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MID TERM REVIEW OF THE ‘GLOBAL PARTNERSHIP FOR PREVENTION OF ARMED CONFLICT’ (GPPAC)

Anna Matveeva & Hans van der Veen

The mid-term review of ‘GPPAC: Reflections on past & future’ has been conducted upon the request of ECCP in July 2005 by two independent consultants Anna Matveeva and Hans van der Veen. The review does not constitute a formal evaluation but rather presents an analysis of the past and solicitation of ideas on future strategies. It was done through informal primary research and is based on some fifty interviews with a diversity of participants: regional initiators, grassroots NGOs, governmental representatives from the Group of Friends, donors, UN and regional organisations. These were conducted around the time of the Global Conference (19 – 21 July) and were preceded by a briefing at ECCP.

The main objectives of the review were:
· to get views from the different stakeholders in the Global Partnership on the past experiences, state of the art and on future; 

· to get views on the (perceived) added value and results so far of GPPAC;

· to get an impression of the strategies for a policy change agenda.

The final text has been drafted by Anna Matveeva. The team would like to express its gratitude to so many people who were so generous with their time in New York, willing to engage in discussion and expressing many stimulating ideas. We are also very grateful to ECCP staff for its excellent facilitation of our work. 
VALUE OF THE GLOBAL PARTNERSHIP: GPPAC AT A GLANCE

All interviewed respondents have been very satisfied with their participation in GPPAC. A number of regional initiators and grass-root participants stressed that experience of GPPAC has exceeded their expectations, that the Partnership has been impressive in numbers and diversity and that the Global Conference was a remarkable endeavour. Obviously, in some regions the initiative was more valuable than in others. In the Balkans, for instance, it was noted that although many different regional networks exist, this was the only one which explicitly focussed on conflict prevention and peace-building. 

Connections GPPAC made possible the connections which were never made both vertically and horizontally, and opened channels of communication which were not fully functioning before. Owing to GPPAC, a number of partnerships with the UN, regional organisations and governments have been established. A distinguishing feature of GPPAC was that it created a link between regional and global, and allowed feed ideas from bottom-up and top-down. Its major contribution was its global outreach and the power of solidarity it has brought about. By going beyond the regions, GPPAC made connections on thematic issues in the field of peacebuilding.

Catalyst GPPAC has made a significant impact as a catalyst and created momentum for civil society in the regions to act. The process has energised civil society’s thinking about conflict prevention and highlighted the idea that conflict resolution is possible. An important achievement was raising awareness of contributions made by civil society to conflict prevention nationally, regionally and globally. Such awareness also served to empower civil society and made its voice stronger. 

Knowledge Sharing The network added value of lessons learnt from the field and brought them into public domain. It has promoted important messages in the regions it worked, such as conflict prevention through peaceful means (in the Middle East, where conflict prevention through the use of force is often tried), concept of human security, or gender and conflict issues in South Asia. It has also shifted focus from high-profile, open conflicts which make headlines to less obvious local issues or to structural causes of conflicts. It attracted attention to the regions of the world, which are normally off a ‘conflict map’. 

Global Voice Peace-making community does not have a global voice and representation at international level, such as development organisations have. GPPAC was an effort to create such a voice. GPPAC created a momentum for recognition that civil society should be able to fit into the ‘international architecture’ somehow, and international organisations should provide space for it. Timing of GPPAC was right, as a decade ago this space has not opened yet. The Global Conference has created ‘a global highlight of the hidden capacity of civil society to take care of conflict prevention’. 

Sub-Regional Scope It has been expressed with satisfaction that division into 15 sub-regions (as opposed to broader regions) has worked well. It created a tangible format, not too diverse, so that the NGOs participating in a sub-regional network were united by a similar sets of issues and enough in common, so that could develop sub-regional platforms. Those who managed to hold national consultations prior to the regional ones, have been especially satisfied, while others noted their absence with regret.

High Quality Events Not only the Global Conference, but other major events organised by ECCP have been commended for their high quality, such as Dublin conference or Sostenbergh  meeting. Energy and commitment of ECCP leadership and staff have been highly appreciated. 

POLICY CHANGE AGENDA

Vision

The strategic shift ‘from reaction to prevention’ is well accepted by all interviewed actors and has become a predominant discourse in the conflict/ peace-building field. However, it remains unclear how this shift should be operationalised. Many respondents felt that some sharper discussions on controversial topics with more radical suggestions could have taken place during the regional consultations, over preparation of the Global Action Agenda and during the Conference. 

For instance:

· How to reform the UN so that it can better address conflict prevention and peace-building? It was said that the UN in its current shape better responds to conflicts between the states (as it was originally designed after the WWII) than to conflicts within states and to self-determination movements. It is time to state that at present challenges to security come mainly from within the states, or stem from global issues, and to advocate that the UN adjusts accordingly.

· What are concrete suggestions from the civil society side on establishment of the Peace-Building Commission? What should it do differently from what has been done before? 

· Should the Conference held a debate on the war in Iraq and a major failure of civil society to prevent conflict there –could this have been one of the panels?

· Should GPPAC have initiated a broader discussion on Islam, terrorism and the West? 

The overall goal of the Partnership was understood as to bring about some functional change in policy and in the situation. Although networking has benefited many people, especially from underrepresented regions and from grass-root organisations, concerns have been raised about the content of the policy agenda. There was a sense that the Partnership should be more idea-driven. It was commented that GPPAC did not have enough capacity to readjust the initiative to the emerging political issues and challenges, as it had too much momentum towards the Global Conference and too much effort went into preparation and management. Questions were asked whether it has a capacity for policy innovation. 

Some INGOs and international organisations articulated that in future bringing people together is not enough. Networking without a clear strategy and vision may become meaningless, distract energy and resources and undermine credibility of civil society in the eyes of the governments and international organisations. Thus, development of ideas and conceptualisation of the existing material from the field is vital for future progress. In the words of one GPPAC participant, ‘If we don’t have a clear vision, we will just be a service network. The chances are that the whole initiative will die then. You have to fight, you need activism. Why not target for a High Commissioner of Peace-building?’

In future, more realistic objectives should be established, for which appropriate capacity in human and financial resources is available. Lobbying should have clear landmarks and concrete targets. Effectiveness of the network is key – it should achieve some real goals. 

A number of regional initiators expressed readiness to take up sensitive issues and noted that they already done so during consultation process in their regions, such as ‘Religion and Culture’ in South Asia or an applicable definition of ‘terrorism’ in the Middle East (which enabled civil society to work with some groups who were marginalized otherwise). At the same time some participants from the regions observed that established networks themselves may become obstacles to talking on hard issues: people tend to become too friendly as individuals and reluctant to tackle difficult subjects, as they might upset relationships built through the network.

Clear Message

Global Action Agenda has been an inclusive and participatory document in which interests and concerns of many regions were represented. The German donor especially highly praised it. In the words of one participant, ‘the Action Agenda has chosen the right wording about prevention: the responsibility to prevent. I am glad about that; by putting it this way it avoids becoming too political for UN-countries to handle it. The emphasis on the need to tackle root causes of conflicts is also very good.’ 

Although praised by some as quite balanced and not too radical, it was criticised by others as lacking new big ideas which could revolutionalise the field. The sense was that it contained too many messages on too many topics. Approach has been too open-ended. Participation has superseded identification of priorities and gaps. Objectives were set up only in very general terms and it remained unclear which specific issues the network tries to tackle. To sum up, the Global Action Agenda has been instrumental in building consensus around the issues and in increasing awareness, but did not make a bold and novel statement in conflict prevention field.

For future: there is a consensus among the respondents that the messages GPPAC sends should become more focussed, clear and tackle more tangible issues. A comparison with the International Campaign to Ban Landmines was made, pointing to the latter’s easily digestible message. The meaning of ‘peace’ needs to be qualified and legitimised, as there may not be a ‘real peace’ if it stipulates an unjust status quo. There was advice to define ‘conflict prevention’ and ‘peace-building’ better and articulate it in everyday language for a lay person to comprehend. Some felt that the ‘conflict prevention community’ developed too much jargon that makes it harder to communicate with the world outside. 

SUSTAINABILITY OF PARTNERSHIP

There was a strong message that participants would want the Partnership to continue and sustain the network. In this sense GPPAC has a clear mandate from civil society to develop further. There has been a reasonably good balance between the clear directions from the ECCP and the space for dialogue. Thanks to this, and to the regional processes, most people have a feeling of ownership of Partnership. That is a great achievement. The initiative has been rated highly as already more sustainable as compared to other networks in which CSOs from the regions participated: it had regular meetings, distributed material electronically, maintained sound communication, brought together relevant people. Other regional networks were more like one-off undertakings or generated too much internal controversy. 
The downside was that the overall programme appears too ambitious as it sought to do too much on a thin budget. At times pressure was too much, and some participants questioned how long they can continue at such speed.

Diversity: let hundred flowers blossom? 

The respondents who actively participated in GPPAC as regional initiators, local NGOs, support group in New York etc. noted that they all got some benefit out of the process. However, their views on what the network is and what it does are quite diverse. The understanding of the value of GPPAC ranges from:

· Bringing regional (or sub-regional) dimension into areas, severely divided along national/ ethnic lines, and making others appreciate that regional approach is possible. Regional networks allowed to maintain contacts between the ‘opposite sides’ which are unwilling to engage in direct contacts, while a multilateral format ‘softens the edge’;

· Organised structure to lobby the UN and perhaps other international players, such as the EU;

· Representation of interests of grass-root organisations at a global level, establishment of a kind of a ‘civil society embassy’ at the UN to resolve concrete issues;

· Improving standards and professionalisation of peace-building organisations;

· Networking: making contacts, providing access to important players, travel;

· Capacity-building and learning from each others’ experience;

· Research and documentation, compilation of ‘People Building Peace’ publications;

· Increasing their profile and of their sub-regions through GPPAC and the Global Conference.

All these functions were rated as positive by the participants. However, their sheer diversity may be a problem in future, if understandings of what the Partnership is all about are so varied. The question is of what can be done with the structure as it de facto emerged? Efforts to streamline the network in order to ensure its sustainability would inevitably lead to some dimensions to be strengthened and some sacrificed.

Into Future

Regional initiators and local NGOs – participants in GPPAC largely see the future development of the network as a combination of policy and project work, such as research/ documentation and activism in the field. For this, regional dimension needs to be strengthened, where most emphasis should lie. 

Organisation or Movement?

Opinions have been voiced that in order to make a more convincing stand on issues and to be taken more seriously by the UN and other international players, the Partnership should be transformed into a truly global movement. Such movement should have a membership base, - such as Amnesty International, - and should unite a broad range of civil society actors, including human rights and development organisations, as conflict prevention cannot be accomplished without their involvement. ‘GPACC should establish itself as a global constituency, not a new organisation, with structures and so on. We want a global coalition based on solidarity and connecting people from all over the world.’ Practically, such approach would partially resolve the problem of reliance on governments’ funding, as a movement is likely to attract contributions from diverse sources, i.e. private foundations, individual payments etc. 

The critic of this approach has been that the core peace-building and conflict prevention strengths and focus would be diluted if membership becomes too broad. It was noted that the Global Conference was possible because it has been focussed enough and brought together relevant groups. Moreover, conflict prevention message is so nuanced, region-sensitive and novel that it would be hard to sell it to a wider public. ‘Community of practice’ and capacity-building would be difficult if everybody can get into the field. For instance, the ‘Hague Appeal for Peace’ has proved unsustainable. Thus, membership in GPPAC should not be endlessly open, but presuppose recommendation and invitation to join. Organisation rather than a movement would be a more manageable vehicle to ride. Network should crystallize into one institution, but its structure should be open to accommodate other relevant groups.

A related issue was discussed as to whether participation should be broadened, or whether the existing core group should be strengthened. A prevailing opinion seems to be that broadening of Partnership is needed, as it was obvious that some influential players were not included. At the same time, too broad participation can make the process amorphous and structurally unmanageable. Thus, a ‘golden middle’ should be found.

One suggested way of sustaining the Partnership was to form task-oriented working groups which would unite individuals and organisations already engaged with a thematic issue from different regions (peace education, child soldiers etc.). Such groups can link up by email and meet as necessary. Then a network as a community of practice can generate issue-based responses. 

Quality of Representation

Many of the regional networks have been established without an in-depth assessment of civil society development in a given region, for which ECCP had no in-house capacity. Rather, contacts were made through personal recommendations and that of the INGOs, such as EPLO members; the regional initiators have been largely appointed by ECCP. The results have been mixed: in a number of regions, genuinely viable coalitions have been built, while in others some important players remained excluded. 

Many ‘outsiders’ to GPPAC (international organisations or Western NGOs) and some insiders raised concerns over the quality of representation which appears uneven. It was said that if the goal is to create a  real movement (or organisation), it should have a representative following. In Latin America, for instance, interviewees from international/ regional organisations expressed a view that well-known and respected organisations were not included in the process and raised doubts regarding the capacity of those who were represented.  The same refers to the Caucasus and partly to the Western CIS. The India-led network appeared quite academic, while more activist organisations and networks from Sri Lanka were not on board. Some UNDP representatives from the Country Offices noted that they have successful partnerships with civil society actors in the field and recommended their local partners to be invited to the Global Conference, but their participation was declined by GPPAC. This made them raise more doubts regarding quality of organisations represented and question the GPPAC’s ‘right to veto’. 

Some regional initiators admitted that they failed to engage a number of key ‘agents of change’ type of groups and individuals from their regions. They did not see a value in the process and did not get involved, ignored invitations or sent interns to the meetings. 

In future, emphasis should be on inclusion rather than exclusion. The task at hand is not to exclude existing NGOs from the network, but to include and promote those influential people and organisations who are not yet part of the process. They should have incentives to participate and would need to be convinced that the Partnership would bring a new quality to their regions. In order to do that, more regional expertise is required. This can be accomplished by establishing of working partnerships with regional organisations (such as the Organisation of American States), UNDP Country Offices or international NGOs. Such decisions would require additional consultations with experts.

Into Future

Implementation of regional action plans is the next key task. However, some regional initiators raised concerns over viability, especially since many recommendations are for the governments to act upon and often the governments are the main obstacle to prevention of conflict.

Cooperation between regional initiators should proceed on the basis of implementation of regional action agendas. An expectation is that in the next 6 months some tangible progress should be made on implementation, at least sharing expertise and start working with governments.

CAPACITY-BUILDING

Raising Standards of Peacebuilding Organisations

The network has been praised for its capacity-building achievements, although it was not explicitly stated from the start that networking would improve capacities. For instance, civil society in the Middle East learnt a lot from NGOs from South Asia, as their experience has similarity. GPPAC made this possible. NGOs also learned how to better relate their work to bigger issues, such as early warning. It was suggested that in the next phase network members can use each others’ services as experts or resource persons when NGOs need outside facilitators, evaluators, consultants etc. This would enable a more productive sharing of experience than mere training, and highlight differences and similarities among sub-regions.

Experience of networking was a useful learning exercise as it conveyed knowledge on how to run a network. Through the contacts within GPPAC useful experience of regional networks was shared, for instance, the way the West African network WANEP deals with governments and with regional organisations. Some regional initiators (like in Central Asia) have established other conflict prevention networks through other donors and applied lessons from GPPAC to their projects, i.e. how to build coalitions, resolve conflicts between network members and conduct meetings. 

Research into NGO work and documentation of programmes and projects done consistently by ECCP has been an important contribution to the development of the field of practice. However, some expressed that now it is time ‘to move from story-telling to extraction of the lessons learnt.’ This leads to a need to improve an understanding of ‘civil society’ and its role in politics and society.

What is civil society?

An idea was expressed that civil society should be better understood. It was articulated that GPPAC was a very ambitious project aimed at transformation of global society. It has opened to question whether this can be done through NGOs. 

From a donor perspective, it would be good to hear more on how civil society can improve conflict prevention in real terms. The sympathetic donors also need ammunition and arguments against hard-liners in their own governments who insist that NGOs achieve nothing and conflict prevention should be better done by security structures to whom funds should be channelled. More positive examples of civil society brokering peace and diffusing tensions should be identified and promoted. It can raise the importance of dialogue interventions before peace-keepers are deployed. Civil society should be a critical friend of the donors, but it should have enough intellectual calibre and social standing to provoke a debate with non-like minded constituencies. 

There was a discomfort with a narrow definition of ‘civil society’ as NGOs only, while religious leaders, businessmen, community leaders are not a part of the process, despite their influence in society and actions towards conflict prevention, sometimes quite profound. One regional initiator commented that ‘donors created NGOs, not civil society’, others mentioned ‘NGO business’. There was some frustration that civil society has been presented in a somewhat idealistic fashion as an answer to all problems. It was noted that ‘we should not seek to replace the governments with civil society, but understand how they can work better in a partnership’. 

Some respondents, especially from regional or international organisations, but also from NGOs raised an issue of the remit and limitations of civil society. In the words of one regional initiator, ‘if we define serious political questions which need to be tackled, do NGOs in our region have a capacity to do so? Or should we define the agenda which is realistically based on our capacity to implement it?’ The following considerations have been expressed:

· Capacities of civil society and local cultures differ vastly in different regions – in some, like in Latin America, it can topple governments, while in others, like in Uzbekistan, authoritarian regimes more or less stamped out independent activitism. Thus, general assumptions may not be applicable.

· Civil society can do both good and harm. It can be not only a part of the solution, but also a part of the problem. In some places it is so powerful that politicians are scared of it, while accountability of CSOs remains low.

· In general, the issue of CSOs’ legitimacy and accountability was raised. In many cases CSOs are accountable only to their foreign funders, are recipients of money from the governments and are projects-driven. 

· In a donor’s opinion, CSOs sometimes demand a place at the table, but it is unclear what they bring to it. European donors are prepared to fund CSOs who criticise them, provided that they offer workable alternatives. Criticism and exposure of abuses is the role of the media, but a more positive stance is expected from NGOs to go hand-in-hand with legitimate criticism.

· In quite a number of developing countries, NGOs flourish exclusively with Western funding. This leaves them open to perceptions that they are in essence a tool of Western domination, that they promote values alien to the mainstream society, that their power stems only from being funded by influential donors. Moreover, national governments view NGOs with a degree of envy and resentment because of a significant pay gap between NGO workers and  civil servants;

· NGOs not always live up to the values they teach. Rivalry, competition, personality differences are also a part of NGO world, as they are part of society at large. There was a hope that GPPAC in some perspective would be able to establish better rules of engagement for CSOs, perhaps of a ‘Code of Conduct’ nature (formally or informally) and help to resolve problems between competing organisations and networks. If this could be done, it would be a commendable contribution to the field.
A comment on this ‘list’ was that ‘it may all be true, but what are the alternatives in the developing world’? What is needed is a realistic assessment of what civil society is at present. It would require taking stock of the past (building on research and documentation already done by ECCP) and taking a friendly, but critical look at problems and capacities. A sober analysis of strength and weaknesses may be a more effective advocacy tool than an uncritical belief. This would help to improve the quality of conflict prevention/ peace-building practitioners.

From a UNDP viewpoint, benchmarking, monitoring and mapping the field are needed, and this is one of the roles GPPAC can play in future. It can facilitate research on real contribution of civil society to peace-making and do systematic monitoring over time (which can be measured) of what impact civil society has on conflict prevention and democratisation.   

CONNECTING THE LEVELS AND PLAYERS

Regional and Global

The common perception was that the process has gone from the local to the global level, now it should go back to the regions again. Local groups should use their expertise to tackle conflicts nationally and regionally, supported by an international network of solidarity. In the end, GPPAC will be judged by the implementation of the Global Action Agenda.

Each regional dimension has its own specific issues. Only issues which are truly global in their remit should be taken up globally, otherwise the message gets diluted. There should be a process of identification of the priorities that can be tackled only at a global level, the rest should be transferred to the regions. However, it was stressed that it is important to keep the global remit and maintain the linkages built.

There was a strong feeling that regional perspective should be strengthened. The regional platforms should set themselves the tasks to begin implementation of their action agendas. In this process it would be beneficial to get input from ECCP and other participants. From a donor perspective, regional platforms should take more responsibility for their parts.

Networking and Partnerships

A number of participants said that networking globally is the most important outcome of the GPPAC. However, the big issue is whether networking makes a difference in a real situation when political tensions rise and conflict is fomented? One regional initiator commented that when situation in her region deteriorates, no contacts and networking help.

It has been understood by everybody that civil society on its own can achieve only so much. Thus, building partnerships with the governments, regional organisations and the UN is essential. It was stressed that such partnerships should and are built primarily in the countries. GPPAC process has helped, because the UN and other internationals in the field spoke publicly in its favour. 

It has been articulated that partnerships are not a solution, but an instrument. The danger of partnerships is that civil society may tend to avoid confrontations as it becomes more integrated into the system. Moreover, at present civil society is not always strong enough to have meaningful partnerships with governments or the UN.

UN

The UN has been the main target for GPPAC’s lobbying at the global level. Since UN Secretary General’s Report was published in 2001, the UN has opened up much more to civil society. GPPAC, and Paul personally, has made an important contribution to this. Some people say that, at times, there was too much emphasis on the Global Conference. Which was not good because that should only be an instrument, not an aim in itself; the goal is to resolve the conflicts on the ground. Especially the people who are directly involved in the groundwork, do not see the UN as the most important level. However, being in New York provided access to the UN officials for a number of civil society representatives who otherwise would not have such opportunity, and this has been commended.

UNDP and other UN agencies’ staff noted that they are already committed to work with civil society and partnerships in the field happen. They were disappointed that GPPAC did not bring out the examples of successful partnerships between the UN system and NGOs and has not sufficiently capitalised on the existing processes. Moreover, many among the current UN staff started their careers in civil society and do not need more awareness of its validity. Rather, civil society needs to be educated more about the UN and how it works. Outsiders to the system tend to view the UN as more powerful than it actually is. UN agencies have certain mandates – sometimes narrowly defined, - operational procedures, bureaucratic structures which preclude programming or interaction, competition among agencies etc. 

Some UN staff expressed that GPPAC has many allies within the UN system, sympathetic to its goals and values. For GPPAC as a civil society actor is it easier to articulate some controversial notions that for the UN staff. However, it was also felt that this existing goodwill has not been sufficiently utilised. The fact that the UNDP COs have not been involved enough in the Global Partnership process is largely GPPAC’s own fault, as it has not looked enough into the role UNDP regional and field offices could have played. The global letter that was send by UNDP HQ was not sufficient to influence the UN officials. UNDP is a decentralised organisation, programmatic in orientation, and instructions from HQ’s would be still subject to the COs’ judgement. 

Some regional initiators commented that partnership with the UN works in those places where senior leadership at the COs is committed to the idea. Instructions from the headquarters can achieve very little, if there is resistance locally (and when NGOs in question have little standing – AM). From UNDP’s perspective, its strength is that they can facilitate the links between the governments and civil society, but CSOs should regard them as partners for change. The experience in some cases has been that UNDP staff in the COs received ‘carpet bombing’ of general emails from regional coordinators and requests for money, but when UNDP sought to establish meaningful dialogue and cooperation, it was either silence or reply was discouraging. It was said that while UNDP is convinced that it should be more proactive in working with civil society, doubts exist whether GPPAC is the right vehicle.

Other international institutions

Representatives of regional organisations rated the process positively and appreciated the contribution of GPPAC. They can see a value of partnering with NGOs because ‘realistically regional organisations cannot attend to every conflict’, such as, for instance, pastoral issues in Africa. NGOs can mobilise resources quicker and address root causes more flexibly. It was also noted that in some cases large NGOs (especially international ones) can act as rivals of regional organisations. 

It was felt that the capacities of regional organisations in the field were underutilised. Some regional organisations and UNDP COs offered help to conduct regional consultations, but this was declined. At times, the tasks of managing these processes surpassed the capacities of the NGOs selected by GPPAC. In future they would welcome more operational partnerships between GPPAC regional processes and relevant international organisations, for instance, in Africa and in Latin America. 

On the role of civil society more generally it was commented that ‘if international structure would not give a clear role to civil society, they would carve a role for themselves and become self-appointed’. NGOs cannot have a role beyond a certain threshold, after which governments should take responsibility. Regional organisations from outside of Europe/ North America expressed that sometimes they had been pressurised by funders to involve NGOs into a peace process while they did not see their relevance or were not sure about validity of certain organisations. In general, regional organisations would welcome a role and structure for civil society’s involvement in conflict prevention, but should know what it would mean in real terms and be convinced that the organisations are capable to play the role they claim.

Many expressed that the UN should not be the only target for lobbying. The Partnership has already achieved much in this respect. In future, it is equally important to lobby the EU and the donor governments.

Governments

Most people thought that partnerships with the governments and politicians have not yet worked out, although for some it was not the top priority. However, there were promising developments. In a number of cases (for instance, in the Middle East) the governments began to take civil society more seriously thanks to GPPAC which raised the stakes of local NGOs. In other regions initiators commented that GPAAC was not attractive for the governments who saw no role for themselves in it and had little stake. Moreover, some felt threatened by the ‘armed conflict’ formulation.

From a donor perspective, implementation mechanism should be elaborated together with the willing governments with whom civil society should consolidate partnerships. Such partnerships can result in deployment of preventive missions, mediation and joint analysis, so that there is a core group of conflict prevention specialists in each region. 

There were interesting views on the level of activism the Partnership should invest into building partnerships with other stakeholders, especially governments. This may lead to civil society’s compromising its own roots and distracting energy from their ‘core business’. While the links with the governments and international organisations are important, it should keep its own identity to remain a distinctive force in society.

Other Civil Society Actors

Absence or passivity of a number of prominent, mainly US, NGOs have been noted, such as the International Crisis Group. Some opinions were expressed that leading human rights organisations, such as Amnesty International, should have been present. ‘There is still the danger of an ongoing power struggle, especially between Europe and the US. The groups from the South even tried to mediate. Some soul-searching has to be done here. Europe seems to be the winner in this struggle, but a concerted effort had to be done to get the Americans back into the Partnership.’

In some regions competing networks operate who have not been brought into the process. Explanations of why this happens differ. One regional initiator said that she made efforts to invite other networks to the meetings. Their representatives attend, but in their own capacity rather than that of a network.   

Opinions have been expressed about the need for ECCP to build their own capacities in lobbying, strategising, research etc., as most of facilitators, eminent persons, researchers are from outside the ECCP. Realistically, this is too much to be desired in a short period of time. Rather it is worth exploring how the capacities available in other organisations, especially from Europe and North America, can be utilised more effectively for the Partnership’s benefit. It should be noted that some relationships have been controversial, which is perhaps inevitable when coalitions are being built, and conflicts over strategies can be creative. In the next phase, however, it would be desirable to mend relationships where possible. Big players would come on board if management and secretariat are more balanced, equal and inclusive, and organisations would get profile out of the process.

Global Conference
Global Conference was viewed as an impressive event, positive for profile, awareness and networking. Most people were highly appreciative about being at the UN, the number and the variety of participants, how worthwhile is has been for networking and for learning from each other. However, not many people said they had learned a lot from the meetings themselves. Most critical remarks centred on the insufficient results of the conference. A person commented that the conference was ‘like a dream came true’, but is the beginning or the end of a process? There was an apprehension that a momentum would be lost after the event. 

Comments were made on low participation of the UN and the governments, even the friendly ones. What was a bit lacking was the ‘opposite side’, i.e. those people who are needed to be convinced, be it national governments or UN staff from the COs. As a result, it had a bit of a ‘preaching to the converted’ feel and it generated more rhetoric than talk about hard issues. Experience of working groups and interactive panels was mixed: some were very pleased with the quality of the panels and discussions, while other groups almost collapsed. A general comment was that there were too many panels on too many topics, and it was hard to decide which one is more relevant. The advice was in future to group issues around more general themes and have more participants in a working group, so it could generate enough momentum for debate. Working groups could have concentrated more on strategies, and elaborated a tighter conceptual meaning of conflict prevention and what its different aspects entail. As a result, not everybody got something useful out of discussions which they can feed back to their regions. 

Some comments were that ‘people management’ lacked sensitivity, such as unnecessary rigidity of who attends which panel, barring participation or inability to ask a controversial question. An example was given of a participant from Iraq who tried to put a question about the war in his country both verbally and in writing, but was not allowed to speak. This produced a discouraging effect.

Some opportunities have been lost, for instance, to solidify the relationship between the UN agencies and civil society. Some felt that the Conference (as it was held in July) missed an opportunity to elaborate proposals to be presented at the September Heads of States meeting on the UN reform and how a new UN structure could incorporate conflict prevention agenda better. If a number of concrete proposals have been worked out, they could have been advocated through sympathetic governments to be included into the final resolution. One suggestion was that ECCP could have used (or still can do so in future) an expert who knew the workings of the UN and could tie it up with GPPAC by, for instance, taking 5 – 6 recommendations from the Global Action Agenda and trying to promote it within the UN, also use them in preparation for the UN September meeting.

Thus, the final session was a bit of a disappointment after many discussions held during the event. The overall sense was that it contained too much rhetoric and too little summing up in terms of innovative ideas and results of a serious debate. With the power of the people the Conference has brought together a stronger finale could have been accomplished. It was also referred to as too much government speak and that strong civil society voices were not heard as powerfully. There were reservations regarding facilitation of the final plenary. As a result, those people who came to the Conference to move the Agenda forward, sensed that the progress was not sufficient. From the UN perspective, an opportunity was missed to put across a coherent, clear message.

The Global Conference could have been an opportunity not only to raise the UN awareness of civil society, but rather raise NGO awareness of the UN. UN staff has attended the conference, although not many people stayed for the full duration. However, not many were given a clear role to play, such as to make a presentation, facilitate a working group, lead a panel, which would have enabled them to have more profile and be able to discuss working of the UN system. It was noted that the Conference was held ‘at the UN, but not with the UN’. 

STRUCTURE AND ORGANISATION ISSUES

Management and Organisation

GPPAC was developed with a strong institutional imperative. This had its highs and lows. Management reflected an equilibrium between a participatory approach versus practical constraints of implementation, and shortages of time and human resources. Perils of fundraising, the needs of relations’ management resulted in a process which was a bit uneven, but, as one regional initiator put it, ‘it did not generate mess beyond the norm’. When asked, participants did not come out with major flaws. 

Competition over resources and profile between components of the network has been noted. It has been stressed that relationships, organisational reputation and credibility can only be built over time. This is a long process, and three years of Partnership could do only so much. 

There is still uncertainty about the future role and structure of GPPAC. Obviously, the most involved people (ISG, regional initiators, ECCP) have the most outspoken ideas about this. Many others however are unaware, and are sometimes complaining about it. They would have liked to have been better informed about this at the conference, saying that the conference should have been more clearly the official starting point of the Global Partnership. There is an overall consensus that the structure should be revised and adjusted. Some Western NGOs were mainly interested to talk about the process, and had relatively few comments on larger strategic issues which appear to have generated less controversy. Recommendation is to first define the priorities and strategy more concretely for the next phase, and then assess what kind of structure would suit this purpose best. While streamlining the structure, one should be mindful of a danger to throw a baby with bath water: the network, although messy at times, generated a great deal of creativity and spontaneity, and these qualities should be preserved. 

ECCP has been commended for its efforts in communication field. In a short period of time a great deal of information has been passed around through emails, telephone and meetings. Some people have been more active than others in correspondence, depending on how busy they are and on their proficiency in English. 

Remarks were made about a demanding process. Lots of time and energy have gone into the process. The outcome has been great, people say, but it can’t go on like that. It has largely been on vapour so far, with sometimes unrealistic timeframes. As George Wachira says: ‘We are all small organisations, at times we are in the field and nobody replaces us at the office. Then you come back and there are ten or twenty GPPAC-mails about things that had to be done already a few weeks ago. The time schedule was so tight that it did not allow us to bring in our experiences from the field.’ 

Leadership and Participation

All respondents commended ECCP on the great achievement it has done to build the Partnership and organise the Conference. There is a whole variety of views on the quality of leadership ECCP provided and on the future role of ECCP. The majority of the interviewed people however say that ECCP should have the credit for getting things started. The mainstream opinion seems to be that ‘on the whole, ECCP has practiced a balanced approach and GPPAC did not become a project of one organisation’ which often happens with networks. In future, however, regions should have stronger voices and take more active part in defining strategy and making decisions. They should also be more responsible for fundraising for their own activities and let ECCP fundraise only for the global level. Otherwise the danger would be for ECCP to be viewed mainly as a donor rather than a partner. 

It was pointed that a danger exists that ECCP would become exclusively dependent on GPPAC, and its continuation would be the organisation’s survival strategy. Both GPPAC and ECCP should mature in the next stage to take up new roles. For example, GPPAC should have a permanent representation in New York, and there are enough people and groups in the US apart of ECCP who are capable to organise that.

Some regional initiators have stressed the ECCP role as a leader. Others noted that ECCP rather played a role of an enabler than a leader: ‘the boats have been already sailing in the same direction, ECCP rather has connected the boats than set out the destination’. A few people felt that although the route has been defined (Global Conference), the final  destination (what will be practically achieved) remained less clear.

There have been various suggestions on how to make the process more participatory. To avoid being seen as a Northern-inspired movement, ECCP should let go, some respondents say. One suggestion is to have a rotating secretariat, but even those who are in favour of the idea admit that practicalities would be a Herculean task. There were strong voices urging the Secretariat to be moved to the South and be based in a developing country. This was criticised as too cumbersome, especially since there still will be a need to keep a presence in the North for representation and fundraising purposes. In future, however, it should be much more clear who is at the steering wheel of the Global Partnership.
Decision-Making

A number of regional initiators raised the issue of how decisions affecting GPPAC are being made and who takes responsibility. A boat comparison was made: ISG members are the owners of the boat, while ECCP is a captain. While the owners trust the captain’s professional skills, the captain should take instructions from the boat owners. In this connection the ‘Taiwan – China’ issue has been mentioned:  participants from Asia did not feel comfortable with exclusion of Taiwan and stressed that GPPAC should have stood its ground and achieved some compromise solution, such as that, for example, the Taiwanese can be present, but not allowed to speak, or be present during a part of the meeting. At least they felt that such decision needed to have been discussed collectively.

The ISG appears to be a strong group which should be capable of playing a larger leadership and decision-making role. In the words of one observer, it unites ‘people of high quality, from all over the world, who address the root causes, linking their efforts to the grassroots level.’ There are disagreements and difficulties too, but they seemed to be creative and made the group even stronger.

However, the way decisions are made at ISG has caused some frustration, as it was unclear where consultation ends and decision-making starts. There was also some dissatisfaction with the way facilitation of ISG meetings was done as being too slow-moving and ‘participatory’ and not enough focussed. This left people with the feeling that nothing was firmly decided at a meeting, but ISG’s meetings were used rather as a sounding board and real decisions are made elsewhere. Suggestions for future included:

· Develop and distribute agendas well in advance to allow ISG members to consult with their constituents and come to a meeting vested with a mandate on what people in the regions think about issues in question;

· Give a clear signal that a discussion time is up and a decision time has come;

· There was no uniformity of opinions whether decisions should be made by consensus or by vote, but everybody agreed that ISG members should bear responsibility for the decisions made;

· One opinion was to have a rotating chair from among the ISG members for each meeting rather than use an external facilitator. If meetings are chaired by an ISG person, he/ she would have a stake that decisions are made;

· Minutes of the ISG meetings should be distributed promptly.

Style of Interaction

Even those who have been on the whole highly impressed with GPPAC, expressed that not always there was enough sensitivity and responsiveness to people’s concerns. In case of interaction with participants from Asia, this may be cultural. However, the UNDP Regional Support Center in Bratislava tried to contract ECCP with a view of building partnership within European region, but was met with an unwelcoming response. Some explained this by the fact that some of ECCP staff were very young and inexperienced, and had to handle tasks beyond their capacity to bear which produced undue levels of stress. 

Uncertain funding

Further capacity building, networking, interactions with other stakeholders depends on the availability of extra resources. Many people are worried about this issue. If no extra funding will be found, the Global Partnership may soon die. The dependence on government funds has been mentioned as a structural weakness of this field. 

Re-branding and Visibility

Some people from the regions noted that in their context the terminology of prevention of ‘armed conflict’ is too high charged and can scare off the national authorities. They used ‘prevention of conflicts’ or ‘peace-building’ instead. The network should capitalise on a name recognition (such as Amnesty International), while here is some confusion of how the Partnership calls itself – GPPAC or ‘People Building Peace’ (there may be a preference for the latter, but it is hard to be sure). It was commented by outsiders to GPPAC that the network needs more visibility in the regions, otherwise it is not so noticeable. 

Language Barrier

Issue of language has been raised, important, for instance, for North-Eastern Asia. There are many good intellectuals and activists n the region, but due to poor proficiency in English their participation is severely handicapped. There is an awareness that this is a question of money, but it should be factored in the future proposals.

ANNEX 1

List of interviews (Hans) – 25 persons apart from ECCP staff

Regional initiators

Samuel Rizk – Director, Forum for Development, Culture and Dialogue, Lebanon

Emmanuel Bombande – Director, West-African Network for Peacebuilding, Ghana 

Vasu Gounden – Director African Centre for Constructive Resolution of Disputes, South Africa

George Wachira – Executive Director of Nairobi Peace Initiative-Africa, Kenya 

Andrés Serbin – Director, Centre for Global and Regional Studies, Argentina

Sridhar K. Khatri – Director, Regional Centre for Security Studies, Nepal

Governments

Damien Cole – First Secretary Irish Permanent Mission to the UN

Ragnar Ängeby – Former Ambassador of Sweden to the UN, Project Director of the Conflict Prevention in Practice Project, Folke Bernadotte Academy

Sylvester E. Rowe – Ambassador, Permanent Mission of Sierra Leone to the UN

Alfredo Labe – Ambassador, Deputy Permanent Representative of Chile to the UN

INGOs

Johan Aufderklamm – Diplomatic Advisor, Humanitarian Diplomacy Unit of the Internatioal Commission of the Red Cross

Gavin Preus – Oxfam UK

Hiroute Guebre Selassie – Oxfam East Africa office 

Bill Lowrey – Director, Peacebuilding & Reconciliation, World Vision International

Peter Konijn – Head of Policy Unit, Cordaid, the Netherlands

Academics/Resource persons/Local NGOs

Lisa Schirch – Associate Professor of Peacebuilding at Eastern Mennonite University, US

David Adams – former Professor of Psychology, former Director of the Unesco-Unit for the International Year of the Culture of Peace

John Packer – Project Coordinator of the Initiative on Conflict Prevention through Quiet Diplomacy, former Director in the Office of the High Commisioner on National Minorites of the OSCE

Katarine Kruhonja – medical doctor, co-founder of the Centre for Peace, Non-violence and Human Rights in Osijek, Croatia

Edy Kaufman – Senior Research Associate at the Harry S. Truman Resarch Institute for the Advancement of Peace, Hebrew University of Jeruzalem 

UN

Gay Rosenblum-Kumar – Public Administration Officer, UNDESA

Chetan Kumar – Interagency Liaison Specialist, Strategic Planning Unit, Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery UNDP

The Peace Education network

Jennifer Baton – Ohio Commission on Dispute Resolution and Conflict Management, US

Tricia Jones – Temple University, US

Carolyn Benne – Consortium on Negotiation and Conflict Resolution, Georgia State University, US

ECCP Staff – Paul van Tongeren, Annelies Heijmans, Guide de Graaf Bierbrauwer

It has not been possible to do interviews with Jan Ruyssenaars (Novib – Oxfam The Netherlands), Adrian Tuyaga (Burundi), Iman Sani and Pastor James (Nigeria).

List of Interviews (Anna) - 25 persons

Regional Initiators 

Tatiana Popovic – Nansen Dialogue Network (NDN), South Eastern Europe

Tina Gogueliani – International Center on Conflict and Negotiations, Georgia

Raya Kadyrova – Foundation for Tolerance International, Kyrgyzstan 

Andre Kamenshikov – Non-Violence International, Russia

David Lord – Canadian Peacebuilding Coordinating Committee (CPCC), Canada

Jack Patterson - Quaker UN Office, USA

Gottlieb Duwan – InterAction, USA 

Matt Scott – World Vision, USA

Augusto (Gus) Miclat – Initiatives for International Dialogue (IID), South East Asia 

Yoshioka Tatsuya – Peace Boat, Japan

Jone Dakuvula – Citizens Constitutional Forum (CCF), Pacific

Donor Governments

Detlev Wolter – German Mission in New York, Germany

Robert Wilkinson – Department for International Development, UK

UNDP

Eugenia Piza Lopez – Senior Peace & Development Adviser, UNDP Indonesia

Geoff Prewitt – Regional Support Center, Bratislava

Kusuma Adinugroho – UNDP Indonesia

Christine Elich – UNDP Guatemala

Hans Buvollen – UNDP Guatemala

Celine Moyroud – BCPR, New York

UNIFEM

Klara Banaszak 

Maha Muna 

Sanam Naraghi Anderlini. 

Regional Organisations

Yadira Soto – Organisation of American States

Peter Marwa - IGAD

INGOs

Dan Smith – International Alert

Necla Tschirgi – International Peace Academy

Academics/Resource persons/Local NGOs

Sumona Dasgupta - WISCOMP
Kumar Rupesinghe

Neven Bondokji – Regional Center for Conflict Prevention, Jordan

Mari Fitzduff – Intercommunal Co-existence at Brandeis, USA

Guus Meijer – Independent consultant, The Netherlands

Sevil Asadova – Save the Children, Azerbaijan

Interviews did not happen with Asha Haga Elmi (Save Somali Women & Children) and some UNDP staff was lost at the UN canteen.
