The Cross-Eyed Elephant Learns to Focus

Taking the GPPAC into a Sustainable Future

Quick Summary  

1. Focus the collective action work of GPPAC on developing and maintaining a rapid-response capability for responding to emerging crises that threaten to descend into violent conflict. 

2. Adopt a “big tent” (inclusive) approach to building regional networks and the global network, bringing in any/all groups that subscribe to the basic mission and have something to contribute. 

Rationale 

Without a unique and compelling mission, GPPAC will wither and die—following a similar path to oblivion of other well-meaning peace efforts. The global network cannot and should not attempt to be all things to all people, or to address even a small fraction of the myriad issues and methodologies represented by those who have participated so far.  We need a sustainable ecological niche that will enjoy the enthusiastic support and participation of its constituents—and consistent funding from major donors.  Even with support from both of these quarters, we probably have a maximum of five years to demonstrate the usefulness of the network and its concrete actions. 
A network for its own sake is no longer sufficient reason to devote time and energy to its creation and maintenance. Networks must have clear purposes and perform actions that would not otherwise be possible by organizations (or sub-networks) operating on their own. One element of received wisdom for networks is that they must not duplicate the work of their members; they must help expand the resources available. 

To date, GPPAC has embraced a broad range of organizations and an equally wide array of modalities (conflict resolution/transformation/management, peacebuilding, development, humanitarian relief, etc.). This diversity can only become a strength if we find ways to harness the varieties of capacity and expertise to concrete actions to prevent violent conflict. 

The Biggest Gap: Operational Prevention
Many of the GPPAC participants are either struggling to end violent conflicts that are well underway or to sustain peace and reconciliation in fragile post-settlement/post-violence situations. Many others are working on long-term efforts to transform societies by building a culture of peace, promote democracy/participation, reduce poverty, improve governance, establish the rule of law, obtain respect for human rights (etc.!!)—all of which come under the general heading of “structural prevention” and/or the human security paradigm.  These are all crucial endeavors that must be continued. In the long term, they may prove our best hope for true prevention of violent conflict.  Of course, we still have a lot to learn and improve in this arena. 

Various conflict early warning systems are in place—which will also benefit from continual improvement.  Ideas like a “coexistence audit” may enhance the existing systems, and provide a way for more people to become involved in monitoring conflicts.

However, the biggest gap is our inability to mount an effective and immediate response to conditions that threaten to deteriorate into violence. As a field and as an international system, we lack effective means for responding vigorously to urgent needs for intervention. This is where GPPAC can make a difference.  This should be the primary focus of our actions together. 
Proposition

GPPAC Mission:  “Building Partnerships to Prevent Violent Conflict”

It’s really that simple—and let’s keep it simple and easily communicated. We will get to the complexity, inevitably, along the way. 
Arenas for Collective Action  

1. Developing and mobilizing the capacity of civil society organizations to act to prevent the escalation of conflict into violence. 

2. Engaging in spirited advocacy to mobilize the international community (governments, regional organizations, international bodies…) to engage in parallel actions to prevent violent conflict. 

3. Brokering cooperation/collaboration among civil society and other actors in joint action to prevent violence. 

4. Advocating for policy changes and institutional arrangements among national government, regional organizations and international bodies in support of conflict prevention. 

Mechanisms and Processes (How we do it)

Regional Focus: The locus of decision making for action should be at the regional level. Sub-regional networks should determine where the most urgent need is for preventive action in their geographic area. They can do this completely on their own, or with input from others at their invitation. Globally, however, we should encourage a focus on one are, at least at first. 

Local Dominance: People from the emerging conflict context should take the lead in analyzing the situation and determining the best ways to intervene.  We need to develop effect ways to engage in dialogue and even negotiation regarding the appropriate roles for local (grassroots) people and organizations, national-level organizations, regional and international groups. We should maintain a strong ethic against “invading” simmering conflict areas in the name of prevention, even through nonviolent means. At the same time, sensitive challenging from others in the network should also be accepted.  And, different regions will have different capacities to respond—and therefore different needs for external assistance.
Analysis and Strategy Development: Each situation will require its own careful analysis and strategizing. The strategy discussion should include consideration of the full range of methods available, including both “operational” and “structural” modalities. This is where the strength of our diversity should be deployed. Classical development efforts may be as relevant in a particular situation as, say, dialogue. 
Contribution of the Global Network: The global network should be integrated (as appropriate) into intervention strategies. The network can play a crucial role in linking across local, national, regional, and international levels. In other words, the GPPAC network will be as capable of reaching the UN Secretary General as the leader of an excluded minority community.  We can also look creatively at cross-regional support. For example, if the Security Council is considering action in relation to an emerging crisis in Africa, and Malaysia is serving a term on the Council, the Asia regional network could be asked to work with the Malaysian government on the issue—and the network’s support group in New York could also act. 

Mobilize Funding for Action: The global network can also provide coordinated support for fundraising.  For instance, the network could work to establish a “civil society rapid response fund” that would avoid delays while funding is sought. 
The Learning Loop: A strong commitment of the network should be learning from its collective actions in the prevention arena.  Each conflict prevention activity should built in monitoring, evaluation and learning procedures from the start.  This will also lead naturally to documentation and dissemination activities. 
The Network
The proposition above concentrates on the action focus. The network itself should be as broad and inclusive as possible of people and organizations committed to the prevention of violent conflict.  The focusing of our joint actions does not require narrowing of our outreach. 
Peter Woodrow
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�  Several participants in the conference this week referred to the classic metaphor of the blind men and the elephant—GPPAC being too broad, amorphous, unfocused, and wildly different things to different people. This image suggests that GPPAC (the elephant) must learn to focus on clear goals. 





PAGE  
1

