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he number and quality of professional, accountable, 
not-for-profi t European CSOs working on 
confl ict prevention and peacebuilding has grown 

dramatically in recent years. Our approach is multi-faceted. It 
includes advocating policy changes to address the structural 
factors that generate confl ict as well as working in partnerships 
in Europe and beyond on specifi c confl ict situations. Our goal 
is to seek to prevent the emergence, escalation or recurrence 
of violent confl ict and to achieve the transformation of the 
situations that give rise to it, while at the same time dealing 
with current confl icts. Moreover, as we learn how to manage 
crises more effectively, we also increasingly address problems 
that - if left untreated - develop over time into root causes of 
confl ict. We are creating effective multilateral partnerships 
for prevention that maximise the contribution of CSOs within 
strengthened international and national systems for achieving 
the Millennium Development Goals, human security and 
sustainable peace. 

We want offi cial recognition of the legitimate role of civil 
society in peace and security matters. To more effectively 

prevent confl ict, partnerships are needed between 
governments, Inter-Governmental Organisations (IGOs), 
the EU and those CSOs that are accountable to relevant 
established codes of conduct. It is important that CSOs should 
not be considered as instruments to carry out agendas set by 
others. Rather they should be seen as partners with valuable 
contributions to make in terms of policy design, programme 
implementation, and provision of information. We propose 
to work with governments, IGOs, the EU and International 
Financial Institutions (IFIs) towards mainstreaming the 
involvement of CSOs within each institutional setting 
through the development of formal mechanisms in which 
CSOs’ deliberative, consultative and implementing capacities 
are utilised in programme planning, implementation and 
evaluation. 

The GPPAC works on strengthening civil society networks for 
peace and security by linking local and global levels of action. 
This, in turn, supports the potential for solidarity work and 
global mobilisation to strengthen capacities for peace. 

OUR GOALS

T

Following the UN Secretary-General’s call to action, 
the Global Partnership for the Prevention of Armed 
Confl ict (GPPAC)1 was established to enhance the 
role of civil society in developing effective action in 
preventing and transforming violent confl ict, as 
well as to strengthen civil society relationships with 
governments, the UN and regional organisations 
such as the European Union (EU), Organisation for 
Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE) and 
Council of Europe. 

To ensure that GPPAC includes a wide range of 
perspectives, GPPAC initiated 15 regional processes, 
each of which will develop action agendas that will 
feed into a global action agenda for civil society 
roles in confl ict prevention. Hence, in Dublin (31 
March – 2 April 2004) a West European2 Regional 
Conference outlined this ‘Dublin Action Agenda’. 
Many Civil Society Organisations (CSOs)3 have 
provided inputs to this process. The conference was 
hosted by the Irish Presidency of the EU, and was 
organised by the ECCP in close co-operation with 
the Irish Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the Dublin-
based peacebuilding charity, Co-operation Ireland.

This Dublin Action Agenda refl ects outcomes of 
a consensus-building process among more than 
200 participants, representing CSOs, governments 
and multilateral organisations. It articulates 

common ground amongst those European CSOs 
committed to confl ict prevention and puts forward 
key recommendations to strengthen strategic 
partnerships for preventing violent confl ict and 
building a culture of peace. It identifi es common 
goals and strategies to encourage national 
governments, European multi lateral organisations 
(especially the EU) and the UN, as well as CSOs 
themselves, to better implement confl ict prevention 
and peacebuilding policies. These institutions are 
already committed to furthering this agenda and 
to the active engagement of CSOs in that process. 
This provides us with a real opportunity to have an 
impact. This Dublin Action Agenda was presented 
to the Irish Government on 2 April 2004, during its 
EU Presidency. It will subsequently contribute to 
the development of an Global Action Agenda, to be 
presented to the UN Secretary-General in July 2005, 
in New York. 

 1 The European Centre for Confl ict Prevention (ECCP) currently 
holds the secretariat of the GPPAC.

 2 Defi ned as the enlarged EU, plus Norway and Switzerland.
 3 Civil society includes non-governmental and community-based 

organisations, women’s associations, youth organisations, minority 
and indigenous people’s representatives, disabled people, the aged, 
trade unions (workers’ collectives), religious organisations and 
the media – amongst others.



Promoting peace and security in the 21st century 
requires a fundamental shift in how we respond to the challenge 
of violent confl ict. Our priority is to prevent it from occurring 
and, thereby, to avoid the massive human and economic cost of 
war. We believe that CSOs can have a major impact in bringing 
about this shift away from ‘reaction’ to ‘prevention’ and overall 
transformation. 

While Chapter VI of the UN Charter provides a strong mandate 
for preventing violent confl ict, collective security has been 
pursued largely by reacting to crises rather than by preventing 
them. Instead of only reacting to crises, when it is often too 
late to act effectively without the use of force, we must focus 
on addressing the root causes of confl ict and the factors that 
enable them to become deadly. Non-military prevention activity 

will obviate the need for the deployment of force. Whilst there 
is no single reason why violent confl icts erupt, experience 
demonstrates that most wars are fought in countries that have a 
poor development record and a weak system of governance. 

Efforts to prevent violent confl ict necessitate strengthening 
systems for peacefully managing competing interests, challenging 
the abuse of state power, upholding human rights, promoting 
humanitarian values and directing resources to fulfi l basic 
human needs. We see some of the strategies deployed in the ‘War 
on Terror’ as counter-productive because, by further entrenching 
cycles of violence, they risk being ultimately self-defeating. 
The ‘War on Terror’ can also be used as a cloak under which CSO 
actors, including those who promote human rights, are targeted. 

GUIDING PRINCIPLES - WHAT WE BELIEVE IN

1

The key to fostering sustainable peace and security 
over the longer term is to generate a ‘culture of prevention’ and 
‘culture of peace’ from the bottom-up as well as from the top-
down. This will require governments and IGOs to mainstream 
confl ict prevention and constructive confl ict management 
as fundamental goals of their security institutions and 
instruments, as well as of their other policies and programmes. 
To do so successfully they will need to look beyond short-term 
considerations, ensure a re-orientation towards preparedness 
for prevention and address basic human needs and human 
rights. Historically, the emphasis has been on strengthening the 
institutional capacity for military response. The emphasis now 
needs to be on strengthening the institutional capacity for non-
violent civilian response. 

Efforts to generate a sustainable culture of peace must be 
rooted deeply in the population. A holistic and pluralistic 
approach is required. Education for peace is a fundamental 
element of this transformation. Special attention should be 
paid to providing everyone - and the young in particular - with 
confl ict resolution life skills. Context is critical, and education 
in divided communities must be culturally sensitive. People of 
all ages have to be empowered to become agents of change to 
address confl icts from the grassroots. As their knowledge about 
prevention of violence and of confl ict transformation grows, it 
should become entrenched in the mainstream consciousness.

As CSOs committed to confl ict prevention, we 
affi rm the essential value of the human security paradigm. 
We are committed to promoting the security of people: their 
physical safety, their socio-economic well-being, respect for 
their dignity and identity as individuals and as members of 
communities, and the protection and promotion of their rights 

and fundamental freedoms. We acknowledge the particular role 
played by women in promoting this concept. We are especially 
concerned to protect vulnerable and disadvantaged groups as 
well as those experiencing discrimination. We affi rm that the 
security of people is as important as the security of states. We 
believe that each has the potential to be mutually reinforcing.

2

3

We share the view of the International Commission 
on Intervention and State Sovereignty, which concluded 
that the international community has a responsibility to 
act decisively when states are unwilling or unable to fulfi l 
their basic responsibilities to their citizens. We welcome 
the Commission’s call to “all members of the community of 
nations, together with non-governmental actors and citizens 
of states, to embrace the idea of the responsibility to protect 
as a basic element in the code of global citizenship, for states 

and peoples, in the 21st century”.4 This responsibility must 
be fulfi lled with extreme care and only pursued in accordance 
with clearly defi ned criteria, as articulated by the Commission. 
It does not mean a free license for military intervention. CSOs 
can play a vitally important role in non-military protection, 
as well as in prevention and peacebuilding. We welcome the 
adoption of the EU Guidelines on Children and Armed Confl ict, 
including the EU’s commitment to consider appointing a 
Special Representative on Children and Armed Confl ict. 

4

BUILDING A ‘CULTURE OF PREVENTION’ AND ‘CULTURE OF PEACE’

SHIFT TO PREVENTION

SECURITY FOR PEOPLE, AS WELL AS FOR STATES: HUMAN SECURITY

RESPONSIBILITY TO PREVENT AND PROTECT

4 ‘Responsibility to Protect’, International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty, Department of Foreign Affairs and International 
Trade, Canadian Government, para 8.33. Found at: http://www.dfait-maeci.gc.ca/iciss-ciise/report2-en.asp#foreword



Fulfi lling an expanded vision of human security 
can only be achieved on the basis of a truly co-operative 
endeavour. Major global problems can only be addressed 
effectively through the co-ordinated efforts and policies 
developed collectively through multilateral fora - above all 
through the UN - and not on the basis of unilateral action. 
This approach is one built on the principle that international 
norms and standards should apply to all and be complied with 

by all. We call on our governments to fulfi l their commitments 
and to demand the consistent adherence to these standards 
by all countries. This will counter the destabilising effects of 
unilateral action. An effective system for confl ict prevention, 
therefore, should be undertaken within a strong multilateral 
framework that includes co-ordinated and systematic 
responses. We believe that CSOs have an important role to play 
in an expanded conception of multilateralism.

5

Effective confl ict prevention requires the creation 
of collaborative, strategic partnerships for prevention at the 
national, regional and international level. CSOs can undertake 
initiatives that government offi cials cannot and are well placed to 
mobilise wider societal support for prevention. The effectiveness 
of this partnership hinges on offi cial acknowledgement of the 
legitimacy of CSOs that are representative and accountable in 

peace and security matters; recognition of their roles in the 
confl ict prevention partnership; and mechanisms and resources 
to fulfi l their potential operationally. This new partnership 
will serve to affi rm and build on the principle identifi ed in UN 
Secretary-General Kofi  Annan’s Report on “The Prevention of 
Armed Confl ict”, where he recognised that confl ict prevention 
cannot happen without civil society involvement. 

Primary responsibility for confl ict prevention 
rests with local actors: a key role belongs to those local CSOs 
that directly represent the confl ict-affected populations. 
Governments must live up to their responsibilities to protect, 
to prevent violent confl ict and to build a culture of peace. 
For prevention to be sustainable, the people must feel that 
the process is ‘theirs’ and that it is not externally imposed. 
Generally, initiatives should be internally generated and 
externally supported in order to build on existing capacities. 
The international community – foreign governments, 

multilateral institutions, and international NGOs – should 
create spaces and support inclusive processes that enable 
people directly involved to build their own capacity and to 
make decisions on ways to resolve violent confl ict. As a general 
rule, ‘outsiders’ should avoid displacing local initiatives. Where 
democratic institutions do not already exist, the international 
community should encourage their creation. It should also 
promote the inclusion in confl ict prevention and peacebuilding 
processes of all relevant groups – particularly women, youth 
and minority groups – which are often excluded. 

6
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A failure to ensure effective political participation 
is often one of the root causes of confl ict because those who 
feel excluded invariably try to defend their interests through 
other means, sometimes through violence. One of the diffi cult 
challenges for preventing or resolving violent confl ict is to 
generate suffi cient confi dence and establish specifi cally agreed 
arrangements to ensure that this exclusion is addressed and 
does not repeat itself. The will of the people can only be truly 
represented if there are effective mechanisms for genuine 
public participation by the different elements that comprise 
that society. To promote human security, governments, 

international agencies, and CSOs must ensure that their actions 
actively promote gender equality, and include people from 
diverse political, ethnic, religious, cultural, socio-economic and 
other minority backgrounds in processes that promote social 
justice. This is particularly relevant to immigrant and diaspora 
communities in the European context. We strongly support 
UN Security Council Resolution 1325 on Women, Peace and 
Security that specifi cally addresses the impact of war on 
women, and women’s contributions to confl ict resolution and 
sustainable peace. We call on relevant decision-makers and 
agencies to resource its full and consistent implementation.

8

A NEW PARTNERSHIP FOR PREVENTION BETWEEN CIVIL SOCIETY, GOVERNMENTS AND IGOS

MULTILATERALISM

PRIMACY OF LOCAL OWNERSHIP

INCLUSION AND EQUALITY

To become more effective in our work, we need to 
refl ect upon and examine the lessons we are learning from 
that work, and how we are learning them. We must aim to be 
refl ective practitioners: cognisant of our role, mandate, and 
contribution at every stage. There are various approaches 
and methodologies to guide us in this task. Monitoring and 
evaluating our own activities is, however, just a starting 
point for a more generalized learning. A signifi cant body of 
knowledge on best practices in the fi eld of confl ict prevention 

can only be assembled if practitioners understand that 
they have a responsibility to pass on the knowledge they 
gain to those who are likely to face similar challenges in the 
future. This task is an essential aspect of developing the 
accountability, not only of CSOs, but also of governmental and 
inter-governmental institutions, and of the fi eld as a whole. 
It will also be a vital component of developing effective and 
accountable partnerships for prevention involving CSOs, 
governments and IGOs.

9
LEARNING FROM PRACTICE AND ACCOUNTABILITY



Networking
More effective mechanisms and approaches are needed to 
enhance interaction amongst CSOs to assist the exchange of 
experience, improved coordination, and the development of 
shared and complementary strategies. Further analysis of 
existing networks is also needed to identify ways in which they 
can better serve the functions they are organised to address.

Coalition building
GPPAC should aim to develop deeper solidarity amongst CSOs 
so that they can work together more effectively on common 
concerns. This would serve to facilitate joint initiatives to 
mobilize public support for prevention and transformation 
of violent confl ict. Such public support is essential in order 
to generate political will amongst governments and IGOs to 
prevent the escalation of impending crises in a timely and 
effective manner, as well as to address the underlying causes 
that give rise to confl ict.

Public awareness campaigning in as many European 
countries as possible
CSOs should conduct public campaigns, both to raise 
awareness of the impact of confl icts and to build confi dence in 
civilian alternatives to military intervention. These campaigns 
will need to include a comprehensive media strategy; aim to 
continue to build alliances, including with infl uential opinion-
formers; and seek opportunities to advocate the ‘culture of 
peace’ at national and regional events. Our collective target 
is the development of a European-wide public event shortly 
before the July 2005 Conference on the Role of Civil Society in 
the Prevention of Armed Confl ict at UN Headquarters.

Educating for a culture of peace and non-violence 
Based on positive experiences to date, CSOs should play a 
leading role in fostering a culture of peace at all levels, through 
a world-wide, pro-active and participatory programme, from 
the classroom outwards. We should aim to generate new 
constituencies of support, be inclusive by bringing together 
groups now divided across ethnic, linguistic, religious, cultural 
and gender lines. Building capacities for confl ict resolution 
at all levels is a universal priority, with education as its most 
comprehensive means. 

Early warning and early response 
CSOs should develop their own early warning / early response 
mechanisms in countries and regions at greatest risk, drawing 
on the unique knowledge of local groups. CSO should also 
assist in the establishment and functioning of similar, offi cial 
mechanisms. We aim to develop an integrated global network 
of CSOs that can co-operate to mobilise the political will for 
effective early response. 

Evaluation
CSOs, governments and IGOs should work together to develop 
appropriate frameworks and mechanisms for monitoring and 
evaluating activities in this fi eld so that we can all learn from 
our experiences and develop best practice accordingly. 

All the points mentioned above will combine to 
produce an integrated, holistic and more sustainable approach 
towards confl ict prevention. Without a culture shift towards 
prevention over the longer term, security for the people, true 
multilateralism and new partnerships, local ownership and 
inclusion of people from different backgrounds, no confl ict 
prevention effort can be sustainable. The obstacles to achieving 
this sustainability should not be underestimated and will 
necessitate persistent effort on the part of CSOs, as well as 
their partners in governments and multilateral institutions. 
Traditionally, CSOs have a long-term perspective towards 
confl ict prevention and peacebuilding efforts. They, in turn, 
require increased funding to enhance their sustainability. 

The challenge is to achieve sustainable peace in a context 
that is characterised by a lack of confl ict sensitivity by a 
range of actors, passively condoned or actively promoted 
by governments and IGOs. Some areas of trade policy and 
investment promotion are major obstacles to the goal of 
preventing violent confl ict, for example. This lack of policy 
coherence undermines some governments’ and IGOs’ own 
objectives for sustainable development and peace. Therefore 
CSOs need to ensure that advocacy for social and economic 
justice is at the core of our own work for sustainable peace. 
In addition, governments and IGOs need to involve CSOs in 
designing broader policy frameworks on trade, security and 
development that are strategically coherent with peacebuilding 
objectives.

10
SUSTAINABILITY 

KEY RECOMMENDATIONS
CIVIL SOCIETY ORGANIZATIONS



EUROPEAN UNION

National confl ict prevention mechanisms and platforms
A country’s capacity to prevent and resolve violent confl ict at 
home and abroad may be strengthened by creating national 
confl ict prevention mechanisms and joint platforms that enable 
dialogue among all stakeholders aimed at forming coherent 
policy frameworks and effective operational mechanisms. 
Although the exact modalities require further discussion 
amongst the relevant actors in specifi c countries, they should 
be based on the principle of strong CSO participation and 
infl uence.
 
CSO interaction with donor governments
When governments organise for confl ict prevention and 
peacebuilding within or across relevant government agencies 
they should involve CSOs in situation analysis, planning 
and implementation. Government-CSO interaction should 
be based on transparent policies, agreed standards and 
verifi able benchmarks, and ultimately aim for co-ordinated 

coherent government policies, joint initiatives and strategic 
partnerships. 

Resource mobilisation
Prioritising confl ict prevention will require more resources, 
more effectively administered. We need more effective 
funding modalities that combine reliability of supply and 
funding streams that can be quickly administered for fl exible 
rapid response initiatives. Coherent framework strategies are 
required to achieve long-term confl ict transformation and 
guide the effective allocation of resources to meet that goal.

Civil Peace Service
Civil Peace Services illustrate how CSOs can be actively 
involved in recruitment, training and deployment of 
qualifi ed civilians in the prevention of violent confl ict and 
peacebuilding. We call on national governments to support 
such initiatives.

European structural reform for peacebuilding
We call for a serious dialogue between member states, EU 
institutions and CSOs to agree on structural reforms that will 
enable a more integrated and effective EU approach to the 
preparation and management of short-term civilian crisis 
management and longer-term peacebuilding. These reforms 
must cover planning, implementation and evaluation of crisis 
management and peacebuilding activities, including training, 
recruitment and research. We urge European governments to 
support the development of Civil Peace Services as an integral 
component of expanding capacities for peacebuilding.

Early warning 
The EU should improve its early warning analysis by ensuring 
that greater information from the ‘fi eld’ is used to support 
Member States’ analysis of emerging confl ict situations, and 
that this information is then fed into the EU’s early warning 
processes and triggers action. It is important that the EU Heads 
of Delegation, EU Special Representatives and Member States 
gather information from a broad range of CSOs to assist in the 
development of confl ict prevention strategies, which should 
also inform country strategy papers. The EU should establish 
civil society focal points in Delegations to ensure these 
consultations take place. 

Tackling weapons proliferation
The EU should support the involvement of civil society in the 
development and implementation of national and regional 
action plans to reduce the proliferation of small arms and light 
weapons. In addition, the EU should strengthen mechanisms 
for meaningful consultation with civil society in order to create 
an effective European export control system that ensures that 
arms and security equipment from the EU is not exacerbating 
confl ict and undermining development strategies and human 
rights.

Civil society as an alternative entry point in states 
and regions in crisis
The EU Security Strategy highlights state failure as a key 
security threat. The EU should recognise, therefore, the key role 
that civil society can often play in these situations. It should 
support the mobilisation of these social resources at all levels, 
including through political accompaniment and fi nancial 
support at the local and national level and through working 
constructively with diaspora communities at the international 
level. 

Civil society engagement in political dialogue
The EU should develop and deepen dialogue between 
itself and civil society across the spectrum of its external 
actions. For example, when appropriate, this should include 
involving civil society in meetings of the Political and Security 
Committee (PSC) and Committee for Civilian Aspects of Crisis 
Management (CIVCOM) meetings. Dialogue between EC 
delegations, Member States and civil society actors ‘in the fi eld’ 
should be strengthened by, for example, creating civil society 
focal points in EC delegations.

Supporting civil society networks and engagement in 
regional organisations
The EU should strengthen civil society networks on the 
ground - at sub-national, national and regional levels - to 
engage in confi dence building, capacity building, monitoring 
and awareness raising and to feed into EU policies and 
programming. This should include supporting the 
institutionalisation of civil society participation in regional 
and sub-regional peace and security structures.

GOVERNMENTS



UNITED NATIONS

Addressing confl icts within the EU 
The EU should fund a ‘pilot’ European-wide action programme 
to assist those areas threatened by, or emerging from, confl ict. 
The programme should compile the lessons being learnt in 
the Irish peace process, as well as in other regions within the 
EU and in the wider Europe. It should facilitate interaction 

and problem-solving between CSOs and all relevant actors. 
The programme should focus on mechanisms for matching 
resources and needs of CSOs (at all levels) to deliver: 
• confl ict prevention measures;
• sustainable peace processes; and
• post-confl ict transformation.

The UN’s capacity for confl ict prevention and interaction 
with civil society should be strengthened at all levels – from 
the Secretariat to the country teams. Dedicated human and 
economic resources should be devoted to enhancing existing 
structures to better address confl ict prevention. In addition, 
strategies are required that seek to mainstream confl ict 
prevention throughout the UN. While mainstreaming is 
important it is not enough. Consideration should also be given 
to the establishment of new mechanisms - particularly those 
related to early warning and response - to enhance interaction 
between civil society and the UN. These should operate at UN 
headquarters and at the fi eld level, as well as for the support of 
local peacebuilding capacities.

Contact points
We encourage Special Representatives of the Secretary-
General and/or Resident Co-ordinators to establish regular and 
transparent interfaces between local and/or international CSOs 
and the UN country team for: early warning, the exchange of 
information and development of complementary strategies for 
peacebuilding activities that prevent the resurgence or eruption 
of confl ict. 

Early warning and early response mechanisms 
CSOs should co-operate with the lead agency at the UN 
secretariat as well as fi eld offi ces of the UN Development 
Programme, the Offi ce for the Co-ordination of Humanitarian 
Affairs and the UN Centre for Human Rights to develop an 
effective early warning and response mechanism that analyses 
root causes and devises preventive strategies to possible 
confl ict situations. Formal arrangements, including through 
memoranda of understanding, could help to strengthen this 
co-operation and ensure that these mechanisms draw on the 
unique knowledge bases of all relevant bodies. Opportunities 
for joint training on early warning for UN staff and CSOs 
should be explored so as to generate shared knowledge and 
strengthen the potential for strong working relationships.

Specialist teams 
An international roster of unarmed peace specialists should 
be developed for use by the UN at short notice. Training in 
necessary skills and knowledge will be necessary, grouping 
existing mediators with specialists from the academic world 
and CSOs. These rosters could interlink with the Civil Peace 
Services developed in some countries.

Strategic coherence 
We encourage an active role of the existing UN Inter-Agency 
Task Force on Confl ict Prevention.  This group should 
develop prevention strategies for the UN and governments in 
consultation with CSOs.

Post-war needs assessment 
The UN Development Programme (UNDP) should consult 
with CSOs at the earliest stages when conducting Post-Confl ict 
Needs Assessment (PCNAs) in order to develop and implement 
effective strategies and programmes that strengthen and 
complement long-term peacebuilding.

‘Culture of Peace’ 
In the area of ‘Culture of Peace’, the main challenge is to 
implement effectively UN General Assembly Resolution GA/
RES/53/243 and the Programme of Action on a Culture of 
Peace. There has been a gap between the intentions expressed 
in the resolution and its implementation. We appeal to the 
UN to ensure that intra- and inter-agency co-operation is 
maximised and that national governments take a leading 
responsibility in implementing it, both in term of policies and 
funding. 

Interaction between the UN Security Council and CSOs
Regular informal dialogue and the transmittal of 
documentation could be established between CSOs and 
an expert-level working group of the UNSC on confl ict 
prevention, led by a champion member state. The Arria 
Formula mechanism should be better utilised for routine 
interface between CSOs and the UNSC on confl ict prevention 
opportunities. The UNSC should consult with local and 
international specialised CSOs during fact-fi nding missions 
and ensure their involvement in relevant prevention activities 
authorised by the UNSC.  

High Level Panels
GPPAC will seek to liaise with the UN Secretary-General’s 
Panel of Eminent Persons on Civil Society and United Nations 
Relationships and the UN High Level Panel on Global Security 
Threats, Challenges and Change. We will disseminate the Panel 
recommendations and encourage feedback into the process 
from CSOs. 

MORE INFORMATION:

European Centre for 
Confl ict Prevention (ECCP),
International Secretariat of 
the Global Partnership for the 
Prevention of Armed Confl ict
Korte Elisabethstraat 6
PO Box 14069
3508 SC Utrecht
The Netherlands
Tel: +31-30-242 7777
Fax: +31-30-236 9268
Email: info@confl ict-prevention.net
Website: www.confl ict-prevention.net



1. ActionAid International, South Africa
2. ActionAid, Ireland
3. Africa-Europe Faith and Justice Network, 

Belgium
4. Agenda for Reconciliation, UK
5. Associazone Comunita Papa Giovanni 

XXIII, Italy
6. Austrian Study Center for Peace and 

Confl ict Resolution, Austria
7. Berghof Research Center for Constructive 

Confl ict Management, Germany 
8. Berretti Bianchi Onlus, Italy
9. The Catholic Agency for Overseas 

Development for England and  Wales 
(CAFOD), UK

10. Caux - Initiatives of Change, Switzerland
11. Center for Research and Cooperation, Israel
12. Centre for Peacebuilding and Confl ict 

Management, Norway
13. Changemaker (Norwegian Church Aid 

Youth), Norway
14. Civic Tracks, FYR Macedonia
15. Civil Peace Service (Forum Ziviler 

Friedensdienst), Germany
16. Civil Society Confl ict Prevention Network 

KATU, Finland
17. Civilian Defence Research Centre (Centro 

Studi Difensa Civile, CSDC), Italy
18. Civis, Sweden
19. Comité catholique contre la faim et pour le 

développement (CCFD), France
20. Community Relations Council, Northern 

Ireland
21. Conciliation Resources, UK
22. Conscience the Peace Tax Campaign, UK
23. Co-operation Ireland, Ireland and Northern 

Ireland
24. Coordinadora Regional de Investigaciones 

Económicas y Sociales (CRIES), Argentina
25. Coordination française pour la Décennie, 

France
26. Cordaid, The Netherlands
27. Danish Centre for Confl ict Resolution, 

Denmark
28. Danish United Nations Association, 

Denmark
29. Dóchas, Ireland 
30. European Centre for Confl ict Prevention, 

The Netherlands
31. Federation for Social Defence (Bund für 

Soziale Verteidigung, BSV), Germany
32. Femmes Africa Solidarité, Switzerland
33. Foundation For Tolerance International, 

Kyrgyzstan
34. Glencree Centre for Reconciliation, Ireland
35. Grandmothers for peace, Norway
36. Groupe de recherché et d’information sur la 

paix et la sécurité (GRIP), Belgium
37. Groupe de Travail Culture de la Paix, 

Commission Française pour l’Unesco, 
France

38. Human rights March, Norway
39. ICCO, The Netherlands
40. Ida-Virumaa Integration Centre, Estonia

41. Information Workers for Peace, Norway
42. Initiative Pro UNCOPAC, Germany
43. Institute for Confl ict Research, Northern 

Ireland
44. Institute for Global Networking 

Information and Studies (IGNIS), Norway
45. Institute for Peacework and Nonviolent 

Confl ict Transformation (Institut 
für Friedensarbeit und Gewaltfreie 
Konfl iktaustragung, IFGK), Germany

46. Institute of Federalism , University of 
Fribourg, Switzerland

47. Interchurch Peace Council (IKV), The 
Netherlands

48. International Action Network on Small 
Arms (IANSA), UK

49. International Alert, UK
50. International Confl ict Research (INCORE), 

Northern Ireland
51. International Dugnad, Norway
52. International Fellowship of Reconciliation 

(IFOR), Norway 
53. International Organisation of Good 

Templars (IOGT), Norway, 
54. International Security Information Service 

(ISIS)- Europe, Belgium
55. Irish Network for Nonviolent Action, 

Training and Education (INNATE), Ireland
56. Justitia et Pax, The Netherlands
57. Juvente, Norway
58. Kontakt der Kontinenten, The Netherlands
59. Legal Information Centre for NGOs, 

Slovenia (PIC Pravno-informacijski center 
Ljubljana), Slovenia

60. Life & Peace Institute, Sweden
61. Little Sisters of the Assumption, Ireland
62. Madariaga European Organisation, Belgium
63. Mercy Corps Scotland, UK
64. Minority Rights Group International, UK
65. Misereor (Bischöfl iches Hilfwerk Misereor), 

Germany
66. Missionary Oblates of Mary Immaculate, 

Ireland
67. Nansen Network in the Balkans
68. Netherlands Expertise Centre for 

Alternatives to Violence (NEAG), The 
Netherlands

69. Netherlands Refugee Foundation (Stichting 
Vluchteling), The Netherlands

70. Network of Ethnic Monitoring and Early 
Warning (EAWARN), Russia

71. No to New NATO, Norway
72. Nonviolence International, Russia
73. Nonviolent Peaceforce, Belgium
74. Nonviolent Peaceforce, USA
75. Northern Ireland Centre for European Co-

operation, Nothern Ireland
76. Northern Ireland Council for Voluntary 

Action (NICVA), Northern Ireland
77. Northern Norwegian Peace Centre, Norway
78. Norwegian Christian Student Union, 

Norway
79. Norwegian Church Aid, Norway

80. Norwegian Doctors against Nuclear 
Weapons, Norway

81. Norwegian Peace Alliance Secretariat, 
Norway

82. Norwegian Peace Association, Norway
83. Norwegian Peace Committee, Norway
84. Norwegian Peace Union, Norway
85. Norwegian Refugee Council, Norway
86. Norwegian Resource Bank for Democracy 

and Human Rights (NORDEM, Norwegian 
Center for Human Rights), Norway

87. Novib / Oxfam, The Netherlands
88. Oikos, Portugal
89. Oxford Research Group, UK
90. Palestine-Israel-Oslo (PIO), Norway
91. Pax Christi International, Belgium
92. Peace Centre Graz, Austria 
93. Peace Direct, UK
94. Peace Point Foundation, Norway
95. Peace with Neighbours, Norway
96. Peaceworkers UK
97. Presentation Brothers, Ireland
98. PRESS (Save the Children Youth, 

Norway), Norway
99. Quaker Council for European Affairs, 

Belgium
100. Quaker Friends, Norway
101. Quaker Peace & Social Witness, UK
102. Responding to Confl ict, UK 
103. Saferworld, UK
104. School Advisory Centre, The Netherlands
105. Search for Common Ground-Brussels, 

Belgium
106. Service Centre for Development 

Cooperation (KEPA), Finland
107. Stockholm International Peace Research 

Institute (SIPRI), Sweden
108. Stop the Spread of Weapons Campaign, 

Norway
109. Suomen World Vision, Finland
110. Swedish Fellowship of Reconciliation, 

Sweden
111. The Network University, The Netherlands 
112. The Youthbridge Initiative, Germany
113. Transformator, Norway
114. Trócaire, Ireland
115. UK Network for Civil Society Link with UN 

General Assembly (UNGA-Link UK), UK
116. Unrepresented Nations and Peoples 

Organisation (UNPO), The Netherlands
117. Wageningen Disasters Studies, The 

Netherlands
118. War Resistors International, Norway
119. West Africa Network for Peacebuilding, 

Ghana
120. Women’s International League for Peace 

and Freedom (WILPF), Norway
121. World Federalist Movement – Global Policy 

Institute, Belgium
122. World Vision Deutschland e.V, Germany
123. World Vision GEV, Austria
124. World Vision Suisse, Switzerland
125. World Voices, Norway

ENDORSING ORGANISATIONS (AT MAY 7 2004):


