Comments on first draft Action Agenda, sent January 20, 2004


Dear Gwendelyn Knops,
 

In response to your e-mail of 20 January 2004, I would make the following comments:
 

core principles and priorities
 

Apart from one or two minor typographical errors, which I am not highlighting here, I am broadly in agreement with this document. The only addition I would propose is towards the end on funding. There might be scope for suggesting that governments could start shifting resources to peace building and conflict prevention tasks by allowing citizens to direct that part of their taxes currently used for the military towards peace building/conflict prevention funding. This would give governments an indication of the degree of support for such a shift and it would give CSOs a good opportunity to campaign for people do shift their taxes in this way. It doesn't hurt to state this as one way of supporting a cultural shift towards peace.
 

In principle, and subject to the final version of the document, I am reasonably certain that QCEA would sign it.
 

annotated outline and full policy document
 

I must admit, that I have only briefly read the above documents. On the whole, they look fine, but I am not altogether sure what they are aiming to do.
 

Are we asking the European Union (in Dublin) to support key decisions at UN/EU level to support our policy position? If so, and it seems to me that that would be a good way of approaching the EU, then we should set out somewhere in the document (either in each section or at the end) very clearly what we want them to do.
 

Are we asking (as well as the above) civil society organisations to do certain things, engage in certain campaign etc? If so, we need to say that more clearly.
 

Are we asking civil society and citizens generally, to support certain actions/agandas/campaigns already being pursued by CSOs and to campaign at a political or local level for them? If so, we need to say that.
 

One specific point of action which in fact would lead to recommendations to the EU to implement, to recommendations to CSOs to support and to recommendations to citizens to campaign for it which is missing is the EPLO proposals for the EU to set up a European Peace Building Agency (EPA). The final proposal is being drafted at the moment and should be available for discussion and inclusion in our recommendations in Dublin well in time for that conference. This needs to find a place somewhere on the agenda and I would suggest that it belongs usefully into section 3.3 of the Full Policy Document and the related section of the annotated agenda.
 

As I have not seen the actual agenda/timetable for the conference, I don't actually know how you intend to deal with either of these documents there. However, I do think that it is ciritical that the EPA proposal is discussed in Dublin and given the necessary support by the conference as a key component in the EU response to conflict in the spirit of peace building and conflict prevention.
 

I hope these comments are useful.
 

In Friendship
Martina Weitsch
Joint Representative

 

In response to the email of 20th January asking for comments on the draft action agenda for the Dublin conference - my only observation is that there is a danger that this document, like others, will fall into the trap of idealising civil society organisations.  Somewhere in the document there needs to be a very clear acknowledgement that civil society organisations can be at the heart of destructive conflicts and drive them on, that they can be driven by other imperatives (money, status, career advancement etc) other than laudable search for peace and conflict transformation. best wishes Andrew

--

Dr Andrew Rigby

Professor of Peace Studies & Director

Centre for the Study of Forgiveness and Reconciliation

Coventry Business School

Coventry University

Priory Street

Coventry CV1 5FB

<a.rigby@coventry.ac.uk>

Tel. (44) 02476 887862

Fax. (44) 02476 887861

Web-site: http://www.coventry.ac.uk/legacy/acad/isl/forgive


Some comments on the Western Europe draft action agenda:

On the positive side:

A generally good document, concentrated, relevant, touches on the most important issues and principles.

Need for improvement:

 In my mind, an “Action agenda” document needs to be more “provocative”. It is hard to disagree with most of the things written in the current document, but that is its weak side – to many of the things mentioned seem obvious. Yet why are they not working in practice? Where are the “bottlenecks”? What needs to be improved and how? I believe, that the value of this whole international process is that it gives a chance to actually change something in the way violent conflicts are treated today. By simply stating in general terms what needs to be done, without specifying what specific steps need to be taken by specific actors we risk loosing this opportunity. For example, if we are speaking of a European (not just West European) agenda, I think it is important to mention that many civil society organizations are not able to work directly with European institutions simply because they do not understand the bureaucratic “language” and terminology used by such institutions, or because filling out a grant proposal for an EU program might be more difficult and time consuming than actually carrying out the proposed work.

Also, I have serious concerns about the point that “we should give adequate priority to addressing root causes” of conflict. Though this sounds right in general, the questions always arise “priority over what?” (over trying to deal with direct violence or a direct threat of violence? over trying to save lives today?) and “where is the end of the roots”? In practice, if we start looking at the historical causes of any particular conflict, we realize that those causes had their own causes, etc., etc. And we might end up trying to define the nationality of Adam and Eve. If we start speaking of structural injustice – well last century gave some good examples of trying to address the deep injustice of our world. My country (Russia) probably paid the highest price in human lives, following an ideology that was promising a just society and a global peace. The real problem that I and my colleges often face in practice, is that there are many more efforts to address various “root causes” of conflict than to actually address the conflicts themselves. In numerous cases it is possible to find support for humanitarian programs, dealing with the consequences of conflict, it is also possible to find support for human rights activities, that may be, to various extents, both the causes and the consequences of violence, but there is almost no support for practical civil action that is meant to deal directly with the conflict, improving relationships, restoring dialogue and building trust between conflicting communities.

In the world today most violent conflicts are not as much conflicts between governments as they are conflicts within and between societies. To effectively address such issues, it is important to have civil society organizations play a role not only “around” the conflicts, but to engage in direct conflict management efforts. This is a new international situation and civil society has a new and much more important role to play. We must no more be only “a voice for peace” we need to become “a tool of peace” if we really want to make a difference.

Sincerely,

Andre Kamenshikov

Nonviolence International – CIS



Dear Guido de Graaf Bierbrauwer,

I understand that you are inviting comments on the draft Action Agenda primarily from organisations active in the conflict prevention field regarding lessons learned, key demands and programmes that need more promotion.

UNGA-Link's specific mandate relates to UN-Civil Society Relations, and we are deeply interested in this new Global Partnership for the Prevention of Armed Conflict as an example of that interaction.

You ask if participating organisations would be prepared to endorse the Action Agenda now in preparation, given some modifications.  At this stage I can say that, provided it makes clear the UN origin and context of the process, we should be happy to do so.

This afternoon I will post you a copy of the Action Agenda which our Chair, Dr Jeffrey Segall, has gone through with an experienced editor's eye and marked. He draws attention to occasional spelling mistakes (eg, the use of "effected" for "affected") or aspects of the English style, but there are matters of emphasis and content too.

I'm attaching a list of his main specific comments - where I have reservations or other comments, I've added them.  In the end, much depends on personal judgement.

Best wishes for the next stage of the drafting process!

Alison Williams (UNGA-Link UK)

Alison M Williams,

11 Wilberforce House,

119 Worple Road,

London SW20 8ET.

Tel/fax: 020 8944 0574

alison.williams8@btopenworld.com

Western Europe Action Agenda

Jeffrey Segall’s specific points (and Alison Williams comments) are:

1. would it be better to use the CSO acronym consistently and not use NGO as well?

2. Should “conflict” not always be preceded by “violent” or “armed”, to keep the distinction clear between that and conflict per se, which is inevitable and should be resolved non-violently?

3. He and I were both surprised to see Moral Rearmament given (final bullet point of 2:2, p18) as facilitating Franco-German reconciliation.  We know it from other – in my own view dubious – contexts.  Perhaps we should know more about it.

4. He proposes an insertion of several lines at the top of p5 (Elements in Operationalising Prevention, a) – it is legibly written by hand, but I will type it here as well: 

“Current efforts, including GPPAC, stem from the 2001 Report of UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan, Prevention of Armed Conflict, which has the endorsements of the UN General Assembly and Security Council.”  You may feel it would be better placed in the following paragraph, which relates directly to the UN.  Either way, we hope the final text makes clear the UN origin of the process, and the fact it has the formal endorsement of the member states.

5. He queries listing NATO as a European regional organisation, as it is transregional (middle p9 and middle p25).

6. He proposes one further paraphrase of some length, in the middle of p22.  The second bullet point would read as follows: “Build on a draft proposal to the UN General Assembly for a UN conflict prevention/ dispute settlement service - originally proposed in 1994 by Sierra Leone but now a joint draft with the UK - by calling for the inclusion of the GPPAC in the structure.

7. In 3.2.4 (p23), he suggests an arrow back to that point on p22.  I’m puzzled by his suggesting “We also need to identify ways of the UN interacting with the international financial institutions…” I see them as part of the UN system and understand that sub-section to deal with CSO relations with the UN Secretariat and the various UN Agencies. 

8. He suggests the addition of  “power politics” to the draft list of root causes, and “the world arms trade” to the list of conflict-enabling factors (top b) on p6; and 4.2 in the middle of p26 – possibly elsewhere.)

9. He doesn’t like the proposed term “group of friends” mechanisms, proposing instead “inter-sectoral policy networks.  Personally, I prefer the former for its “human touch”, though I admit his suggestion is much clearer as to their nature. (bottom p9, top p27)

10. Another term he clearly dislikes is the metaphorical use of “ownership” (pages 4,5,8,14 and 15; possibly elsewhere).  He suggests replacing it with “citizens’ responsibility” or “involvement”.  I find myself preferring “ownership” here: the essential idea is that local people should feel decisions, arrangements etc should be “theirs, belonging to them”, even if influenced to a degree by outsiders.  



Dear Guido, 
as you requested, I put our (Phyllis' and mine) comments on the Draft Action Agenda. You will find in pink (!) the additional texts in the attached document. In general the paper is comprehensive but it should be, in certain cases, more precise regarding actions suggested.

I suggest also to add, in the appropriate place the fact the UN has a commission on reform, to which the CSOs can contribute ideas on conflict prevention strategies, training, earlywarning, analysis of root causes; and cooperation with CSOs in different areas of competences...

P. 16  clarify "conflict diamonds"

p.18: suggestions for CSOs contribution to promote human security should be more specific and positive. The list is vague. Stress cooperation in specific areas with the UN and regional organs (EU) p. 26 : same comment chapt 4.2. , to more active involvment

p.23: Since the Security Council generally has mandate on peace and security, the UNGA's role could be in co-operation with SG. However perhaps it would be an important initiative to suggest that the UNGA paly a more dynamic role in conflict prevention etc.  to avoid limited control of the 15 member of the Security Council.  (the UNGA's decisions universal membership,and generally moure just!!) p.24 The EU has not experienced its economic and political options to prevent conflict and bring peace , according to David Hamburg, (former president of Carnegie Corporation) : 

Economic: project assistance; lending indicements for favorable trade; tariff reductions, subsidies for import exports. Contributions of aid for contentions minority, ethnic groups; sanctions.

Political: breaking diplomatic relations, conditionality thinking non-violent, non-aggressive behaviuor to membership or association with regional organ (EU or Middle East) "peace oriented conditions by financial institutions, etc.

I hope that our comments will be useful,

See you in Dublin!

Antonella Verdiani, UNESCO


Dear Mr.Bierbrauwer

please find attached my proposals for the Action Agenda. I would like you to consider the underlined paragraphs also for the document A ( Core principles and Priorities) and B (Annotated Agenda).

I avoided to go in depth with specialised bibliography about White Helmets and European Civilian Peace Corps, but I can easily send it to you (especially the UN resolutions about White Helmets) if needed. I know several national associations which can support this proposal, but I didn't ask for formal support. If you think this formal support will give more consideration to the proposal, please let me know for what time you need these endorsements.

Best Regards

Alessandro Rossi

Nonviolent Peaceforce - European Development Officer 

Western Europe Action Agenda for the Global Partnership for the Prevention of Violent Conflicts

Contribution to paragraph 3.3 of the Full Policy Document

EU missions on the fields will benefit from the non-armed intervention of teams composed by civilian experts (mostly with NGO experience). 

These "peace teams" (or "civilian peace corps" or "peace services") will help to fill the existing gaps in crisis management and conflict transformation EU policies. The conflict transformation cycle can be segmented into different phases, approximately: the acute violent conflict phase (where military intervention is the only possible one) to the post-acute phase (when humanitarian help is the most needed intervention) to the rehabilitation phase (when DDR and HR work is needed) to the peacebulding-development phase (when HR work has to be sided by development policies). All through this cycle there are several delicate tasks (empowerment of  local NGOs, mediation among the different stakeholders, linkage between the different functions of international intervention - humanitarian aid, HR monitoring and security forces) which are not often adequately accomplished, except at the high level or in a scattered way. For sure there is a great need to conduct them coherently and giving responsibility to a coordinating body all through the different phases. 

Beside the linkage through the chronological phases, there is a need for a linkage between the different levels of  intervention. Some of the conflict transformation activities are common at a very high level (mediation) or at a middle level (e.g. building consensus for peace processes and agreements), but there is definitely a lack at the grassroots level.

In a third dimension, the linkage between military-led activities and civilian-led ones, the empowerment and the involvement of local actors in a professional and planned manner is particularly needed, especially in interventions during the post-acute-conflict phase and the whole rehabilitation spectrum. 

Moreover, in post-armed-conflict situations, generally with the danger of a new escalation, an early-warning activity has to be implemented by people properly trained to this purpose, without burdening humanitarian and development NGOs with other tasks.

Civilian Peace Corps would act as confidence-builders among the local population, the different local actors and the external actors at the community- and middle leadership-level, thus assuring coherence and effectiveness to EU interventions through the collaboration and empowerment of local actors. The European Peacebuilding Agency could be the reference body for this kind of intervention or the support for this kind of activity by the future European Civilian Peace Corps.

Contribution to paragraph 3.2.1 of the Full Policy Document

At pag.22, under "Develop a UN-civil society mediation capacity" add:

· bringing the White Helmets Concept to real life, taking full advantage of that concept also in peacebuilding related activities. 

By Alessandro Rossi,arossi@nonviolentpeaceforce.org

Brussels, 13/2/2004 



Comments from Laura Davis, Search for Common Ground 

A: Dublin Action Agenda: Core principles and priorities.

 

1. page 1 Foundational principles, a): “national sovereignty” concept
The last sentence should be reworked to reflect that sovereignty is not the prerogative of the state, but lies with the people(s) of that state, and may be exercised at many levels, not just the “national”.  “National” as used throughout this document to refer to society, government and others, is not a useful concept in the context of many conflicts. By reworking this sentence, this paragraph a) would then better reflect the views expressed elsewhere in the paper that true security is found through human security, in all its aspects, and not limited to the concept of state security. 

 

2. page 2 Foundational principles, d) missing component 
this paragraph should reflect that CSOs should be taken more seriously in order to complement the activities of governments and IOs.
 

3. page 2 Foundational principles, e) “national ownership”
Again, the use of “national” is not very helpful here – “local” would be better as it would include ownership at all levels in society (including eg at town level) and would avoid the problematic use of national (see point 1). 

 

4.  page 2 Foundational principles, f): missing political background
The final line should include the category of “political” background. 

 

5. page 3 Elements in operationalising prevention b): The UN
I think this paragraph – and our general approach – should be stronger in that we are advocating constructive criticism of the UN and engaging in recommending ways in which the UN’s operations – including working with CSOs – can be improved. 

 

C: Background paper. 

 

1.      1.1 Conflict prevention works

The final paragraph should be amended to read “to consolidate a “culture of prevention” internationally and domestically that maximises…” . Leaving our focus for conflict prevention as only external lays us open to the charge of complacency in Europe. 

 

2.       1.2 Security… 

The sentence “Europe now accepts…” needs to be reframed slightly to fully reflect our view that this commitment by European governments needs to be translated into action domestically and especially in all their external relations. (Same reasoning as 1. above).

 

3.      1.3 Expanded multilateralism p12 bullet point “because CSOs derive their legitimacy”

The claim that CSOs do not have any kind of external mandate is, I believe, open for question, given that their funders and decision making bodies are often external to the contexts in which they operate.  This is not necessarily a weakness, and “or from any kind of external mandate” should simply be deleted. 
 

4.      2.3 Armed conflicts in Europe – bullet point 3 

I think this bullet point should reflect that it is not only about “preventing potential armed conflicts of the future” but also about building inclusive societies which are able to manage their conflicts peacefully. This is conceptually different, and important as I believe addresses the issue raised elsewhere of structural violence more effectively. 
 

5.      3. Building capacity arrow 3 

We want to both strengthen rapid response and early action... adding early action implies pro-active behaviour rather than simple reaction. 

 

 

 

 Dear Guido

Page 24 ‘Development of an EU department / office for conflict prevention and peacebuilding?’

Please change it to: ‘Setting up of an inter-institutional European Peacebuilding Agency’

EPLO is in the process of finalising a full proposal for the European Peacebuilding Agency – the document will be ready by this Wednesday and hopefully endorsed by EPLO members by the end of the month. 

Is there any possibility to have it included in the Action Agenda one way or another?

Thank you and best wishes

Barbara Sellier

European Peace Building Liaison Office

Rue Belliard, 205

B-1040 Brussels

Tel: +32 (0)2 282 94 21

Fax: + 32 (0) 2 282 94 24

Email: sellier.eplo@tiscali.be



The next suggesting:

· in the paragraph “Goals” (p.2), the seventh line from the top before CSOs add words “national and international”;
· in the paragraph “Foundational principles”, (p.2, point b), last but one line after words “to fulfil basic human needs” add   words “and human rights”;

· in the paragraph “Foundational principles”, (p.3,point f), last line after word “diverse”  add words “ethnic, religious…”;

· in the paragraph  “Elements in operationalising prevention”, (p.4, point a), last but one line after word “communication” add  word ”,understanding”;
· in the paragraph  “Key CSO strategies in mobilising support for conflict prevention” (p.4, point a)  last line after “greater”  add word “tolerance”;
· in the paragraph “Resources and capacities for timely, sustained and effective prevention” ( p.5, point b) last but one line after word “professional” add word  “investigations”.

Ph. D. Aleksandr Dusman



Dear Guido de Graaf Bierbrauwer,

please find attached some recommendations for the Action Agenda. These recommendations are the result of our Berlin conference from February 12-13, 2004 in Berlin. About 60 participants of different NGOs and universities from different European countries  and from USA discussed your/our paper. We agreed there should be some further recommendations about Interaction und Building Capacity. Please add these recommendations as you will find in the attachment: 1) the revised Agenda and 2)  two pages the supplementing proposals summarized. Please don't hesitate to contact me, if there are any questions about our proposals. Finally I like to mention that some of the participants were disappointed that anyone of ECCP attend the conference and that we couldn't offer any further information about 'the state of the art' (except your email.doc.) and your concept on the whole because we didn't get the material we asked for. It could have been a very good chance to promote the Global Partnership to NGOs from Scandinavia, especially Norway, which were really interested and didn't know anything about the forthcoming meeting and the "Western European Action Agenda". We will contact them after receiving the next version of the Agenda, some are the members of the newly founded Group "Pro UNCOPAC International", to decide whether Pro UNCOPAC will endorse the document. With best wishes, Ute Hegener

Initiative Pro UNCOPAC

Ute Hegener

Press Speaker + Coordination

Am Glockenberg 8b

D - 45134 Essen

Germany

Tel./Fax: +49 (0) 201 26 96730

www.pro-uncopac.info
Recommendation page 3,4:

In the field of peacebuilding and the prevention of violent/armed conflict women play a substantial role. It is absolutely crucial to include them in all such processes and to rely on their expertise. 

We  therefore stress equal representation ( according to the principle of gender balance 40/60) of men and women in the field of the prevention of violent or armed conflict and interaction of civil society and governments in accordance with EU ruling, the Beijing Platform for Action and the implementation of resolution 1325 of the  UN Security Council (2000). The gender aspect must always be integrated into the analysis and the peaceful management of (violent) conflicts.
Background information for the policy paper: 

To leave out the gender aspect when referring to civil society actors in the process of developing the corner stones of the “Global Platform for the Prevention of Armed Conflict” would be a backlash and would minimise women`s equal chances and opportunities. Equal participation and equal responsibility has not yet been fully achieved in this UN region . 

Page 19

3.1.1 Interaction between CSO, Governments and the UN 

Recommendations for facilitating…

Please add:

· Document and measure results of efforts to mainstream and institutionalize preventive thinking and resulting measures. 
· Sell the significance and advantages - including cost saving and peace and security dividends for all - to decisionmakers and to the public and work towards implementation of all the commitments and resolutions that already exist. 
· Generate some added value of yet another conflict prevention initiative. 
· Concentrate on the important issues like the implementation of the very good ideas that have been around for a long time and that have been accepted by most main actors as something desirable: (Millennium Report, Security council debates, SG’s report on Prevention of Armed Conflict, GA’s report, Global Compact, etc.), EU (even now in the Security Strategy, several documents related to EU-UN relations), many governments, international commissions (International. Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty) eg..
· Work out practical processes  to implement preventive measures in sensible and feasible cooperation between the UN, regional and subregional organizations, governments and civil society actors.

· Assess the input of examples and lessons from cooperative preventive initiatives that have worked: examples of how the UN and the EU have taken steps to implement their preventive commitments: studies about the replacement of the culture of reaction by a more preventive approach. 

· Put forward proposals to operationalize the dialogue on prevention.

Page 21:

Institutionalising a lead agency, instrument and / or mechanism with responsibility for preventing conflict and peacebuilding. A number of people believed that our minimum advocacy ‘ask’ should be a mechanism to institutionalise our interaction on peace and security issues. Several options were identified:

· Nominating a UN High Commissioner for Conflict Prevention and Peacebuilding.

· The creation of a specialized UN agency, department, or a unit within a lead agency that has designated responsibility for taking a lead in developing and coordinating responses for peacebuilding. It would need to be sufficiently powerful to address conflicts systematically at both the political and social levels and include recognition and formal mechanisms for interaction with CSOs or
· Institutionalize a new subsidiary body (preferably UN General Assembly) within the UN System aimed at the prevention of genocide and armed conflict : UNCOPAC - UN Commission on Peace and Crisis Prevention (Proposal by the group “Initiative Pro UNCOPAC”). UNCOPAC is designed to complement the UN Security Council in the specific field of preventing violent conflict.
Develop a UN-civil society mediation / dispute settlement capacity.

· Recruit a Professional Mediation Corps - see ‘Global Action to Prevent War’ recommendations and rationale.

· Build on the formula derived from a UN General Assembly agenda item for a UN dispute settlement service (which was originally proposed in 1993 by Sierra Leone). 

· (3. deleted, ( see  note above)

All the above proposals should be researched and discussed in regard to what is really feasible and acceptable in the International System and guarantees the interaction of civil society and governments in this important field of UN.
Page 22

3.2.3 UN General Assembly

The General Assembly could also make better use of individuals and organisations in civil society with specialised and localised knowledge and influence. One option to facilitate that is the creation of a UN Commission on Peace and Crisis Prevention (UNCOPAC) created as a subsidiary organ of the UN General Assembly in cooperation with CSOs ( see note above.



Dear Guido de Graaf Bierbrauwer, 

I apologize for writing past midnight(February 16th)and I hope that this will be taken into condideration when the Western Europe Action Agenda will be redrafted for Dublin and for the development of the GPAC. 

We are sorry to say that we think that the document is far too long, although comprehensive in an academic way. An Action Agenda should be shorter, more precise so that the plan for action stands out more clearly. Therefore we stress some principles so that they can be promoted even better. 
We also like to point out that to our understanding it is necessary to refer to peace, CONFLICT T RANSFORMATION and human security, in order to make clear that in the field of armed/violent conflict prevention there is always a process to be dealt with and that we do not speak about military options in this field. 

In order to sign the document we need to know the redrafted text first, I'm afraid. Women's Network for Peace, Germany is a member of the European Platform. 

With best wishes 

Heide Schütz, Chair 
Frauennetzwerk für Frieden e.V. 
Women's Network for Peace 

Maarweg 47 
D - 53123 Bonn 
Tel. +49 - 228 - 62 67 30 
Fax +49 - 228 - 62 67 80 
fn.frieden@t-online.de 
www.frauennetzwerk-fuer-frieden.de
The Women’s Network for Peace, Germany, stresses 

the necessity 

· of developing sustainable and sufficient financial resources for the different actors of conflict prevention. (See: Resources and capacities…. .5)

· of taking positive action to bring in women in institutional and informal structures of decision making on peacebuilding and conflict prevention on the principle of equal representation (50%) or gender balance ( at least 40% representation of each sex) The resolution 1325 of the UN Security Council must be implemented on all levels of local, regional, national and international/UN level. (see: Foundational principles – inclusion and equality p. 3.,f)

· of organising a world conference on Peace, Conflict Transformation and HUMAN Security in accordance to all those conferences that took place between 1990 and the Millennium Conference with reference to the latter, such as: The conference on the Rights of the Child, on Social Development, Habitat II, Human Rights, Women,  Refugees etc. (see: page 18: A World Conference on Peace and Security) 



Dear friends,

On behalf of NEAG and our representative Ted Strop-Von Meijenfeldt I send you herewith a few comments on draft Action Agenda for Dublin. Because of overseas travelling we have not been able to keep your deadline of 16 February, but we are close.. In the following we concentrate on the core principles and priorities and hope to add some more the coming days.

First of all: thank you for the work done. It is a difficult job.

1 As general question of definition: in the first summary only CSOs are mentioned, in the elaboration also NGOs are mentioned. It would be useful to define these words more clearly, especially as civil organisation takes different shape in different countries. And what about ´idealistic businesses´ and ´fair trade´ issues? Are we including them? Maybe the text could be more precise, for instance in point d. of the Foundational

principles: a new partnership: which part of the business communities is included in the term ´civil society actors´? As you will know quite some dicussion is going on in the Netherlands about the UN concept of ´new partnerships´.

2. In par. b. ´a shift to prevention´, we would like to add a sentence about the duty to support nation and state building in case of failed or failing states.

3. In the same spirit we would like to explicitly add a 7th foundational

principle: fostering of democracy, transparancy and accountability.

4. Under f. you could refer to one of the earlier mentioned themes: the role of diaspora.

5. In Elements in operationalising prevention please draw attention to mobilising the potential of women in all prevention activities. Please mention and support UN resolution 1325 in this regard. As relevant annexe you can, for instance, use the Clingedael study on the role of women in different stages of conflict.

6. We would like to find a few concrete references to European issues such as Cyprus and the Balkan.

If you have any question about these brief suggestions, please don´t hesitate to contact us. We will try to send some more material one of these days,

Looking forward to our further cooperation,

yours,

Anke Kooke



THE DUBLIN ACTION AGENDA

International Alert’s commentary

Dan Smith

17 February 2004

1. As discussed and in general terms agreed at the Amsterdam meeting of the ECCP international board on 5 Feb, the document sets out principles but is not really an action agenda. The next draft must translate the principles and priorities into specific policy initiatives that are politically relevant and challenging.

2. As was also discussed there, we have a terminology that we do not mean. It is not a serious goal to prevent conflict, but it is a very serious goal to prevent armed conflict. The vocabulary of conflict prevention – misleading as it is – has to some degree been institutionalised and we have to respect that. However, the introductory paragraph should make very clear that what is meant is prevention of armed conflict.

3. The first two sentences of the introductory paragraph repeat each other and neither one makes sense. It is not a goal to transform the potential causes of (armed) conflict. We want to address the problems that, left untreated, develop over time into root causes of armed conflict.

4. Who is the “we” who “need to learn how to manage crises more effectively”? Is it the same “we” who “need to create effective multilateral partnerships”?

· Care should be taken throughout the document to ensure that “we” means “CSOs” and not “the international community,” the UN or any other actor for whom we can by no means claim to speak.

5.  In the 4th sentence of the introductory paragraph, institutionalising the involvement of CSOs is controversial. The concept of “institutionalisation” should either be explained or dropped and a softer synonym used. It is unfortunate and confusing that in this sentence the term “the conflict prevention partnership” is introduced without having been explained.

6. In general, language checking is necessary. Comments on the text from within IA are littered with linguistic rejection on diverse grounds including the use of allegedly non-existent words, recourse to non-valid concepts (e.g., “at-risk situations” – people and communities may be at risk but not situations, though a situation can be risky), and aesthetic disapproval.

7. Care should be taken to ensure that CSOs are not painted as mere implementing agencies.

8. Foundational principles
· Para b): The parenthetical final sentence makes a highly worthwhile political point and should not be marginalised.

· Para c): We found “an expanded vision of human security” confusing because we didn’t know what it was expanded from?.

· Para d): It is important to offer a preference for CSO initiatives as a general principle – it is simply naïve to think that all CSO initiatives are per se good, productive, or appropriate, and we are all familiar with CSOs that offer little or nothing beneficial to the context in which they work. Issues about CSOs being representative and legitimate are important – e.g., you could write, “This requires official acknowledgement of the legitimacy of CSOs that are representative and accountable in peace and security.”

· Also para d): The private sector can also play an important role. Insert it in the list of possible players in the sentence beginning “An effective multilateral conflict prevention partnership…”

· And finally on para d): Not all CSOs do or can leap straight to peacebuilding – they don’t know, or they are afraid, or they don’t see the need and the connections with their core concerns. Accordingly, the issue of mobilising CSOs needs to be included in this section. 

· Para e): Is “national ownership” the right heading here? Why not “local ownership”, which is the normal label?

· Also para e): Of course, local ownership is as good or bad as the owners. Governments are often part of the problem. I do not think international actors should always avoid displacing home-grown initiatives (though they should avoid promoting short-term at the expense of long-term objectives. More of the complexity of these issues should be included here.

· Para f): This is a good section because it does reflect the complexity. It would be worth adding “inadvertent or” in front of “systematic exclusion or disadvantage” – plenty of problems are caused by avoidable errors.
9. Elements in operationalising prevention
· para a): Some comments that develop the logic of this section further:

It is imperative to recognise the strong linkages between addressing basic human need and fostering an environment where peaceful resolution can take place. All engagements in conflict-affected areas should be planned and implemented with these linkages in mind. Thus, crisis management should be seen as a part of an overall policy of conflict prevention and not as a separate set of activities implemented principally by the military.  Instead, a holistic perspective is required whereby a conflict-sensitive approach is mainstreamed across all institutional sectors and decision-making structures – including economic policies (including trade and investment policies, and private sector engagement), justice instruments, development and humanitarian assistance.

· Para c) Earlier comments on the diverse character of CSOs are relevant here as well.
10. Key CSO strategies…
· The list of possibilities is rather limited. Additional CSO roles can be focused on dialogue between contending groups, building mutual understanding, building through that mutual tolerance, working within a cultural setting (theatre, film, art etc) or an educational setting in a way that is not direct public campaigning, taking a role in trauma healing, human rights monitoring and legal advice and assistance…
11. Resources and capacities…
· Para b): Why the uncertainty over whether collaborative approaches to evaluation are a good idea?
· Para c): There was a feeling that the agenda ends weakly with a self-interested call for money. We would prefer something more uplifting.


Dear Guido de Graaf Bierbrauwer

With reference to the letter sent out by your coleague Bertine Kamphuis, Norwegian Church Aid will in general endorse the document. We are looking forward to recive the next verison.

Regards,

Stein Erik Horjen

_________________________________________

Stein Erik Horjen

Special Adviser - Dep. for Policy and Human Rights

Norwegian Church Aid

P.O Box 4544 Torshov, 0404 Oslo

Tel. + 47 22 09 28 43;  Fax: + 47 22 09 27 20



To: Guido de Graaf Bierbrauwer,
 

Thank you for this message and the draft action agenda.  Sorry for my delay in submitting my comments - I have been travelling and only now able to respond.  I have read through the action agenda.  I attach a document with my edits tracked in red, that is the 4 page action agenda.  I would like to see the document shortened, but my comments have only made it longer.  I would suggest that the final version is peared down as much as possible, on the principle that the longer the document is, the less people will read it.
 

Overall I liked the action agenda, and I am in agreement with all the points included.  I feel that there is one element missing, but was not sure where/how to include it.  One of the main problems in conflict areas (speaking from my experience in the Balkans) is the discrepency between the perspective of civil society and the perspective of governments and inter-governmental institutions.  When CSOs are crying out that there is trouble, government officials are seen patting eachother on the back and talking of their great success in preventing conflict.  Like in Srebrenica in Bosnia (i take this as one of many such examples), apparently everything was fine and under control until all of a sudden thousands of people were dead.  My point is, there needs to be a more sober and realistic analysis of potential conflict situations in order to be more ready to prevent them, and the lack of such an analysis has led to huge failures to prevent conflict.  European conflict prevention does not have a good track record in the balkans.  The structures and institutions are there, but they need to be improved upon.   To make a long story short, I think it needs to be said that in conflict prevention lessons have not yet been learned in Europe, and as part of a conclict prevention agenda, those lessons need to be learned. 
 

Would my organisation, the Center for Democracy and Reconciliation in Southeast Europe, endorse such a document?  I would have to present the more finalised version for official approval, but my guess is that they would endorse it, because it coincides with the values and mission of the CDRSEE.
 

thanks for listening!
Sheila
__________________________

Sheila Cannon

Projects Manager

Center for Democracy and Reconciliation in Southeast Europe

Krispou 9

54634 Thessaloniki

Greece

 

Tel. 30 2310 960820

Fax. +30 2310 960822

web: www.cdrsee.org
www.reconcilingforthefuture.org
 



Dear Guido,
 

First of all: Sorry, for being late with my comments. Second: This is a basic and general remark evolved from discussions with other German colleagues, especially the women who are engaged in the initiative UNCOPAC and the "Women's Security Council". 
 

We would therefore very much appreciate if the authors could oversee their manuscript again, regarding my comment and the thoughts of the women mentioned above in general.
 

No doubt: The paper is "political correct" with regard to the equality of sexes, to anti-discrimination, to any social oriented issue - readable in two or three paragraphs of the draft. But at the same time these spots sound somewhat "neutral", aseptic and steril, because the authors completely neglect the existing and conflicting gender line in most of the fields described in this Action Agenda.
 

I don't pledge to use the term "gender" instead of "equality of sexes". Gender simply means more: Reminding us all that UN Resolution 1325 ("Gender mainstreaming") is still no reality, we as civil society actors should be aware that gender has to be taken as an analytical category, in order to explore frictions and potential conflicts along the gender line between men and women. You don't find any clue of such an awareness or simply problem knowledge in the respective Action Agenda.
 

On the other hand: The paper will probably (or perhaps?) be the basis for our (Western Europe?) appearance at the UN in 2005. If this is intended we would kindly ask the authors to at least refer to 1325 or even better: to re-write the draft to some extent and to emphazise on gender problems where they find it appropriate.
 

Please deliver this email to Catherine and Stephen - thank you so much!
 

Kind regards
Regine Mehl 

________________________________________
Dr. Regine Mehl
- Executive Director / Leiterin -
Peace Research Information Unit Bonn (PRIUB)
Arbeitsstelle Friedensforschung Bonn (AFB)
Beethovenallee 4, D-53173 Bonn, F.R. Germany
Phone: +49 (0)228 35 60 32, mobile: +49 (0)171 63 808 64
Fax: +49 (0)228 367 0 339
Email: afb@priub.org * mehl@priub.org
http://www.priub.org 
Peace is a human right - not an option


Sorry for lating, we send our contribution to the common paper you're creating for Dublin Conference.

Waiting for your communication, good wishes and thanks.

Referred to:

-page 4, d): 

underlining the importance of CSOs in preventing conflicts and peacebuilding, we'd like to point out  that this action has not to be limited to a lobbying activity on States and International Institutions in order to orient politics, but must be equipped of new instruments to prevent conflicts by  popular diplomacy, nonviolent interposition and violence reduction.

This instrument could be provided  by civilian peace corps who are, in this particular historical phase, the answer  of CSOs to security problem. 

which tasks have to carry out CPCs? 

· stop or reduce violence

· civilians protection 

· promote dialogue between conflicting parts

· page 5 c):

a propose about NGO fundraising: to establish a maximum of 30% coming from public financings. This for increase autonomy in actions in front of establishment and to have at the same time an incentive in building connections with civil society.

This also allows to increase, in our countries, people awareness of civilian victims situation, and  create relationships between populations.

- Page  17, 2.3):

we'd like to underline the Balkans to be geographically and historically part of european scenery, that's why the Balkan conflict has to be considered a non-foreign problem for Europe.

We want to remind the experience of thousands of european citizens and among them more than 20.000 Italians operating within Balkan’s wars in  nineties.  

-Page 19, 3):

speaking about UN and other international protagonists: we point out opportunities of actions, by all little countries historically and stoically without Armed Forces, in peacekeeping, funding and supporting concretely a non-armed conflicts prevention and peacebuilding.

- Page 21:

as far as concerning UN reform, we assert strengthly the necessity of institute the  “People Parliament” as regards we refer you at Prof. Antonio Papisca’s study, of Padua University. 

- Page 29, 6.1):

our wish is the introduction between ethical criteria:

1. neutrality with reference to conflicting parts (CSOs  action never espouse a cause to another’s disadvantage) but not to violent actions’  responsibility and to human rights’ violations  coming from whatever part.

This concept is completely expressed in the italian word “EQUIVICINANZA”, that means to keep the same closeness to all parts.

2. the importance in CSOs (CPCs?) actions of sharing  the sufferings of victims,whatever part they are from, and involvement of this same victims in peacebuilding process.

- Page 30, 7):

we suggest as main interlocutors of conflict the poors and the victims of the conflict itself and the  local leaders working for dialogue and peace between parts in conflict. 

Alberto Capannini Ass. Comunità Papa Giovanni XXIII, Dove Operation


This paper needs a definition of CSOs as you define it for this conference publication. It is wise to be as precise as possible.

Also what is missing is a mention of regionalisation of efforts. We have talked much about the local and the global but very little about the regional dimension and how this can be incorporated into the prevention of conflicts. Ohterwise I think it looks very good.

Ancil Adrian-Paul

 Manager
 Gender and Peacebuilding Programme
 International Alert
 Tel: ++ 44 207 627 6801
 Fax: ++ 44 207 627 6900



Dear Bertine Kamphuis,
 

Thank you for the official invitation. Unfortunately I will not be able to attend this European conference. I was really looking forward to attending the conference but my workload has reached a level that makes it impossible for me to participate. 
 

I realise that the deadline for reacting to the Action Agenda has passed however I have the following comments: 
 

Page 2. Foundational principles. Section a) Security for people, as well as for states. Line 2 and line 4.
 

The use of word "their" in their physical safety, their socio-economic well-being in line 2.  This can give the impression as if we are working for "them". Is it not "our" physical safety, "our socio-economic well-being we are working for. I do not have a concrete suggestion for a different formulation.
 

The same applies to line 4. protection and promotion of their human rights.
 

There is one more aspect I would like to draw your attention to:
 

In a number of countries in Europe we find people who have were born and grew up in Europe but their parents/grandparents/great grandparents etc. came as migrants to Europe. Some came from areas involved in conflicts f.ex. India/Pakistan Turks/Curds etc. The younger generations belonging to these groups are cooperating and working together in different fields. There are many ressources in these groups that could prove useful in having a positive influence on the conflicts in their country of origin.
 

Best wishes for the conference
 

Asad Ahmad.      
