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Reintegrating former fighters in the Congo: ambitious
objectives, limited results
Stephanie Perazzone

ABSTRACT
Current scholarly works in International Relations grew increasingly preoccupied
over the effectiveness and programmatic failure of international assistance,
especially with regard to issues pertaining to the ‘security–development’ nexus
and the post-9/11 ‘securitization’ agenda. Complex Disarmament,
Demobilization and Reintegration (DDR) programmes implemented worldwide
since the late 1980s became a key component of international post-conflict
intervention. With the extension of UN peacebuilding operations, DDR
packages, which initially embraced short-term security goals in mere support of
negotiated peace settlements, now entail significantly broader development
objectives. Located at the interface of security and development approaches,
DDR’s third phase, reintegration, has yielded limited outcomes despite growing
efforts to implement long-term economic and social recovery activities. Using
micro-level data derived from extensive fieldwork conducted in the Democratic
Republic of Congo, this article argues that the challenges encountered in
implementing reintegration might originate from high politicization of
programme outcomes and recurrent neglect of local programme recipients
and the socio-economic context in which they evolve. Despite formal
endorsement of broad development objectives, this affected reintegration
processes and their outcomes since what was really implemented consisted
mainly of minimal activities prioritizing immediate security gains.

Introduction

Post-cold war, peacebuilding operations multiplied as a surge in protracted
intrastate conflicts rendered decisive military victories less likely.1 Disarma-
ment, Demobilization and Reintegration (DDR) programmes consequently
became a key policy tool in post-conflict reconstruction2 by increasing belli-
gerents’ stakes in peace processes and creating incentives for combatants to
disband.3 DDR lacked standardized operational guidelines until the UN
issued the 2006 set of Integrated DDR Standards, which unified DDR practice.
Most importantly, the Standards established the third phase of DDR – reinte-
gration – as particularly salient in merging immediate security gains and long-
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1See Kaldor, New and Old Wars; Duffield, Global Governance.
2The First DDR programme dates back to 1989 in Central America.
3World Bank, Regional Strategy, 7.
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term socio-economic development in post-conflict environments (often
referred to as the ‘security–development’ nexus). Indeed, the UN defined
reintegration as ‘the process by which ex-combatants acquire civilian status
and gain sustainable employment and income. [It] is […] a social and economic
process with an open timeframe, […] taking place […] at the local level. It is
part of the general development of a country and a national responsibility,
and often necessitates long-term external assistance.’4 Nested within a ‘peace-
building’ paradigm, DDR evolved from pursuing spoiler management strat-
egies to occupying a central place in ensuring sustainable peace through
military, humanitarian and development activities. Yet, after three decades
of practice and institutional development, DDR – and its ‘R-phase’ in particu-
lar – is still prone to programmatic and implementation weaknesses.5

The Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC) is a central example of the
continuing gap between strong international commitments and limited
results particularly vis-à-vis the reintegration phase of DDR.6 Largely
designed and funded by the World Bank through the Multi-Donor Reinte-
gration Program (MDRP) for the Great Lakes Region from 2004 to 2011,
the largest national DDR programme (hereafter, PNDDR) ever implemented
in the Congo was operated in cooperation with the UN Organization Stabil-
ization Mission in the Democratic Republic of Congo (MONUSCO). This
programme successfully disarmed and demobilized about 111,000 out of an
estimated 150,000 former militia members7 following the 2003 peace agree-
ment. Yet, the next phase, reintegration, yielded mixed results. Indeed,
there is agreement that the Congolese DDR project did not achieve its state
security–development purposes, which included inter alia, ensuring regional
political stability, poverty reduction and – in particular – diverting public
expenditures from the security to the economic sector.8 Country wide, not
only have military expenditures increased over the 2002–07 period from 1.4
per cent to 2.0 per cent of GDP,9 but political and economic stability had
not substantially improved by the end of the MDRP as attested to by the con-
tinued presence of active armed groups in its eastern provinces, cyclical pol-
itical and structural violence and high poverty rates.10 More worrying still is
the ‘on-the-ground’ post-programme situation of demobilized ex-combatants
themselves, many of whom voice frustration and disappointment.11

4UN IAWG, The Integrated DDR Standards, section 4.30, 2.
5See Hazen, ‘Understanding “Reintegration”’, 109.
6Vogel, ‘Congo’s Immobilised Demobilisation Programme’.
7See also Richards, ‘Demobilization’.
8See World Bank, Technical Annex and Gouvernement RDC, PNDDR.
9MDRP, Final Report, 18.
10The DRC is ranked 176th out of 188 countries on the 2015 UNDP Human Development Index 2015 in its
Human Development Report, 210.

11For a qualitative assessment on the situation of ex-combatants in Kinshasa, see Geenen, Former
Combatants.
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Such realities prompt questions: How has the Congolese reintegration pro-
gramme failed to meet its broad objectives of providing ex-combatants and sur-
rounding communities with long-term security and economic stability? More
specifically, how can a detailed account of practical reintegration processes
reveal specific programmatic issues pertaining to implementing complex secur-
ity–development linkages?This article argues that the long-term goals of reinte-
gration, although enshrined within high-level international and national
guidelines for DDR, were selectively implemented to the benefit of high-level
politics and, relatedly, immediate security concerns.12 This, in turn, side-
lined the contextual dynamics central to ensuring smooth implementation.
Conceptually, this article builds on broader theoretical debates discussing the
‘securitization turn’ of the security–development nexus. The original contri-
bution of this text, however, resides in its empirical work placing the existing
DDR literature on a stronger empirical footing from which more conceptual
debates must later proceed. As Berdal and Ucko recently indicated ‘a large
body of literature […] already exists dealing with themechanics of DDR activi-
ties; much less has been devoted to issues of political context and processes’.13

While the existing DDR literature in the Congo – albeit enlightening –
tends to focus on disarmament14 and macro-analyses of the country’s
DDR15 and Security Sector Reform (SSR)16 as a whole, fine-grained empirical
studies of what this article calls practical reintegration processes remain
limited. This text thus confronts the broad security–development aims for-
mally set for reintegration and the micro-analysis of the actual methods
used in its implementation. My conclusions draw on primary and secondary
data collected during four months of fieldwork in the DRC. International and
national documents forming the conceptual basis for the Congolese reinte-
gration programme were analysed in order to detail the programme’s
formal objectives. To provide a contrasting narrative to that laid out in
these texts, 35 interviews were conducted in Kinshasa and North-Kivu in
2012, 2013 and 2015 with DDR actors directly involved in reintegration pol-
icies, from the international donor community down to programme recipi-
ents. I interviewed government, military, MONUSCO, UNDP (UN
Development Programme) and World Bank officials, international and
local NGOs’ staff as well as ex-combatants and sometimes their families or
community members, in both provinces. To be clear, parallel DDR pro-
grammes were scheduled by other international organizations (IOs) but
because field research took place in 2012 and 2013, at a time when they

12Or, what Jennings termed ‘securitisation of reintegration’ in ‘The Political Economy’.
13Berdal and Ucko, ‘Introduction’, 316.
14See Richards, ‘Demobilization’; Marriage, ‘Flip-Flop Rebel’; Swarbrick, Avoiding Disarmament Failure;
Klem et al., Struggle after Combat; Thakur, ‘Demilitarising Militias’.

15Edmonds et al., ‘Disarmament’.
16Read Wilén, ‘Identifying the Spoilers’; Clément, ‘Security Sector Reform’; Scherrer, ‘Democratic Republic
of Congo’.
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had not been fully implemented, this article focuses only on the first three
phases of the main PNDDR. This article now proceeds in three parts. It
studies first the theoretical assumptions underlying DDR and the role of its
third phase in merging security and development goals. It then demonstrates
that the Congolese PNDDR formally blended both objectives in its program-
matic documentation. Finally, the third section provides a detailed analysis of
reintegration practice with a particular focus on high-level politics as security
promotion and the consequent irrelevance of local contexts.

Reintegration at the interface of security and development

Failed UN peacekeeping operations in the 1990s in Somalia, Rwanda and
Srebrenica transformed UN peacekeeping operations from minimal interven-
tion to far-reaching peacebuilding endeavours.17 Mere exit strategies18 turned
into long-term ‘integrated’ peacebuilding and development endeavours with
complex agendas.19 By providing ‘numerous points of contact between civil
and military tasks’20 this dual institutional and conceptual shift brought
about the first attempts at transforming abstract links between security and
development into more tangible work ‘in the field’. SSR and DDR are often
cited as key donor-driven peacebuilding efforts ‘supporting “joined up think-
ing” on security and development’.21 Influenced by liberal thought,22 ‘first-
generation DDR’ was a short-term security exercise focused on disarmament,
demobilization and transitional reinsertion packages.23 It favoured minimalist
combatants-centred approaches as part of a spoiler contingency strategy24

and was not intended as a long-term process. The programme’s objectives
were clear: commanders and soldiers were to disarm and disband – breaking
up command and control structures – and were expected to return to their
communities regardless of their past actions. It was expected that if ex-com-
batants found employment25 and pursued formal livelihoods this would
prevent any return to violence. Despite clear-cut objectives, first-generation
DDR produced uneven results,26 and DDR moved to a ‘second generation’
that reflected better the main tenets of the security–development nexus.27

17For further details see, inter alia, the United Nations Secretary General, Agenda for Peace, its Supplement,
and An Agenda for Development or the United Nations General Assembly, World Summit Outcome
Document.

18Hirschmann, ‘Peacebuilding’.
19Tschirgi, ‘Security and Development Policies’, 44.
20Klingebiel, ‘Introduction’, 3.
21Fitz-Gerald, ‘Addressing the Security–Development Nexus’, 107.
22Giustozzi, ‘Introduction’, 11–13.
23Muggah, ‘Introduction’, 14.
24See Wilén, ‘Identifying the Spoilers’.
25Jennings, ‘Political Economy’, 480–4.
26Muggah and O’Donnell, ‘Next Generation’.
27Ibid., 3.
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Put simply, this nexus implied ‘a circular form of reinforcement and mutual-
ity, achieving one is now regarded as essential for securing the other. Devel-
opment is ultimately impossible without stability and […] security is not
sustainable without development.’28

The emergence of this ‘security–development’ agenda had, however, draw-
backs, especially when applied to complex DDR programmes unfolding in
challenging environments like the DRC. First, the promotion of multilateral
and inter-agency missions produced, in many cases, a ‘one-size-fits-all’ tem-
plate for intervention. This happened despite the pledged to ‘locally-owned’
processes that would ‘place efforts at reintegration firmly within its particular
setting’.29 Second, the elusive conceptual nature of ‘security’ and ‘develop-
ment’ created operational confusion that led to ‘unclear ends and unclear
means’30 in DDR programming.31

As mentioned above, while first-generation DDR remained restricted to
security goals that were too narrow for eradicating deep-rooted causes of con-
flict, the literature dealing with second-generation DDR reveals further
ambivalence in addressing both objectives at once. Endorsing a maximalist
view for DDR, second-generation programmes promoted holistic projects
geared towards sustainable peace. This was based, again, on expanding the
role of reintegration, now construed as the ‘missing link’32 between security
and development. Based on concerns of fairness and inclusivity, the target
group was extended from ex-combatants to include their families and
members of receiving communities.33 In the Congo, for instance, formal
DDR strategy papers emphasized the importance of implementing both econ-
omic and social reintegration. Many prescriptive studies emerged, discussing
holistic DDR programming and seeking to re-conceptualize D, D and R
within wider peacebuilding objectives. These studies encouraged focusing
research on empirical studies of where DDR was succeeding and failing.34

This was part of an effort to stop regarding reintegration as a technical exer-
cise.35 In this respect, re-thinking reintegration through linking security to
development suggested enhancing process legitimacy through local owner-
ship in order to ‘better accommodate factors relating to real and perceived
legitimacy, outreach and community peace-building’.36

28Duffield, Global Governance, 16.
29Berdal and Ucko, ‘Introduction’, 317.
30Jennings, ‘Unclear Ends’.
31Ibid.; Munive and Jakobsen, ‘Revisiting DDR’.
32Krause and Jütersonke, ‘Peace, Security and Development’.
33See Özerdem, ‘A Re-Conceptualisation’.
34Bowd and Özerdem, ‘How to Assess’.
35Pouligny, The Politics, 19.
36Vinay Bhatia and Muggah, ‘Politics of Demobilization’, 127. For additional reading material on locally
owned reintegration and DDR conceptual re-thinking, see, inter alia, Matveeva, ‘Tajikistan’; Pugel,
‘Measuring Reintegration’; Özerdem, ‘A Re-Conceptualisation’; and Verkoren et al., ‘From DDR to Security
Promotion’.
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Second-wave DDR thus continued to epitomize the tensions found within
the security–development nexus. Post-9/11 security agendas brought state-
building efforts to the foreground of peacebuilding activities in a bid to
address the ‘threat’ of failed and fragile states.37 Although initiated at least a
decade earlier,38 the ‘failed state’ discourse that prompted the prominence
of a ‘security-first’ approach found impetus post-9/11 as donor agendas
shifted. The logic was simple: territorial wars were no longer seen as imminent
threats but ‘new wars’ were:39 ‘underdevelopment’ and low state-capacity
allowed for international drug cartels, transnational terrorism and weapon
trafficking to thrive and jeopardize western interests. If widespread poverty
and bad governance are the causes of violence then poverty and bad govern-
ance are a threat and must be eradicated for development to begin.40 Clearly,
securitization had its own complications. Practically, linear thinking constru-
ing underdevelopment as a security threat is dangerously reductionist and
restricts the reality of security–development relations to militaristic state-
building approaches.41 While programming eventually began to include mar-
ginalized themes such as durable economic, political and social development,
gender equality, transitional justice and community reconciliation aimed at
tackling the root causes of conflict,42 other securitization measures such as
emergency interim stabilization or gun control also simultaneously
emerged.43 This shift to a more flexible yet also securitized DDR may have
both positively and negatively impacted the means and aims of reintegration
policies.

Connecting security to development also translated into ‘increasing inter-
action between military and security actors on the one hand, and civilian and
non-governmental organisations on the other’, which did not necessarily
facilitate efficient cooperation.44 For instance, while the Standards prescribed
that DDR must ‘be linked to the broader processes of national capacity-build-
ing, reconstruction and development in order to achieve the sustainable
reintegration of ex-combatants’,45 the UN Department of Peacekeeping Oper-
ations emphasized only ad hoc security activities.46 This was interpreted as
complementary to large-scale DDR development activities47 but also points
to competing views between security and development approaches. Therefore,
second-generation DDR, although increasingly using the language of long-

37Read Abrahamsen, ‘Blair’s Africa’.
38See Helman and Ratner, ‘Saving Failed States’ and Zartman, Collapsed States.
39See Duffield, ‘War as a Network Enterprise’.
40See Duffield, Global Governance.
41Simpson, ‘From Inter-Dependence to Conflation’, 264.
42See Pugel, ‘Measuring Reintegration’.
43See UN DPKO, DDR in Peace Operations; and Muggah and O’Donnell, ‘Next Generation’.
44Duffield, Global Governance, 16.
45UN IAWG on DDR, Operational Guide, 24.
46See UN DPKO, Second Generation.
47Colletta and Muggah, ‘Context Matters’.
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term development, tended to highlight – foremost – the role of security in
neutralizing threats posed by ex-combatants. Prioritizing security over long-
term community-level development, however, puts reintegration on shaky
ground and reflects ‘tensions between, on the one hand, DDR as a more
narrow/minimum effort of security promotion, preventing war re-onset and
keeping ex-combatants busy and, on the other hand, DDR as broader/
maximum effort of furthering large-scale societal change and fundamentally
transforming the conditions and status of combatants’.48

DDR in the Congo

Origins and institutional characteristics of the PNDDR

As the focal point of what has been dubbed ‘Africa’s WorldWar’,49 protracted
conflict in the DRC marked the end of Mobutu’s rule and the beginning of a
new political era. The main peace agreements, the 1999 Lusaka Ceasefire and
the 2003 Sun City Final Act, contained provisions for disarming and reinte-
grating signatory armed groups into the army or back into society. With an
estimated caseload of 300,000 ex-combatants to demobilize, the task was
great. Shortly after, in 2004, the World Bank-funded PNDDR was officially
started. Although military hostilities officially ended during that period,
recurrent episodes of violence have continued. This was the case in the
DRC’s eastern provinces where state authority is weak and active armed
groups and unruly army elements operate despite government pledges to
enforce comprehensive DDR and SSR programmes. A series of regional
and local peace agreements were consequently brokered, many of which trig-
gered the enlargement of DDR caseloads and spurred the creation of
additional ad hoc DDR arrangements. The latest international effort – the
Peace, Security and Cooperation Framework for the Democratic Republic of
the Congo and the Region – was signed in 2013 after a new rebellion was mili-
tarily defeated. It provides the basis for ‘DDR3’ and larger long-term peace-
building efforts throughout the Great Lakes Region. Yet, it is unclear
whether the Framework will provide a peaceful exit to the Congo’s crisis, as
political violence continues to derail long-term reconstruction and DDR3
has reportedly stalled due to financial and political constraints.50

Overall, the MDRP operated in seven recipient countries with the
cooperation of 13 donor governments, as well as international and local
NGOs sub-contracted as implementing partners. Since the DRC held a
central role in the conflict and suffered extensive damage to its economy

48Torjesen, ‘New Avenues’, 416.
49Prunier, Africa’s World War. See also Stearns, Dancing; Prunier, Africa’s World War; Englebert, ‘Why Congo
Persists’; Baaz and Stern, ‘Making Sense’; Autesserre, The Trouble.

50Vogel, ‘Is DDR an Epitome’.
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and social fabric, from 2004 to 2011, the PNDDR received nearly 55 per cent
($250 million) of the total World Bank funding while the rest was split up
among the remaining six recipients.51 As mentioned above, DDR in the
Congo sought three key outcomes: ‘political stability and security in the
country’; ‘capacity development of demobilized soldiers’; and ‘poverty
reduction as a result of the resumption of economic and trade exchanges’.52

However, DDR had not reached these objectives by 2009 when the pro-
gramme was expected to end, so the African Bank for Development invested
an additional $25 million to support both the TDRP53 – the Transitional
Demobilization and Reintegration Program that provides minimum follow
up, and in the Congo, limited logistical assistance to the unfolding DDR3 pro-
gramme – and another small collective reintegration programme for farming
improvement (Post-Conflict Socio-Economic Reintegration Support Project,
or PARSEC) in five eastern provinces.54 In retrospect, the PNDDR thus
entailed three (unforeseen) phases, which are illustrative of the evolution
from first- to second-generation DDR. Phase I spanned from April 2004 to
April 2008, and Phase II unfolded from November 2008 to September
2011. The TDRP and PARSEC for their part constituted a quasi-informal
third phase expected to cover the 2011–14 period.

Conceptually, while the MDRP guidelines – common to all seven countries
– can be found in the World Bank’s 2002 Regional Strategy, the document for
designing the specific Congolese PNDDR was the 2004 World Bank’s Emer-
gency Demobilization and Reintegration Programme (EDRP). Their domestic
counterparts were the PNDDRNational Strategy and theNational Reinsertion
Strategy (NRS) created by the Congolese government. To ensure government
control, the EDRP established the Inter-Ministerial Committee on DDR com-
posed of various ministries placed under the authority of the Ministry of
Defence and tasked with establishing and overseeing the technical Commis-
sion Nationale de Désarmement, Démobilisation et Réinsertion
(CONADER), the PNDDR implementing governmental agency. Due to accu-
sations of embezzlement and inefficiency,55 CONADER was replaced in July
2007 with a smaller, more flexible governmental DDR implementing body,
the PNDDR Execution Unit (UE-PNDDR). The PNDDR consisted of three
main components: (1) Disarmament, which stood outside the World Bank’s
mandate56 and so was carried out by the Ministry of Defence, the Congolese
army and MONUSCO in coordination with CONADER; (2) Demobilization

51Conoir, Programme National, 138.
52Conoir, Ending War, 6.
53See www.tdrp.net/.
54Conoir, Programme National, 1.
55Interview with MONUSCO high-level Staff, 1 Feb. 2013.
56World Bank, Technical Annex, 10.
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of an estimated 150,000 armed forces; and (3) socio-economic Reintegration
coordinated by CONADER/UE-PNDDR and its sub-contractors.

Disarmament, demobilization and reintegration included six steps: first,
ex-combatants were identified; second, they handed over their weapons and
were photographed before receiving identity cards (‘Carte de Démobilisé’).
Once identified, ex-combatants received an assistance package that
CONADER informally called the ‘small safety net’. It included basic items
such as clothing and soap. Third, they were sent to Orientation Centres
where they received a lecture on non-violent livelihoods and either joined
the national security apparatus or reintegrated into civilian life. Forth, ex-
combatants were subject to ‘socio-economic profiling’ aimed at determining
their skills and matching them to training programmes and local economic
markets. Fifth, ex-combatants received a ‘large safety net’ that contributed
to their transport to the community of their choice where reintegration
began. Former combatants were finally registered to CONADER’s provincial
offices before being sent to field partners – mostly international and local
NGOs – who dispensed professional trainings to become carpenters, cobblers,
electricians, street-sellers and so on.57 After completing training (in anywhere
between two weeks to six months), they received a ‘reinsertion kit’ that
included tools enabling their professional activities.

Reintegration on paper: mimicking the ‘security–development’ nexus

A comparative look at the four ‘founding’ documents for reintegration (the
World Bank’s Regional Strategy, the EDRP, the Congolese government’s
National Strategy and NRS) reveals remarkable coherence in their use of
development language to formulate DDR objectives. At donor level, the
Regional Strategy provided a common regional framework for all recipient
nations based on the ‘main premise […] that the [DDR] of ex-combatants
is necessary to establishing peace and restoring security, which are in turn
pre-conditions for sustainable growth and poverty reduction’.58 The EDRP
then prescribed: ‘the general objective […] is to help consolidate peace and
promote economic stability and sustainable development in the DRC and
in the greater Great Lakes region’ while its specific objectives included ‘the
reallocation of Government expenditure from military to social and economic
sectors’59 implying greater emphasis on socio-economic development. In
nearly identical terms, the Congolese National Strategy defining the pro-
gramme’s projected outcomes also emphasized ‘political and social stabiliz-
ation’ and the ‘reallocation of public resources towards development-

57CONADER, Stratégie Nationale, 5.
58World Bank, Regional Strategy, iii.
59World Bank, Technical Annex, 10.
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sensitive economic sectors’.60 The document further programmed for social
and economic reintegration, during which ex-combatants would ‘seek to
improve their situation of social vulnerability and ensure their economic auton-
omy’.61 Likewise, this objective was formulated in exactly the same terms in the
NRS.62 In addition, the latter took definitional issues seriously: following the
National Strategy’s concepts, the document sought to differentiate a transitional
reinsertion phase following demobilization to ensure the immediate end of vio-
lence63 in a bid to mark a rupture between transitional security concerns and
sustainable socio-economic reintegration of ex-combatants. The NRS thus
listed a large array of social activities pertaining to health and childcare,
gender equality and reconciliation to be linked to the reintegration programme.
Pushing the holistic agenda further, the NRS encouraged care of ex-combatants’
families ‘whose needs will absolutely have to be accounted for […] as an impact
indicator. The Strategy considers the former fighter as a household, not as an
isolated individual programme recipient.’64 In pursuing large-scale projects
encompassing a vast array of social and economic issues with no references
to immediate security concerns, the NRS thus remained within the conceptual
confines of its donors’ wishes and, on paper, reintegration indeed sought to link
security and development goals.

From ‘the bush’ to shoe repair: the limits of practice

Although the documents examined above seem to have blended traditional DDR
security aims with long-term development activities, combining both objectives
in theory did not fully translate into practice. Overall, data reveal the Congolese
reintegration programme and its implementation have suffered from two main
shortcomings: (1) there was a failure to replicate a coherent understanding of
reintegration – as a critical tool in bringing together security and development
objectives – across operational chains; and (2) as high-level actors politicized
the programme, they also glossed over local socio-economic and micro-power
dynamics. Together, these issues resulted in the R-phase’s incapacity to meet
its wider ‘stated’ development objectives because the ‘actual’ priorities of DDR
in the field focused on security and high-level political concerns.

Security first, semantic confusion

Despite the careful use of development language, both World Bank docu-
ments also systematically placed security as a primary objective for DDR

60Gouvernement RDC, Programme National, 17.
61Ibid., 26.
62CONADER, Stratégie Nationale, 32.
63Ibid., 5.
64Ibid., 14 (emphasis by author).
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and a ‘pre-condition’ for economic recovery. The NRS agreed that ex-comba-
tants should be ‘reinserted within the pre-existing socio-economic structures
of their chosen community and benefit from opportunities identical to those
of the receiving community’.65 Despite ambitious goals, this is a clear indi-
cation that the programme would entail minimal assistance: the NRS
implies that former combatants would not necessarily be able to improve
their socio-economic situation, due to the long-standing economic prospects
of the DRC as a whole. Indeed, the DRC’s economy is marked by larger his-
torical and structural dynamics of violence and state-weakness affecting the
county’s low bureaucratic capacity and informal economy.66 Informal
trading networks have become so pervasive that they are termed Congo’s
‘real economy’.67 Because from the outset CONADER was aware it held
limited capacity for large-scale endeavours in such a challenging environment,
it aimed to minimize operational costs by capitalizing on existing local NGO
development initiatives without, however, explaining how to achieve this.68

Aside from formal documents, in-depth interviews proved critical in
understanding how reintegration was narrowly perceived and understood
among international and national staff, despite local implementing partners
and beneficiaries expecting much more. Indeed, as will be discussed below
in greater detail, the latter showed systematic disappointment at the poor
quality of the trainings and long-term socio-economic opportunities offered
to them. One symptom of these tensions was found embedded within DDR
actors’ description of their own work, at all levels, which demonstrated recur-
rent semantic confusion mixing up the scope, definition and goals of reinte-
gration. Time and again, reintegration was interchangeably replaced by
terms such as socio-economic reinsertion, integration or reinsertion. Seldom
was the very word ‘reintegration’ actually used in practice despite its presence
in official documents. For instance, international staff, state agents and NGO
staff showed remarkable consistency in using the term reinsertion for concepts
that programme documents defined as pertaining to long-term reintegration.
Echoing this, semantic confusion is also noticeable in both the NRS and the
National Strategy: terms such as ‘reinsertion safety nets’, ‘reinsertion kits’ or
simply, ‘safety nets’ are so often conflated that it becomes impossible for
the reader to tell them apart.69

Despite the World Bank’s EDRP use of a distinct terminology in lieu of
reinsertion and reintegration to insulate short-term from longer-term
activities,70 the staff from CONADER/UE-PNDDR did not follow these

65Ibid., 5.
66See MacGaffey, Entrepreneurs and Parasites.
67MacGaffey, Real Economy.
68CONADER, Stratégie Nationale, 7.
69Ibid., 10–11.
70World Bank, Technical Annex, 15–16.
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terms of reference and almost exclusively talked of ‘reinsertion’ when refer-
ring to the R-phase. In general, when practitioners were asked whether by
‘reinsertion’ they meant short-term transition packages or long-term socio-
economic reintegration, most informants seemed confused, often brushing
the issue aside as trivial or alternatively apparently randomly choosing one
or the other. One high-level ILO staffer (sub-contracted as an implementing
partner to the PNDDR), constantly used ‘reinsertion’ and ‘integration into
civilian life’ interchangeably,71 and seemed unaware that ‘integration’ was
the official term for ex-combatants who join the national army or police
forces. Conversely, a high-level UE-PNDDR staffer reacted to the word
‘reintegration’ by asserting it ‘was only reserved for ex-combatants joining
the army’.72 Another high-level DDR worker at the World Bank became con-
fused when ‘reintegration’ was mentioned as opposed to short-term
‘reinsertion’ assistance. He first claimed this distinction was not a conceptual
one but emerged only in translation from English into French.73 He then con-
ceded that although he did ‘not know where that definition thing about
reinsertion and reintegration came from’ and that it ‘caused much incompre-
hension among the various actors involved in DDR’.74

On the recipient side, none of the ex-combatants interviewed seemed to
have been informed of differences between transitional reinsertion packages
and long-term reintegration nor were aware of what each phase entailed.
They took the habit of using the term reinsertion almost exclusively but
expected much more from the programme, consistent with what reintegration
should have entailed. Confronted with similar findings, the independent final
evaluation of the PNDDR recognized the ambiguous language used by inter-
national and Congolese officials and how this blurred comprehension among
local implementers and recipients.75 This consistent semantic confusion and
misuse of concepts is a powerful indicator that, as Jennifer Hazen previously
argued,76 what was really implemented in the field was short-term reinsertion
rather than reintegration. A supposedly long-term development process was
thus transformed into a set of minimal, top–down reinsertion activities
focused on immediate security provision.

The high politics of reintegration

From the outset, official documentation defined and designed reintegration
policies as technical endeavours. As Marriage pointed out, ‘demobilization

71Interviews were conducted confidentially and names of interviewees are withheld. Interview with the
ILO Programme Manager, 13 Aug. 2012.

72Interview with high-level UE-PNDRR Official, 18 Jan. 2013.
73Interview with high-level World Bank Official, 16 Jan. 2013.
74Ibid.
75Conoir, Programme National, 33.
76Hazen, ‘Understanding “Reintegration”’.
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was conceptualized in the Lusaka Agreement and the Pretoria Accords, and
consequently in CONADER documentation, as a static problem’ while ‘the
language of the agreements themselves, of UN Security Council Reports,
and to a lesser degree of CONADER […], is of logistical and technical chal-
lenges […]’.77 The Regional Strategy and the EDRP, for instance, also cham-
pioned long lists of technical support schemes.78 At the national level, the
NRS similarly focused on the ‘technical, material, financial and institutional’
aspects of reintegration. This posed significant practical problems. Ultimately
seen as short-term security promotion, reintegration itself became a political
tool in the hands of national and international actors who advanced their own
– or agency’s institutional – interests while ignoring the country’s challenging
socio-economic environment and local politics.

At the international level, evidence of inter-agency tensions can be found
both in official appraisal reports and interviews conducted at the UNDP,
the World Bank and MONUSCO. The 2010 MDRP Final Report, for instance,
criticized recurrent issues pertaining to donors’ diverging and contradictory
interests while the Bank, which was expected to act as a moderator and
mediator, was accused of improperly handling such conflicts.79 The UNDP,
for its part, became involved in aspects of reintegration and fought for leader-
ship against other organizations.80 Indeed, interviewees confirmed frequently
hinted at inter-agency competition. International staff were regularly annoyed
that the UNDP was ‘trying to impose its views on collective reintegration’,
while its mandate was ‘limited in time and scope’.81 UNDP staff, on the
other hand, promoted the importance of their activities in encouraging holis-
tic programmes and caring for ex-combatants not eligible for the official pro-
gramme.82 Another instance of vested interests within IOs resides in their
staff’s depiction of ex-combatants as ‘bandits’, ‘unstable’ and ‘threats’ to
local communities.83 This language contravenes the PNDDR Independent
Report findings, that local fear and stigmatization against former combatants
were not as pervasive as presumed. Quite the contrary, tolerance and accep-
tance were frequently observed within Congolese communities.84 Likewise,
most ex-combatants and NGO staff in Goma – with the exception of one

77Marriage, ‘Flip-Flop Rebel’, 296 (emphasis by author).
78World Bank, Regional Strategy, 55.
79MDRP, Final Report, 46.
80Ibid.
81Interviews with: high-level World Bank Official, 1 Aug. 2012, Human Dignity in the World (HdW) Staff, 13
Feb. 2013; MONUSCO Disarmament, Demobilization, Repatriation / Reintegration and Resettlement
(DDR/RR) Official, 1 Feb. 2013.

82Interviews with: former UNDP Staff, 7, 21 and 29 July 2012; UNDP high-level Official, 4 July 2012; and
CARE International Staff, 10, 18 and 31 July 2012 and 24 Jan. 2013.

83Interviews with: former UNDP Staff, 29 July 2012; MONUSCO DDR/RR Official, 1 Feb. 2013; UN Habitat
Staff, 27 July 2012; and International Organization for Migration (IOM) Staff, 21 July 2013; high-level
World Bank Official, 15 Aug. 2012.

84Conoir, Programme National, 103–5.
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who felt strong animosity – said during interviews that programme recipients
were well integrated into new neighbourhoods, while community members
not only did not seem to mind, but some even went on to enumerate the
benefits they accrued.85 It is possible, then, that UN and World Bank staff
depicted ex-combatants as threats because they lacked field knowledge, but
since many of them did know the recipients and communities with which
they worked, it is also possible that this served organizational purposes. If
former combatants are deemed dangerous then programmes are needed to
deal with them. Providing no solid evidence, many actors hinted at how impor-
tant it was for former combatants to formally receive their ‘demobilized’ status
otherwise they would ‘self-demobilize’ and remain ‘unstable’ or return to vio-
lence86 while others who had not registered kept their weapons and continued
‘stealing’ or ‘imposing illegal roadblocks’.87 The interviewees’ consistent use of
security language often acted as the key justification for DDR programming.

At government level, Congolese officials construed DDR as a short-term
security exercise unfolding in a ‘very politicized context with the organisation
of the upcoming (2006) presidential elections, the swift collection and
destruction of weapons and formation of a newly trained army’,88 all of
which holds greater resonance with security preoccupations than a develop-
ment-sensitive approach. Accordingly, a World Bank official recalled that
although the MDRP embraced ambitious objectives for reintegration policies,
the priority was disarmament and demobilization in order to disband as many
armed groups as possible before the 2006 elections took place.89 This proved
detrimental to reintegration, which was given less planning and funding.90

Government DDR officials often saw reintegration as a trivial exercise
because the most pressing projects to carry out were Disarmament, Demobi-
lization and SSR. Reintegration was ‘for ex-combatants too unfit to serve in
the army or the national police’ and aimed at getting ‘rid of them’.91 Interest-
ingly, the Inter-Ministerial Committee overseeing DDR as a whole, did not
include the Ministry of Economy – which is surprising considering economic
recovery was one of the main targets of reintegration – and was placed under
the political and executive authority of the Ministry of Defence. Institution-
ally, the UE-PNDDR, was also politically accountable to the Ministry of
Defence and lacked any autonomy in budgeting, project design or appointing
its members.

85Interviews with: two Ex-Combatants, 29 Jan. 2013; Ex-Combatant, 1 Aug. 2012; high-level Staff at Réseau
pour la Réforme du Secteur de Sécurité et de la Justice (RRSSJ), 12 Feb. 2013; and with three Ex-Com-
batants, 29 Jan. 2013.

86Interview with UN Habitat Staff, 27 July 2012.
87Ibid.
88Interview with UE-PNDDR Desk Officer, 25 July 2012.
89Interview with high-level World Bank Official, 16 Jan. 2013.
90Ibid.
91Interview with high-level UE-PNDDR Official, 18 Jan. 2013.
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Complicating the process further, most political DDR actors sought to
advance their own agendas, which was detrimental to effective institutional
cooperation in knowledge transfer between the UE-PNDDR and the minis-
tries represented at the Inter-Ministerial Committee.92 Government staff
often used DDR as a bargaining chip in power struggles, which blocked its
implementation.93 Many accusations of corruption came from my infor-
mants, who said it led to recurrent fund mismanagements94 by officials
who ‘are not interested if they do not get direct material benefits’.95 In
addition, ex-combatant caseload figures were artificially inflated by
CONADER in order to garner more financial support.96 This caused admin-
istrative delays and slowed fund disbursements,97 to which ex-combatants
sometimes responded with violence, sometimes against UNDP98 and local
NGOs’ staff.99 Unsurprisingly, ‘demobilized’ armed groups also followed
their own political objectives during DDR. One Forces Armées de la Répub-
lique Démocratique du Congo (FARDC) colonel explained,

each armed group came with their warlords. The RCD (Rassemblement Con-
golais pour la Démocratie or Rally for Congolese Democracy) had originally
refused to disarm entirely and had kept their military camps functional.
Some of them remained true to their own political agenda, including those
who had been promoted to high-ranking positions and then created trouble
and rejected the central authority in Kinshasa.100

Another Congolese UN staffer explained that without strong state adminis-
tration or local contestation, armed group leaders would manage land,
provide security and substitute themselves to formal state institutions,
which rendered DDR difficult because armed groups lacked incentives to
leave positions of power.101 Further research is needed here but these facts
highlight the many conflicts and hybrid governance arrangements that have
emerged in response to a lack of governmental trust on the part of ex-comba-
tants.102 In short: a multi-layered politicization and securitization of DDR
contradicted the initial assumption of ‘neutrality’ on the part of IOs.

92Interviews with: HdW Staff, 13 Feb. 2013; MONUSCO DDR/RR Official, 1 Feb. 2013; and former UNDP
Official, 29 July 2012.

93MDRP, End of Program Evaluation, 66.
94Interview with HdW Staff, 13 Feb. 2013.
95Interview with MONUSCO DDR/RR Official, 1 Feb. 2013.
96Interviews with: ILO Programme Manager at Headquarters in Kinshasa, 13 Aug. 2012; UE-PNDDR Desk
Officer, 25 July 2012.

97The informant said: ‘The World Bank cannot trust state institutions to manage the funds and is tempted
to go through other IOs instead of the Ministry of Defence.’ Interview with MONUSCO DDR/RR Official, 1
Feb. 2013.

98UNDP, ‘Rapport de Progrès’, 3.
99ETN, ‘Rapport d’Avancement’, 10.
100Interview with FARDC 8th Region Colonel at Bweremana Transit Camp, 31 Jan. 2013.
101Interview with UN Habitat Staff, 27 July 2012.
102Interview with: high-level World Bank Official, 16 Jan. 2013 and FARDC 8th Region Colonel at Bwere-
mana Transit Camp, 31 Jan. 2013.
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The local contexts of power, exercised and taken

The dual process of politicization and securitization described above also
obscured local socio-economic dynamics and power relations, resulting in a
process that was largely controlled by a political elite. Four key flaws thus
appear to have had a significant impact on the programme implementation
process. First, reintegration seems never to have been meant to be a carefully
planned and far-reaching project serving as an end in itself. The UE-PNDDR
repeatedly referred to reintegration as an emergency programme occupying
ex-combatants so that they ‘would not bother the central government’.103

Moreover, local NGO staff consistently criticized follow-up measures for
being weak104 and underfunded.105 One noted: ‘the UE-PNDDR said this
project was easy to implement because they never tried to ensure robust
follow-up’106 while another deplored not having enough money to buy fuel
for the motorbike he used for follow-up visits to ex-combatants.107 The
ILO, for its part, claimed reintegration ‘was designed as an emergency pro-
gramme; the project’s duration was largely underestimated compared to the
goals pursued’,108 while World Bank personnel admitted DDR had to be
implemented swiftly, so a strategy had to be drawn up quickly before the
peace agreement potentially fell apart or by the time the 2006 presidential
elections had passed.109 After all, the World Bank’s EDRP does stand for
the Emergency Demobilization and Reintegration Programme.

The second weakness resides the programme’s long-term development
goals not fully materializing. While Phase I of DDR adopted a combatant-
only focus, Phases II and III, moved towards more inclusive reintegration
under pressure from the ILO and the African Development Bank. The
latter supported the idea of integrating ex-combatants and community
members into small cooperative companies of bakers, shoemakers, hairdres-
sers and mechanics.110 Many staff of international and local NGOs saw col-
lective reintegration as a partial success for helping former combatants to
reintegrate into their communities by fostering peaceful coexistence.111

The ILO officially claimed that individual reintegration yielded fewer
results in terms of development goals than the holistic approach112 but
their reports did not provide evidence for these claims. Indeed, claims of
success must be treated with caution. While several interviewees agreed that

103Interview with high-level UE-PNDDR Official, 18 Jan. 2013.
104Interview with Sanoki Staff, 20 July 2012.
105Interview with former UNDP Staff, 29 July 2013; interview with HdW Staff, 28 Jan. 2013.
106Interview with HdW Staff, 28 Jan. 2013.
107Interview with Sanoki Staff, 24 Jan. 2013.
108Damiba, Rapport d’Evaluation, 2–3 (emphasis by author).
109Interviews with high-level World Bank Official, 15 Aug. 2012 and 18 Jan. 2013.
110Damiba, Rapport d’Evaluation, 2.
111Interview with CARE International Staff, 10 July 2012.
112Interview with: HdW Staff, 28 Jan. 2013 and high-level UE-PNDDR Official, 18 Jan. 2013.
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collective reintegration was best but could not explain how,113 most ex-com-
batants who ‘benefitted’ from collective reintegration assistance found it
unsuccessful.114 In addition, it was unclear to them how finding decent
employment in such dire economic conditions would be possible. As a
result, many sold their allotment from the collective kit in order to start
businesses of their own, while others refused to share the reinsertion collective
kit with other group members.115 Others spontaneously created their own
group outside the programme because they felt this gave them more leverage
over its functioning and funding.116 Most importantly, the primary targets of
the PNDDR remained the ex-combatants themselves, despite promises to
include communities and families. Indeed, the MDRP Independent Report
emphasized that overwhelming focus on ex-combatants117 was causing con-
cerns ‘that reintegration assistance was too individually focused and not
tied to other community development assistance projects’.118

Although the SNR had planned for the care of ex-combatants’ families and
vulnerable groups,119 this did not materialize. All interviewed ex-combatants
reported that support to their wives and children was non-existent. This bore
negative repercussions for the overall process, as many chose to quit trainings
because they could not provide for their families or picked short-term train-
ings such as income-generative activities,120 often deemed unsatisfactory both
by ex-combatants themselves121 and implementing NGOs122 because selling
cigarettes and tissues in the streets did not entail a dignified life. Other
special projects for vulnerable groups such as disabled and female ex-comba-
tants were poorly implemented. A female ex-combatant in Goma explained
how she never benefitted from a specific form of treatment when she demo-
bilized, and while her family was not taken care of, she received exactly the
same training as her fellow male ex-combatants.123 With regard to disabled
soldiers, the MDRP Independent Report observed,

the number of disabled or war wounded who received support was very low,
largely because the demands by the disabled were beyond what the PNDDR
could offer, and most of the eligible soldiers seem therefore to have continued
in the armed forces. Only 241 disabled ex-combatants out of the targeted 9,000
received support.124

113Interview with CARE International Staff, 31 July 2013.
114Interview with ILO Programme Manager, 13 Aug. 2012.
115Interview with CARE International Staff, 31 July 2012; interview with Ex-Combatant, 29 Jan. 2013.
116Interview with Ex-Combatant, 1 Aug. 2012.
117MDRP, End of Program Evaluation, 20.
118Ibid., 30.
119CONADER, Stratégie Nationale, 14.
120Interview with Ex-Combatant, 1 Aug. 2013.
121Interview with Ex-Combatants, 30 Jan. 2013.
122Interview with CARE International Staff, 31 July 2013.
123Interview with female Ex-Combatant, 1 Aug. 2012.
124The MDRP, End of Program Evaluation, 34–5.
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The PNDDRNational Strategy associated ‘social reintegration and national
reconciliation’ by stating the importance for ex-combatants and recipient
communities to live in harmony via supporting ‘traditional reconciliation
customs, local chiefs, clergy members and religious leaders’.125 This did not
happen. The mandatory awareness campaigns on ‘peaceful coexistence’ –
including reconciliation and conflict-resolution education, HIV/aids,
environmental conservation and gender issues126 – intended to overcome
ex-combatants’ ‘military spirit’127 hardly took place. Most respondents
among ex-combatant and local NGOs’ ‘sensibilisateurs’ did not recall
having received/dispensed any training whatsoever. When they did, they
were not well understood by ex-combatants,128 who were ‘traumatized
people caring more about survival than environmental protection’.129 Simi-
larly, the promised psychological assistance never materialized, which was cri-
ticized for being a ‘real burden on reintegration and [it was] a shame high-
level actors were busy working on their own priorities’.130 Whenever asked
for information on reconciliation schemes twice outlined in the SNR, intervie-
wees could not recall specific reconciliation projects directly embedded within
social reintegration efforts. With very limited results in promoting reconcilia-
tion and peaceful coexistence, gender equality and other special projects for
the most vulnerable, the Congolese reintegration programme did not
deliver on its larger long-term objectives.

Third, in top–down fashion, nearly no one was consulted.131 The inten-
tions found in official DDR documents to embrace a legitimate and participa-
tory approach did not lead to inclusion of local and traditional authorities,
civil society members nor programme beneficiaries into the process.
Despite available funding, the World Bank did not engage in ‘mapping’
efforts or context analysis for the DRC.132 UE-PNDDR’s implementing part-
ners did produce unpublished socio-economic studies but they proved
shallow, poorly documented and based on unclear methodologies.133

During interviews, many participants confirmed they had never been con-
sulted. Former fighters complained about the inadequacy of the training’s
content and length, regretted having received too little to start a business

125CONADER, Stratégie Nationale, 7.
126Ibid., 15.
127Interview with Ex-Combatant, 1 Aug. 2012.
128Ibid.
129Interview with CARE International Staff, 31 July 2012.
130Interviews with: three Ex-Combatants, 29 Jan. 2013; Equipe d’Education et d’Encadrement des Trauma-
tisés de Nyiragongo (ETN) Staff, 22 Jan. 2013; HdW Staff, 1 Aug. 2012, HdW Staff, 25 and 28 Jan. 2013;
HdW Staff, 13 Feb. 2013; Sanoki Staff, 20 July 2012; Sanoki Staff, 24 Jan. 2013.

131One exception was the African Bank programme PARSEC, which reportedly engaged in ensuring better
project ownership by local communities.

132Interview with high-level World Bank Official, 16 Jan. 2013.
133Interview with ILO Programme Manager, 13 Aug. 2012; IOM, ‘Rapport Intermédiaire’, 3.
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and asked for decent housing.134 Some international staff deplored the ‘failed
appropriation of the reintegration process’, both because, according to them,
elders and legitimate community members were never consulted, and ex-
combatants did not have a say in the training options, the kits’ composition
and quality nor programme design in general.135 Had the process been
locally owned, implementers may have anticipated that transition for ex-com-
batants and community members was not always smooth: settling in a new
community could bring as much acceptance as it could cause conflict over
land, property and housing136 or create frictions among community leaders
who saw their authority jeopardized by former combatants who sometimes
believed their former status of gun bearers gave them special authority.137

In this regard, an informant explained how shocked he was that the strategy
for DDR did not account for root causes of the Congolese conflict, which were
critically associated with historical land and property disputes, particularly
pervasive in the Kivus.138 Managing reintegration as a technicality may
have thus stripped power away from ex-combatants and community
members as they were denied agency.

In this respect, and this is the fourth point, ex-combatants were categorized
as a homogeneous group of similar, apolitical ‘numbers’. For example, specific
incentive packages for commanders and middle-ranking officers were never
envisaged. None of the interviewees reported that any special project, training
or job position was ever offered to higher-level combatants.139 In a recent dis-
cussion with an armed groups expert, assuming ex-combatants represent a
homogeneous group without differentiating military grades and responsibil-
ities was raised as a major programme flaw140 that produced mistrust
among programme beneficiaries. Relatedly, at ‘rank-and-file’ level, ex-comba-
tants held political grievances and personal, social and economic reasons for
joining foreign or home-gown armed groups. These were never discussed in
official documents or during interviews with high-level IO personnel. One
even claimed that ‘former fighters don’t even know why they joined. They
fight for no reason.’141 Moreover, despite the high number of demobilized sol-
diers who went through reintegration, nearly all interviewees at the local levels
(NGO staff and recipients) recognized the problematic recurrence of ‘re-
recruitment’ among demobilized ex-combatants who returned ‘to the bush’,

134Interview with three Ex-Combatants and one Community Member, 30 Jan. 2013; interviews with: ETN
Staff in Goma, 22 Jan. 2013; two HdW Staff, 1 Aug. 2012, 25 and 28 Jan. 2013 and 13 Feb. 2013; Sanoki
Staff, 20 July 2012 and 24 Jan. 2013; high-level Staff at RRSSJ, 12 Feb. 2013.

135Interviews with: former UNDP Official, 4 and 29 July 2012; ILO Programme Manager, 13 Aug. 2012.
136Interview with UN Habitat Staff, 27 July 2012.
137Interview with former UNDP Official, 29 July 2012; interview with UE-PNDDR Desk Officer, 25 July 2012.
138Interview with DDR and Armed Group Expert, 29 Oct. 2015.
139Interview with HdW Staff, 25 Jan. 2013.
140Interview with DDR and Armed Group Expert, 29 Oct. 2015.
141Interview with high-level World Bank Official, 16 Jan. 2013.
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either forcefully or voluntarily.142 Active armed groups targeted them because
they ‘already know how to handle a gun’ and ‘kept their military spirit’143

while some of them reportedly re-enlisted because they were disappointed
with programme outcomes or still did not have a job.144 Ex-combatants
also showed motivation to use the particular skills they had learnt in the
bush and wished to work as a security guard, a computer programmer or a
cook, while others said they wanted to go to school or study law in
college.145 ‘Who will pay for them to go back to school?’ was an answer I
received when I mentioned these problems.146 These options were never
made available because ex-combatants were never asked to express their
views. Likewise, small government loans or micro-credit schemes were not
implemented.147

Concluding Remarks

Quantitatively, the PNDDR met some of its expected outcomes. Out of an
estimated 150,000 former combatants, 111,053 were disarmed by 2011
while a little over 60 per cent had gone through reintegration assistance, in
line with the World Bank’s indicators. Given the dire post-war circumstances
in which the programme unfolded, this was quite an achievement. Concep-
tually, genuine efforts were made to implement a reintegration programme
that would reach out to vulnerable communities and give long-term goals a
chance. I have no doubt that many of the DDR actors I interviewed showed
concern for a smooth day-to-day running of the programme, despite technical
and financial difficulties, as well as antagonistic political agendas. In addition,
it is quite impressive that often crippled, understaffed and underfunded local
NGOs have – comparatively speaking – accomplished wonders in the field by
providing day-to-day assistance to ex-combatants. Their motivation and
intelligence greatly contributed to avoiding the programme’s total demise.

However, the data presented here show that the inclusion of development-
sensitive activities into the Congolese reintegration programme was never
genuinely pursued. This article demonstrated how this played out through
the practical processes of implementing a conceptually ambitious, but ambig-
uous reintegration programme. In theory, reintegration was meant to consti-
tute the long-term development phase of DDR, under the assumption that it
would reconcile the apparent nexus between security and development. The
presumption that merging two critical goals would prove beneficial for the

142Interview with Sanoki Staff, 24 Jan. 2013.
143Interview with FARDC 8th region Colonel at Bweremana Transit Camp, 31 Jan. 2013.
144Ibid.; and Sanoki Staff, 20 July 2012 and HdW Staff, 13 Feb. 2013.
145Interview with female Ex-Combatant, 1 Aug. 2012; interviews with two Ex-Combatants, 29 Jan. 2013;
and Ex-Combatant, 1 Aug. 2012.

146Interview with high-level World Bank Official, 15 Aug. 2012.
147Interview with ETN Staff, 31 July 2012.
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country’s stability and its economic recovery proved inadequate, however.
The dual objective set for reintegration, although conceptually vague, admit-
tedly remained consistent from one institution to another. Nonetheless, what
really stands out from this study is the antagonistic aspect of the security–
development nexus more than its practical complementarity. The second
ensuing finding thus shows how such antagonisms played out. On the one
hand, some international actors pushed for a holistic agenda in a bid to
promote their agency’s mandates, while on the other hand others embraced
a restricted approach in accordance with national and personal political
agendas and in the process, privileged minimal security promotion activities.
Stripping power away from programme recipients themselves and their
‘receiving communities’, the ambiguous language of the security–develop-
ment nexus came to benefit mostly the highest levels of decision making.
Reflecting back on the UN Standards’ definition of reintegration partially
reproduced in the introduction, its main tenets – ‘sustainable employment
and income’, ‘open timeframe’, ‘local level’ and ‘general country development’
– still seem out of reach. Relatedly, the formal adoption of international stan-
dardized guidelines did not prevent, and perhaps facilitated, utilization of
private and institutional interests that best served the political agendas of
those already in a position of power. This may have contributed to reinforcing
feelings of unmet objectives and failure on the part of programme recipients
and local implementers whose own aspirations to retain and regain decisional
power remained unheard.

This brings us to the broader theoretical discussion dealing with securitiza-
tion of reintegration and, to a larger extent, international assistance as a
whole. As was the case in the Congo, reintegration continues to ‘focus on
specific categories of individuals [ex-combatants] who potentially could chal-
lenge the newly establishedWeberian monopoly on the legitimate use of force
by state institutions’.148 This, of course, is symptomatic of a narrower state-
building agenda aimed at stabilizing and fixing ‘failed’ or ‘fragile’ states,149

of which the DRC has become the ultimate illustration.150 This may have
caused reintegration to become a security promotion tool using development
language, not an end in itself. The Congolese case shows however, that com-
bined with prioritizing immediate security gains, it is the generalized politici-
zation of reintegration that most likely impeded coherent implementation
processes. This potentially obstructed any viable chances to build a truly
context-responsive and innovative programme that would have acknowl-
edged the vested interests of elitist politics on the one hand and accounted
for members of communities, their environment and former combatants’

148Muggah and Krause, ‘Closing the Gap’, 138.
149Vinay Bhatia and Muggah, ‘Politics of Demobilization’; Munive and Jakobsen, ‘Revisiting DDR’; Stankovic
and Torjesen, Fresh Insights.

150See Reno, ‘Congo’.
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capabilities, needs and socio-political backgrounds on the other. Had this
been done in a more systematic manner, many financial, technical and politi-
cal issues may have been anticipated and, perhaps, avoided. These conclusions
hope to constitute one open avenue for further research that would inquire
into local processes of non-elitist politicization and appropriation of inter-
national assistance in post-conflict environments.

Acknowledgements

This research was only possible thanks to the help and support of my Master’s Thesis
supervisor Professor Keith Krause and second reader Oliver Jütersonke. I also owe the
smooth unfolding of my field research despite serious security threats in Goma to the
many Congolese friends and partners, including the staff of Congolese NGOs and
international organizations, who always made sure I conducted my research in a
safe and welcoming environment. I also must extend my gratitude to my friends
and family who have continually provided me with psychological and logistical
support. Finally, I would like to address my most sincere thanks to Jonathan
Austin and Dr Sudakshini Perera for proof-editing this article and who provided
me with valuable comments and novel ideas.

Disclosure Statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author.

About the author

Stephanie Perazzone is a PhD candidate in Political Science/IR at the Institute of
International and Development Studies (IHEID) and is currently affiliated to the
Centre on Conflict, Development and Peacebuilding (CCDP) as a Doctoral
Researcher on a Doc.CH grant from the Swiss National Science Foundation. She pre-
viously worked at the UNDP’s country and field offices in the DRC and conducted
extensive field research as a Graduate and Undergraduate Student in Rwanda and
the DRC. She gained academic and field expertise in conflict resolution and peace-
building as a research assistant and chapter contributor at the CCDP and the Small
Arms Survey. She pursues a research agenda that covers international issues such
as state fragility and failure, international military and development intervention,
security promotion and state transformation in Africa’s Great Lakes Region where
she continues to conduct field research.

ORCiD

Stephanie Perazzone http://orcid.org/0000-0003-1308-4605

Bibliography

Abrahamsen, Rita. ‘Blair’s Africa: The Politics of Securitization and Fear.’
Alternatives: Global, Local, Political 30, no. 1 (2005): 55–80.

INTERNATIONAL PEACEKEEPING 275

http://orcid.org/0000-0003-1308-4605


Autesserre, Séverine. The Trouble with the Congo. New York: Cambridge University
Press, 2010.

Baaz, Maria Eriksson, and Maria Stern. ‘Making Sense of Violence: Voices of Soldiers
in the Congo.’ Journal of Modern African Studies 46, no. 1 (2008): 57–86.

Berdal, Mats, and David H. Ucko. ‘Introduction to the DDR Forum.’ International
Peacekeeping 20, no. 3 (2013): 316–20.

Bowd, Richard, and Alpaslan Özerdem. ‘How to Assess Social Reintegration of Ex-
Combatants.’ Journal of Intervention and Statebuilding 7, no. 4 (2013): 453–75.

Clément, Cathy. ‘Security Sector Reform in the DRC.’ In Security Sector Reform in
Challenging Environments, ed. Hans Born and Albrecht Schnabel, 89–117.
Geneva: Geneva Centre for the Democratic Control of Armed Forces DCAF, 2009.

Colletta, Nat J., and Robert Muggah. ‘Context Matters: Interim Stabilisation and
Second Generation Approaches to Security Promotion.’ Conflict, Security and
Development 9, no. 4 (2009): 425–53.

CONADER. Stratégie Nationale de la Réinsertion. Kinshasa: Gouvernment de la
République Démocratique du Congo, 2004.

Conoir, Yvan. Ending War, Building Peace: Contribution of the National DDR
Program in DRC to Peace in the African Great Lakes Region. Washington, DC:
TDRP, May 2012.

Conoir, Yvan. Programme National de Désarmement, Démobilisation et
Réintégration. Evaluation Finale Indépendante. République Démocratique du
Congo: Unité d’Exécution du Programme National de Désarmement,
Démobilisation et Réinsertion (UEPNDDR), Sept. 2011.

Damiba, André. Rapport d’Evaluation Indépendante. Project Summaries. Programme
D’appui à la Reinsertion Economique Durable des Ex-Combatants en RDC. ARED
II: Phase de Relance et Phase d’Extension. ILO, 2012.

Duffield, Mark R. Global Governance and the New Wars. London: Zed Books, 2001.
Duffield, Mark R. ‘War as a Network Enterprise: The New Security Terrain and Its

Implications.’ Cultural Values 6, no. 1–2 (2002): 153–65.
Edmonds, Martin, Greg Mills, and Terence McNamee. ‘Disarmament,

Demobilization, and Reintegration and Local Ownership in the Great Lakes.’
African Security 2, no. 1 (2009): 29–58.

Englebert, Pierre. ‘Why Congo Persists: Sovereignty, Globalization and the Violent
Reproduction of a Weak State.’ Queen Elizabeth House Carnegie Project
Working Paper no. 95, Feb. 2003.

ETN. ‘Rapport d’Avancement Technique du Porjet d’appui à la Reinsertion
Économique Durable des Demobilisés.’ Unpublished ETN internal document,
2011.

Fitz-Gerald, Ann. ‘Addressing the Security–Development Nexus.’ In New Interfaces
between Security and Development, ed. Stephan Klingebiel, 107–26. Bonn: Dt.
Inst. für Entwicklungspolitik, 2006.

Geenen, Sara. Former Combatants at the Crossing: How to Assess the Reintegration of
Former Combatants in the Security and Development Nexus? DPRN Africa Day,
African Studies Centre vol. 2, 2007.

General Assembly, U.N. World Summit Outcome (A/RES/60/1). October 24, 2005.
Giustozzi, Antonio. ‘Introduction.’ In Post-Conflict Disarmament, Demobilization

and Reintegration, ed. Antonio Guistozzi, 1–29. Abingdon: Routledge, 2016.
Gouvernement de la République Démocratique du Congo. Programme National de

Désarmement, Démobilisation et Réinsertion (PNDDR), 2004.

276 S. PERAZZONE



Hazen, Jennifer. ‘Understanding “Reintegration” within Postconflict Peace-Building.’
In Monopoly of Force, ed. Melanne A. Civic and Michael Miklaucic, 109–29.
Washington, DC: Smashbooks, 2011.

Helman, Gerald B., and Steven R. Ratner. ‘Saving Failed States.’ Foreign Policy no. 89
(1992): 3–20.

Hirschmann, Gisela. ‘Peacebuilding in UN Peacekeeping Exit Strategies.’
International Peacekeeping 19, no. 2 (2012): 170–85.

IOM. ‘Rapport Intermédiaire d’Exécution du Projet.’ Unpublished IOM internal
document, no date.

Jennings, Kathleen. ‘The Political Economy of DDR in Liberia.’ Conflict Security and
Development 9, no. 4 (2009): 475–9.

Jennings, Kathleen. ‘Unclear Ends, Unclear Means: Reintegration in Postwar
Societies.’ Global Governance 14, no. 3 (2008): 327–45.

Kaldor, Mary. New and Old Wars. Cambridge: Polity Press, 2012.
Klem, Bart, Pyt Douma, G. Frerks, G. Gompelman and S. van de Laar. The Struggle

after Combat, the Role of NGOs in DDR Processes: Synthesis Study. Cordaid, 2008.
Klingebiel, Stephan. ‘Introduction.’ In New Interfaces between Security and

Development, ed. Stephan Klingebiel, 1–10. Bonn: Dt. Inst. für
Entwicklungspolitik, 2006.

Krause, Keith, and Oliver Jütersonke. ‘Peace, Security and Development in Post-con-
flict Environments.’ Security dialogue 36, no. 4 (2005): 447–462.

MacGaffey, Janet. Entrepreneurs and Parasites. African Studies Series, vol. 57. New
York: Cambridge University Press, 2014.

MacGaffey, Janet, ed. The Real Economy of Zaire. Philadelphia: University of
Pennsylvania Press, 1988.

Marriage, Zoe. ‘Flip-Flop Rebel, Dollar Soldier: Demobilisation in the Democratic
Republic of Congo.’ Conflict, Security and Development 7, no. 2 (2007): 281–309.

Matveeva, Anna. ‘Tajikistan: DDR in Context of Authoritarian Peace.’ In Post-Conflict
Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration, ed. Antonio Guistozzi, 29–40.
Abingdon: Routledge, 2016.

Muggah, Robert. ‘Introduction.’ In Security and Post-Conflict Reconstruction, ed.
Robert Muggah, 1–29. New York: Routledge, 2008.

Muggah, Robert, and Keith Krause. ‘Closing the Gap between Peace Operations and
Post-Conflict Insecurity.’ International Peacekeeping 16, no. 1 (2009): 136–50.

Muggah, Robert, and Chris O’Donnell. ‘Next Generation Disarmament,
Demobilization and Reintegration.’ International Journal of Security and
Development 4, no. 1 (2015): 1–12.

Multi-Country Demobilization and Reintegration Program (MDRP). End of Program
Evaluation. Final Report. Oslo: Scanteam, June 2010.

Multi-Country Demobilization and Reintegration Program (MDRP). MDRP Final
Report: Overview of Program Achievements. Washington, DC: The World Bank,
2010.

Munive, Jairo, and Stine Finne Jakobsen. ‘Revisiting DDR in Liberia.’ Conflict, Security
and Development 12, no. 4 (2012): 359–85.

Özerdem, Alpaslan. ‘A Re-Conceptualisation of Ex-Combatant Reintegration: “Social
Reintegration” Approach.’ Conflict, Security and Development 12, no. 1 (2012): 51–73.

Pouligny, Béatrice. The Politics and Anti-Politics of Contemporary Disarmament,
Demobilization and Reintegration Programs. Paris: CERI, SGDN and Programme
for Strategic and International Security Studies, 2004.

Prunier, Gérard. Africa’s World War. New York: Oxford University Press, 2008.

INTERNATIONAL PEACEKEEPING 277



Pugel, James. ‘Measuring Reintegration in Liberia.’ In Security and Post-Conflict
Reconstruction, ed. Robert Muggah, 70–102. New York: Routledge, 2008.

Reno, William. ‘Congo: From State Collapse to “Absolutism”, to “State Failure”.’
Third World Quarterly 27, no. 1 (2006): 43–56.

Richards, Johanne. ‘Demobilization in the DRC.’ Armed Actors Issue Brief no. 1.
Geneva: Small Arms Survey, Apr. 2013.

Scherrer, Vincenza. ‘The Democratic Republic of Congo.’ In Disarmament
Demobilisation and Reintegration and Security Sector Reform, ed. Alan Bryden
and Vincenza Scherrer, 143–77. Geneva: Geneva Centre for the Democratic
Control of Armed Forces DCAF, 2012.

Secretary-General, U.N. 'An Agenda for Peace.' In Report to the Summit Meeting of the
Security Council (A/47/277 - S/24/111), June 17, 1992.

Secretary General, U.N. ‘Development and International Economic Cooperation. An
Agenda for Development.’ Report of the Secretary General (A/48/935), May 6, 1994.

Secretary-General, U.N. ‘Supplement to an Agenda for Peace.’ Position paper of the
Secretary-General on the occasion of the Fiftieth Anniversary of the United
Nations (A/50/60-S/1995/1) 3 (1995): 32.

Simpson, Erin. ‘From Inter-Dependence to Conflation: Security and Development
in the Post-9/11 Era.’ Canadian Journal of Development Studies 28, no. 2 (2007):
263–75.

Stankovic, Tatiana, and Stina Torjesen. Fresh Insights on Disarmament,
Demobilisation and Reintegration. Oslo: Norwegian Institute of International
Affairs, 2010.

Stearns, Jason. Dancing in the Glory of Monsters. New York: Public Affairs, 2012.
Swarbrick, Peter. Avoiding Disarmament Failure. Geneva: Small Arms Survey, 2007.
Thakur, Monika. ‘Demilitarising Militias in the Kivus.’ African Security Studies 17, no.

1 (2008): 51–67.
Torjesen, Stina. ‘New Avenues for Research in the Study of DDR.’ Conflict, Security

and Development 9, no. 4 (2009): 411–23.
Tschirgi, Necla. ‘Security and Development Policies.’ In New Interfaces between

Security and Development, ed. Stephan Klingebiel, 39–67. Bonn: Dt. Inst. für
Entwicklungspolitik, 2006.

UNDP.Human Development Report 2015. Work for Human Development. New York:
The United Nations Development Programme, 2015.

UNDP. ‘Rapport de Progrès du Projet CRRP.’ Unpublished UNDP internal docu-
ment, 2011.

United Nations Department for Peacekeeping Operations (UN DPKO). DDR in Peace
Operations. New York: DPKO, 2010.

UnitedNationsDepartmentofPeacekeepingOperations (UNDPKO).SecondGeneration
Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration. New York: UN, 2010.

United Nations Inter-Agency Working Group (IAWG). United Nations Integrated
Disarmament Demobilization and Reintegration Standards (IDDRS). UN, 2006.

United Nations Inter-Agency Working Group on DDR (IAWG). Operational Guide
to the IDDRS. UN, 2010.

Verkoren, Willemijn, Rens Willems, Jesper Kleingeld and Hans Rouw, ‘From DDR to
Security Promotion: Connecting National Programs to Community Initiatives.’
International Journal of Peace Studies 15, no. 2 (2010): 1–32.

Vinay Bhatia, Michael, and Robert Muggah. ‘The Politics of Demobilization in
Afghanistan.’ In Robert Muggah, Security and Post-Conflict Reconstruction, 126–
64. New York: Routledge, 2008.

278 S. PERAZZONE



Vogel, Christoph. ‘Congo’s Immobilised Demobilisation Programme.’ 12 Nov.
2014. http://christophvogel.net/2014/11/12/congos-immobilised-demobilisation-
programme/ (accessed 28 Jan. 2015).

Vogel, Christoph. ‘Is DDR an Epitome of International Failure in the Congo?’ 23 June
2015. http://christophvogel.net/2015/06/23/is-ddr-an-epitome-of-international-
failure-in-the-congo/ (accessed 28 Jan. 2015).

Wilén, Nina. ‘Identifying the Spoilers in the Security Sector Reform: Disarmament
Demobilisation and Reintegration Process in the Congo.’ Defense and Security
Analysis 29, no. 2 (2013): 117–27.

World Bank. The Greater Great Lakes Regional Strategy for Demobilization and
Reintegration. Washington, DC: World Bank, 25 Mar. 2002.

World Bank. Technical Annex for a Proposed Grant of SDR 68.1 Million to the
Democratic Republic of Congo for an Emergency Demobilization and
Reintegration Project. Washington, DC: World Bank, 2004.

Zartman, William I. Collapsed States. Boulder: Lynne Rienner, 1995.

INTERNATIONAL PEACEKEEPING 279

http://christophvogel.net/2014/11/12/congos-immobilised-demobilisation-programme/
http://christophvogel.net/2014/11/12/congos-immobilised-demobilisation-programme/
http://christophvogel.net/2015/06/23/is-ddr-an-epitome-of-international-failure-in-the-congo/
http://christophvogel.net/2015/06/23/is-ddr-an-epitome-of-international-failure-in-the-congo/

	Abstract
	Introduction
	Reintegration at the interface of security and development
	DDR in the Congo
	Origins and institutional characteristics of the PNDDR
	Reintegration on paper: mimicking the ‘security–development’ nexus

	From ‘the bush’ to shoe repair: the limits of practice
	Security first, semantic confusion
	The high politics of reintegration
	The local contexts of power, exercised and taken

	Concluding Remarks
	Acknowledgements
	Disclosure Statement
	About the author
	ORCiD
	Bibliography

