conditions pertaining locally following conflict. 
 
Counseling.  The importance of occupational counseling throughout the D3 process needs 
to be stressed.  Counseling and referral centers have played an important role in assisting 
ex-combatants to move from a military to a civilian status. 
 
Development programs.  Reintegration programs should fit into an overall national 
development program and/or other development programs.   
 
Training programmers.  There is evidence to suggest that on-the-job training has been 
more effective than more sophisticated schemes in poor countries. Further, engagement 
in agricultural work has proved productive in many poor war-torn societies, supported 
through credit, training and technical assistance, and the distribution of tools and 
machinery.  However, this is very much context specific. 
 
Improving donor co-ordination.  Donor co-ordination needs to be improved. Early 
reintegration programs in Central America, for example, suffered from a lack of co-
ordination between the military, NGOs, donors and governments.  They also failed to 
include sufficient follow-up in terms of counseling, training and access to credit and 
technical support. 
 
Land reform.  The issue of land reform has been contentious in the past, particularly in 
Central America, and is likely to be an issue in the DRC in places such as Ituri Province 
where land seizures were a factor in the outbreak of conflict.  In Nicaragua, the difficulty 
that the government faced in fulfilling its promise to provide land to ex-combatants, in 
conjunction with unemployment rates over 50%, led to considerable discontent among 
demobilized soldiers. 
 
Economic and social integration.  The economic integration of ex-combatants is likely to 
be quicker in countries such as Uganda where there was economic growth during D3.  
Social integration has been more straightforward than economic integration in poor 
countries such as Mozambique, due to limited employment opportunities, poor 
educational levels, and lack of financial support.3  
 
                                                 
3 Kees Kingma, ‘The Impact of Demobilization’ in ‘Demobilization in Sub-saharan Africa: the 
Development and Security Impacts (Basingstoke: Macmillan, 2000),  p. 222. 
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Observations regarding demobilization and reintegration in the DRC/Rwanda 
 
Rwanda 
In Rwanda the government has been demobilizing soldiers of its regular armed forces 
since 1997 through the RDRC.  Around 16,000 military personnel have been through this 
process.  It also subsequently established camps at Gisenyi and Ruhengeri managed by 
the NURC for ex-FAR returning to Rwanda.  Despite these efforts, there are fears that the 
authorities will not be able to cope with the increasingly large numbers of ex-combatants 
that may return if current efforts bear fruit.   Recent Hutu entrants, following the failed 
ALiR attack of May 2001, came in relatively small numbers, although they were speedily 
dealt with.  The Rwandan program will require extensive external support in terms of 
funding if an enlarged process is to be effectively implemented and this needs to be 
speedily disbursed if the current opportunity to move ahead with D3 is to be grasped.  
This suggests that the lessons alluded to above regarding institutional frameworks, poor 
funding, and donor co-ordination will need to be heeded.   
 
It will be particularly important that the demobilization process is professionally handled 
and through-put of ex-combatants is speedy and well-organized given the potential for 
conflict to break out between the large numbers of Hutu combatants that may soon return, 
and the government or civilian populations, particularly if the process is overwhelmed, 
combatants exit and engage in criminality, or if they even return to conflict.  This could 
have potentially disastrous consequences for Rwanda.   However, the experience of 
demobilization of regular military personnel in Rwanda, thus far, is encouraging.  At least 
15,000 ex-FAR, for example, have been absorbed into the RPA.  This has created a 50/50 
balance in absorption between ex-FAR and RPA originated personnel.   Further, it is 
claimed that ex-FAR have been treated without discrimination when demobilizing.  
 
The relative lack of advance planning for reintegration, also suggests that the lessons of 
past operations, where reintegration was not factored into D3 or only added later, need to 
be heeded.   Resettlement activities have been described as being broadly satisfactory but 
few activities have been implemented in support of reintegration.  It is particularly critical 
in Rwanda that the process of reintegration is started early.  Although the process of 
rehabilitating Hutu militia will be of primary concern, given the past history of conflict 
between Hutu and Tutsi, it should also not be lost sight of that special needs groups, such 
as women, children and disabled combatants will require special treatment if they are to 
be reintegrated.   Various external organizations are already involved in planning this.  In 
placing Hutu individuals and groups into communities, sensitization initiatives will be 
required as there may well be fears that returning solders will resort to criminality or 
bring retribution or trouble to communities that may have established a degree of 
peaceful co-existence.  Also, choice of settlement should be voluntary. 
 
Looking ahead to possible new influxes of armed groups into Rwandan camps, 
consideration should be given to considering how demobilizing soldiers can be 
productively assisted, trained and employed in the Rwandan economy.  What represents 
the best employment prospects for ex-combatants?  It is acknowledged that assistance for 
economic reintegration has, thus far, been inadequate.   What assistance package should 
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new entrants into camps get (for instance, the same as past demobilizing soldiers that 
have already passed through the camps)?  It is particularly important that ex-combatants 
get the same package regardless of their past military affiliation.  Frustration over 
unequal payments might lead to renewed clashes and/or exits, and would send a bad 
message to other soldiers considering disarmament.  Further, how do these assistance 
packages compare with the assets of individuals in the communities they are returning to 
– will they create resentment?  There are concerns that past cash assistance packages 
have been set too high.  Last, is discrimination likely to apply to returning ex-combatants 
and how can this be countered? 
 
DRC 
The Government under BUNADER established a demobilization program in 1996, which 
was subsequently abandoned after the renewed outbreak of conflict.  This has since been 
resurrected and is currently targeting special needs groups, such as child soldiers.  There 
are plans to extend the program to adult soldiers at a later date.  This process could prove 
to be particularly difficult in the DRC given anticipated shortages in funding, the 
potential lack of co-operation on the part of some armed groups who may distrust the 
Congolese authorities, and a possible lack of expertise in the government and the absence 
of a coherent national force to implement demobilization.  This suggests that external 
assistance will be critical in terms of resources, expertise, and re-assurance to 
demobilizing and reintegrating soldiers that their security and needs are being taken care 
of.   A demobilization and reintegration program in the DRC would have to factor in the 
type of good practices referred to above, but above all, it would require extensive external 
supervision if outbreaks of conflict, desertion, and a failure to address the needs of 
returning combatants are to be averted.   
 
Integration of combatants into a national army 
 
Problems and issues 
An alternative to demobilizing combatants is to integrate some of them into a re-
constituted national army.  This has a number of potential benefits.  It removes soldiers 
from the temptations of banditry, avoids them going through the potentially problematic 
process of retraining and finding new employment, and it may also form a bond between 
combatants that have been formerly fighting and lead to reconciliation.  In some case, a 
new national army has been pegged at a level artificially high to avoid these types of 
post-conflict problems.  Although in a few instances the formation of a national army has 
proved relatively uncontroversial, it has also proved divisive.  In Zimbabwe there was a 
mutiny shortly after elections in part due to ethnic divisions between elements of the PF, 
which had united to fight the Rhodesian government.  There have also been complaints 
over inequitable allocation of posts – for example white officers were seen as favored 
within the reconstituted SANDF – and tensions between the favorable settlements given 
to demobilizing soldiers and the terms offered to non-demobilizing soldiers.  In Central 
America, ex-guerrilla fighters were suspicious of former government troops and militia 
who continued to have a predominate role in integrated national armies.   
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In Angola, as elections approached in September 1992, only 17.6% of the projected total 
of 50,000 troops had been integrated into a national army.  After elections, UNITA 
withdrew from the peace process and full-scale conflict broke out.  In other countries the 
take-up on integration has been poor and it has not proved possible to persuade 
combatants to join and make up the projected total for a national army.  Past experience 
suggests that integration following a military victory may prove more straightforward 
than negotiated integration following a peace agreement. 
 
Lessons learnt from past operations 
 
Promoting integration.  Joining a new national army has to be made an attractive option 
for ex-combatants if suitable candidates and numbers are to be enticed. 
 
Equitable distribution of posts.  The distribution of posts – particularly at the higher 
levels – has to be seen as fair and non-discriminatory.  Posts may have to be given on a 
distributive basis to groups that have been fighting to foster reconciliation and unity.  In 
addition, it may prove difficult to persuade rebel groups that have been fighting existing 
government forces to join a new national army both because of animosity and fears for 
their security.  Conversely, existing government forces may mistrust former rebel forces 
that they have been fighting. 
 
Disorder and breakdowns.  Outbreaks of fighting, desertion, and mutinies cannot be 
ruled out during and following the formation of a national army. 
 
Reform of national armies.  The size of a new national army should be fixed at a level 
that is not economically damaging and which avoids the continued militarization of a 
country following conflict.  The creation of a new national army should be accompanied 
by security-sector reform. 
 
Observations regarding integration in the DRC/Rwanda  
 
Rwanda 
There are plans to create a small national army of around 20,000 troops in Rwanda.  This 
is anticipated to include, for example, ex-FAR combatants.  It will be vital that Hutu 
groups are included in the army.  Thus far, the process of integrating ex-FAR into the 
existing army has said to have gone well.  A considerable number of leading positions, 
including Minister of Defense and Chief of Intelligence, are held by ex-FAR, for 
example.  This process should be continued and a national defense force identity should 
be created within the RPA which is non-ethnic – not an easy task given the recent history 
of Rwanda and suspicions on both sides – but one that may be possible.  This points to 
the importance of information, education, and reconciliation campaigns to emphasize the 
fair treatment and opportunities for returning combatants.  However, questions remain as 
to whether the small size of a future Rwandan army may somewhat limit these 
opportunities.  A thorough selection process will also need to be maintained to weed out 
elements implicated in the genocide and individuals that have been engaging in criminal 
activities.   
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DRC 
Issues of compatibility, loyalty, and commitment will be of prime concern in any 
integration of Congolese and non-Congolese groups into a new army.  Groups like the 
Mai Mai and the Banyamulenge do not necessarily identify with Kinshasa although they 
regard themselves as Congolese.  They also have a history of insecurity, prolonged 
fighting, and banditry, which suggests that they may not easily fit into a national force 
structure.  Further, Kinshasa has little authority in the areas they inhabit.  It has been 
muted that Mai Mai units might, at least initially, be formed within a future Congolese 
army with perhaps a regional dimension.  However, considerable problems can be 
envisaged in any program that fused armed groups; in particular Congolese groups that 
have allied themselves with foreign forces, such as the Rwandans.   It is conceivable that 
ethnic units at times of instability might mutiny or seek to seize control if the political 
process implodes.  A key factor will be the creation of a national identity in any national 
force.  Further, if leaders of minority groups emerge within a national government and 
the army this may allay some of the above difficulties. 
 
Considerable reconciliation efforts will be required to form an army constituted from the 
various ethnic and armed groups.  A lack of a professional Congolese force structure, 
inadequate funds, and the need for a security sector reform process are further hurdles 
that need to be overcome. 
 
Reconciliation 
 
Problems and issues 
Reconciliation, or at least some form of meaningful accommodation, between ex-
combatants and the communities to which they are returning is vital to cement D3 
processes.  If outstanding grievances or differences are left to fester, a return to conflict 
or violence and social dislocation is possible.  Further, if ex-combatants and communities 
have continuing deep-rooted differences productive employment and development may 
be hampered.  Reconciliation has not tended to be a prime focus of lessons learnt work in 
D3.  Nor, perhaps, has it been sufficiently emphasized during demobilization and 
reintegration, although reconciliation is a process that feeds directly into reintegration.  
 
Reconciliation it is a problematic process.   Ex-combatants frequently have severe 
psychological problems following conflict, have drifted apart from their community, and 
are not generally integrated or even cognizant of civil society.  Further, many have 
committed atrocities, fought for rival groups, robbed, and made civilian populations 
suffer.   For their part, civilians often view ex-combatants as ignorant, dangerous, the 
spreaders of disease and so on.   
 
Difficulties have been less apparent between returning soldiers and communities when 
ex-combatants have fought for a cause that is popular with their local community or when 
they have been defenders of them.  Further, there have been instances of communities 
extending forgiveness to returning ex-combatants.  In Mozambique despite the fact that 
both government and Renamo troops had poor relations generally with populations in 
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rural areas, they were often surprisingly well received on their return.4   Liberation forces 
in Eritrea, particularly in areas liberated by the EPLF, are said to have received 
considerable support from the population and to have had better relations generally than 
demobilizing armed forces in, for example, Ethiopia.   
 
Nor is it necessarily the case that bitter conflict precludes reconciliation.  Elders and 
notables in Mali took part in inter-community meetings which assisted in renewing a 
dialogue between the government and warring parties and restored some trust.  This was 
backed up by a determined government information campaign to promote reconciliation.   
A key finding from past experience suggests that engaging local actors and authorities, as 
well as governments, in reconciliation is critical.   
 
Lessons learnt from past operations 
 
Early action.  Reconciliation needs to be started early during D3 – from the outset of 
arrival at AAs, or even before.  Contacts should be established between ex-combatants 
and communities.  If groups are to report to AAs they will be encouraged by reports or 
assurances that a process of reconciliation is underway and that they are welcome.  
Further, beginning the process early increases the chances of forming a meaningful 
dialogue. 
 
Information dissemination.  Information campaigns should be used to form connections 
between returnees and communities.  Leaflets and radio transmissions can be used, for 
example, to inform communities and highlight that returning ex-combatants do not pose a 
threat.  They can also help reassure ex-combatants that they will be well received.  Other 
techniques that should be exploited are talks and meetings within AAs between ex-
combatants and community leaders; the promotion of reconciliation success stories; and 
visits by some ex-combatants on leave from AAs to communities prior to demobilization. 
 
Importance of local actors.  Local leaders, elders, and church leaders should be put at the 
forefront of reconciliation initiatives. They have an understanding of local conditions, the 
populace, and indigenous reconciliation techniques.  They are also likely to be trusted. 
 
External mediation.  Mediation from a respected neutral interlocutor can play an 
important role in, or between, communities where animosities are difficult to bridge, 
where traditional authority has been eroded, or where violence is continuing. 
 
Indigenous reconciliation techniques.  Indigenous traditional techniques have an 
important role to play in reconciliation.  Communities, for example, can begin the process 
of reconciliation through rituals where elders literally cleanse the wrongdoings 
committed by ex-combatants.  Inter-community disputes can be settled through meetings 
between respective elders who reach agreements on compensation to be paid and so forth.  
At the local community level in Africa such approaches have been shown to make a 
contribution to reconciliation. 

                                                 
4 Kees Kingma, ibid, p.220. 
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Quick-impact projects in support of reconciliation.  Quick-impact humanitarian and 
developmental projects can help generate an environment conducive to reconciliation.  
Ex-combatants, particularly those tired of conflict, may be tempted to give up arms for 
work and in the process develop closer ties with communities.  This may lead to their 
eventual acceptance and assimilation. This type of work can also help foster inter-
community reconciliation.   
 
International support and confidence building.  The international community and 
regional actors can contribute to reconciliation by supporting local leaders engaged in 
peacemaking.  They can also adopt a confidence building role by persuading rival groups 
that it is safe and productive to engage in reconciliation initiatives. 
 
Importance of justice.  Justice needs to be built into the reconciliation process.  If 
individuals, particularly in positions of power, that have committed crimes and atrocities 
have impunity and are not held to account it is likely that continuing bitterness will exist 
between groups, or retribution will take place. 
 
Observations regarding reconciliation in the DRC/Rwanda 
 
Rwanda 
Reconciliation in Rwanda is still a contentious issue.  The genocide and subsequent 
fighting over a number of years has created profound fractures within Rwanda.  
However, a window of opportunity has emerged with the government’s apparent 
willingness to accept back and demobilize and reintegrate rebel individuals and groups 
that are not organizers or participants in the genocide.  Further, there appears to be a 
realization that continued ethnic conflict is unsustainable.  Considerable progress has 
already been made in Rwanda which might be usefully emulated elsewhere in the Great 
Lakes region.  The government’s policy has been to encourage reconciliation of former 
soldiers through active participation and power sharing.  This has been coupled with civic 
education and information campaigns.  The NURC has established discussion clubs for 
ex-FAR, for example, in which meetings with the population are arranged, past events 
discussed, and other reconciliation activities initiated. 
 
If the government is to persuade new groups of ALiR to return to Rwanda it will have to 
increase its efforts and mount a concerted information campaign both in the DRC and 
within Rwanda.  Past experience suggests that leaflet drops to rebel groups should be 
considered.  Demobilized ALiR combatants might be sent to the DRC to recount their 
experiences and show (if in fact this is the case) that they have not been ill-treated. The 
government should consider publishing a formal amnesty for individuals who are not 
wanted for war crimes through radio transmissions.  Captured ex-ALiR combatants were 
said to be surprised by the positive response they found in Rwanda and when they 
returned to their families.  However, there are fears that the Rwandan government will be 
unable to grasp the current window of opportunity due to its lack of financial and 
material resources.  Nor will it be able to offer sufficient incentives to convince ALiR 
fighters to return to Rwanda. 
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The government might also build upon the work that it has undertaken in Rwanda to 
spread the word between ex-combatants and communities that it is safe to report to 
demobilization camps.  Longer-term, the government will need to continue to reassure 
ALiR ex-combatants and communities that they have a future and stake in the country 
and that they will be protected.   Further, a long-term process of reconciliation will be 
required both nationally and at the community level to build bridges between the two 
communities if a lasting accommodation is to be reached.   International support should 
be extended to these processes.   
 
DRC 
Reconciliation initiatives in the DRC need to have a strong regional component, involve 
local actors, and require the support of NGOs and international actors.  A series of ethnic 
disputes and differences have underpinned conflict in the DRC, particularly in the east.   
In the absence of government or even regional authority in much of the Congo, it will be 
vital that external actors lend support to a window of opportunity that seems to be 
emerging in some regions.  Given the complexities of ethnic differences, local leaders 
will play a major role in settling disputes and reaching cease-fires using traditional and 
accepted conflict resolution techniques.  However, this process can also be advanced by 
the use of respected and neutral external interlocutors, particularly as go-betweens 
between, say, the Mai-Mai and the RCD-Goma that have put out feelers to reach cease-
fires.  A further spur to reconciliation may be the start-up of quick-impact and larger-
scale rehabilitation projects – like the rail building exercise being muted by MONUC in 
the Kindu ‘triangle’ – which may take combatants out of conflict and give them an 
opportunity to reintegrate into civil society.  More generally, if a durable political 
settlement emerges in the Congo, any government will have to seek to start to build 
bridges between the diverse groups that have fought during the recent conflict – some of 
which may be integrated into a national army - if there is to be stability in the country. 
 
Conclusions 
 
A comprehensive D3 program in the DRC would ideally have the following features:   
 

•  A large, armed peacekeeping contingent deployed to key areas across the DRC, 
such as Kamina, and the North and South Kivus.  This contingent would be 
capable of defending itself and protecting ex-combatants while they are 
undergoing voluntary disarmament. 

 
•  A remit to undertake comprehensive confidence building.  This would include 

such tasks as: escorting foreign troops out of the DRC; locating armed groups; 
encouraging them to disarm; providing protection; escorting them to cantonment 
sites; and establishing demilitarized zones and border deployments. 

 
•  Deployment at key cantonment sites to carry out and supervise demobilization. 

 
•  Support to D3 regionally. 
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•  A special intermediary role in facilitating the D3 of armed groups given the likely 
lack of trust between the DRC government and some Congolese groups.  This 
might also apply to foreign armed groups.  In fact, it would be preferable for a 
neutral entity, such as the UN, to disarm and demobilize armed groups. 

 
•  Involvement in reconciliation initiatives. 

 
•  Support to the creation of a new national army and security-sector reform. 

 
However, given the continued state of instability in the east, such an approach is unlikely.   
 
A future D3 process is highly likely to be incomplete given conditions in the DRC and 
the limited resources of international and governmental forces involved in D3.  
Significant quantities of arms will remain in circulation.  It will prove very difficult to 
locate arms within the vast area of the DRC, particularly as the government and the UN 
does not have the capacity, or intention, of tracking them all down.  The reluctance of 
some groups to surrender arms because of insecurity or a wish to pursue future conflict 
will be another factor. The risks of breakdowns during demobilization and integration 
into a national army, and even later during reintegration, are high due to mistrust, 
continuing foreign involvement in the DRC, a probably low level of supervision, and the 
absence of a political settlement.  Further, the reintegration of ex-combatants into 
communities that have been divided along ethnic lines can be expected to be difficult.  
These difficulties could be eased, but not entirely resolved, by a comprehensive and 
inclusive settlement within the DRC. 
  
However, from another perspective, D3 may be the first step in consolidating peace by 
reducing militarization and encouraging former enemies to co-operate; albeit it with 
reluctance or difficulties.  Partial D3 may help prepare the ground for further advances in 
finding a solution to the DRC problem.   More comprehensive D3 is likely to be a longer-
term project.   
 
Further, it is worth recalling that past D3 operations have rarely been straightforward and 
have suffered setbacks and incomplete arms collection.  It has been recognized that 
keeping the peace process on track has sometimes been more important than collecting 
all arms.  This was certainly thought to be the strategy during the end game in 
Mozambique, where it was alleged that a ‘blind eye’ was turned to a lack of compliance 
with disarmament.  Further, the record shows that parties that have been through D3 and 
elections have very rarely returned to war.   
 
A start should be made in the east to grasp the opening for quick-impact development 
projects that might encourage groups, like the Mai Mai, to disarm or abandon conflict.  
This should be linked in with MONUC’s latest confidence-building deployment in the 
Kindu ‘triangle’, which also envisages quick-impact projects, such as rail construction, as 
a means of taking combatants out of conflict, and the planned MONUC disarmament 
phase.  These may serve as the building blocks for a future more comprehensive D3 
approach should a durable political settlement emerge. 
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Annex 1 
 

Abbreviations and Acronyms 
 
AA Assembly Areas 
ALIR Armee de Liberation du Rwanda (ex-FAR/Interahamwe)  
ADF Allied Democratic Front 
AFDL Alliance de Froces Democratiques pour la Liberation du Congo 
ALC Armee de Liberation du Congo (FLC) 
ANC Armee Nationale Congolaise (RCD-G) 
BUNADER Bureau National de Demobilisation et de Reinsertion 
CNDD Conseil National pour le Defense de la Democratie 
D3 Disarmament, Demobilisation and Durable Solutions 
DfID Department for International Development (UK) 
DRC Democratic Republic of the Congo 
FAA Forces Armees Angolaises 
FAC Forces Armees Congolaises 
FAP Forces d’Autodefense Populaires 
Ex-FAR Former Forces Armees Rwandaises 
FAZ Forces Armees Zairoises 
FDD Forces pour la Defense de la Democratie 
FDLR Forces Democratiques pour la Liberation du Rwanda 
FLC Front de Liberation du Congo 
FLN Forces de Liberation Nationales 
FNL Forces Nationales d Liberation 
FUNA Former Uganda National Army 
ICTR International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda 
IRC International Rescue Commitee 
INGO International Non Governmental Organisation 
JMC Joint Military Commission 
LRA Lord’s Resistance Army 
MLC Mouvement de Liberation du Congo 
MONUC Mission des Nations Unis au Congo 
NALU National Army for the Liberation of Uganda 
NDF Namibian Defence Force 
NGO Non Governmental Organisation 
NURC National Unity and Reconciliation Council 
OCHA Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs 
PALIR Peuple Arme pour la Liberation du Rwanda 
RCD-G Rassemblement Congolais pour la Democratie - Goma 
RCD-K Rassemblement Congolais pour la Democratie - Kisangani 
RCD-ML Rassemblement Congolais pour la Democratie - Mouvement de Liberation 
RCD-N Rassemblement Congolais pour la Democratie - National 
RDRC Rwandan Demobilisation and Reintegration Commission 
RPA Rwandan Patriotic Army 
RPF Rwandan Patriotic Front 
SADC Southern African Development Community 
UNDP United Nations Development Programme 
UNRF Ugandan National Republican Front 
UNICEF United Nations Children’s Fund 
UNITA The National Union for the Total Independence of Angola 
UNV United Nations Volunteers 
WNBF West Nile Bank Front 
ZNDF Zimbabwean National Defence Force 
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Annex 2 
 

Bios of Mission Members 
 
 
Ambassador Haile Menkerios served as first Eritrean Ambassador to Ethiopia and the 
OAU as well as Eritrea’s Permanent Representative to the UN.  Prior he had served as 
Eritrea’s Special Envoy to Somalia and the Great Lakes Region.  He was also appointed 
by the UN Secretary-General as Chairman of the Committee of Experts on Afghanistan. 
 
Professor Herbert Weiss is Emeritus Professor of Political Science at City University of 
New York and Research scholar at the Institute of African Studies at Columbia 
University.  He has been a student of Congo’s politics since 1959. 
 
Dr. Jeremy Ginifer is a Senior Researcher specializing in DDR in the Training for Peace 
program at the Norwegian Institute of International Affairs.  Previously he worked on 
DDR, peacekeeping and development issues at the UN Institute for Disarmament 
Research in Geneva, at the UK & Foreign Commonwealth Office and the Mountbatten 
Center for International Studies. 
 
Lt. Col. Jan Wanderstein retired from the Belgian Armed Forces in 1999.  Prior he 
served in an advisory capacity in the UNTAC demobilization and reintegration program 
in Cambodia.  He also provided support to reconciliation and demobilization programs in 
East Timor and Kosovo. 
 
Charles Petrie is Senior Policy Advisor to UNDP/ERD New York.  Prior he served as 
Senior Humanitarian Advisor for OCHA in the rebel-held territories of eastern DRC.  He 
has assumed policy and operational responsibilities with the UN system for more than ten 
years in Sudan, Somalia, Rwanda and the Middle East. 
 
Marie Dimond is a Program Specialist with UNDP/ERD New York.  She has been 
working with the United Nations since 1994, mostly in crisis-affected countries including 
Somalia, southern Sudan and Burundi.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


