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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
This paper is a joint RAND and Creative Associates 
International initiative to advance thinking on the 
utility of Disarmament, Demobilization and 
Reintegration (DDR) processes in stabilization 
efforts aligned with U.S. Government's (USG) 
Stabilization Assistance Review (SAR) that states 
Defense and Development are in support of 
Diplomacy-the 3D Approach. This is 
accomplished by demonstrating how DOR 
historically served as a tool for defense, 
development and diplomacy; illustrating its similar 
functions in contemporary stabilization settings. 
Traditionally a post-conflict tool addressing 
security-governance, political transitions and 
stabilization following peace settlements, presently 
DOR is called upon during armed conflicts for 
groups and actors often associated with terrorism, 
violent extremist organizations (VEOs), and 
designated terrorist organizations (DTOs), and may 
include foreign terrorist fighters (FTFs). The SAR, a 
collaboration between the U.S. Department of 
State (DoS), the U.S. Agency for International 
Development (USAID) and U.S. Department of 
Defense (DoD), offers recommendations for USG 
stabilization efforts in conflict-affected areas. 
Stabilization, like DDR, is inherently political. 

The link between "traditional" DOR and diplomacy 
is couched in the preconditions emanating from 
CPAs, largely absent in today's DDR. Even so, 
diplomatic issues continue to be impacted by 
international legal doctrine; international 
humanitarian law (IHL) and human rights (HR) law 
with amnesties and transitional justice (TJ) 
translating into program responses. DOR and 
diplomacy in a VE setting cannot default to a CPA 
for several reasons; one of which is some groups 
make their way onto OTO lists. Notably, in Nigeria 
three actors affect security for DOR: Boko Haram, 
the military and the Civilian Joint Task Force 
(CJTF). In such cases, and consistent with the 
SAR, the USG should equitably calibrate 
engagement with a government's military and 
civilian entities by leveraging its good offices in the 
absence of national mandates. Without a CPA, 
diplomatic efforts should aim to align legal 
dispositions by ensuring a nation's CT law is 
congruent with its civil law and its international 
partners to enable DDR in VE settings. 

DDR has undergone three definitive stages. In the 1980s, the USG and Soviet Union 
utilized DOR in Southern Africa and Central 
America to end the Cold War. By the 2000s, 
the link between security and development 
was codified in the Brahimi Report, adding a 
development dimension to DOR. The current 
need is exemplified as violent extremism 
(VE) spans the Middle East, the Horn of 
Africa, North Africa and the Sahel, including 
Nigeria and Libya, and includes countering 
violent extremism (CVE) where 
counter-terrorism (CT) and 
counter-insurgency (COIN) elements 
supplant comprehensive peace agreements 
(CPAs). Colombia, and arguably Central Asia, 
the Balkans, and Southeast Asia require 
stabilization assistance with DDR 
components. Reinforcing these three stages, 
the paper outlines minimalist and maximalist 
DDR theory. The former correlates to 
stabilization security objectives, while the 
latter adopts a broader development 
approach to DDR. Taken together, these 
illustrate how DDR spans the conflict cycle 
and is "fit for purpose" for the SAR. 

In Cameroon, the Presidential Decree for Boko 
Haram and Nigerian identification of some Boko 
Haram "defectors" as Cameroon nationals - FTFs, 
is one such opportunity. 

The defense pillar looks at the DOR-Security Sector 
Reform (SSR) nexus. Traditionally, DOR supported 
stabilization ensuring controlled release of 
ex-combatants (XCs) from armed forces and 
groups during demobilization and downsizing; 
advised the security sector on resource 
requirements when absorbing new recruits; 
provided options on the provision of security in 
communities with large numbers of returnees for 
reinsertion and reintegration; and developed 
special programs for potential spoilers and 
non-state actors. In DOR-VE settings SSR is a 
mixed bag. The preference of the Colombian and 
Kosovar governments to DDR the Revolutionary 
Armed Forces in Colombia (FARC) and Civil 
Protection Corp (CPC) into non-armed security 
and public sector institutions is telling. 
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Juxtapose this with the Nigerian CJTF integration 
into security forces while Boko Haram does not 
have the option, and we see hybrid models taking 
shape. The same is true of amnesties. Contingent 
upon individuals not being subject to prosecution 
for war crimes or crimes against humanity; where 
these conditions exist, the tactical utility amnesties 
offer to encourage "off-ramping" and "defections" 
will be offset by a dearth of political will for the USG 
to use these as a major tool in security transitions 
while "material support" issues loom large. Relative 
to the SAR, the USG could provide support to 
foreign militaries by sensitizing partners on the 
Leahy Law and vetting-the process by which the 
USG determines if foreign security forces can 
receive DoD assistance based on commitment to 
human rights. 

Defining reintegration as part of a country's 
development process, coupled with the SAR call to 
layer, prioritize and sequence foreign assistance 
advancing stabilization, the plethora of 
development activities in DDR is measured against 
criticism that DDR was not achieving development 
aims. In part, an issue of poor expectation 
management, as donor expectations centered on 
XCs securing livelihoods at minimum and job 
creation at their most ambitious. Reintegration was 

Findings and recommendations 
indicate that DDR is re-emergent and 
relevant-the 3D Approach is fit for 
purpose vis-a-vis the USG SAR policy, 
and while DDR is no longer solely 
governed by legal forces 
accompanying CPAs, legal issues 
remain of paramount importance and 
should frame diplomatic engagement. 
The emergence of hybrid models in 
SSR mandates increased attention to 
analytics with space for U.S. military 
engagement through technical 
support to foreign militaries based on 
Leahy Law compliance. Within a 
stabilization context, economic 
development is peripheral to a DDR 
agenda. The continued trajectory 
should be community-based with 

measured in number of XCs trained and graduated 
from reinsertion programs. As a result, social and 
psychosocial reintegration was largely 
underdeveloped. By 201 5, it was postulated that 
DDR would benefit by placing communities at the 
center of the reintegration process through 
increased civic engagement and social 
reintegration prioritization, especially where the 
state had limited outreach and capacity. Evolving 
theories situated DDR as a nexus between CVE and 
stabilization, with social reintegration a 
precondition for successful socio-economic 
reintegration. Moving forward requires application 
of lessons into current efforts whereby stabilization 
and DDR is a bridge to development. Initial USAID 
achievements in the pre-release phases of DDR 
should not be applied to post-release reinsertion 
and reintegration-these have not taken shape yet. 
Equally, the DoS approach that promotes 
disengagement and defection of fighters from 
armed groups like al-Shabaab, Boko Haram, Islamic 
State of Iraq and Syria (ISIS), and the Lord's 
Resistance Army may degrade a group's capacity to 
sustain attacks, though it does not address 
reinsertion or reintegration. 

DDR-VE support to stabilization 
continuing through reinsertion. This, 
coupled with a taxonomy in DDR, 
could enhance a uniformity in 
approaches and understanding of the 
DDR-VE and the SAR space and 
diminish the propensity towards the 
"panacea" effect. A research and 
learning agenda is needed to advance 
DDR in alignment with USG 
stabilization policy. Evidence-based 
research and applied practices should 
inform policy. On one end, we need to 
establish efficacy and on the other, 
avoid detrimental practices by 
ensuring that DDR's contribution to 
stabilization forwards national 
security interests. 
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