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1 Introduction

This report describes the discussions during the meeting of the International Advisory Group on Content and Research held in Soesterberg, Netherlands from 11-13 December 2003. The purpose of the meeting was to develop a coherent ‘map’ of the most important content topics to be addressed through the Global Partnership and to explore how these can be developed in each of the main substantive projects of the international programme.
 The meeting was structured around a series of facilitated discussion sessions: 

· to report on priorities emerging from regional processes; 

· to assess the most important content priorities, as well as ideas for guiding principles and ‘key messages’ to be conveyed through the programme; 

· to identify the key topics and methods for the research component of the programme; and 

· to explore how these priorities can be incorporated into project activities – including regional and international action agendas, internationally-commissioned issue papers, and a new edition of People Building Peace, as well as recommendations for how to design the process for the July 2005international conference at the UN.

This report aims to provide a comprehensive account of these discussions and is intended primarily for people deeply involved in the Global Partnership. It covers both operational / process topics for developing the initiative, as well as key substantive thematic topics that will be explored systematically through different activities at different levels of the programme. Regional initiators and others are invited to extract sections to share with others in their networks, as appropriate in their context.

1.1 Key messages from the meeting

· Our focus should be on developing a ‘vision’ that goes beyond the July 2005 conference at the UN. Building a world movement is a process; the conference will be a moment in this process – albeit a vitally important one.

· We should work to generate as inclusive a network as possible. No one will be excluded on the basis of their identity (including, among other dimensions, their nationality, their ethnicity, their gender or their faith). The network also aims to proactively engage with communities often excluded or ignored by mainstream civil society organisations to help ensure there is no ‘exclusion by omission’. 

· Developing a common ‘mandate’ or mission statement will help to involve people with a common orientation and send clear messages on what we are trying to achieve and what we stand for. 

· While aiming to stimulate a global movement, strengthening national and regional networks and creating opportunities for them to articulate action agendas is one of the most important goals of the Global Partnership. Indeed, the global movement cannot be strong unless local and regional networks are strong.

· In addition to laying foundations for a global movement, we also want to stimulate changes in the UN system and in the policies and practices of regional organisations and governments to make them more effective in conflict prevention. Key priorities are to foster recognition of the roles that can be played by CSOs in conflict prevention and to develop mechanisms for interaction. These process-oriented priorities can be complemented by specific outcome-oriented priorities that will be developed through the process of articulating an International Action Agenda.

· The challenge of militarism should be a core focus; we should aim to foster a paradigm shift on security issues. While the ‘human security’ paradigm – which is already well-developed in the international system – may be a guiding focal point, we will also need to understand and address the reasons why it is seen as threatening to some and irrelevant to others.

· We recognize the importance of addressing the connections between structural violence and direct violence. This is particularly significant in light of the observation that ‘desperate people use desperate measures’ and the awareness that structural violence fosters conditions in which various forms of militancy can emerge and escalate. At the same time, we must become better at protecting people in immediate danger from direct violence and not allow them to remain at risk because we are concentrating on structural problems. 

1.2 Identified needs, risks and concerns

· We need to identify the core problem(s) that brings us together; too many ideas and issues will keep us too diffuse and risk confusing or alienating outsiders in governments, international agencies and other fields.

· Given all of our differences in approach and emphasis and the different contexts in which we work, a central challenge is to develop awareness of our ‘common ground’. Although our goal should be to become as inclusive as possible – and therefore avoid overly restrictive criteria for what constitutes ‘civil society’ or efforts at ‘conflict prevention’ – we also need to show how we are distinctive and what we represent. The articulation of a set of basic values or principles can help to both clarify the definition of our field and respond to the calls for an ethical code (or ‘code of conduct’). 
· It would be helpful to develop a one-page document that explains what we are about, the challenges that concern us and what we hope to achieve.

· We need structured opportunities (and time!) to exchange practical experience with each other, both in terms of organising regional processes but also more generally.

2 Thoughts on the Global Partnership

There were numerous discussions on various aspects of forming the Global Partnership and the development of its substantive priorities. Three sets of questions were at the center of these discussions:  

a) What do we want to accomplish by – and after – the July 2005 conference at the national and regional levels and at the global level? How do we get there? How do we achieve concrete changes?

b) What is the relationship between the national, regional and global ‘agendas’ within the program? How can we best engage with and benefit from the creative tension that exists between these priorities and perspectives?

c) How should we structure the international conference in July 2005 to enable a movement to gain momentum and to engage in constructive dialogue with the UN and governments so as to set an agenda for peace and security in the decades ahead?

2.1 What do we want? Generating a vision for 2005 and beyond…

A number of participants voiced their concern about the need to identify what makes this programme distinctive: i.e., more than simply a series of meetings leading to a conference and the research that accompanies it more than simply another series of papers. 

The aspiration of mobilising a global movement for peace and security was articulated as a central goal, because only such a movement is capable of pushing forward agendas for sustainable peace.  It was recognised, for example, that the world movement on development has been successful in articulating clear and benchmarked objectives through the UN millennium goals. In contrast, comparatively little work has been done in the area of peace and security – perhaps, in part, because the forums and networks for pushing forward this agenda are currently weak at a global level. Because we do not want our programme to be seen as ‘just another conference’, we need to be very strategic about our relevance and clear on what problems we are trying to address and what we want to achieve.

To begin the process of articulating strategic goals, the group brainstormed ideas for specific outcomes in relation to: (1) the UN system, as summarised in Section 3.3.1; and (2) for civil society roles, as summarised in Section 3.6.1. 

( It was agreed that further thinking and deliberation on this is needed. To help us hone our thoughts, we will aim to develop a one-page document that summarises key messages and our substantive focus. The next steps for taking this forward will occur during:

a) An on-line conference in January 2004 between participants in this meeting and others with an interest in the subject, using this meeting report as a key reference document.

b) A seminar in New York on the ‘UN and Civil Society and the Prevention of Armed Conflict’ organised by the Global Partnership and the NGO-UN Conflict Prevention Working Group from 10-11 February 2004.

c) At the International Steering Group meeting following on from the European Regional Conference in Dublin, 3-4 April 2004.

While these three events will be key moments for taking this forward, the process is likely to be ongoing and iterative; it will continue to develop up until and during the July 2005 international conference. It will be crucially important to have inputs from national and regional forums and steering groups. We will also benefit from issue papers, commissioned both in regions and internationally, that sharpen our thinking and awareness of related issues and experiences.

2.2 Interaction between the different ‘nodes’ in the global partnership

The group also discussed the relationship between the different national, regional and global processes that have been set in motion through this programme. It was emphasised that we are highly diverse. It is important to acknowledge the connection between the situational context, process of implementing the programme in their area, and the content priorities of each partner. Each of these factors shapes their needs and expectations for programme outcomes and agendas.


The group explored these factors in relation: (1) to fostering modes of interaction that can stimulate networking and shared learning / shared action towards common goals; and (2) for developing a common understanding on the principles for creating the national, regional and international action agendas. They noted both horizontal (within and between regions) and vertical (from local to national to regional to global) axes of this interaction.
There are also different sub-regions or clusters of societies that have distinctive features and situational contexts, which adds to the diversity within regions and leads to different priorities and conceptual understandings of what is important. We also need consider the divides and inequalities that exist within regions due to wealth gaps and asymmetries of influence. 

( In some areas, there is a need to develop consultation processes and CSO forums at the national and local levels within the regions so as to stimulate the development of networks and agendas responsive to their own situations. This is particularly true in regions where there is considerable competition and conflict between countries. In these cases, no single organisation or individual will be considered as the legitimate convenor of a regional process. It was observed that the key to long-term sustainability of the initiative will be through generating ownership of it at the national level, while simultaneously stimulating a global view.

( Although local ownership is likely to be a key to sustainability, outcomes will be strengthened by stimulating horizontal links between regions. This can be stimulated by organising joint meetings or exchanges between representatives from different regions in regional conferences, with the goal of creating an ‘inter-regional buzz’. It can also be aided by exchanging draft regional action agendas, conference reports, and commissioned research. At a practical level, however, it was noted that the different working languages used throughout the process would influence the possibilities for exchange, as it would be partially dependent upon the time and resources available for translation.

The group was also conscious of global power relations and how this can be taken into account in the development of the programme. In North America and Western Europe, the focus of many (although not all) of the organisations involved in the Global Partnership is on conflicts in societies outside their own country or region – either through a focus on how the policies and practices of their governments influence conflict dynamics elsewhere and / or through their own partnerships with peacebuilders in different continents. Many believed it was therefore important for partners from other parts of the world to have a voice in reflecting on the action agendas emerging from North America and Western Europe. This can help to ensure that they frame the challenges and the principles to address them in ways that are sensitive and responsive to the situations in other parts of the world. In other regions, the focus of the action agendas may be on developing specific plans of action to address conflict systems in the region, complemented by reflection on the global dynamics.

2.2.1 Development of the regional and international action agendas

There was considerable discussion on principles to guide the proper relationship between the different action agendas:

a) The outcomes of each process at each level (national, regional, and international) will be regarded as having its own integrity in responding to the situation and priorities of those directly engaged in it; they will have principle ‘ownership’ of these processes and their outcomes. 

b) National and regional action agendas – where they are created – will have status within their own right; they are not merely a stage in the development of an International Action Agenda. 

c) Through the Global Partnership, mechanisms will be developed for enabling cross-fertilisation between countries and between regions (creating an ‘inter-regional buzz’) and from more localised levels to more international levels.

d) All the action agendas should incorporate a common section briefly describing the Global Partnership process. It might be useful to include other common elements, although this will only emerge over time as further thinking and development of content and principles emerges through the process.  
e) The International Action Agenda will be rooted in and informed by the local and regional processes and the action agendas that emerge from them. It aims to respond to key challenges at a global level, to recommend ways forward, and to stimulate a vision of what we want to achieve. To ensure its integrity and effectiveness, it will articulate concerns, principles and priorities that have emerged as a common ground through the deliberations conducted throughout the programme, rather than make a crude attempt to ‘merge’ the different national and regional action agendas. 

( Further discussion is needed on the specific processes for drafting the International Action Agenda. Most of the other regional action agendas should be finished by the end of 2004, after which a process should be implemented for developing the draft International Action Agenda. This will be an agenda item for the April 2004 ISG meeting in Dublin.

2.2.2 Development of the Western Europe Action Agenda

The Western Europe Action Agenda will have a strong focus on broad policy issues and will be aimed at both CSOs and at the European Union and member state governments, who tend to be very influential in the international system and are also significant donors for conflict prevention efforts. For these reasons – and because so many West European NGOs are focused on partnerships with CSOs in other parts of the world – inputs into the draft action agenda are encouraged from participants in the Global Partnership. Because of the Dublin conference at the end of March 2004, it will also be the first draft action agenda prepared in the programme. Other regions may be interested to learn from the process.  

Some of the main priority topics were discussed at the European Platform meeting in October 2003 and will be the focus of working groups during the Dublin Conference. In addition, there will be other sources of input into Western Europe Action Agenda:

· Reports from national ‘brainstorming’ meetings

· Ideas and recommendations from interested CSO’s 

· Existing reports and action agendas from other programmes working on conflict prevention

( A framework for the draft action agenda will be prepared by early January 2004 (drafted by Catherine Barnes in consultation with ECCP and Saferworld), which will then be distributed for comment and inputs to all those invited to attend the Dublin Conference (including ISG members) and the members of the European Platform, who should provide comments by mid-February. These ideas will then be incorporated into a draft Action Agenda by the end of February, supervised by ECCP and Saferworld, and then distributed again for comment and revision prior to the Dublin Conference, where it will be further discussed and developed. It will be presented to an EU High Level Panel on third day of the Dublin Conference. The finalized version will be available in mid-April 2004. 

2.3 International Conference at UN Headquarters, July 2005 

In addition to discussing our goals for the overall outcomes of the Global Partnership, the group recognized the need to begin discussion of the structure, format and goals for the international conference.  The group generated a number of ideas for principles to guide this process, which can serve as a starting point for further deliberation:

Communicating our focus. We must be able to give a clear idea of the identity and definition of civil society roles in conflict prevention and a rationale behind holding the conference before it takes place. It would be good to develop a one-page document of our main objectives and recommendations: something that everyone will actually read. We should use the UN’s language and mandate – and refer to Kofi Annan’s Recommendation 27 and Danielo Türk’s invitation at the meeting in September to feed into the Secretary-General’s report – in order to emphasize that we can make contributions that will be of value for the UN system.

A working conference. The conference will present a rare opportunity for engaging a diverse range of stakeholders from throughout the world in dialogue. Everyone felt strongly that the conference should be a working process, possibly with the draft International Action Agenda as a focal point. For example, the draft agenda could set forth overarching principles and themes, with working groups at the conference tasked with developing action plans for implementation and recommendations for guiding principles. 

Process matters. We anticipate that the conference will bring together between 300-500 people. Many conference formats are not conducive to creative engagement of so many people in a group process. However there is considerable experience in developing processes conducive to large group interventions, such as ‘future search’ formats among others. We should explore these process structures and work to develop a format that works for our process.
 One of the issues we should explore is whether we are aiming at consensus building, at task-oriented outcomes, or other goals so as to develop a process suitable for achieving those aims.

Medium is message. For the conference to have spirit and engage all the diverse people participating, we want it to be more than just ‘talking heads’ of verbal presentations and meetings. We should actively cultivate many different mediums and means to communicate, including art, video, music, communication forms that reveal our diverse cultural heritages. We should seek to ensure that representatives of conflict-affected communities are given opportunities to be spokespersons. We could develop events / activities that engage prominent authors or musicians to give performances and act as ‘lightening rods’ to draw public attention to the event and our messages.

Inclusion The regional input must have a prominent place in the proceedings. In terms of numbers of participants, this will presumably involve a distribution of participants that includes at least 10-15 key persons from each regional process. We should also aim for early registration so that we can make additional NGO’s who are not part of the Global Partnership part of the process before the conference. It would look very bad if a large representation of civil society organizations participated who are unaware of the Global Partnership’s objectives and approach.

Creating a more effective system for conflict prevention. It was suggested that this conference will be a unique opportunity to focus on interaction between CSOs and the UN system on conflict, peace and security matters. Doing it successfully would be aided by a full and frank discussion of what have been our limitations, what is our potential, and how we can all work more effectively to create a more responsive and effective system. The tone should not be one of posturing and accusation; instead we should cultivate a truly introspective dialogue in which we can discuss our mistakes and failures as well as our successes and ideas for the future. A framework for doing this over three days was proposed: 

Day 1: Civil Society: (a) its performance; (b) its potential; (c) the obstacles it faces

Day 2: The UN: (a) its performance; (b) its potential; (c) the obstacles it faces

Day 3: The Future: how can we work together?

A variation on this proposal is to assess civil society’s and the UN’s performance on day one, talk about the future and interaction on day two, and how to generate a culture of prevention and a culture of peace on day three. 

( An idea that emerged after the content meeting is to consider having an additional one-day event following-on from the International Conference where civil society participants can discuss and pre-plan the shaping and making of our peacebuilding world movement. It will be a unique moment, where people are already gathered and hopefully there will be momentum gathered from the high spirits of the international conference.

( All of these ideas will need to be discussed in more depth but it is hoped that they can help to stimulate a starting point. It was anticipated that the next point to discuss them would be at a meeting prior to the New York seminar on the ‘UN and Civil Society and the Prevention of Armed Conflict’ organised by the Global Partnership and the NGO-UN Conflict Prevention Working Group from 10-11 February 2004.
 There could then be more 

at the International Steering Group meeting following on from the European Regional Conference in Dublin, 3-4 April 2004.

3 Substantive Themes

The first part of the meeting was dedicated to participants identifying the key substantive priorities in their region and the reasons why they are relevant in their context.  From these discussions, we identified several focus areas where participants felt a more in-depth discussion would be useful and broke into concurrent working groups to address them. This report groups the issues raised in general discussion under thematic headings and, where relevant, incorporates a subsection with the working group reports. It also includes separate subsections describing the discussions on ‘what do we want to achieve’ regarding the UN and regarding the development of our field.

3.1 Security paradigms post-September 11th 

Mainstream paradigms of security and peace are generally framed by dominant political actors. Transforming these guiding assumptions and arrangements so that they will be responsive to transforming the root causes of conflict is part of the central task of creating a ‘culture of peace’ and ‘culture of prevention’.  

Many participants discussed how developments in the wake of the events of September 11th have affected conflict dynamics in their region and have affected their work. This discussion unfolded on two levels: (a) CSO roles in addressing the specific challenges posed for specific conflicts; and (b) a more general discussion on how the ‘War on Terrorism’ has triggered a resurgence of militarist and – in many cases, unilateralist – responses for promoting security, even at the risk of undermining the international security system developed through the UN. This poses a fundamental challenge to the ways the conflict transformation field has sought to promote peace and security and directly affects the conflict prevention agenda. There was general agreement that the Global Partnership should aim to address this core challenge and promote alternate security paradigms – such as those inherent in the ideas of ‘human security’ and ‘cooperative security’ – in order to advance a ‘culture of prevention’ and sustainable peace grounded in a more equitable social order capable of satisfying basic human needs. It is anticipated that, by mobilising public attention and energy, the Global Partnership can strengthen the UN’s championing of multilateral and cooperative approaches to security.

It was observed that the idea of ‘conflict prevention’ is unfamiliar to many. Even though the term has ‘common sense’ logic, few people have a nuanced conceptual foundation for identifying what causes conflict or how to prevent it. This suggests the need to find ways to more explicitly link the idea of conflict prevention with existing, well-developed conceptual frameworks, such as ‘security’. It also suggests the need to engage in awareness-raising and educational activities.

Furthermore, in many parts of the world, both governments and civil society view issues related to conflict and security as the exclusive domain of state actors and intergovernmental organisations. Because prevention is viewed as a security concern, many CSOs do not take up conflict prevention agendas per se. This can be for a variety of reasons. Some do not believe it is appropriate for them or do not see it as their role; some – especially in more authoritarian states – may find it too risky to take on such sensitive topics; some simply may not feel sufficiently knowledgeable or confident to address these issues. This suggests the need to raise awareness amongst the public and CSOs that conflict and security are also our concern and we can play a role in it. The UN Secretary-General’s acknowledgement of the role of CSOs in conflict prevention can provide an important basis for generating recognition for this role both amongst officials and amongst civil society.

The group devoted some time to exploring the implications of the often contentious discourses of ‘security’ and ‘peace’, as well as tensions that often occur between the discourses of ‘rights’ and of ‘dialogue’. It was generally agreed that unless we understood the different perceptions, values and goals implicit in the ways that different people view these core concepts, it would be difficult to engage in serious discussion with those outside our immediate circles. Such discussion will be necessary if we want to foster consensus building on a new (or renewed) security paradigms conducive to our values. Figure 2 attempts to illustrate the relationship amongst these concepts.

Figure 2: Discourses of Conflict, Peace and Security


[image: image1]
Consensus building around the development of a responsive paradigm of peace and security has to address the very different contexts that exist around the world. In the European context, the OSCE has articulated a human security paradigm based around three central ‘baskets’ – the ‘human dimension’ (democracy, human rights and rule of law), the ‘economic and environmental dimension’, and the ‘politico-military dimension’ which includes confidence and security building measures for promoting stability – as the foundation for its mandate. Many believe that this framework can be a powerful alternative to the challenge of militarism. Yet in parts of the world that have experienced a long history of external intervention, the normative standards implicit in international regimes based on human security paradigm may be resisted because of it may provide an excuse for further intervention. This is an issue in Latin America, where concepts such as ‘citizen security ’, ‘democratic security and ‘cooperative security’ are less sensitive.

The discourse of ‘terrorism’ is especially complicated. Many described how it is used for political purposes to promote the vested interests of different groups. For example, one person gave an example of the ways in which the perceived threat of ‘terrorist groups’ is manipulated in her region. Some actors – notably those in the security services – have an interest in exaggerating the threat because it can direct more funding and status into their institutions. Others, particularly senior government officials, tend to minimise or deny the existence of a threat because it leads to uncomfortable questions about why militant groups may be growing and could create pressure to address root causes. This, in turn, is further complicated by the over-reaction of external powers – particularly the United States – which puts pressure for policies that avoid addressing the causes and may actually exacerbate militancy.

The discourse of ‘peace’ carries with it many assumptions and associations that need to be understood and addressed in order to build foundations for a strong movement on promoting peaceful approaches to justice and security. In some areas, ‘peace’ has strong political connotations. It may be associated with ‘appeasement’ and is seen as an apologist’s response to tolerating an unjust status quo. It was furthermore pointed out that the origins of global peace movements has shaped perceptions of it amongst some people. The peace movement was very strong in the 1930s and through the Second World War, organised through the World Peace Council. But during the superpower confrontation of the ‘Cold War’, it became a front organisation for Soviet interests and lost its independence and legitimacy. During the late-1960s and 1970s, ‘peace’ became associated with hippies and ‘flower power’ and many did not see it as a credible response to the challenges of conflict and security.
 These associations have direct implications for how CSOs working on conflict position themselves. For example, one participant commented that amongst a number of key conflict prevention field organisations in the US, that the focus is on security and this emphasis partly reflects how the discourse of ‘peace’ has been de-legitimised. 

Several participants noted that there is a complicated interaction between CSOs and activists focused on human rights approaches to conflict and those focused on dialogue-based approaches. Sometimes those who principally use the discourse of ‘rights’ can view those promoting dialogue-based processes to conflict settlement and reconciliation as ignoring the demands of justice. This can sometimes challenge the basis of credibility of the conflict prevention community – particularly if ‘peace’ is equated with ‘appeasement’. Conversely, some of those who promote dialogue-based approaches may perceive the ‘rights discourse’ as divisive and exacerbating polarised relationships or blocking creative engagement amongst antagonists. Many concluded that this indicates the need to engage with human rights organisations.

On the final day, the group agreed that we should commission an issue paper on the general theme of the War on Terrorism, security paradigms and militarism. (See Section 4.2) Some issues we felt should be discussed in this paper are:

· the roots of extremism/terrorism and alternative approaches to dealing with them;

· the “fund drain” from development to security priorities and how the development community is affected by the new security agenda of the War on Terrorism;

· implications of the trade-off articulated by some between security on one hand versus protection of human rights and civil liberties on the other hand; 

· how the “Prevention of Terror”-type legislation introduced in many countries will affect CSO’s engagement with armed combatants and the potential for Track-II dialogue processes.

3.1.1 Working group on discourses of peace and conflict
[NB: our notes on the presentation of this group were inadequate. Therefore re-drafting and / or comments by group members is strongly encouraged! ( - CB ]

The group identified a central challenge for the conflict prevention field as the ‘real politick’ security paradigm that has been reasserted – predominantly by the United States government but taken up by many other governments – in the wake of the events of September 11th and the announcement of the ‘War on Terrorism’. This has led to a resurgence of militaristic responses based on the belief that phenomena such as ‘terrorism’ can be crushed through military means, including through the use of pre-emptive strikes. Because state actors have tended to define ‘terrorism’ as something perpetrated mainly by non-state actors, they have often tended to overlook the gross human rights violations committed by state actors – particularly if they are allies – against non-combatant populations. This has also led to the de-emphasis on the importance of human rights protection and the achievement of development goals for their own sake; they are instead subsumed to the goal of maintaining alliances or promoting security agendas. 

The group identified a range of ‘root causes’ leading to the focus on a real politick security paradigm. These included:

· Greed and vested interests in creating a global economic system that is particularly beneficial to those who advocate it – despite the stresses it is generating for many others around the world. 

· The experience of cultural and identity dislocation that is generated by globalisation more generally and especially affecting populations living in countries in transition from old political systems. This is leading to considerable anxiety and insecurity; many feel their lives have been disrupted by a undermining of their identity.

· Regionalisation. ??

The effects these phenomenon are a number of threats or barriers in addressing ongoing problems, including:

· Increased ‘terrorism’ and the counter-response of a ‘War on Terrorism’

· Little movement in resolving ongoing conflicts and the retrenchment and escalation of some that had been dormant.

· Increased violence

· Forced migration

· Weapons trade further entrenched.

The group suggested non-violent alternatives to militarism and a concerted effort to promote structural justice as being keys to addressing these problems at a systems level.

3.2 Conflict contexts

There was a general recognition that the context of conflict matters in shaping what civil society can do to prevent ‘new’ conflicts and resolve existing ones. Throughout all the presentations from the regions was an emphasis on the interaction of complex conflict dynamics – both in terms of how global and regional developments interact with more localised and national developments and the complex interaction of factors within a specific conflict system. Most participants emphasised the influence of these contextual factors when presenting the priorities for their region. However we did not have an opportunity to focus systematically on this aspect of our work. Yet the following points were made and reveal some of the complexity of promoting conflict prevention:

· As a ‘Global Partnership’, we should be able to consider structural factors that may generate / exacerbate conflict at the global system level (e.g., globalised social and economic systems; the War on Terrorism, etc.)

· Within countries or regions, there may also be a focus on addressing more localised structural causes of conflict, such as land reform issues or ‘winner-takes-all’ political systems. 

· Some regions are seen as ‘hot spots’ by the international community for conflict prevention. Foreign governments and international organisations invest considerable resources (including those that are inappropriate and make the situation worse); whereas other regions tend to be forgotten.

· All conflicts have a political dimension. It was observed that there are a range of vested interests in relation to conflict dynamics that can make them difficult to address them through straightforward processes.  In many societies it has been difficult to address certain issues – such as business and security sector reform – through democratic processes because governments do not have sufficient strength or inclination to take on these established interests. Civil society mobilisation can help to strengthen the potential for reform. 

· There is considerable diversity within regions. For example, in East Asia it was noted that there are conflicts within countries that are either actively violent, that sporadically surface, or are in a post-settlement phase. Amongst these, there are ones that are primarily linked to socio-political issues, to the assertion of identity and sovereignty, or that are rooted in the legacies of colonization (either European and / or ‘internal’ by the state forming people). There are also inter-state tensions that have the potential for more active conflict and are linked to geopolitical dominance and / or territorial disputes and are often characterised by re-militarization. In some cases, these conflicts are stimulated by transnational political movements, whether those rooted in Leftist revolutionary traditions or newer Islamicist militancy movements. There is also a global dimension to the causes and dynamics of conflict, both through the macro-economic and socio-cultural effects of globalisation and because of the USA-led ‘War on Terrorism’. To be effective in helping to prevent conflict, civil society groups have to address each of these dimensions, yet it would be difficult for any one group to address all of them. However, CSOs as a whole can make an important contribution toward generating strategies and processes for addressing these many different conflict arenas – both in terms of causes and in ameliorating their effects. 

· In some areas where there is a recent legacy of protracted warfare, such as Southern Africa, there is a significant problem of small arms and light weapons (SALW) held in the ‘wrong hands’. This directly affects the challenge of effectively reintegrating armed combatants, which in turn shapes the prospects for reconciliation. All of these factors are important for preventing reoccurrence of armed conflict. 

· Some regions, such as in the South Caucasus, are characterised by multiple ‘frozen conflicts’. In many cases, the strategies used by the international community and – in particular, the mandate of their peace operations – has managed to keep violence to a minimum but may be a barrier to their social and political resolution. There is a need to analyse the impediments to their resolution and develop the political will to make strategic changes to thaw them in a constructive direction. 

· In regions where there has been fragmentation of existing state structures and wars between these entities, such as the Balkans, CSOs can aim to address crossborder tensions and to support constructive relations with ‘kin-states’ amongst minority groups.

3.3 Interaction with the United Nations

The Global Partnership emerged in response to a recommendation by the UN Secretary-General in his June 2001 Report on the Prevention of Armed Conflict. Further defining the roles of CSOs in interaction with the UN and governments on conflict prevention is a central goal of the Global Partnership. The group’s discussions focused on understanding the UN system both as an arena for engagement and as a target for change.

It was pointed out that the UN’s partnership with CSOs on peace and security matters is not well developed or strongly integrated – in part because this field has been seen as the exclusive responsibility of governments. For example, the UN High Level Panel on Civil Society does not give much profile to the role of CSOs in security; similarly the terms of reference for new High-level Panel on Global Security Threats
 do not profile the contribution of CSOs to analysis of the issues or the response. Engaging with these high-level panels in order to highlight the potential contributions of CSOs to peace and security could be a priority for the Global Partnership.
It was observed that the UN system for peace and security issues was created on the assumption that the main threats were from wars between states. Although this threat has not disappeared, the predominant trend has been to conflicts within states or, increasingly, through unconventional transnational militant movements. It appears that the international system has been inadequate for responding effectively to these conflicts.  Furthermore, although there are well-developed institutions for responding to some of the humanitarian consequences of conflict – such as emergency relief or support for refugees and internally displaced persons – in most conflict situations, the institutional framework for systematically promoting peacebuilding on the ground is weak.

Participants identified a number of barriers within the structure of the UN system that hinder its effectiveness in addressing the challenge of peacebuilding and conflict prevention:

· Responsibility for these central tasks is dispersed and there is no ‘lead’ for developing coherent strategies and systematic learning. 

· The lack of designated leadership can result in fragmented and ad hoc responses by different arms of the system, sometimes leading to counter-productive initiatives and mandates.

· Without this strategic leadership, most players in the UN system are continually engaged in crisis responses and management rather than in taking a medium- to longer-term systematic view and implementing strategies and programs to address challenges.

· Under the current arrangements it is difficult for staff to dedicate time, attention and resources to enabling a ‘culture of prevention’ throughout the system.

In addition to examining the UN system as a whole, it would be helpful to analyse the UN’s roles in specific conflict situations. In some cases, the mandate for peace operations appears to create constraints for longer-term peacebuilding and the engagement of CSOs in conflict transformation. Instead, the peace operations may contribute to keeping a conflict frozen by aiming principally to prevent the recurrence of violence rather than creating a positive peace by addressing underlying causes and relationships. One person also commented that we should assess the relevance of the UN within the context of pax americana and the challenge posed by double standards.

There was some discussion on whether or not the Global Partnership should work toward UN system reform. Given the fact that the UN is directed by its member states, some questioned whether CSOs can influence change in the UN system or influence issues that are on the UN’s agenda. Others claimed that because governments should be accountable to their public and CSOs play an important role in articulating and promoting public interest agendas, it is important for us to play a role. Furthermore, most CSOs in the conflict prevention field see themselves as allies of the multilateral system and want to see the UN strengthened and made more effective. Therefore we would be engaging constructively in the debate. The questions remained: what can we do as civil society to develop an agenda? We need to develop a ‘big goal’ to serve as the focus for our advocacy. The preliminary discussion on this issue in described in the next subsection.

3.3.1  ‘What do we want to achieve?’: Discussion on changes to and interaction with the UN 

We had several ‘brainstorming sessions’ on the types of tangible outcomes that could emerge from the Global Partnership in relation to civil society interaction with the UN and in UN responses to the challenges of conflict prevention. Because these sessions were intended to generate ideas rather than to deeply analyse the options, there was no attempt to reach consensus on options to recommend. These issues will need further discussion in a range of other forums through the Global Partnership.

A World Conference on Peace and Security (similar to those on human rights, sustainable development, or women):

· The purpose of such a conference would be to focus on developing norms and standards for addressing government obligations in relation to conflict prevention. It could aim to develop an international consensus on responsibilities for addressing armed conflicts occurring within states (based on the recognition that the existing system was created principally to address the threats to international security posed by conflicts between states).

· There would be a significant involvement of CSOs and a focus on their roles in conflict prevention and peacebuilding – including strategies for preventing or addressing violence perpetrated by non-state actors. A CSO aim would be to institutionalize recognition of the roles of civil society actors in peace and security issues by the UN and, implicitly, by its member states.

· Building on the July 2005 Conference, an official World Conference on Peace and Security could serve as a catalyst both for generating a civil society movement and for raising public awareness of civil society’s roles in promoting peace and security concerns.

Institutionalising a lead agency, instrument and / or mechanism with principal 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

· 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. It should include recognition and formal mechanisms for interaction with CSOs.

Interaction with CSOs and UN organs. There is a need to develop and strengthen mechanisms for interaction between CSOs and the UN specifically on peace and security issues related to conflict prevention and peacebuilding.

· Mechanisms are needed for interaction at headquarters level and at the regional level where many operations are carried out.

· We also need to identify ways of interacting with the international financial institutions – such as the World Bank and International Monetary Fund – whose policies and practices play crucial roles in the potential for generating and for preventing conflict.

Capacity building within the UN System. Civil society can play a role in capacity building with staff in the UN system who are not well acquainted with working with conflict and processes or strategies for promoting peacebuilding, particularly at a community and social level. CSOs can develop projects and materials targeting UN audiences to develop their knowledge or ‘literacy’ in conflict transformation and peacebuilding and / or can offer training modules. One person suggested that it might be useful to begin each official event with a very brief explanation of the field of conflict prevention, conflict resolution and peacebuilding so as to generate common definitions and ensure we are using terms in similar ways.

The group also discussed strategies and considerations to guide our engagement with the UN through the Global Partnership:

· We need to engage in dialogue with UN officials and member states on the shortcomings of the system’s current mechanisms for conflict prevention and peacebuilding. We can aim to offer a spectrum of constructive options.  We should present thoughtful and well-argued analysis and make realistic recommendations.

· There are indications that the idea for a new UN agency currently has little support, yet we may want to carefully float the idea anyway. If it does become one of our 2005 recommendations in the Action Agenda, there should be a basis of understanding and support for the initiative. 

· Kofi Annan’s request for a civil society conference did not come out of the blue: we need to identify and understand the existing concerns within the UN concerning civil society roles in conflict prevention and aim to address them.  

· To avoid alienating decision-makers in the UN, we must find entry points amongst people and offices sympathetic to our concerns who can offer guidance, information and support. We should look in regional and country offices, as well as at headquarters. There are many examples where specific offices or key personnel in the field are very supportive of CSO initiatives. We may also find allies in regional organizations.

· We can also consider developing support amongst key governments who will help to strengthen the Global Partnership and ensure that it is given serious attention in the deliberative bodies of the UN system. We can encourage the development of a ‘group of friends’ – e.g., states that are willing to coordinate efforts to support the initiative. Some of these may be donors to the programme but there are likely to be others as well.

3.4 Interaction with regional organisations

The comparative importance of regional organisations was noted by many participants. Because these bodies are focused exclusively on regional affairs, they tend to be on the frontlines of responses to conflict affecting member states. Many identified the need for permanent mechanisms for interaction with CSO’s in the regional organisation’s security bodies. Even in regions where such mechanisms do exist – such as the OSCE or the OAS – it can be unclear who are the interlocutors and the basis on which CSOs are recognised.

Given the very different institutional structures and mandates, it is difficult to make generalisations.  In general, however, it seems that most organisations have limited or non-existent formal mechanisms for interaction with CSOs and few precedents for cooperating formally with them over matters of mutual concern – especially in the field of peace and security issues. Even in places were there is no political obstacle to more active interaction with CSOs, the regional organisation may not have the infrastructure in the organisation to engage effectively. In many regions, however, CSOs are developing working relationships with individuals in their regional organisations. These relationships help to facilitate informal communication and cooperation. 

Many participants agreed, however, that it would be helpful to formalise recognition of the roles of civil society in peace and security matters and to develop mechanisms for interaction. They would like to put these issues on the agenda for their regional conferences conducted as a part of the Global Partnership. 

Furthermore, it was recognised that the space for civil society activities is heavily constrained by governments in some countries. Recognition of CSOs by regional organisations can help to legitimise the involvement of CSOs in peace and security matters, thereby helping to open the space at the national level. This observation gives even more weight to the importance many attach to the roles of regional organisations as an important element in partnerships for effective conflict prevention.

3.5 Interaction with governments

In the plenary discussion, everyone agreed on the importance of interaction between CSOs and governments on conflict prevention. Governments are where most real decision-making is taken on peace and security issues and approaches for responding to conflict. Therefore identifying strategies for engaging with them more effectively was seen as a priority. However the opportunities and constraints for this interaction vary considerably between countries. Furthermore, governments play a number of roles and have a variety of motives that shape the nature of this interaction (e.g., governments as donors; governments as actors pursuing strategic interests and aiming to incorporate CSO activities in this agenda; governments as allies; government as opponents…).  A working group explored issues around interaction in more depth (see the following subsection). There were a number of points that emerged in the plenary discussion:

· In some countries – such as Canada and Switzerland – regular forums have been established for interaction between CSOs and governments on conflict and security issues. In many cases, it has helped to strengthen the effectiveness of both in their conflict prevention activities. Yet it raises questions for some CSOs on the degree to which their work becomes politicised. 

· In some countries, interaction between CSOs and governments on peace and security issues is not well developed and may be the subject of considerable suspicion. UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan’s formulation of the partnership between governments, the UN and civil society organisations may be an important force in legitimising this role.

· Perceptions of the validity of CSOs may vary according to the type of work they do. For example, some tend to focus primarily on addressing direct violence – a role that is not controversial in many places. Others choose to engage in advocacy to challenge the causes of structural violence. Because this tends to involve confronting the existing policies and practices of governments and institutions, these activities are often seen as threatening or annoying to established institutions. Some CSOs find this form of advocacy work risky. In some cases, challenging entrenched interests may put them in danger. In other cases, it may jeopardise their access to governments and – especially – the funding source of their work. This may make them hesitant to engage in advocacy.

· Activism on human rights issues has tended to alienate governments, who become wary of criticism or ‘attacks’ from civil society. Conflict prevention CSOs have tended to develop modes for working with governments and building their confidence in the potentials for cooperation.

· Furthermore, some CSOs face considerable obstacles when operating in places where governments construct barriers to institutional development of organised civil society – particularly those working on peace and security issues. This can range from limiting the registration of NGOs to constraints on freedom of expression, all of which can damper their effectiveness. 

· As has been demonstrated in many countries, however, organised mass movements are sometimes able to counter authoritarian tendencies of governments but are very difficult to mobilise, are risky and tend to be all-consuming for those involved.

3.5.1 Working group on mechanisms for interaction between CSOs and government

This working group aimed to analyse some of the significant barriers to the lack of effective interaction between CSOs and governments on peace and security issues and to identify strategies and approaches for improving engagement. The group recognised that circumstances and approaches to interaction vary greatly between countries. They suggested that it would be helpful to identify and learn from ‘good practice’ so as to inspire the development of effective mechanisms elsewhere.

They began with an attempt to analyse some of the typical barriers to engagement:

· In countries where the idea of ‘civil society’ is seen as new, there is often limited public understanding and awareness of the contributions that can be made by CSOs to addressing key challenges. In particular, they may not perceive non-governmental organisations as having a role in security matters.

· In many countries, there is a lack of clarity about the role of CSOs vis-à-vis government. This is compounded by the view held by many government officials that civil society organisations are their opponent and therefore the overall relationship is polarised.

· Where there are authoritarian governments or fragmented (‘failing’) state structures, it may also be challenging to develop an active and independent organised civil society. Furthermore, the legislative framework may not be conducive for registering and effectively regulating CSOs.

· In many places, organised civil society is weak and there is no consolidation within or between sectors. Sometimes there is little tradition of coordinated or collaborative engagement between CSOs, which weakens conflict prevention efforts.

· In some places, there is no tradition of a non-partisan NGO sector – which aims to address specific sorts of challenges – while there is a well-developed tradition of citizen engagement in political parties. This may contribute to blurred boundaries and suspicion of the motives of newer NGOs.

· Even where civil society is strong and governments are not overly suspicious, there may be no or few mechanisms for CSOs to engage with officials on peace and security concerns. In particular, there may be no ‘entry point’ – in terms of an office or designated liaison officials – with whom CSO representatives can engage.

· Sometimes governments are willing to meet with CSOs and to discuss issues with them. Yet CSO inputs are not given serious attention in policymaking and it is more ‘paying lip service’ than genuine policy dialogue. The reasons for this should be explored and addressed (for example, perhaps the quality of CSO inputs is insufficient to be taken seriously or perhaps the government feels it can ignore these inputs and therefore a more public campaigning strategy is needed to exert pressure for governments to respond).

The group also identified the benefits that could emerge from more concerted interaction between governments and CSOs on peace and security issues so that they are able to influence decision-making on government policies and practices. 

· Because CSOs are often in a valuable position to understand what is happening ‘on the ground’, focused cooperation with governments could result in more effective early warning and early response systems so as to prevent conflict escalation and reduce the risks of violence.

· CSOs can contribute to policy development and to implementing programmes designed to systematically address the causes of conflict, thus helping to establish a sustainable system for conflict prevention and laying the foundations for sustainable peace.

· CSOs and governments can often generate different types of resources and undertake different types of roles. Cooperation can help to increase efficiency and effectiveness.

· Because CSOs are often able to establish links cross-border in their wider region, civil society networks and alliances and strengthen regional cooperation – particularly important for addressing the regional dimension of conflict systems.

· For CSOs, cooperation with governments may increase the effectiveness of their work and contribute to longer-term recognition and credibility.

· For governments, listening to CSOs can help to ensure that they are more responsive to the needs, concerns and opinions of the public. It can help to strengthen public participation in governance and thus strengthen the legitimacy and accountability of government and, ultimately, strengthen state capacities.

The group then focused on identifying mechanisms and strategies for enhancing interaction.

· Rather than working in isolation, to be effective it may be necessary for CSOs to develop common platforms through which their voice can be heard. This can enable better coordination and cooperation within civil society, help to facilitate shared analysis and shared positions, and generate greater credibility. Such platforms are necessary at all levels: local, national, regional, and global. 

· CSOs aiming to address peace and security issues could seek to generate a global movement – as exist, for example, on human rights and on environmental concerns – that is guided by a common ‘mandate’ that clarifies a baseline of common positions and values. (Note: see Section 3.6.2 for further thinking on this issue.)

· Communication amongst CSOs is important to share learning points and stimulate good practice. While an ultimate focus is on action, publications and conferences are important for supporting the development of the field.

· It may be useful to advocate the establishment of a formal (although not necessarily exclusive) ‘entry point’ for interaction with governments on peace and security issues.

· CSOs can initiate efforts at developing relationships and communication with government officials so as to form the basis of trust. This can also grow into regular ‘lobbying’ / ‘advocacy’ meetings with influential and strategic individuals.

· CSOs need to focus on engaging with officials at a range of different levels, from local government to central government, as well as those in regional organisations and in the UN system. In some areas, CSOs can find more opportunities to engage with officials through regional organisations than they would if they approached their governments directly and their association with regional initiatives gives their work credibility.

· Particularly where there is little recognition of CSOs or there are few opportunities for interaction, CSOs can use their international contacts to increase their access and leverage with their own governments. For example, foreign partners can often introduce CSO representatives to their embassy officials, who then invite them to events held at the embassy where CSO representatives can meet their own government officials on an equal basis.

· It is important to develop the human basis for generating more positive and constructive relationships. CSOs can reach out to officials by inviting them to participate in their meetings and otherwise developing relationships – both through formal and informal engagement (e.g., invitations to parties and dinners can be a valuable way to deepen engagement through more informal social conversations).

· CSOs can identify specific roles that they can undertake to feed into the development of better government policies and practices. This may be policy or issue research, formulating strategies and proposing programs, and offering services that they can fulfil. 

· Because government officials and politicians may not be very knowledgeable about conflict prevention and transformation issues, experienced and specialised CSOs may be in a good position to offer training and other capacity building services. 

3.6 Ethics and efficacy of practice: engagement of CSOs working on conflict 

There was considerable discussion about the field of CSOs / NGOs working on conflict. Some of this discussion was aimed at exploring the parameters of the field (“who are ‘we’?”; “what are our commonalities and what are our differences?”), identifying the modes of interaction with other civil society sectors not explicitly focused on conflict prevention, and considering the ethical underpinnings of our work. Other aspects of the discussion were aimed at understanding the politics of our work, as well as our legitimacy and accountability in the eyes of governments and inter-governmental institutions. Thus the discussion had both an internal and an external dimension for exploring the dynamics of legitimacy, accountability, roles and tensions between actors, self-evaluation and the infrastructure of engagement.

( It was suggested that one of the research needs in many parts of the world is to understand both: (a) how the involvement of CSOs can shape the sources and dynamics of specific conflicts and their transformation and (b) how conflicts affect the overall development of civil society. This research could benefit from ‘mapping’ the activities of CSOs, especially those who are working on problems that are connected to conflict prevention.

It is also important to identify the reasons why organised civil society is so weak in some regions or in some conflict-affected communities. Some explanations can be found in governmental policies and practices that have curbed or even crushed the development of organised civil society. But there is also a need to look inward and examine how the legacy of hatred, stereotypes and exclusion can greatly affect the ability of people to engage with each other in public life and therefore undermines the development of organised civil society. Acknowledging and acting on our real problems – and changing accordingly – may help us to find a way forwards.

Amongst many CSOs, questions related to ‘security’ are typically seen as the responsibility of government and international organisations. They are therefore not very informed about peace and security issues and not very confident working on them. In some parts of the world, social change-oriented CSOs have been accustomed to addressing socio-economic issues and can have difficulty addressing a security agenda. In some regions, human rights CSOs have typically been oriented toward regime transition.

In addition to these points, a number of dilemmas and principles to address them were suggested by participants:

Interaction between CSO sectors – e.g., development, human rights, peace…

· We recognise the need for more interaction between different CSO sectors – but how do we engage with each other?

· How do the discourses of the different disciplines end up shaping our interaction and abilities to work with each other? Can we develop the basis for a shared discourse? 

· How does the wider context – e.g. the ‘war on terrorism’ – facilitate or constraint these potentials? 

· Are there significant differences between engaging with political actors (parties and movements) versus social actors?

· The conflict prevention field has emerged from a number of different disciplines (e.g., some with a political background, some from human rights organisations, others from development or humanitarian organisations, some from peace and conflict studies…). Therefore the CSOs that form this community have very different starting points and assumptions that shape how the field is emerging and developing over time.

· Peace, conflict and security concerns should be mainstreamed within the development and humanitarian response communities.

Diversity within CSOs: orientations toward social and political change

· We need to look at the roles (in contrast to the singular and monolithic ‘role’) that civil society actors play in relation to conflict: some make vitally important contributions to prevention; others contribute to its escalation. (For example, religious organisations and faith communities play complex roles.)

· In each situation, there are a range of political stances in regard to ‘what is to be done’ and, especially, in connection to acceptance of foreign policies of key governments.

· There is a need to grapple with the issues of ‘legitimate’ and ‘illegitimate’ uses of violence and ideas of ‘the just war’ (e.g., the intifada)

· CSOs can also be a factor in conflict and in generating or escalating tensions. The ‘spoilers’ factor in obstructing peace processes – sometimes CSOs, as non-state actors, are seen as spoilers – especially those who have a stake in the ‘war economy’ and / or who have mobilised populations for conflict to achieve ideological goals.

· Nevertheless, we need to push the parameters of our inclusiveness and acceptance of each other: e.g., when certain groups are excluded on the basis of arbitrary criteria (e.g., such as religion or nationality), it can weaken our efforts and contribute to our weakness. 

· The challenges for our legitimacy and self-definition that are presented by these dilemmas could perhaps be addressed by the process of agreeing a basic mandate or code of ethics that communicate the core principles on which we agree, even if there are vast differences on other, more specific stances toward issues, goals or strategies: “united we stand; diverse we move forward”?

Legitimacy and credibility

· What is the basis of CSO credibility; what are the barriers?

· Why should governments and inter-governmental organisations pay any attention to us? How can we address concerns about our legitimacy to act in the spheres of conflict prevention and security matters? 

· Who is considered a ‘legitimate’ initiator of a specific process?

· We need a code of ethics for our engagement: otherwise it is very difficult for us to legitimately and/or effectively critique our governments or inter-governmental institutions.

· We have the right to participate: our legitimacy is rooted in our effectiveness.

· Participation of people / grassroots in our strategies and processes; grounds the work and makes it more legitimate.

· Legitimacy appears to be shaped by the nature of the project: if it is one that occurs within the public realm, then it is easier to develop.

· We recognise the tension between democratic transparency and the need for quiet / confidential diplomacy.

· Internal issues such as non-transparency and unaccountability are problematic.

· Professionalism and the quality of our work is an issue of concern. For example, is there a need for profession standards of conflict transformation trainers?

Accountability

· Who are the stakeholders (including donors) and who are our constituencies and who is best able to do what? 

· Need to learn from relations with donors / risk of being ‘donor led’; ‘grant eaters’

· Need to recognise we are stakeholders; therefore can strive to be ‘independent’ but not possible that we would be ‘neutral’

· Need to grapple with inclusiveness; 

· Insider-outsider relations.

· Need to grapple with power asymmetries  

‘What do we want to achieve?’: discussion on goals for civil society 

Networks. A principle goal is to develop and strengthen networks as an important key to generate the ‘social infrastructure’ for conflict prevention, because it can be a forum for identifying underlying structural causes of conflict and developing agendas to address them, as well as mobilising action to effectively address specific conflict situations. In addition to fostering through this program the global partnership at the international and regional levels, it will be crucial to develop national forums / national councils as a basic rooting structure.

Regional civil society forums. In regions where conflict dynamics in the regional / cross-border levels are strong, it would be a break-through to develop a strong regional network – perhaps one that parallels inter-governmental regional organisations. For a number of regional initiators, it is hoped / anticipated that the regional process will serve as a catalyst for a more permanent grouping such as a network / forum / platform.
Conflict prevention advocacy offices. Develop a lobbying office for CSOs working on conflict prevention in New York, Geneva and possibly other key locations where there are significant policy and decision-making forums on conflict issues. Such an office could serve as a network channel for more effective interaction. Civil society groups could both feed in analysis and information useful for early warning and early response or for strategies to address existing conflicts.  The office(s) would also be responsible for keeping members and wider civil society informed of new developments in the international and regional systems and elicit their inputs into policy deliberations.

Stimulating policy dialogue. The program can aim to both help institutionalise mechanisms and increase confidence of CSOs interacting with officials on conflict and security matters.

Mainstreaming conflict prevention into existing sectors and groups. One key goal is to raise awareness of conflict prevention amongst a range of CSO sectors so that they incorporate it into their work and strategies. 

Identifying ‘what tends to work’ and principles for good practice. A goal from the various research projects and meetings that will take place as a part of this program will be to elicit experiences and principles that can be promoted more widely through the international action agenda so that they can become priorities and attract resources.

Code of conduct. While many people believe that the development of basic codes of conduct are important for strengthening good practice and developing the legitimacy of the field, there have been few opportunities to develop common thinking about what it would involve and the contents of such a code. The forums developed as a part of this program and beyond could provide an opportunity to develop this thinking and to engage in consensus building on its contents and use.  It was recognised that a central challenge is the question of what is ‘our’ identity and how do ‘we’ bring our diversity into the field and how this shapes our understanding of how this shapes the many ways we work.

3.6.1 Working group on networking and mandate for a civil society movement 

This group started with the observation that the overall Global Partnership for the Prevention of Armed Conflict has the potential to create the social infrastructure for a ‘network of networks’ of civil society groups addressing peace and security concerns. They focused on how this networking opportunity could be channelled into the development of a global movement. They noted that it would be important for the network that was the basis of the movement to be as inclusive as possible, drawing members from all related fields (such as human rights or development) and sectors (such as trade unions or faith communities), as long as they are actively seeking to address peacebuilding, conflict resolution or conflict prevention. Membership in a network would not be mutually exclusive, as each member could also be a member in other networks and associations. Indeed, existing issue-based or sectoral networks could collectively become members of this global network. An important outcome of this inclusively would be the greater legitimacy of the movement – particularly in challenging any perceptions that it is a staff-driven initiative from the ‘conflict industry’, which is a cynical view held by some.

Drawing inspiration from how Amnesty International’s ‘mandate’ helped to create the foundations for a global human rights movement, the group sought to develop inspiration for how CSOs working on conflict could lay similar foundations for a movement. Amnesty International’s experience can also teach us how, through consensus building, to move slowly from a very restrictive mandate to one that incorporates a wider range of issues. 

A challenge for the Global Partnership is to develop a common ground, given all of our differences in approach and emphasis and the different contexts in which we work. While striving to be inclusive, the group argued for the need to develop a set of basic values or principles that all members would need to agree as the basis of the common criteria for membership. These would serve as the basic ‘mandate’ of the network and would articulate a clear statement of the movement’s ethos. 

The working group proposed a set of ethical criteria that could be a starting point for discussion:

a) No one will be excluded on the basis of their identity (including, among other dimensions, their nationality, their ethnicity, their gender or their faith). The network also aims to proactively engage with communities often excluded or ignored by mainstream civil society organisations to help ensure there is no ‘exclusion by omission’. 

b) Recognising the damage of structural violence, members agree that they will not actively condone or participate in policies and practices that contribute to it. While some members concentrate on eradicating structural violence and building positive peace; others may be focused on addressing direct violence. Nevertheless, all should value the importance of addressing the structural causes of conflict and violence.

c) Members are committed to preventing the harming and killing of non-combatants.

d) Recognising the diversity of views on ‘just war’ and the ‘legitimate uses of violence’, members nevertheless agree to advocate or try non-violent means first.

The working group argued that the development of common criteria would help to contribute to the movement’s transparency – especially to external audiences – as well as its legitimacy. It would help to develop thinking on basic codes of conduct for the field. A network mandate, in general, would also help to underpin an ‘authentification scheme’ for the genuineness of its members. This could, in turn, help to bolster their recognition by the UN system, governments and donors.

3.7 What can CSOs do to prevent conflict?

There are significant variations between regions in the depth of experience in responding to conflict with different types of situations or strategies. Some are primarily involved in resolution of existing wars, others more involved with policy work, others more experienced in crisis response and violence prevention, whereas some focus on conflict mitigation. Furthermore, the mandate and base of any specific CSO will influence the nature of their work and the roles they can play. For example, faith-based groups may find that their moral credibility provides a special access and guides the parameters of their work. This will be very different than the roles that can be played by a small ‘expert’ policy organisation. Nevertheless, there are certain questions that all CSOs must address to enhance the effectiveness of their work and their interaction with other CSOs. Some of these different orientations are illustrated in the figure on ‘orientations to CSO roles in conflict prevention’. 


Although we did not have sufficient time to discuss the range of roles and approaches in depth, participants described some of the many types of initiatives with which they are either involved or are familiar.

· Addressing structural causes of latent and active conflicts 

· Engaging experienced conflict journalists to develop effective media strategies

· Generating processes and strategies for resolving active conflicts, including through culturally-rooted approaches and practices

· Developing peaceful alternatives; generating ‘solutions’ 

· Helping to mobilise conflict-affected communities 

· Interpositioning during armed hostilities.

· Engaging with conflict protagonists in a range of roles. Capacity of civil society actors to engage with all actors and all sectors presents a significant comparative advantage over the constraints on governmental and inter-governmental officials and can be crucial to an overall strategy. They can also advocate for the engagement of a suitable third-party intermediary.

· Organising and expanding spaces for engagement – including through dialogue to address latent conflicts.

· Return of refugees and relations between returnees and local populations that were not displaced.

· Work with diaspora communities ( could be significant resource, risk of brain drain, factor in resourcing conflicts but also potentially a resource for peacebuilding.

· Consolidating peace agreements 

· Cultivating dialogue cultures as integral to conflict transformation.

· Key role for CSOs in truth, reconciliation and justice efforts.

· Physical and psychological rehabilitation of war affected communities

· CSO roles in confidence building / conflict management at the inter-state level. For example, in one region characterised by tense relations amongst governments, a government asked an NGO to organise a meeting on issues of common concern because it would be easier for officials in neighbouring countries to accept an invitation from an NGO to a mixed CSO and government meeting than to an official meeting organised by the government. 

3.8 Resources and capacity building

Although recognised as important, this was another area that was not discussed in depth. The following principles and ideas were mentioned in the plenary discussions.

· The main tool to increase our effectiveness and maximise our resources is through good situation analysis so as to develop effective strategies.
· Need to build our capacity through cross-fertilisation between peacebuilders and other CSOs. This can be facilitated through exchanges amongst people from conflict-affected communities in various parts of the world, including ‘South-South’ and inter- and intra-regional exchanges.

· We recognise that it is difficult to address the challenges of conflict prevention unilaterally. In addition to interaction with the UN, regional organisations and governments, it is important to build the capacities of CSOs through coalitions, alliances, networks, and solidarity movements.

· CSOs should also remember the importance of working with local and traditional authorities and give attention to finding appropriate methods to work with them.

3.9 Strategies for mobilising support and generating political will

It was observed that a central obstacle to effective conflict prevention is often the lack of political will to respond. In many conflict situations – particularly when there are widespread abuses against non-combatants – the barriers to effective response are not rooted in lack of knowledge about what should be done but rather in the failure to act on this knowledge.  A number of participants commented on the need to strengthen the influence (or ‘muscle’) of peace constituencies so that we are listened to and have influence. It was suggested that influence can be developed by a number of methods, including:

· Demonstrating widespread public support – e.g. mobilising great numbers of people; 

· Developing the integrity of the movement through powerful ideas and inspiring actions;

· Being very clever with the development and implementation of strategies so as to ensure maximum influence and impact.

This revealed the challenge of designing strategies for mobilisation: who acts when and where? It was recognised that amongst civil society in general, it would be helpful to encourage complementary roles and strategies – including those who do advocacy and those engaged in mediating dialogue processes. It was observed that there is a need for both specialist contributions and for mass movements. 

Nevertheless, the group recognised that confrontation strategies are often in tension with dialogue-based strategies. We need to better understand the importance of each and to develop strategies based on maximising the leverage offered by the different approaches so as to foster an effective response. 

The group discussed the general ‘politics’ of strategies undertaken by civil society. They were aware that governments are often more willing to engage with ‘moderates’. Therefore there can be a tactical advantage to having people whose positions and / or strategies are more radical engaged on an issue simultaneously to those who are more moderate. At the same time, the more vociferous tactics of the ‘radicals’ has sparked some officials to question the legitimacy of CSOs involvement in deliberative bodies – therefore indicating the risk to current mechanisms for civil society interaction in the international system. This discussion reminded us of the point raised previously that challenging structural violence is often seen as much more threatening to the establishment, while working on preventing or addressing direct violence is much more acceptable.

3.9.1 Working group on strategies for mobilising influence

This group started with an awareness that a principle barrier for the effectiveness of CSOs in preventing conflict is: (a) that their role is often not recognised, which limits their influence and (b) civil society is not very effective in influencing the UN’s agenda and the response of the international community on conflict and security issues. Therefore, they focused on developing strategies for gaining more influence in the UN system.

It was observed that CSOs working on conflict prevention may need to develop their collective powerbase through networking and coalition building amongst those with a shared interest in peace and security issues. They can then seek to develop their knowledge-base and other capacities for effective engagement with governments and the UN system and begin to develop relationships with officials in these institutions. Effective ‘diplomacy building’ lobbying should target various UN bodies, departments and agencies – including the international financial institutions – and governments. It may also be useful to engage with transnational corporations and other large civil society sectors.

The first step in any strategy is to develop a clear agenda of concerns and proposals for addressing them, as the pursuit of substantive outcomes on these issues will shape the rest of the strategy. The group noted, however, the necessity of being prepared to pursue different types of strategies based primarily in either constructive dialogue or in more confrontational pressure politics. 

The rules of engagement for constructive dialogue would be for consensus building and agreement on common agendas. This can be done by developing spaces for discussion, identifying allies and building alliances (both amongst CSOs and with officials from governments and intergovernmental organisations), providing high quality and reliable information and analysis about the issues. One of the aspects of a strategy based in constructive dialogue is to develop negotiation strategies for achieving outcomes, including having a clear ‘bottom line’ of essential requirements that must be met.

If dialogue and negotiations are not effective in achieving change, there may be a need to adopt a more confrontational strategy to put pressure on decision-makers. The group noted that such a strategy might not, however, be sequential because it can sometimes be advisable to demonstrate public support and generate pressure prior to or along side engaging in negotiations. It was observed that the main basis of pressure that can typically be generated by civil society is to demonstrate broad public support for change on an issue. Therefore there would need to be a concerted effort to educate and engage wider audiences and mobilise their trust in the campaigners and support for the issue. This would be likely to require a media strategy for awareness raising and generating other forms of exposure. Deploying the networks and, potentially, coalitions formed for the campaign it would be possible to coordinate joint actions including, as appropriate, petitions or demonstrations (such as on 5th Avenue in front of UN headquarters in New York). It would also be useful to recruit eminent personalities – such as celebrities or well respected authors and artists – as supporters who can speak on its behalf and stimulate wider attention to the issues. In addition to ‘famous people’, there could be an emphasis on recruiting untypical support groups, such as elders. The group suggested that a key principle to emphasise the moral integrity of the issues and the campaign would be to ensure that people from war-affected communities would have prominence as spokespersons and in agenda setting. Awareness-raising and educational materials would need to express the full impact of conflict, from its tragic human losses to the material and economic destruction that follows in its wake.

4 Global Partnership Publications

One of the purposes of the meeting was to elicit input into the development of a new edition of People Building Peace and framing the internationally-commissioned issue papers. These two aspects of the programme were discussed on the last day, with participants advising ECCP on ideas for taking the projects forward.

4.1 People Building Peace

When ECCP first published in 1999, People Building Peace provided a unique collection of inspiring stories of grassroots peacebuilding initiatives. It also contained sections on the roles of various different types of actors in peacebuilding. The book is still in demand worldwide from organizations, training programmes and universities. It is a pioneering publication and ECCP has been looking forward to an opportunity to update it. The Global Partnership is an excellent opportunity to do so, with the regional networks raising awareness of the positive role civil society can play in peacebuilding.  

Juliette Verhoeven and Paul van Tongeren introduced the basic plan for People Building Peace II (working title). It will contain approximately seven chapters on general trends and developments in peacebuilding and the important role of civil society and NGO’s therein. This will be followed by a section on around ten issues in the field. Each issue will be introduced in 4-5 pages, probably summaries of the commissioned issue papers, followed by a page of resources (important organizations, websites and publications), and then two or three mini-case studies illustrating examples of this type of work. The third part of the book will consist of an overview of some of the most important actors, organized in the same way as part two: introduction – resources – cases. The overall length will be about 500 pages.

Ten thousand copies were printed of PBP I, with around a thousand still left at this point. Due to the practical constraint of storage space, the first edition of PBP II will consist of 4000 copies, with a possibility of further editions if demand exceeds that number. The publisher, Lynne Rienner Publications, has offered to distribute the book at USD $7 per copy outside Europe and the US, so that it can be sold at a reasonable rate. Organizations in the Global Partnership could distribute it in their region / country.

4.1.1 Access: format, distribution and price

There was considerable discussion of ideas for making the publication more accessible. 

Price and distribution. Although it was recognized that $7 is a reasonable price for such a substantial book, and is one that could be afforded by many institutional buyers, it would still be expensive for most individuals in most parts of the world – therefore inhibiting wider distribution in most regions. ECCP indicated that, because the publisher receives a negligible percentage of sales outside Europe and the US, it may be possible for regional initiators to receive the right to reproduce sections of the book cheaply and/or in translation.

Book format. Participants generated a number of ideas for other publication formats to make it accessible to a range of different audiences. Because the current format is 500 pages long, it can be intimidating for certain audiences. The size and weight of it also makes it difficult to carry – with implications for distribution as well as for those who tend to read while traveling. One of the suggestions was to consider the implications of publishing a full version as a reference book and then facilitating the production of different kinds of ‘popular’ editions. 

· Printing shortened versions of key sections. This has various advantages. Shorter versions would be cheaper to translate and publish in other languages. Also, if the main objective is to inspire general public audiences, it would be good to have a version which leaves out the more academic parts and has only the cases. 

· Printing pamphlets with just a key case or issue especially relevant in a certain region for wide distribution.

· Printing it on lighter / lower-quality paper to reduce the weight (n.b., it was commented that this would not make a significant difference in the size or weight but would negatively affect the feel and durability of the book).

· Distributing the book, or part of it, electronically. There is already a plan to have an online forum to spread these stories as part of an awareness-raising campaign.

There was general support for these suggestions, but there is the practical problem of funding. So far, the Swedish government has agreed to cover two thirds of the cost of the publication, the rest of the funds have not been secured yet. At this point, therefore, printing several versions of the book is impossible, although rights can be granted for others to do it.

Using the material in other formats for awareness-raising / education campaigns.. For many people in many parts of the world, a book is not the most accessible format for learning / awareness-raising. It was observed that the extensive effort that goes into identifying and writing the cases can be then channeled into a number of different mediums. In particular, they could be used as the basis of material for popular education campaigns. These could include producing visually graphic card-packs, each featuring a story, radio features, or many other ways of animating People Building Peace for different audiences. This is an idea that should be further explored in other aspects of Global Partnership activities.

4.1.2 Content: issue, actors and cases

The issues and actors currently listed in the draft for PBP II were compiled on the basis of votes taken at the International Preparatory Meeting in June. There was a general consensus that they should be developed and organized in a more logical way, especially the issues. This should be based on developing a clear sense of why these topics are chosen and others are not, e.g., having clear criteria for the development of the outline. Suggestions to achieve this were: 

· to organize them around a central theme, 

· to organize them in away that mirrored the way they are linked (with a graphic scheme to make the links clear) 

· to use a form of color coding for linked issues, actors and cases.

Given this discussion, it was recognized that the development of a framework for the themes addressed in the publication will have to wait until it is decided which issues are going to be included. There are a number of suggestions for issues that should be added:

· there should be some region-specific issues to ensure a regional balance in the book

· human rights and restorative justice     

· sanctions

· culture of violence vs. culture of peace

· trauma healing 

· dealing with hardliners

· how do peacebuilders avoid “burnout”? 

· celebrating success

· Experiences relating to the Global Partnership process: networking and movement building 

In addition, some of the issues raised on the previous day could be included as well:

· peacebuilding and the War on Terror (WOT)

· globalisation as a factor in conflict

· links between conflict prevention, development, human rights etc.

One person suggested that it would be better to focus on hot topics at this moment, rather than spend too much time on issues that have already been extensively dealt with elsewhere: PBP II should be a cutting-edge publication. There were now too many issues to deal with in the one book and it will be necessary to make a finer selection.

Cases: format and criteria

Each case should be 4-5 pages long and should fit a more or less set format: 

a) introduction to the situation

b) inspiring story on how the situation was dealt with

c) lessons learned

A letter will go out to the regional networks in January, requesting that they look for stories from their regions that would contribute to PBP II. It is important that the book is balanced: a fair division between the regions, between grass-roots and international projects, between cases that have been published before and those that have not. Although each story should be hopeful and inspiring, we can also learn from set backs and things that did not work as intended. The cases should also address the concerns that brought us together in the first place. We must not neglect less well-known groups and stories in favor of those that are “hot” or more vocal and catchy. To make sure none of the stories are lost, those for which there is no room in the book will be collected on a website. This website could continue to be added to over time, long after the book has been published

4.1.3 Process for developing PBP II 

It is vital that for the theoretical part of the book we would not simply have the usual published authors – who all too often are from Western Europe and North America – write the chapters. There is extensive expertise among authors from other parts of the world, who also have a better grasp of the situation in their region. The reason they are seldom approached is that they often have not published in the West and therefore not easy to find. 

Roles for the regional initiators/networks:

· The regional networks can play a major part in identifying authors for the theoretical and regional sections: this will ensure regional ownership and acceptance. It was observed that outsiders – especially those from the ‘North’ – tend to focus on issues and concerns that are not necessarily the same as those felt by the people in the regions they are writing about.

· For the same reason, it would be desirable for the cases to be written by people in the regions, maybe in cooperation with journalistic organisations such as PANOS and CIMERA. Again, the regional organisations could help identify inspiring cases and the people to write them. It was noted, however, that there are considerable logistical implications for this principle; it may be difficult to work with so many different authors given that there is only one year to produce the book.

· Team-writing (possibly between people from different regions for the theoretical chapters to ensure a truly global view) and co-authorship would also be useful in addressing the concerns raised above.

· It will be important for people from partner organizations to review drafts, to help ensure both quality and accuracy.  

It should be recognized, however, that this active involvement of regional initiators will contribute to their work load in the program. There may be a need to identify other people who can help as resources in the research and publication aspects of the programme. 

( ECCP will create a small Editorial Board, consisting of three or four people who can spend time on this and who have experience in reviewing and quality control. A wider pool of people from the Global Partnership can serve as general advisors on the PBP II project.

4.2 Internationally-commissioned Issue Papers

From the Working Document, page 8: “As mentioned previously, there already exists a considerable body of academic and policy literature on civil society and on conflict prevention (though less has been written specifically on the roles of civil society in preventing armed conflict).  Because much of this literature is lengthy and inaccessible to practitioners working in different parts of the world, it will be useful to commission issue papers on key topics and the roles of key actors. These papers would both draw on the existing research literature but also add to it with new research where gaps exist.”

Thus far, ECCP has commissioned the following seven studies, many of which should be ready in time for the meeting in New York in February 2004. The commissioning of all the other papers is still completely open to input from the regions.

Commissioned Issue Papers

	Topic
	Author
	First draft 

	Interaction with the UN
	John Foster
	December 2003

	Religion and peacebuilding
	Andrea Bartoli, Community of San Egidio
	Early January 2004

	Role of civil society in conflict transformation and peacebuilding
	Mari Fitzduff
	Late January 2004

	Women and Peacebuilding
	Lisa Schirch + team
	February 2004

	Conflict resolution in schools
	Tricia Jones (?)
	

	Media and Peacebuilding
	Jos Havermans (based on ECCP publication & expert meeting of 16/12/2003
	December 2003

	Networking
	Team of authors, CORDAID
	


Participants then suggested a number of other topics that would be most useful for their work in regional processes. From a larger pool, we selected the four topics that were of most importance to the largest number of people. 

· post-conflict governance, disarmament, demobilisation and resettlement, and transitional justice
 

· traditional/local conflict resolution techniques 

· the War on Terrorism, security paradigms and militarism

· interaction between inter-governmental regional organisations and CSO’s 

ECCP will give priority to commissioning issue papers on these topics in the coming months. 

The other suggestions were:

· global peace movement & campaigning

· roles of diaspora

· dialogue-based processes

· Early warning and early response

· mandate/who are we, inclusiveness and code of conduct

· the effects of globalization on conflict

· roles of youth/children 

· research in to the UN system for conflict prevention and observing the options and potential for new structures/ agencies 

· local capacities for peace

· development and peacebuilding

· the privatization of peace and security

· the role of CSO’s in crisis response and violence prevention

· reconciliation

Although these topics did not make the ‘first-cut’ for priorities amongst the participants in this meeting, they may further developed through another process. Some of them may be deemed so important after consultation with others in the Global Partnership that an issue paper is commissioned on them.  They may also be addressed as topics may be incorporated into chapters for People Building Peace, with the research shared more widely prior to publication with the Global Partnership. Alternately, they may become part of the research commissioned in the regions. 

( ECCP will begin commissioning the prioritised papers in January and February 2004. Participants are encouraged to provide their suggestions for authors and ideas for taking these projects forward. Other comments on the overall design and selection of commissioned research is encouraged.
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� In response to questions, the role of the Living Document in the program was explained. It is intended as a starting frame for mapping out the complex arena of the roles of civil society in peacebuilding, with the list of questions it contains used inspire further thought. Depending on its usefulness, it can be further developed to reflect the discussions and perspectives emerging from different regional processes. So far, it is being used in many regions as a framework for meetings, so it is serving its purpose.


� For more ideas, see for example:  Bunker, Barbara and Billie Alban. 1997. Large Group Interventions: Engaging the Whole System for Rapid Change. (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers). Also useful are:  Emery, Merrelyn and Ronald Purser. 1996. The Search Conference: A Powerful Method for Planning Organizational Change and Community Action. (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers).  Weisbord, Marvin, et al. 1992. Discovering Common Ground: How Future Search Conferences Bring People Together to Achieve Breakthrough Innovation, Empowerment, Shared Vision and Collaborative Action. (San Francisco: Berrett-Koehler Publishers).  Weisbord, Marvin and Sandra Janoff. 2000. Future Search: An Action Guide to Finding Common Ground in Organizations and Communities. Second Edition. (San Francisco: Berrett-Koehler Publishers)





� Participants voiced their concern that it may be premature to discuss format and content of the July 2005 conference format with UN officials at the February 2004 meeting, because of the risk of creating expectations that lock us into a process structure before it has been adequately discussed by Global Partnership. However these discussions do need to begin and we can do so at a private meeting prior to the New York meeting in February.


� For example, when addressing the UN Security Council on 18 January 2002, the Secretary-General stated that: "We should all be clear that there is no trade-off between effective action against terrorism and the protection of human rights. On the contrary, I believe that in the long term we shall find that human rights, along with democracy and social justice, are one of the best prophylactics against terrorism." See: � HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/Docs/sc/committees/1373/human_rights.html" ��http://www.un.org/Docs/sc/committees/1373/human_rights.html� 


� Note: this diagram is an effort to give some visual arrangements to the many complex ideas discussed, but not one that was developed by the group. If something of this sort would be helpful, the diagram can be developed further. So please send comments / critiques! – thanks, CB


� Note: these are some of the unhelpful associations held by some people of the idea of ‘peace’ and ‘peace movement’. The history of this movement is, of course, much more complex and varied, with different forms and constituencies in each country. Globally, it has transformed the way in which war and militarism is viewed by many. It is notable that many CSOs involved in conflict resolution and peacebuilding today consider themselves practitioners operational in the field rather than part of the more ideological or declaratory form of mainstream ‘peace movement’. An important issue for the Global Partnership is to identify how to interact with the peace movement that manifest worldwide in opposition to the War in Iraq and the War Against Terrorism in 2002-03.


� Terms of Reference of High-Level Panel on Global Security Threats, headed by Anand Panyarachun, can be found at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/News/Press/docs/2003/sga857.doc.htm" ��http://www.un.org/News/Press/docs/2003/sga857.doc.htm� 





� Phrase used with thanks to Edy Kauffman’s University of Maryland group…


� Note: the parameters of this topic will need to be clarified, as some thought it would be too much to address them in one paper. If they are all taken together, they could be addressed under the general heading of “Preventing recurrence: the challenge of post-settlement peacebuilding”.





� Several participants indicated their interest in being part of a working group on commissioning issue paper on ‘War on Terrorism, security paradigms and militarism’: Catherine Barnes, Raya Kadyrova, George Khutsishvili, Sue LeMesurier, Fatoumatta M’Boge, and Andres Serbin. There were also some suggestions for possible authors on the subject: Arundati Roy; Hizkias Assefa, Walden Bello, Mary Kaldor, Noam Chomsky





� There were several suggestion for experts on the role of diasporas in conflict prevention: are Gabriel Scheffer from the Hebrew University and Terrence Lyons from George Mason university. 


� The Life and Peace Institute would be interested in working with the Institute for Justice and Reconciliation on the Reconciliation issue paper.  It also has contacts and experience in the Great Lakes region who could work on the paper on traditional conflict resolution techniques.
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