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DDR: A Shifting Paradigm and the Scholar/Practitioner Gap

Summary 
The practice and concept of Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration (DDR) in the context of UN 
peacekeeping interventions, has changed considerably the past few years. This change reflects an effort to 
develop an integrated approach capitalizing on combining the relevant strengths of the various UN actors in 
delivering a program which considers the longer-term peacebuilding and developmental needs of a post-
conflict state in addition to the short-term cessation of violence and stabilization, traditionally the remit of 
the Department of Peacekeeping Operations (DPKO). Further, in encapsulating the Human Security1 Agenda, 
the concept of DDR has evolved away from a logistical operation that concentrates on the collection of 
weapons and expeditious processing of ex-combatants, to one which places weapons beyond use in the 
context of improving community security through social and economic investment.

The concept of Community Security as an aspect of Human Security which focuses on the smallest unit of 
the community, the individual and the family, was devised by Bengt Ljunggren of UNDP in 2004 and first pre-
sented by Desmond Molloy at the Human Security Workshop, Rockefeller Foundation, Bellagio, Italy in April 
2004. The concept of DDR in the context of Community Security was developed by Bengt Ljunggren and Des 
Molloy of DPKO in 2004 and is first cited in DDR: The Gender Perspective, Molloy, Conflict Trends, Autumn, 
2004. 

The fact that both the integrated approach to DDR and the community focus is difficult to achieve and has 
not yet bourn fruit does not mean that the approach is a failure, because such an approach has not yet been 
tested in the context of an institutional framework for cohesive integration through coordination which has 
been provided by the publication of the Integrated DDR Standards (IDDRS) in December 2006.

While scholarly input, both pre-mission and in examining the results of programs, is critical for the develop-
ment of effective DDR programs in dynamic environments, a significant communications gap exists between 
the DDR practitioner and scholar for various reasons. This gap often separates the qualitative interpretation 
of relevant facts from the quantitative data. This gap must be bridged to realize necessary synergy through 
integration between the practitioner and the scholar, which may be the difference between success and fail-
ure in peacekeeping and peacebuilding interventions. Further, and more difficult to address, a time lag exists 
between the publication of useful analysis and its applicability. Lateral and innovative thinking from, both 
scholar and practitioner, is needed to mitigate this phenomenon and to derive latent synergy to enhance the 
contribution to Human Security. 
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Traditional Approach to DDR in Sierra Leone and Liberia
Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration (DDR) has been an evolving process, adjusting to specific 
and dynamic post-conflict environments since its inception as a tool of UN peacekeeping interventions in 
Central America in the late 80s. Seen as a necessary mechanism to support the initial cessation of hostilities 
and contributing to stabilization of the immediate post-conflict volatility, it has since been introduced into 
most post-civil war scenarios.2 

The DDR processes in Sierra Leone and Liberia were each launched with a traditional approach to DDR in 
mind, which focused on the collection and destruction of weapons, the dismantlement of the command, 
control and remobilization capacity of the armed factions followed by reintegration support to the ex-com-
batants through participation in skills training, agricultural, fisheries or entrepreneurial support projects. 
Such was to be undertaken in the context of a Comprehensive Peace Accord (CPA) with critical prerequisites 
in place. The prerequisites identified for a traditional approach to DDR are listed by Desmond Molloy in DDR 
in Sierra Leone: Lessons Learned 2004, DPKO as follows: a CPA with cessation of violence; political space and 
political will;  an identifiable caseload with a voluntary commitment to DDR; clearly defined criteria for entry 
to the process; a secure environment for implementation; national ownership of the process; an enabling 
legal framework; credible deterrent (the knowledge that non-compliance or continued armed activity can 
have terminal consequences); appropriate Security System Reform (SSR) and  appropriate funding resources 
and mechanisms for the completion of the process.3  

In Sierra Leone, after an initial failed attempt at halting violence pre-Lomé Accord (1999), and a subsequent 
abortive attempt to implement DDR, caused chiefly by over generous and conciliatory provisions of the 
Lomé Accord to an arrogant and unbeaten Revolutionary United Front (RUF) under Foday Sankoh,4 reneging 
his commitment to the treaty specified in the Abidjan Agreement of November 1996, the offer of impunity 
emboldened Foday Sankoh to continue his pursuit of power through violent means even after the deploy-
ment of troops of the initial Observer Group of the Economic Community of West African States (ECOMOG) 
by staging a major attack on Freetown in January 1999, with the murder of 6,000 civilians, and attacks on 
international troops in the East of the country including the abduction of several hundred UN troops. The 
Lomé Accord of July 1999, signed by the Government of Sierra Leone and the RUF, under the active sponsor-
ship of the US through Special Ambassador Rev. Jesse Jackson, offered total amnesty to the perpetrators of 
heinous crimes during the civil war including crimes against humanity, a fact that provoked the UN to enter 
a reservation on this aspect of the Accord. However, Sankoh showed no interest in state-building and rather 
concentrated on controlling diamond resources… with continuing associated violence. It was credible deter-
rent by a Nigerian-led ECOMOG force, reinforced by British SAS troops that finally brought the RUF to heel 
and eventually created an environment conducive to DDR, within the general provisions of the CPA. With the 
removal of the main spoiler, Sankoh, through incarceration, the process moved forward to a conclusion in 
2004, on its third attempt, having disarmed a total 76,000 in the three phases, and processed 57,000 ex-com-
batants through the reintegration packages.

In Liberia, in a climate of poor planning, the absence of professional DDR advisors, limited data, and US 
pressure, the program launched in December 2003 with loose criteria that permitted access to immediate 
monitory and subsequent reintegration support benefits of the program to 106,000 beneficiaries rather than 
the estimated 39,000 fighters originally targeted. Candidates who could produce 150 rounds of ammuni-
tion were eligible for all benefits without further screening. This was a very weak criterion in an environment 
awash with ammunition, for potential beneficiaries to an immediate transitional subsistence support pay-
ment of $150 and subsequent inclusion in a training package, with monthly subsistence payments with a 
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total value of about $1,500. It is thus possible that up to 67,000 of these 106,000 beneficiaries were never 
armed elements in the first place.5 There is also evidence to support the view that this criteria resulted in the 
sucking of remaining surplus ammunition from Sierra Leone, including the ammunition in some Freetown 
police stores and ultimately contributed to the success of the DDR program there.

The budget for DDR in Liberia was overwhelmed by the huge numbers and as a result in March 2008, an 
outstanding balance of approximately 6,000 entitled beneficiaries have not yet been processed through the 
reintegration phase and are considered still as a significant threat to security. This scenario is outlined in a 
UNDP Liberia vacancy announcement in February 2008 for a Project Support Officer to finish the job. 

However, the narrow focus of the Sierra Leone process on the ex-combatants at its inception did result in 
a sense of exclusion and injustice in the broader community which was only partly addressed through the 
post-launch inclusion of community based projects that attempted to demonstrate the benefits of the 
peace dividend and of reintegration of the ex-combatants, to the community. DDR Section UNAMSIL, Sierra 
Leone, working in close collaboration with UNDP, implemented the Stopgap Program in the most volatile 
areas engaging ex-combatants in community vital infrastructural projects with community members in an 
environment of communal dining and sport to support the reconciliation and reintegration process. This 
program was funded by UNDP and DFID and won the UN 21 Award for 2004 for successful and effective 
project implementation. DDR Section further implemented a Community Youth Volunteer Program featuring 
the first national UN Volunteers funded by the UN Volunteer office of UNDP. The Section collaborated with 
UNDP in implementing a major community reconciliation and Human Security program funded by Japan. In 
addition, DDR Section UNAMSIL collaborated with UNDP in the implementation of the Community Arms for 
Development Program, a community based incentive program to remove remaining arms from the commu-
nity, which was to be replicated throughout West African conflict states.   

In the Liberia process, in addition to efforts at an improved community focus, a necessity gleaned in Sierra 
Leone, benefits to 106,000 participants, approximately 67,000 of whom may never have been combatants in 
the first place may have resulted in a broader spread of benefits of the DDR process throughout the commu-
nity offering the unintended result of a lesser sense of injustice in the broader community.

A Shifting Paradigm
In the intervening years, pursuing the conventional wisdom growing throughout the UN system, certainly 
at HQ level, that integrated effort is good, the UN as an institution has moved towards a more integrated 
implementation of DDR in order to harness the institutional strengths of various UN agencies and to develop 
latent synergies. This integrated approach has been established through combining the capacity of DPKO’s 
technical and resource advantage in short-term peacekeeping with the development and specialized agen-
cies’ medium to long-term capacity in peacebuilding and development, particularly the UN Development 
Program (UNDP) and the UN Children’s Fund (UNICEF). The institutional framework to support and direct this 
integration was launched with the publication of the Integrated DDR Standards (IDDRS) in December 2006. 
This is a text book (700 pages, 24 Sections) for the integrated implementation of DDR, developed in collabo-
ration between 14 UN agencies from 2004 and 2006. It is a dynamic volume which will evolve as new les-
sons and collaborating partners are added, and is supported by a shorter Operational Guide, Advice to Senior 
Managers, and dedicated web site at www.unddr.org. 

However, not only the practice, but the overarching concept of DDR has had to evolve to reflect the greater 
emphasis in recent times of a more holistic approach in the context of the Human Security Agenda, and 
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the achievement of as close as possible to a just settlement in post-conflict environments, in addition to 
the increased consideration of the need for all efforts to contribute to peacebuilding. In this context, it has 
become clear that the focus of a DDR process cannot be on the numbers of weapons collected. Weapons 
removed from an environment in conflict are easily replaced. The determinant of successful disarmament 
must be the reduction in the number of armed incidents rather than the numbers of weapons collected. 

Nor can the focus be purely on the ex-combatants themselves; the original perpetrators of the violence and 
atrocities. Their reintegration cannot be achieved into a community that will not, or cannot, absorb them. 
Therefore, with broad community economic recovery beyond the scope of any single DDR program, a wider 
and holistic view of reintegration which develops the derived synergy of integration of all local, national 
and international efforts at recovery and peacebuilding must be considered in aiming for a successful DDR 
process.

In this more holistic evolution from traditional DDR, it would seem that what the fighters say,6 as regards to 
their experience in DDR, cannot provide the full answers as regards to the impact of a program. More empha-
sis is required on what the community says, in addition to consideration of the multiple proxy indicators 
arising through integrated implementation and manifest in the social, political and economic evolution of 
the post-conflict environment.

The definition which addresses the new concept encapsulating a Human Security approach to the process, 
evolved in Sierra Leone in 2004 as “DDR is a concept which places weapons beyond use, in the context of 
improving community security through social and economic investment in the community.”7

Such a definition identifies DDR as a concept rather than purely a process… a logistical operation… and 
infers a holistic movement in social engineering with strong linkages to all aspects of national recovery and 
the strengthening of Human Security.

However, the shifting paradigm of DDR and the evolution of the concept is a dynamic process which is cur-
rently expanding to include consideration of the role of the incentive of DDR in the mediation phase of a ces-
sation of armed violence, in addition to the position of DDR in Security System Reform (SSR) in post-conflict 
states.

The Experimental Hybrid of DDR in Haiti
In a hybrid intervention environment in Haiti in 2004, the integrated DDR Section, a pilot of the integrated 
species, launched before the formalization of IDDRS and in the absence of material institutional support from 
“on high” for the integration of institutional mechanisms: reporting, logistic support and financial. 

This attempt at DDR in Haiti in 2004-2005 was hybrid in that it was trying to implement aspects of a DDR 
program in the absence of any of the aforementioned prerequisites necessary for a traditional DDR pro-
gram. Chief, Integrated DDR Section was instructed to drop the word “prerequisites” from his vocabulary… 
“because we don’t have them!”

While the Chief of the Section was a practitioner from DPKO and the Deputy from UNDP, ‘ad hoc’ integra-
tion, informality, good will, and experience were expected to combine to harness the respective institutional 
strengths in delivering an integrated DDR program which was to benefit from the synergy derived. In such an 
environment, personal and professional relationships were tested to the limit and many aspects of integra-
tion were tested through trial and error; in the absence of institutional guidance, perhaps more often in error.
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The basic prerequisites for the implementation of traditional DDR as gleaned from the lessons of previous 
DDR programs throughout the world were absent. This included a genuine post-conflict environment to be 
addressed in the context of a CPA, appropriate political space and will for implementation, national owner-
ship of a DDR process, a clear and identifiable caseload, and full institutional support, including enabling 
mechanisms, particularly concerning financial matters within the UN. Rather, the Haitian environment is one 
of criminal chaos, with disparate armed gangs fueled largely by the Colombian cocaine trade, particularly 
to USA through Haitian gangs in Florida. In 2004 the absence of credible government; security institutions, 
police, judiciary and penal, which were a bigger part of the problem than the solution, and a kleptocracy 
under a corrupt controlling elite with little strategic vision for statehood, 95% of the population were politi-
cally, socially and economially excluded, marginalized and invisible. Fatton8 called it “the Predatory Republic”. 
Add to this a constitutional right to own arms and a focus on self interest and partisan objectives by those 
expected to shoulder responsibility for rehabilitating the state.  

In this contrary environment, where state top-down capacity was minimal, it was necessary to think out-
side the box in developing an approach which reflected the reality. The Integrated DDR Section strategists 
attempted to develop an appropriate program for Haiti in broad consultation. That consultation occurred 
initially through the Ad Hoc Committee on DDR as nominated by the transitional government; presentations 
and discussion with the National Commission on Security which included the Cabinet and the Secretary 
for State for Security; Core Group of interested Ambassadors; the senior staff of MINUSTAH and UNDP; UN 
HQ New York; and more broadly through the initially weekly meetings of the Sectorial Table Committee on 
DDR and Police, a mechanism developed to support the Interim Collaborative Framework (ICF) directing the 
expenditure of major international financial support to the reconstruction and stabilization of Haiti which 
pledged $1.3 billion in mid 2004. As none of this fund was allocated for DDR, the focus of this committee, in 
the absence of Police, which only attended as observers, was on the development of the DDR program. This 
Committee included the members of the Ad Hoc Committee DDR and after its establishment, the National 
Committee for Disarmament (NCD), representatives from government ministries, particularly the Interior 
and Justice, senior staff of Haitian National Police, UN Agencies, ICRC, NGOs, CBOs and representatives of 
civil society. The committee was chaired by Chief of the integrated DDR Section MINUSTAH and first met in 
October 2004. Further independent review of the development of the program was carried out by consul-
tants from Swedish National Defense College, UNITAR, Action Aid and by Dr. Robert Muggah, currently of 
Small Arms Survey, Geneva.  Macartan Humphreys of Columbia University and Jeremy Weinstein of Stanford 
were also invited to review the proposed strategy. None of these reviews underestimated the complexity of 
the process. 

The decision, in light of this consultation, was to accentuate the holistic approach to community armed 
violence reduction by creating mechanisms to facilitate a significant bottom-up impetus to reducing armed 
violence, by developing capacity at the community level to address this problem, in a holistic way, by moving 
towards the improvement of their own community environment, community security, through mobilization 
in social activities and economic revival. This, to supplement and compliment the uncertain and sporadic top-
down efforts in the absence of significant political will or capacity, as parallel efforts of the Mission and the 
international community combined to strengthen the capacity of state institutions to address the problems. 

However, the benefit of the broad consultation and the collaborative spirit was largely dissipated and 
continuity lost due to the rotation of senior staff in the Mission and UNDP, contrary agendas within the 
Transitional Government and committee members of the NCDDR and more pointedly, by the legitimate and 
insufficiently considered concerns of the elected Government of Haiti that the creation of a bottom-up com-
munity capacity would undermine the position of nascent and very feeble local government. This disconnect 
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occurred despite a series of presentations and consultations directly with the President and Prime Minister, 
and close collaboration with a new NCDDR in mid 2006.

The holistic approach recommended by the UN initially to the Transitional Government of Haiti and subse-
quently to the new Government of Haiti popularly elected in Feb 2006, and eventually supported by bilateral 
principals, attempted to address armed violence through a five pillared approach,

the disarmament and reintegration of gang members as opportunities arise; 
development of capacity at community level to address armed violence; 
focus on youth at risk; 
focus on women at risk; and 
the development of an effective legal framework to control small arms and light weapons in 
Haitian society.

Community capacity building for addressing the armed violence, in the absence of local government or 
effective independent CBOs, was primarily to be developed through the establishment of elected and repre-
sentative Community Committees for Violence Reduction (CPVDs). In the absence of local government struc-
tures in most disadvantaged and volatile quarters, a process of conscientization, a concept drawn from Paulo 
Freire’s Pedagogia del Oprimido, 1968, was envisaged to identify needs and priorities, under close monitoring 
and mentoring, the necessary resources were then to be channeled through the committees. 

It is worth considering, belatedly, that Jean Bertrand Aristide had mobilized ‘base’ community organization 
to the disadvantage of the corrupted state institutions which were hostile to him, in consolidating his power 
base. It is hardly surprising, in hindsight, that the somewhat Marxian concept of community mobilization, 
even in the context of community violence reduction, was met with suspicion by the conservative elite and 
bourgeois society in Haiti.

 The chosen community based approach was modeled on the results of a pilot Community Prevention 
Project implemented by UNDP in the quarter of Carrefour Feuille in Port au Prince from 2003-2004. Central 
to this bottom-up mobilization was the establishment of Community Committees for the Prevention of 
Violence. In 2006, six pilot CPVDs were created, overcoming significant obstacles and testing coordination 
mechanisms through trial and error. 

In late 2006, the Government of Haiti, in the face of audacious and increasing State threatening criminal 
activity, agreed to take decisive action against armed criminal gangs, supported by an invigorated UN 
Brazilian-led military force through robust operations, temporarily created a more conducive environment for 
DDR. Prior to this, the Brazilian-led MINUSTAH force had exhibited marked risk averseness to robust activity 
against the criminal gangs controlling and terrorizing Port au Prince. This was allegedly associated with the 
weak majority held by the President of Brazil, Lula da Silva, and public displeasure about the deployment of 
Brazilian troops to Haiti while virtual gang warfare continued in the favelas of Brazilian cities. This risk averse-
ness resulted in the absence of the basic prerequisite for voluntary DDR of ‘credible deterrent’, particularly so 
as the reform of the Haitian National Police (HNP) was moving at a snail’s pace and the national police were 
more part of the problem than the solution. In February 2006, the Commissioner of HNP, Mario Andresol, esti-
mated that at least 30% of serious crime in Haiti was being carried out by members of the HNP.

This situation of absence of credible deterrent changed with political strengthening of the position of 
Brazilian president in late 2006 and coincided with the arrival to the UN mission in Haiti of a proactive 
Brazilian Force Commander. The robust action undertaken involved battalion-plus sized operations to cap-

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
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ture the strongholds of specific criminal gang leaders. In one of the first operations targeting a gang HQ in 
Cité Soleil in October 2006, UN troops received over 30,000 rounds of fire. In these large-scale military opera-
tions in the densely populated disadvantaged zones of the city, with gangs using the population as cover, 
there were civilian non-gang member casualties. Human Rights organizations and politicized NGOs like MSF 
were incensed. However, where criminal gangs, flush with drug money, had been terrorizing communities, 
murdering and raping with impunity, in addition to threatening the state, it is difficult to imagine how they 
could be tackled without robust military actions.

This new environment initially attracted over 350 adult male gang members into a controversial pilot DDR 
process. President René Préval negotiated secretly and personally with certain gang leaders, the principal 
former Lavalas ones in Cité Soleil, and candidates for the DDR process were nominated by gang leaders with-
out surrendering personal weapons. This called into question the whole process. While the Integrated DDR 
Section was highly uncomfortable with this, it was instructed by Mission principals and the Ambassadors 
of lead countries to maintain support for the creation of political space which could allow the President to 
address the wider problem of gang violence. 

The process devised was that participants were transported from a pick-up point in their community, 
escorted by NCDDR staff and UN military security, to the Reintegration Orientation Center that had been 
established on the outskirts of Port au Prince. There they were registered in detail, medically checked and 
underwent a one month residential orientation process that included psychological support, detailed socio-
economic profiling, development of appropriate individual reintegration package with choice from educa-
tion, skills training or micro-entrepreneurial support; human rights, gender sensitivity and civic responsibility 
training. Subsistence allowance and family support were offered where necessary. In special security risk 
cases, family members also entered the Center. This arose because families of participants had been mur-
dered when gang leaders could not find the individual gang members who had entered the program. 

It was clear that most participants were not committed to DDR per se, had not personally disarmed and 
were present under the instructions of the gang leader. However, they completed the course and behaved 
well, treated all DDR staff of the center with respect and showed appreciation for their efforts. Further, they 
attended the follow-on skills training at institutions providing their chosen reintegration options. When pres-
sure was placed on the initial participants by gang leaders to remobilize to meet the UN robust operations 
in late 2006 and early 2007, it was surprising and gratifying that the vast majority sought further sanctuary 
within the DDR program which would allow them to continue to attend the technical training as aspects 
of their reintegration package. It seemed that some of the benefit of the orientation process had stuck. 
Unfortunately, in the robust UN military operations against armed criminal gangs and internal conflict within 
gangs from October 2006 to March 2007, at least 25 of the DDR participants or their family members were 
killed, in the most part in retaliation by gang leaders for alleged disloyalty.

However, in an environment of continuing violence into late 2007, this effort as an element of traditional DDR 
could not gain momentum. Further, rotation of Integrated DDR Section staff, the ascendancy of a Mission 
Management Team uncommitted to the program advocated by DDR Section, in addition to contrary ideas 
and objectives within the national ownership, particularly associated with the continuing suspicion of com-
munity mobilization, resulted in the proposed five pillared program loosing traction in mid 2007. 

The process in Haiti is now in the hands of the Haitian National Commission for DDR (CNDDR), which reflects 
the aforementioned suspicions of community mobilization. DDR practitioners would say that progress in the 
two main pillars of the program, DDR of gang members and development of community capacity, is in hiatus.
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While the potential for success of this program is in doubt, the lessons learned in piloting this hybrid 
approach, reflecting the shift in the paradigm of DDR, from a narrow focus on weapons and armed elements 
to a holistic community security agenda, has moved the evolution of the concept of DDR forward to one of 
placing weapons beyond use in the context of improving community security. The potential for the success 
of such a top-down/bottom-up approach in a traditional DDR environment, with most of the prerequisites, 
particularly the political will in place, is an exciting possibility. 

Integration… A Failure?
Focusing on the pilot integrated DDR programs in Haiti, much comment is emanating from scholars and 
practitioners alike on the inability of integration to deliver positive results so far, inferring that integration is 
a failure and something less radical and more incremental should be tried. This attempt at informal integra-
tion did not produce evidence of either the potential success or the “unworkability” of formal integration. 
An initial failure of a further pilot of informal integration in the DDR program in the UN Mission in Sudan 
(UNMIS), a very different environment with different but overwhelming challenges, has reinforced an increas-
ing view that such evidence exists. However, harbingers of doom seem to have forgotten that the integra-
tion being tested in Haiti was informal and ad hoc, in the absence of an agreed institutional framework to 
direct the development of the synergies through strategic cohesion, coordination and national ownership.9 
The Integrated DDR Standards (IDDRS) providing that framework were published in December 2006 and 
are, as yet, untested. The level of coordination required in implementing a genuine integrated program will 
be difficult to achieve, but the payoff in derived synergy may be the difference between success and failure. 
Integrated DDR programs must be fully tested over a number of years, in the context of IDDRS, before being 
consigned to the scrap heap. Discussions arising within the UN and among scholars regarding the degree of 
institutional integration optimal in given scenarios, considering the prioritizing of functionality and insti-
tutional strengths of specific agencies, over any rigid institution-wide formulation of integration are to be 
welcomed.  However, while noting the view that too much of a good thing is bad, and that a more measured 
and gradual introduction of integration may be a wiser approach to the radical change originally envisaged, 
one remains suspicious of sectional interests and institutional resistance to change in the enthusiasm to ring 
the death knell of Integration. Its demise is greatly exaggerated.

Functional Data for Practitioners
Credible baseline data so necessary for planning is often in short supply at the beginning of a DDR process. 
Haiti was no exception. Other than Muggah’s ‘Securing Haiti’s Transition’ of 2005,10 completed during start-
up in collaboration with the Integrated DDR Section, few studies had provided baseline data on the small 
arms environment or the socioeconomic position of armed gang members in Haiti and practitioners had to 
depend for the most part on qualitative data and local information. This contributed to the initial misidentifi-
cation by the international community of the former Armed Forces of Haiti as the major threat requiring DDR 
in the early stages of the UN mission.

No significant socioeconomic study was done to support the development of reintegration options or to 
coordinate with broader national economic recovery. While such a study was commissioned in 2006, it failed 
to produce effective results, due largely to poor planning and supervision.

Two significant studies were commissioned by the Integrated DDR Section in 2006, one on the structure and 
motivations of criminal gangs in Haiti, and the other on the status of women affected by armed violence in 
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Haiti.11 These studies were designed to provide a factual overview of the contemporaneous environment 
to permit the development of immediate targeted interventions, rather than academic retrospectives to 
develop the theoretical framework. Both studies met their objectives.  

The need for the early development of appropriate baseline data has been a tenet of DDR for the past ten 
years. Yet, this prerequisite is constantly a panicked afterthought in an information vacuum. 

While the apparently remobilized Armed Forces of Haiti, an entity previously disarmed through a US inter-
vention in 1994/95, and subsequently unceremoniously disbanded by Presidential decree by Aristide, were 
identified as a threat to the security of the State and to the implementation of free and fair elections, this was 
in fact a local construct in pursuing the objectives of elites within the Transitional Government and powerful 
individuals close to it. However, the international community bought it and all initial focus was misdirected 
onto this reasonably benign and controllable group. 

The early engagement of the scholarly community bringing modern techniques of social science and rigor 
in developing critical baseline data for planning purposes of not only security system interventions, but all 
aspects of the multi-billion dollar international interventions must be a new and focused priority of interna-
tional community planning.

The Scholar and the DDR Practitioner
In addition to the routine shortage of baseline data, finding a mechanism to measure the effectiveness of 
DDR has been a perplexing conundrum since the counting of weapons collected/destroyed and numbers 
of combatants disarmed could no longer be considered an adequate indicator of achievement in a holistic 
environment. DDR Programs, in their Logistical Frameworks and Results Based Budgeting (RBB),12 set out 
lists of indicators of achievements which offer usually qualitative or limited localized quantitative evidence 
regarding the success or otherwise of aspects of each program, and are reflected in the routine internal 
reports associated with each program. While extensive qualitative analysis, internal to the implementing 
missions and external, has identified strengths and weaknesses of particular implementing mechanisms, 
lessons learned, and reams of anecdotal evidence of the benefits of the process, only recently has significant 
quantitative research attempted to identify the determinants of  successful DDR programs. Such studies 
include the groundbreaking work of Macartan Humphreys and Jeremy Weinstein as regards the Sierra Leone 
DDR process undertaken during the UN Mission in Sierra Leone (UNAMSIL, 2001-2005) and the Liberian DDR 
process (UNMIL 2003- ) as studied by James Pugel, replicating Humphreys and Weinstein’s methodology. 
In both cases a dataset was built through large-N survey of ex-combatants engaged or not engaged in the 
formal DDR process, creating a resource of data covering the educational and socioeconomic background, 
motivations to arms, choice of faction, degree of abusiveness of their faction, and their success or otherwise 
in reintegrating, drawing from what the fighters themselves say.13 The studies pursuing the statistical analysis 
of these new datasets, primarily through bivariate and multivariate regression analysis of the chosen depen-
dent and independent variables have been published since 2005 offering some very surprising inferences, 
from the practitioner’s viewpoint. In the case of the DDR process in Sierra Leone considered broadly as a 
success storey,14 Humphreys and Weinstein findings infer that participation in the DDR program may not 
have contributed significantly to the reintegration into the community, while Pugel, in the case of Liberia, a 
process with many detractors,15 finds the opposite. 

In either case, the findings of the scholars using standard statistical social science analytical methodology, 
contradicts the perception and belief of the seasoned practitioner, based on a qualitative familiarity with the 
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programs. This difference in perception and statistical inference represents a significant communications gap 
between the qualitative and quantitative analyst represented here by the scholar and the practitioner. The 
communications gap in these cases is further reflected in the fact that few professional DDR practitioners 
have actually read the papers and studies published associated with the scholarly datasets. Generally, these 
brilliant and rigorously constructed papers are published in exclusive professional social science journals 
which are not accessible to the DDR practitioner because of cost, the foreign language of social science, or 
that the intensive nature of field implementation leaves little time for academic browsing. Further, it is often 
the perception of the practitioner that scholarly work is generally three to four years behind the curve of 
practice considering the retrospective nature of most scholarly findings. Considering the work involved in 
developing credible and rigorous datasets, and the time in devising appropriate analytical tools, it is difficult 
to imagine how this time-lag can be addressed. A collaborative attack on the communications gap between 
scholar and practitioner could lead to innovative methods of accelerating the applicability of preliminary 
findings and early analysis to benefit program implementation. 

Even considering the predictive value of regression analysis, it may be a perception within practice that DDR 
programs are so heterogeneous and design so case specific, particularly in light of the increasing complexity 
in the context of the shifting paradigm within DDR, that regression cannot offer a predictive slope to support 
the planning of other DDR programs. Such perceptions may reflect a two-way misconception of the degree 
to which the scholar and practitioner, with mutual understanding, good will, and some technical knowledge 
of the other’s methodologies and needs, can bridge that gap to mutual benefit in addition to providing 
timely analysis to impact on contemporary programs. 

Where some practitioners have taken time to delve into the studies, a healthy and hopefully constructive 
nascent dialogue between the scholar and practitioner has arisen, leading to the seeds of a collaborative 
approach in an effort to bridge that communications gap through sharing of information and discovery of a 
common language in the development of planning data, the investigation of the various analytical method-
ologies, identification of appropriate indicators of achievement, both qualitative and quantitative, trends, and 
in addressing mutual needs. Such a collaborative approach may result in a new form of integration… scholar 
and practitioner, working to meet each other’s requirements in developing better ways to contribute to 
bringing lasting peace and community security to the most deprived and victimized communities on Earth. 

Just like in the case of mission integration, no one said it would be easy, but the appropriate investment of 
effort and good will may derive extraordinary synergy.

Perhaps to date, scholarly work in conflict studies has been targeted at the receptive audience of other 
scholars. However, there is much to gain from improved communications and collaboration between practi-
tioner and scholar. The scholar can access a better insight into the realities of implementation, contributing 
to improved, more relevant and more applicable papers. The practitioner, by paying more attention to the 
scholar, can adjust and strengthen intervention strategies and operationalization of programs. The real win-
ner has to be the target group of all interventions and scholarly work within conflict studies; the poor, the 
oppressed, the victims of violence in the world. This improved communications and collaboration is not a 
casual aspiration but a duty, because the impact of improved collaboration between practitioner and scholar, 
the synergy to be derived, is nothing less than improved Human Security and progress towards the MDGs. 
Perhaps late; no doubt incomplete; but progress none the less, in the reduction of human suffering.
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Endnotes
1 Human Security is a concept developed by UNDP and launched in the Human Development Report 1994 to 

securitize the development issue drawing focus and funding to the plight of humans rather than purely to 
state security. The objectives of the concept are represented in the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs).

2 UN Security Council. Report of the Secretary General on the Role of the United Nations Peacekeeping in 
Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration. S/2000/101. New York, NY: 11 February 2000.

3 Desmond Molloy, “DDR in Sierra Leone: Lessons Learned”. New York, NY: DPKO, 2004.

4 Pricilla Hayner, “Negotiating Peace in Sierra Leone: Confronting the Justice Challenge.” Centre for 
Humanitarian Dialogue and the International Centre for Transitional Justice. Geneva, Switzerland: 
Humanitarian Dialogue Report, December 2007. 

5 Wolf-Christian Paes, “Challenges to Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration in Liberia.” 
International Peacekeeper 12, no. 2, (Summer 2005): 253 – 261. 

6 Macartan Humphreys and Jeremy Weinstein, “What the Fighters Say: A Survey of Ex-Combatants in Sierra Leone.” 
CGSD Working Paper No. 20. New York and Stanford, USA: Columbia and Stanford Universities, August 2004.

7 Bengt Ljunggren and Desmond Molloy, Unpublished, 2004. The concept of DDR as an aspect of Community 
Security was first presented by Desmond Molloy at the Human Security Workshop, Rockefeller Foundation 
Bellagio Italy in April 2004 and subsequently cited in The Gender Perspective as a Deterrent to Spoilers: 
the Sierra Leone Experience, by Desmond Molloy, Conflict Trends, Issue 2 (2004): 16-19.

8 Robert Fatton, “Haiti, the Predatory Republic: The Unending Transition to Democracy.” Boulder, Co. Lynne 
Rienner Publishers, Inc., 2002.

9 Cedric De Coning, C. Coherence and Coordination in United Nations Peacebuilding and Integrated Missions –  
A Norwegian Perspective. NUPI Report, Security in Practice 5. Oslo, Norway: Norwegian Institute of International 
Affairs, 2007. This paper is useful in identifying the critical determinants of successful integration.  

10 Robert Muggah, “Securing Haiti’s Transition: Reviewing Human Insecurity and the Prospects for 
Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration.” Geneva, Switzerland:  Small Arms Survey, 2005.

11 Sebastião Nascimento, “Armed groups in Haiti, Geographical Distribution, Internal Dynamics, Level of Threat 
and Community Perceptions.” Haiti: UNDP, 2006.  Wiza Loutis. ‘Evaluation de la situation des femmes dans le 
cadre de la violence armées en Haïti.’’ Haiti : UNDP, June 2006. The full report is available at www.unddr.org.

12 Log frames and RBB are standard mechanisms within UN operational planning process to coordinate inputs with 
planned outcomes, the effectiveness of which should be measured with appropriate indicators of achievement.

13 Macartan Humphreys and Jeremy Weinstein, 2004; and James Pugel, “What the Fighters Say: A Survey of 
Ex-Combatants in Liberia. New York, NY: UNDP, April 2007.

14 Desmond Molloy, 2004.

15 Wolf-Christian Paes, 2005. 
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