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I. Background
If peacebuilding missions are to be effective, they should, as part of a clear political strategy, work with and strengthen those civil society forces that are helping ordinary people to voice their concerns, and to act on them in peaceful ways. … The aim must be to create a synergy with those civil society groups that are bridge-builders, truth-finders, watchdogs, human rights defenders, and agents of social protection and economic revitalisation. . …there should be a two-way dialogue between the United Nations and civil society – not so that one can direct the other, but to ensure our efforts complement one another. … Engagement with civil society is not an end in itself, nor is it a panacea. But it is vital to our efforts to turn the promise of peace agreements into the reality of peaceful societies and viable states. The partnership between the United Nations and civil society is therefore not an option; it is a necessity. – UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan

The UN, civil society and prevention: a converging policy context
The United Nations was founded “to save succeeding generations from the scourge of war” and the first commitment made by member states in the UN Charter is to “take effective collective measures for the prevention and removal of threats to peace.” 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 towards armed conflicts within states (in which civilians are the main casualties – and even targets – of fighting) or, increasingly, through unconventional transnational militant movements. Yet the collective security architecture developed in the UN System was not designed primarily to respond to these sorts of challenges. While there have been efforts to adapt the system to address these needs, leadership responsibilities for making the system work remain diffused. The UN General Assembly, Security Council, ECOSOC and the Secretary-General have mandates to consider these situations but – it could be argued – none are designed especially to address them. 
Furthermore, traditional interpretations of sovereignty can constrain the potential to respond to specific situations a systematic and timely manner. In particular, it can inhibit both the request for and offer of assistance with addressing emerging conflicts. There is, however, growing consensus on the need to address the root causes of conflict and the situations that give rise to violence. Greater attention is also needed to strengthening mechanisms and institutional capacities that assist parties to resolve disputes at an early stage so that they are channelled through peaceful processes rather than on battle fields, where non-combatants are the principal victims. The possibility of such measures is addressed in the UN Charter, in particular under Chapter VI. Yet the structures and processes for achieving these goals within the framework of the UN’s deliberative and operational organs are not well developed – although efforts have been made to address the gap in recent years. Furthermore, the norms and instruments for cooperating with other actors, especially civil society groups, are unevenly developed in the field of peace and security matters.
Dialogue is a key method to achieve these transformations; it must be promoted within a framework of upholding the framework of rights and justice articulated in international norms and standards. For prevention to be sustainable, people must feel that the process is ‘theirs’. Primary responsibility rests with local actors. As the expression of different groups and interests in their society, CSOs rooted in conflict-affected communities have a key role to play in shaping appropriate systems and policies for working through differences and addressing root causes. Their roles should be recognised and supported. Outsiders can help create spaces and support inclusive processes that enable people directly involved to resolve conflicts through peaceful processes. The international community should encourage democratic institutions and promote inclusive and participatory processes that involve all relevant actors, including women, youth and minority communities. It must also do much more to address structural inequalities and to fulfil the Millennium Development Goals. 
The Secretary-General in his 2001 report on the Prevention of Armed Conflict
 stressed the importance of a comprehensive strategy based both on operational and structural measures for prevention. He further highlighted: “the primary responsibility for conflict prevention rests with national Governments, with civil society playing an important role.” These principles were supported by both the Security Council
 and the General Assembly
 through resolutions on this theme. They recognise the need for the combined efforts of states, IGOs and non-state actors and assert that this demands a ‘coherent’ approach. Yet the modalities for effective cooperation remain underdeveloped. While better mechanisms and procedures should help to strengthen this capacity, it may be necessary to address factors that inhibit effective action at a deeper level. The Global Partnership for the Prevention of Armed Conflict (GPPAC) provides a forum for exploring these and other roles in greater depth and for shaping new agendas highlighting approaches for strengthening the capacity of a range of Civil Society Organisations (CSOs) and their interaction with the UN, governments and regional organisations in transforming the root causes and dynamics of conflict. In 2005, the Secretary-General will publish a new report on preventing armed conflict. This paper is a contribution from the GPPAC for consideration during its preparation. 

This report intersects with – and is intended as a contribution to – the deliberations around a number of developments within the UN’s reform process to address key peace and security challenges of the twenty-first century. It seeks to engage with a number of the relevant ideas and recommendations from both:

· The Panel of Eminent Persons on United Nations–Civil Society Relations, chaired by former Brazilian president Fernando Henrique Cardoso (hereinafter referred to as the Cardoso panel) issued its report in June 2004. 
  

· High-Level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change (hereinafter referred to as the High-Level Panel), which issued its report in December 2004.
 

This report does not address all the matters taken up by these reports. It instead focuses more narrowly on strengthening the architecture for operational prevention and enhancing UN-civil society engagement in responding to conflict. Thus it is mostly a contribution to the wider discussions around institutional reform of the United Nations, although many recommendations do not have to wait for a systematic change process but can be implemented by UN departments, agencies and programmes.
About the Global Partnership for the Prevention of Armed Conflict

In his 2001 report, the Secretary-General requested for NGOs to hold a conference of local, national and international NGOs on their role in conflict prevention (recommendation 27). In response to this recommendation, the Global Partnership for the Prevention of Armed Conflict (GPPAC) was formed to build a new international consensus on the prevention of violent conflict and peacebuilding. It aims to support a shift from reaction to prevention through the following goals:

1. To create a sustainable network of individuals and groups committed to prevention and peacebuilding at global, regional, and national levels. This network will include multi-stakeholder partnerships involving governments, Regional Organisations and the United Nations in this partnership to create or improve mechanisms for interaction between these actors and civil society.

2. To articulate and work towards the implementation of a policy change agenda, as articulated in the series of Regional Action Agendas and in the Global Action Agenda, that will strengthen the effectiveness of conflict prevention and peacebuilding.

3. To generate and mobilise diverse public constituencies around the world who are informed about the need for prevention and peacebuilding and the important role of civil society in achieving it and who actively support human security as an alternative to militarism. 

GPPAC is pursuing its goals and activities through fifteen regional processes, which comprise the fabric of the initiative and will develop action agendas to reflect principles and priorities for their region. The regional processes are facilitated by regional initiators, who collectively govern the direction of GPPAC through an International Steering Group (ISG). The global process is served by an International Secretariat, currently hosted by European Centre for Conflict Prevention (ECCP). A global civil society conference at UN Headquarters in July 2005, will serve as the launching point for the Global Action Agenda, outlining conflict prevention principles, policies and practices to be adopted by civil society organisations, the UN system and governments. 

About this paper

GPPAC partners are concerned to take a comprehensive look at the many inter-related challenges for effective conflict prevention and transformation in their societies. The UN system – and particularly the effective interaction between CSOs and the UN on conflict matters – is an important focus.
This discussion paper focuses mainly on presenting principles and recommendations for strengthening systems and strategies for early stage operational prevention that draw on the combined strengths of the UN system with regional organisations and civil society organisations and networks. It is the result of a broad-based consultation process within GPPAC and with UN staff, governments and CSOs. The research process included more than 40 interviews, as well as two seminars – in Geneva in July 2004 and in New York in October 2004 – in which preparatory papers were deliberated. These two papers are available on the GPPAC website. 
 This paper has been updated and revised to take account of the analysis and recommendations of the report of the Secretary-General’s High-Level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change.
The regional action agendas and GPPAC’s Global Action Agenda, to be developed in the first half of 2005, will more systematically address the root causes of violent conflict through structural prevention and building a culture of peace. In general, there is a need to align the global peace and security agenda to parallel and accompany the Millennium Development Goals so as to create conditions for sustainable human security. Furthermore, although this paper focuses on scrutinising the UN System; equal attention is needed to identify what CSOs can do, individually and collectively, to better engage with each other as well as with the UN, regional organisations and governments in preventing armed conflict. 
Therefore this document is in no way intended to be comprehensive of all the concerns identified within the Global Partnership. Issues related to structural prevention, other aspects of operational prevention, and the roles of civil society actors will be explored in greater depth through other parts of the Global Partnership process and will be reflected in the Action Agendas.
II. Recommendations

We agree with the High-Level Panel’s observation of the existing institutional gap in peacebuilding.
  Currently in the UN system, responsibility for determining how to respond to specific conflict situations is dispersed. There is no single ‘lead’ to oversee coherent strategies for structural or early operational prevention and peacebuilding – or to ensure that lessons are learnt from past experience. The UN’s deliberative bodies, such as the General Assembly, the Security Council and ECOSOC, are not structured to sustain their long-term oversight of challenges in specific operations. In general, it seems that:
· 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 and dispersed systems of accountability.

· Without this strategic leadership, the human and financial resources of 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; key staff are either absorbed with contemporary crises or are implementing long-term programmes with little manoeuvring room for responding flexibly to emerging situations in a timely manner.
· There have been substantial efforts to strengthen coordination in the Secretariat through the Framework Team and the Executive Committee on Peace and Security, as well as the operational capacities of key departments and agencies.  Yet it seems there is a need to strengthen strategies, tools and resources for responding swiftly – and in coordination with other key internal and external actors – when disputes first begin to emerge and when they are most likely to be channelled into peaceful processes (early operational prevention).
· Because the existing system is dispersed, it is difficult for external stakeholders – including local CSOs and their international partners – to know the appropriate ‘entry points’ to request assistance from the UN in an emerging crisis or to otherwise engage with it. It is also a potential barrier to more effective coordination with other relevant actors, including (sub-)regional inter-governmental organisations.
There appear to be two basic categories of approaches to address these system challenges:
· Mainstreaming / integration: strengthen the strategic coherence and effective operations of existing bodies through an overall diffusion approach.
· Specialisation: designating a dedicated body to take principle responsibility for oversight of preventing armed conflicts in the UN system. 

These approaches are not mutually exclusive; we should generate strategies in terms of ‘both / and’ rather than ‘either / or’.  
We believe that the institutional gap in peacebuilding can be addressed both through the development of new instruments in the deliberative organs of the UN – such as the proposed Peacebuilding Commission – and by better harnessing and developing the existing capacities within the system. The following principles cab help to guide efforts needed to fill this institutional gap. 
Key principles for strengthening operational prevention
a) The UN should work to better mainstream and integrate long-term / ‘deep’ structural prevention into the work of ALL departments, agencies, and programmes and strengthen mechanisms to integrate strategies across the system. This should be complemented by a new high-level and action-oriented specialised mechanism or body to serve as the principal catalyst for operational prevention in response to specific at-risk situations before they have escalated to wide-scale violence (when the existing system mechanisms for crisis management take the lead). 
b) As was argued by the Cardoso Panel, the UN will become more effective by becoming an outward-looking organisation, with emphasis on convening and facilitating dialogue to address key challenges. 
 Emphasis should be given to develop mechanisms at all levels to engage with civil society organisations rooted in conflict-affected communities, as well as specialist CSOs, for information sharing, joint analysis and strategy development and to ensure a complementary and additive approach.

c) Efforts to mainstream conflict-sensitivity and prevention should be seen as complementary to other cross-cutting challenges such as gender, environment and human rights mainstreaming. All are integral to supporting societies based on sustainable development and justice and where potential conflicts, when they arise, can be managed peacefully. While intellectually and operationally challenging, a commitment to such ‘reciprocal mainstreaming’ may be the key over the longer-term to the overall aspiration of creating cultures of peace.
d) As was also indicated by the Cardoso Panel, the UN needs to connect the local with the global, integrating its deliberative and operational processes. The country level should be the starting point for engagement, with civil society playing a vital role to ensure that global deliberations are informed by local realities and local operations help to realise global goals. Those who are closest to a conflict situation are generally the best placed to address it, within a framework of internationally agreed norms and standards. Priority should be given to developing prevention and peacebuilding capacities at the local, national and sub-regional level in ways that are consistent with the subsidiarity principle.
 The UN’s operational systems should be structured to reflect this approach, as is discussed in Sections 2, 3 and 4 of this paper.
GPPAC further welcomes the recommendations of the High-Level Panel that the UN should have “greater interaction with national mediators, regional organisations and non-governmental organisation involved in conflict resolution” and that it practice “greater consultation with and involvement in peace processes of important voices from civil society, especially those of women who are often neglected during negotiations.”

1 Operationalising a culture of prevention in the overall system: mainstreaming and specialisation

Sections 1.2 and 1.1 provide recommendations for how to better mainstream prevention into the existing UN system, complemented by a description of possible functions that could be fulfilled by a specialised body or mechanism. Some of these ideas and approaches are developed in more detail in the following three sections that focus in greater depth on regional mechanisms, in-country operations, and early warning / early response systems. 
1.1 Specialised instruments or structures as an engine for operational responses
To fully operationalise a ‘culture of prevention’, it may be valuable to develop specific instruments or structures that can be the catalyst for prevention at early stages (before the situation has escalated to a crisis and violence is used) and mobilise a timely response by offering assistance when disputes first emerge and tensions begin to escalate. 

GPPAC welcomes the High-Level Panel’s recommendations to address some of these challenges through the creation of specialised instruments within the UN’s deliberative organs – especially for a new Peacebuilding Commission – as well as within the Secretariat, through the creation of a new Deputy Secretary-General for Peace and Security, a Peacebuilding Support Office and greater staffing and resources dedicated to prevention and peacebuilding. 

1.1.1 Peacebuilding Commission and other Security Council functions
a) Peacebuilding Commission. The High-Level Panel proposes that the Security Council establish a Peacebuilding Commission
 to identify countries at-risk and to organise, together with the national government, proactive assistance for prevention and peacebuilding. Should such a Commission be created, it should be mandated to:
· Include national representatives from the country under consideration, including representatives from conflict-affected communities and those who can reflect independent analysis and views of the causes, dynamics and possible solutions to conflicts.

· The Peacebuilding Commission should be able to conduct field missions as needed to meet with a broad cross-section of the population to elicit their views and recommendations, with safety precautions taken as needed. The UN country staff and international and regional NGOs should be asked to assist in identifying civil society interlocutors.
· The work of a Peacebuilding Commission in early stage prevention and dispute resolution should be complemented by the recommendations identified in Sections 2, 3 and 4 of this paper, which aim to enhance the overall infrastructure for prevention at the (sub-)regional and national levels. This would increase the effectiveness and capacities for rapid assistance.
b) Cardoso recommendations for the Security Council
. In general, the Security Council should implement the recommendations of the Cardoso Panel to strengthen the Council’s engagement with civil society. They could similarly be undertaken by a newly instituted Peacebuilding Commission : 

· Improve the planning and effectiveness of the Arria formula meetings by lengthening lead times and covering travel costs to increase the participation of actors from the field. UN country staff should assist in identifying civil society interlocutors.

· Ensure that Security Council field missions meet regularly with appropriate local civil society leaders, international NGOs and perhaps others, such as business leaders. 
· Install an experimental series of Security Council seminars to discuss issues of emerging importance to the Council. Serviced by the Secretariat, these would include presentations by civil society and other constituencies as well as UN specialists, such as special rapporteurs.

· Convene independent commissions of inquiry after Council-mandated operations. A global public policy committee connecting national foreign affairs committees could serve as such a commission.
1.1.2 Instruments in the Secretariat
In thinking about strategies for strengthening early operational prevention, it may be helpful to learn from the experience of reforming the UN’s emergency and humanitarian response capacity in the early 1990s, which led to the creation of Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA)  and the Inter-Agency Standing Committee (IASC) mechanism as the main coordinators in the system. While there may or may not be a need for a new operational department – such as OCHA became – it has been valuable to have a charismatic senior diplomat to serve as a catalyst drawing attention and resources to address humanitarian crises. Leadership at the under-secretary general level has helped to facilitate action within the wider UN system. 
GPPAC broadly endorses the proposals of the High-Level Panel for strengthening the Secretariat’s capacities for prevention and peacebuilding. We add our recommendations to these proposals in this sub-section. We draw particular attention, however, to the need to strengthen capacities for early-stage dispute resolution within the framework of preventive diplomacy, possibly through the development of a new permanent mechanism whereby ongoing watching briefs are maintained and low-key action can be taken when signs of tension first begin to emerge. 
1.1.2.1 Preventive diplomacy & good offices: strengthening capacities for early-stage dispute resolution

GPPAC welcomes the emphasis given by the High-Level Panel on preventive diplomacy and mediation to prevent violent conflict within countries. GPPAC agrees that efforts should be made expand and systemise the ‘good offices’ role of the Secretary-General, possibly through the expansion and restructuring of resources within the Department of Political Affairs. Alternately, it may be advisable to institutionalise a specialised mechanism with high-level leadership able to respond flexibly and rapidly to emerging conditions. This may call for the creation of a new office – possibly a function for a new Deputy Secretary-General for Peace and Security. Such a mechanism should enhance existing structures by contributing additional skills and capacities rather than replacing or paralleling them. The focus would be on early-stage dispute resolution, before full-scale armed hostilities have commenced, by facilitating de-escalatory dialogue and agreements to address sources of conflict that are consistent with internationally agreed norms and standards. 
 
This mechanism should fully integrate with existing coordination mechanisms, such as the Framework Team and the Executive Committee on Peace and Security. While serving as a catalyst for prevention within the overall UN system, the main role would be to backstop and provide added value to in-country and in-region efforts, in close cooperation with other regional actors. Such a mechanism should enhance existing capacities of existing entities – in particular, the Department of Political Affairs – by contributing additional skills and capacities rather than replacing or paralleling them. Clear agreement would be needed regarding when the roles and functions of the ‘prevention’ instrument shifts responsibility to others.

· High-level leadership should be located either in the Secretary-General’s office or led by a new Deputy Secretary-General for Peace and Security able to conduct specialised initiatives and engage on an equal footing with others throughout the UN system. It could be in the figure of a High Commissioner for Dispute Resolution. The experience and characteristics of the person must be well suited to such a sensitive and pro-active approach, which will often demand flexible and swift responses.

· To be effective, any such mechanism must have a small, dedicated and highly-skilled staff trained and experienced in conflict analysis and resolution and capable of: (a) conducting analysis and developing proposals; and (b) mediating / facilitating dialogue at early stages of prevention. 
It may be decided that it is not necessary to base such an instrument at UN Headquarters in New York. There are a number of proposals for how it could be based in (sub-)regions. These are explored in more detail below in Section 2 ‘Addressing the (sub-)regional dimensions of conflict: structures & instruments’. A further ‘menu’ of functions that can be played by such a figure can be found in Section 4.2 Strategies and options for early response.

1.1.2.2 Deputy Secretary-General for Peace and Security and Peacebuilding support office

To help strengthen the UN Secretariat’s capacities, the High-Level Panel proposes a new Deputy Secretary-General for Peace and Security and a new Peacebuilding Support Office. The former would assist the Secretary-General to systematically oversee the UN’s work in this area and formulate integrated strategies that can be a catalyst to make the system as a whole more effective. It is envisioned that the Peacebuilding Support Office would support the Peacebuilding Commission – including with twice-yearly early warning analysis – and generally help the Secretary-General integrate system-wide policies and strategies, while providing assistance and advice to field operations.
 The inter-relationship between these two new mechanisms is not completely clear – for example, it is suggested that both would have responsibilities for preparing early warning reports – but the overall functions that they would fulfil are clearly needed. GPPAC would also highlight the following additions to the High-Level Panel’s proposals.
a) Rosters of experts. These bodies could work with existing CSO initiatives in the developing the roster of national and international peace specialists, to help ensure that peacebuilding activities can draw support from of experienced people from diverse backgrounds. These rosters could interlink with the Civil Peace Services developed in some countries. 
b) Advisory group for prevention and peacebuilding. To support the new, specialised ‘architecture’ within the Secretariat for prevention and peacebuilding – whatever configuration may be adapted – the Secretary-General should consider forming an advisory body of distinguished civil society leaders
 to assist with context-specific advice, provide additional support and, if needed, help to ‘sound the alarm bells’. Such a group should be small enough to be actively involved, with possibly up to twenty people. It should include experienced civil society peacemakers / peacebuilders, as well as prominent politicians and diplomats, as they are likely to contribute different sorts of perspectives and experience.

1.1.2.3 Special Advisors.

One of the most flexible instruments available to the Secretary-General is the appointment of Special Advisors and Special Representatives. The addition of a newly created Special Advisor for Genocide Prevention is a welcome development. His work should be supported with dedicated staff and the necessary resources to be effective in fulfilling this important role. Genocide is a particular form of crime against humanity and further efforts are needed to understand its purpose for the perpetrators and the conditions that increase its likelihood, so as to more effectively prevent it. Developing a general understanding of the reasons for genocide and cogent analysis of specific cases would also contribute to developing the political will to take action to prevent it from occurring. As an authoritative figure, the Special Advisor will have unique legitimacy for sounding alarm bells and proposing an appropriate course of action. 

There are proposals for other special advisor roles, which could be carefully studied and integrated into an overall comprehensive system for early stage prevention. In particular, there is a proposal for a Special Adviser on Minorities in the Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights, who would head an expert analysing unit for protecting the rights of minorities.
 Given the significance and special vulnerabilities of minorities and indigenous peoples in conflict situations around the world, such an advisor could be an important interlocutor with other key elements in the UN’s prevention and peacebuilding system.
1.2 Mainstreaming / integrating conflict-sensitive capacities throughout the UN System
The previous section focused on recommendations to fill institutional gaps in the existing architecture of the UN system by developing new, specialised mechanisms and capacities. This section focuses on recommendations to strengthen the strategic coherence and effective operations of existing bodies in working with conflict and cooperating with civil society.
1.2.1 Deliberative Organs
Given the consensus that exists around the importance of prevention and sustainable peacebuilding, it may be helpful to update the structures in the UN’s main deliberative organs both to strengthen their leadership of prevention efforts and to ensure greater interaction with civil society actors who are stakeholders in the situations concerned or have special expertise to offer. 
1.2.1.1 UN Security Council

Section 1.1.1 provided proposals for strengthening the Security Council’s functions in addressing specific situations of conflict within countries. The Security Council can do more, however, to address some of the systemic factors that make armed conflict more likely. 
a) Through fulfilling its obligations under the UN Charter, the Security Council can do much to advance structural prevention.  In particular, the Security Council should formulate a plan for the least diversion for armaments of the world’s human and economic resources. Sixty years after being assigned the task, the Security Council should implement Article 26 of the United Nations Charter
, taking into account such initiatives as the Women’s Peace Petition which calls for the world’s nations to redirect at least 5 per cent of national military expenditures to health, education and employment programmes each year over the next five years.
b) Gender equality and women’s rights. The Security Council should implement and monitor its landmark resolution on Women, Peace and Security
 to ensure its integration of a gender perspective and to promote women’s rights. This includes ensuring that women and representatives of women’s organisations are involved in all the measures mentioned above. Furthermore, the Security Council should ask the Secretary-General to systematically include information on the impact of armed conflict on women, and women’s role in prevention and peacebuilding in all of his country and thematic reports to the Security Council. Towards that end, the Secretary-General should request relevant information from UN operations and all relevant bodies, including CSOs.
1.2.1.2 General Assembly and ECOSOC
A range of measures have been proposed by different bodies to strengthen the GA and ECOSOC’s roles in prevention and peacebuilding and their cooperation with other bodies.
 Despite their variations, they all reveal the vital importance of strengthening the constructive roles that can be played by these bodies in promoting prevention and to strengthen their effective engagement with a wide range of CSOs in this process, including through specially designated mechanisms and entry points as relevant. GPPAC broadly supports the recommendations of the High-Level Panel for the reform of these two important bodies. 
As an underpinning principle to strengthen the UN’s mainstreaming of prevention and its collaboration with civil society, it is important that Member States collectively affirm the importance and normative expectation of UN engagement with the diverse elements of civil society within a country as a part of its ongoing work in human development and preventing armed conflict. 
a) Following from the Cardoso Panel recommendations, Member States should encourage, through the forums of the United Nations, an enabling policy environment for civil society throughout the world, including through expanded dialogue and partnership opportunities.
 The Secretariat leadership, resident coordinators and governance specialists should use their dialogues with Governments to similar effect. This could be enhanced through reforming the process for accrediting NGOs, along the lines proposed by the Cardoso Panel.

b) The General Assembly and its main committees are concerned with numerous issues of relevance for structural and operational prevention. As the most inclusive of the UN’s deliberative organs, its leadership on these matters can be crucial for the development of international consensus around key elements for operationalising a culture of prevention, including through the committee on disarmament and international security.  We support the High-Level Panel’s recommendations regarding the reform of the agenda and working methods of the GA so that it can better conduct this important function. It is important to strengthen mechanisms for engaging with CSOs in both informing the GA of thematic and situation-specific issues related to conflict and its prevention and deliberating strategies for response.
· We welcome the High-Level Panel’s suggestion that Member States’ should use the opportunity provided by the Millennium Review Summit in September 2005 to forge a new consensus on broader, more effective collective security. GPPAC advocates the development of a set of actionable and timetabled Millennium Peace and Security Goals, rooted in a people-centred security paradigm, to complement the existing Millennium Development Goals. In the first half of 2005, GPPAC will work with a range of interested groups to draft recommendations to this effect. 
c) ECOSOC has responsibilities that are similarly crucial for structural and operational prevention. Its role in monitoring progress and compliance with state’s fulfilment of their obligations is particularly important for efforts to close the gap between rhetoric and reality.
· Both its functional commissions (especially the those dealing with human rights, sustainable development and the status of women) and its regional commissions present particular opportunities for addressing issues that either generate conflict or could prevent it. These are areas where it is particularly valuable to mainstream a conflict-sensitive and pro-prevention approach into the deliberations of the various commissions. Engagement with relevant CSO’s could strengthen this approach. 

· GPPAC welcomes the High-Level Panel’s recommendation for a new Committee on the Social and Economic Aspects of Security Threats. It should base its frame of reference within the integrated approach fostered by the Millennium Declaration and should actively engage with CSOs for furthering understanding of the issues and building consensus on appropriate responses within a rights-based framework.
· Further study is needed of the experience of ECOSOC’s Ad-hoc Advisory Committees on peacebuilding in specific member states to explore how they have worked and the added-value they have contributed
1.2.2 Mandates and policies of functional agencies, programmes and departments

All UN departments, programmes and agencies have the mandate to contribute to conflict prevention. (A list of the entities is included as Annex A to this document.) Yet not all have developed proactive approaches to make a concerted contribution. Such proactive approaches are necessary to mobilise the body’s priorities, capacity and resources for prevention. This can be achieved in the spirit of reciprocal mainstreaming of conflict prevention within the other human rights and development concerns of the relevant bodies.
a) The leadership of each of these bodies should review and update existing framework documents and policies to ensure that they:

· Specify how the body contributes to preventing armed conflict, supporting peacebuilding and promoting a culture of peace;

· Specify its policy for engagement with civil society, including on peace, security and conflict issues, and designate the entry points and mechanisms for promoting this engagement;

b) As the three substantive pillars for structural and operational prevention, it is crucial to strengthen mechanisms that more fully integrate the knowledge and functions of the UN human rights machinery with the UN peace and security machinery and the work of the UN Development Group. Developing inter-linkages must be at the forefront of the work of the UN’s deliberative bodies as well as its operational entities in order to fully shift paradigms to a culture of prevention.
1.2.3 Strategic coordination

Perhaps unsurprisingly, is often difficult for CSOs concerned with conflict related issues to know which bodies are most appropriate to address their concerns or how best to approach them. Yet there are also indications that even people within UN system also can find it difficult to know who they should approach for addressing certain kinds of conflict related issues. It seems that systematic efforts are needed to strengthen the capacities for strategic coordination within different aspects of the UN system as a whole (not just in headquarters) by mapping the existing roles and capacities within the system in order to learn from and improve upon existing practice. This should be complemented by efforts to strengthen mechanisms for engaging with CSOs and regional organisations. 
a) Conduct a system-wide audit of conflict-awareness and conflict-readiness, based on tasking each department and agency to assess the extent to which their policies, programmes and projects are conflict-sensitive and develop strategies for strengthening them at both headquarters and field levels. 
b) Based on this audit, create a comprehensive ‘map’ of the entry points / programmes / strategies throughout the UN system for responding to conflict at different stages. Such a document should be available 
· for people within the UN system – especially those deployed in field operations – to quickly identify how to work with each other effectively towards a coherent approach; 

· for outsiders, including CSOs, to know the most effective ways to work with the UN and the appropriate ‘entry points’ where they can address their concerns.

c) As the principal operational mechanisms for promoting strategic coherence amongst the UN’s operational bodies, conduct an assessment of the Executive Committee on Peace and Security and of the Framework Team for Coordination on Conflict Prevention to learn from existing practice and enhance strategic effectiveness. In particular, strengthen mechanisms for feeding in perspectives from the field through consultation with CSOs, regional organisations and others with special expertise.
1.2.4 Policy frameworks

a) Mainstreaming conflict-sensitive approaches and pro-prevention strategies into all policy development processes. As the principle guides for shaping the UN system’s priorities and strategies for engagement in specific countries, the various policy frameworks should incorporate explicit criteria and approaches for conflict analysis and for promoting structural conflict prevention and, as relevant, sustainable peacebuilding. 
· Given their significance, it is crucial to mainstream prevention and conflict-sensitivity into both the criteria and process for developing the overarching Common Country Assessment, the UN Development Assistance Framework, and the Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers. These are particularly important instruments for addressing the structural causes of conflict and therefore should be integrated into the policy development process for each country, regardless of whether it is or has recently been associated with a crisis.
· Methodologies used in UNDP’s new Conflict-Related Development Analysis tools may be a valuable step in this direction and should be carefully studied to assess their implementation and outcomes. 
· As the principal mechanism used by aid organizations to plan, implement and monitor their activities, the Consolidated Appeals Process (CAP) – coordinated by the UN Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA) – should similarly be based in consultation with a range of in-country stakeholders. Careful attention is needed to ensure that priorities and programmes take a long-term view to contributing to sustainable peacebuilding and build on local capacities for peace.
· The UNDP, together with the World Bank, is now leading the Post-Conflict Needs Assessment processes. This is a process that has the question of ‘what needs to be done to stabilise peace?’ at its core and therefore addresses conflict dynamics as well as a technocratic approach to reconstruction. The new method is based on including national governmental actors, NGOs and civil society more widely, as well as UN and other international agencies and donor governments.
 Although a new instrument intended for the immediate post-settlement period, it is likely that the PCNA will lay the foundations for donor assistance for some years after it has expired and is therefore important for preventing the re-emergence of violent conflict and for promoting sustainable peace. It is likely to be a key point when CSOs should organise themselves to contribute substantively to shaping the agenda with recommendations for processes and priorities in need of important attention. Those responsible for conducting this process should give priority to dialogue-based consultative processes for building consensus around priorities and implementation strategies. 
b) Participatory analysis and consensus building. In general, to be effective in addressing the needs of all the constituent elements of a society, policies should be developed in close consultation with those who are rooted in these groupings. If conducted through policy dialogue processes conducive to consensus building, the actual process of developing the strategy – as well as the measures adopted by it – can become a valuable mechanism for strengthening peaceful responses to conflict.  It can also help to facilitate a shared vision for a peaceful future based on addressing the basic human needs of all members of the society. Such an approach is consistent with UNDP’s policy of engagement with civil society
 and should be mainstreamed throughout the system.

· To be effective, such consultation must be broad-based and therefore extend beyond those CSO who are already implementing partners of UN agencies. While they may have valuable technical expertise, implementing partner NGOs may not reflect the diverse views present within a society and may not always feel themselves adequately independent of their UN donors to express controversial views.  

· Those at the highest level in the UN system should ensure that the policy dialogue process has adequately involved stakeholders with divergent perspectives – including women and leaders of marginalised groups and those outside elite circles– and that the resulting recommendations are based on a good understanding of points of divergence as well as those where common ground can be found. Relevant reporting mechanisms should require staff to report in detail on how this criteria has been fulfilled.

· While the technical skills of ‘experts’ are valuable, their knowledge should enhance rather than over-ride locally-based assessments and strategies developed through consensus-building processes. They can, however, play important roles in informing stakeholders about options and educate on the outcomes of experiences elsewhere.

c) Given the specific vulnerability of members of minority and indigenous groups to all forms of exclusion, UN policy frameworks should pay particular attention to ensuring that rights to non-discrimination, the protection and promotion of identity, and the right to participate are fulfilled throughout the process of developing the policy and in its contents.

· Analysis for prevention. Those involved in leading a policymaking process should, at a minimum, include in their analysis any history of conflict between majority and minority and indigenous groups. There should be increased sensitivity in cases where there is a recent history of systematic human rights abuses against members of these groups. Policies should help to promote peaceful resolutions to disputes, including in relation to disputes over land and resources implicated in development plans.

· Country strategy papers should reflect mainstreaming of minority issues and rights. The UN should engage with governments and development actors to encourage them to develop minority-targeted development programming to address the needs of disadvantaged communities. To avoid majority concerns over distribution of resources, the rational for such programmes should be transparent and backed-up with relevant disaggregated data and analysis to explain the needs to wider audiences. There may also be a need to establish funds for programming on minority related issues, such as to promote equality and end discrimination and various forms of intolerance.
· Governments and UN bodies have obligations to ensure the effective participation of minorities and indigenous peoples in decisions that affect them.  Furthermore there are strong political and practical benefits from their effective participation, which can be an important pillar of any strategy to prevent social, political and armed conflict. Minorities should be assisted to participate in civil society consultations and in decision-making processes. It may be necessary to adapt participation processes to facilitate greater participation by members of these groups. This might include efforts such as conducting meetings in minority populated areas and not only in capital cities; ensuring language access; and instituting longer, more flexible consultation periods. Outsiders should encourage respect for traditional decision-making processes of minority communities, notwithstanding the obligation to fulfil international standards for the effective participation of women and girls. Over the longer term, the UN should make efforts to extend support to minority NGOs/CBOs to build networks to enhance cooperation in participation processes. UN representatives should make efforts to participate in events hosted by minority CSOs to help build relationships and provide extra support to minority initiatives. 
· In all policies and programmes, the UN should make efforts to increase the accessibility of relevant information. This may include publishing documents in minority languages, especially where project activities will affect those minorities.

d) The Department of Political Affairs and the Special Representatives of the Secretary-General should proactively seek to operationalise resolutions and conventions on political participation within peacemaking activities so as to increase public participation in peace negotiation processes. Reflection on the dilemmas and challenges of participation and how these have been addressed elsewhere could inform the development of principles and guidelines for mediation and peacemaking activities.
 The UN can use its influence with representatives of the government and the armed groups to encourage them to open peacemaking processes to other social sectors and political groupings, particularly in the identification of and deliberation on substantive and political issues. We welcome the High-Level Panel’s support for such involvement
.
1.2.5 Funding priorities and resources

a) Financial resources for prevention and peacebuilding. Prioritising prevention will require more resources, more effectively administered. Additional resources are needed for facilitating dialogue and high-leverage / low-coercion programmes to address key conflict issues at an early stage when disputes emerge (whether they are at the pre-armed conflict or post-settlement peacebuilding stage). Done well, this should eventually result in considerable savings on very costly crisis management operations. We welcome the High-Level Panel’s emphasis on creating a more secure funding base for peace operations and increasing the level of resources generally available.
b) Funding methods. Donors and grant administrators should ensure that their contributions are based on effective funding modalities that combine reliability of supply and funding streams that can be quickly administered for flexible rapid response initiatives. Funding support for civil society initiatives should avoid the current tendency of ‘projectised’ work that tends to fragment medium- to long-term strategic initiatives and stimulate the tendency towards competition for funding that undermines coherence and collaboration. The overall focus for funding should be on providing resources for coherent framework strategies to achieve long-term conflict transformation, developed through the transparent and inclusive processes described in Section 1.2.4. This should be complemented by support for small-scale and innovative projects that can be the source for new approaches and strategies.
c) Donors’ Conferences. These events represent an important focal point for shaping the agenda of peace related activities in a country. CSOs – including representatives of women’s associations, indigenous and minority peoples organisations, and youth –should be assisted to participate actively in the consultation process to draw up priorities and plans. This includes having a role in the OCHA-coordinated Consolidated Appeals Process. Civil society leaders should also be supported to participate directly in donor conferences to ensure their voices are heard and that delegates can have an opportunity to be informed by their knowledge and perspectives.
d) To help increase women’s effective participation, create a UN Trust Fund for Women’s Peacebuilding to leverage the political, financial, and technical support needed for women’s civil society organisations and women leaders to have an impact on peace efforts nationally, regionally and internationally. The fund should be managed by UNIFEM, in consultation with other UN bodies and women’s civil society organisations.
1.2.6 Programming and projects
In response to the Secretary-General’s call in his 2001 Report on the Prevention of Armed Conflict, all UN entities are increasingly aware of the importance of prevention and many have developed specific programmes and projects to mainstream it into their work within their mandates and expertise, such as UNIFEM’s efforts to develop Gender-Based Early Warning Indicators. There are also efforts for inter-agency initiatives, such as the innovative Joint UN Development Programme/Department of Political Affairs Programme on Building National Capacity for Conflict Prevention that combines the operational capacity of UNDP with the political capacity of DPA to provide timely assistance for key stakeholders (governments and civil society) in at-risk situations.
a) Learning from and building on existing initiatives. These initiatives should be reviewed in order to draw out key learning points. This work can be strengthened by providing opportunities to highlight these initiatives and key findings about how they work in practice so that they can be integrated across the UN system and with relevant external partners. At an appropriate point in their development, promising pilot initiatives – such as the UNDP/DPA programme – should be provided with additional human and financial resources so that their scope can be expanded to address needs anywhere in the world.
b) Mainstreaming partnerships: recommendations from the Cardoso Panel. “The Secretary-General should, with the approval of Member States and donor support:

· Establish a Partnership Development Unit headed by a high-level staff member to help incubate and decentralize the partnership approach, guide the needed management shifts, ensure sound evaluations and provide support services throughout the United Nations

· Identify partnership focal points throughout all United Nations organs and agencies

· Review partnership issues in such coordination forums as the United Nations System Chief Executives Board for Coordination and its High-Level Committee on Programmes

· Ensure systematic learning from partnership efforts by creating a multi-stakeholder Partnership Assessment Forum that includes United Nations staff, Governments, civil society organizations and others

· Provide training in partnership development to Governments, civil society and other constituencies, as well as to United Nations staff

· Periodically review the effectiveness of those efforts

c) Routine consultation with NGOs could be facilitated through the provision of a database of NGOs working in the field of conflict prevention, who can feed into UN assessment missions and other deliberative and policy making processes. This is something that the Global Partnership for the Prevention of Armed Conflict could aim to produce, in cooperation with other relevant actors.
d) Redressing North-South imbalances in participation in UN processes. Further building on the Cardoso Panel recommendations, the Secretary-General should prioritise this need in order to strengthen more equitable and balanced UN–civil society relations. He should enlist donor support for enhancing the capacity of the United Nations to identify and work with local actors, establishing a fund to build ‘Southern’ civil society capacity to participate in policy dialogue and ensuring that country-level engagement feeds into the global deliberative processes.
1.2.7 Monitoring, reporting and strategic learning
a) Strengthen reporting mechanisms for implementing the ‘culture of prevention’. Experience from efforts to mainstream other priorities suggests that reporting is an important instrument to increase the priority given to the issue of concern. It requires staff to develop reporting indicators, which compels them to develop a conceptual awareness about how their work can advance the prevention and peacebuilding agenda and the structural mechanisms for reporting mirror the planning mechanisms needed to implement change. It also enhances staff incentives to work on prevention and peacebuilding-related activities in order to be able to report this work.
b) Strategic reviews and evaluations should be a core part of every operation so as to deepen the UN’s development as a ‘learning organisation’. 
· Review and develop the interface between existing mechanisms such as DPKO’s Peacekeeping Best Practices Unit, UNDP’s global ‘crisis prevention and recovery knowledge network’, and UNITAR’s programme for briefing and debriefing special and personal representatives and envoys of the Secretary-General. The goal can be to both strengthen their existing capacities and ensure that there are opportunities for cross-pollinating the analysis developed through each.
· To promote comprehensive analysis of overall operations, there should be routine independent commissions of inquiry to review Security Council mandated peace operations, as recommended by the Cardoso Panel.
· Inclusive and accountable evaluation. All evaluation and review mechanisms should actively solicit views from a wide variety of stakeholders in the conflict-affected societies, including from women and marginalised groups, to feed into the process and reflect on the results of the study. Those outside the system with specialised knowledge expertise can also make important contributions to information and analysis.

· Engagement with external actors in joint reviews. UN staff should also be encouraged to engage with others seeking to learn from prevention and peacebuilding processes so as to contribute to an overall understanding and to develop resources for comparative learning.
1.2.8 Human resources and training
Human skills and dedication are the most important resource that can be devoted to working with conflict constructively, enabling it to become a catalyst for valuable social change rather than the impetus (or even an excuse) for violence. Any effort at mainstreaming a ‘culture of prevention’ and, indeed, a ‘culture of peace’ necessitates an understanding of conflict sources and dynamics combined with peace education and conflict resolution life-skills. Developing this awareness will be a vital aspect of concerted efforts to build human capacities within the system.
a) Prioritise awareness-raising and sensitisation amongst all staff about conflict analysis and constructive ways of working with conflict at all levels through training and staff development programmes. Particular attention should be given to including these components within new staff induction processes, as well as at various level changes within a career.
· It is appropriate to integrate these efforts with other initiatives for raising awareness of human rights, gender perspectives, and environmental education because, when done well, a holistic approach is likely to lead to greater integration and reciprocal mainstreaming. 

· These could also benefit from involving experienced civil society trainers who are knowledgeable of participatory methodologies for conflict transformation.
b) Specialised training for those working explicitly in conflict contexts or on conflict-related issues should be expanded and strengthened. 
· The UN Institute for Training and Research (UNITAR) and UN System Staff College both offer ongoing courses and could be at the lead in developing strategies to take training to the next level of expansion within the system, potentially in partnership with experienced civil society and government-sponsored training programmes.
· There is a general need to ensure that all training programmes strengthen awareness of and skills in promoting participatory approaches and uphold values that encourage local ownership and local civil society as a resource rather than a recipient.

· It could also be helpful to review all training programmes on and approaches to the gender dimension of conflict resolution and peacebuilding for humanitarian, military and civilian personnel. Support could be provided by the Special Advisor on Gender Issues and Advancement of Women and the Task Force on Women, Peace and Security to develop guidance on training policy and standards.
c) It is especially important that key leaders of the UN’s peace operations, including the designated Special Representatives of the Secretary-General, are provided with full briefings and technical support to conduct their responsibilities. This should also include tailored training and / or consultations on integrative negotiations and participatory peacebuilding principles and experiences, building on activities currently offered by UNITAR.
d) Expanding human resources through rosters of civil society peacebuilders. As mentioned in sub-section 1.1.2, the UN should maintain an international roster of unarmed peace specialists who can be deployed by the UN at short notice. Training in necessary skills and knowledge will be necessary, grouping existing mediators with specialists from the academic world and CSOs. These rosters could interlink with the Civil Peace Services developed in some countries.

e) Reinforcing the importance of constituency engagement and partnership. As recommended by the Cardoso Panel, the Secretary-General and other top UN managers should frequently take the opportunity to convey to staff the importance they ascribe to constituency engagement and partnership. It should feature prominently in all human resources processes, including recruitment, promotion and annual appraisal. Staff throughout the system, including managers, should be given training in such matters.
2 Addressing the (sub-)regional dimensions of conflict: structures & instruments for sustaining engagement
In a rapidly globalising world, the dynamics of armed violence and warfare in the twenty-first century are not contained by state borders and the existing state system does not appear to be capable of controlling it.
 Effective systems for preventing violence and building peace must address these dynamics. This means that instruments designed for responding to emerging conflicts within specific countries need to be complemented by global policies and practices for structural prevention and instruments for addressing the cross-border dynamics of armed conflicts. 
Armed conflict systems have increasingly assumed a subregional dimension – what some refer to as ‘regional conflict formations’
 These include both the regional dimensions of causal factors (for example both the older demographic patterns of ethno-national and indigenous peoples separated across state borders, as well as newer structural factors created by the fall-out from economic globalisation and power asymmetries), as well as more overt symptoms as trafficking, refugee flows, cross-border military movements. Addressing these factors systematically require strategies based on an integrated approach. Yet the UN is mostly structured to work either at the country-level or at the global-level; (sub-)regional and cross-border mechanisms are less developed. Furthermore, it is difficult to obtain resources for cross-border and sub-regional initiatives. Most donors do not provide budget lines for regional or cross-border initiatives and few agencies have institutional mechanisms to implement them. 
These challenges are partially addressed in regions where there are active inter-governmental bodies willing and able to implement prevention and crisis management initiatives.
 Yet there is often a capacity gap where these do not exist. Typically this reflects prevailing geo-political dynamics and / or norms amongst governments of that region.
2.1 Assessing & building on existing structures, mechanisms and instruments

In his Report on the Prevention of Armed Conflict, the Secretary-General acknowledges the importance of strengthening engagement at a regional level. In recommendation 9.2 he indicates that, with the support of Member States, he will develop “regional prevention strategies in cooperation with regional partners and appropriate UN organs and agencies.” 
a) For the next stage in the development of these strategies, it would be useful to review existing regional prevention strategies to identify strengths, shortcomings and opportunities for further development. 
· It would be particularly useful to also identify barriers and resistance so as to develop the approach and strategies to address these challenges. 
· The UN should also review its patterns of engagement with CSOs in designing and implementing these (sub-)regional prevention strategies. There are a number of roles they can potentially fulfil and efforts can be made to strengthen opportunities for partnership. A review process would greatly benefit from consultation with CSOs in the region to elicit their views and ideas.
b) As the first such mechanism of its kind, carefully review the role and operations of the Inter-Agency Task Force on West Africa and the UN Office for West Africa to identify how it has worked and draw out lessons for other potential mechanisms. 
· The review should assess interaction and cooperation with the Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS), the Mano River Union, governments, and civil society organisations and networks to explore engagement with these important local and regional actors. 
· It would be especially helpful to explore the ‘value-added’ of the UN and to identify whether and how the UN was able to use its global reach to complement regional level initiatives.
2.2 New structures and instruments 

There are a number of proposals for developing specialised structures and instruments along the lines proposed above in Section 1.1 ‘Specialised instruments or structures as an engine for operational responses’. 
·  (Sub-)regional prevention mechanisms are most likely to be effective if they develop according to the needs of the area and respond to the existing patterns of regional conflict dynamics, rather than necessarily mirroring existing inter-governmental structures. 

· Mechanisms could be developed principally under the auspices of a (sub-)regional organisation, or under the UN, or be a joint instrument, depending on the existing multilateral arrangements in the (sub-)region. Consistent with the subsidiarity principle, the UN should fill in gaps in a complementary and additive manner.

· There should be a high priority on engaging local and regional CSOs and networks and to explore mechanisms for ongoing cooperation and partnerships, as appropriate. In areas of the world where existing regional organisations are more closed, the UN can play an important role by opening up space for CSO involvement in dialogue on conflict-related issues and strategies.

· Such (sub-)regional mechanisms could be an important catalyst for effective and integrated early warning and early response, as explored in more detail in Section 4.
3 Prevention & peacebuilding through in-country operations
For this section, please also refer to the accompanying GPPAC Discussion Paper: UN-CSO Interaction in Conflict-Affected Communities, which explores patterns of interaction between local and regional CSOs with the UN field presence in order to suggest learning points and recommendations for strengthening effective partnerships.
The United Nations has operational and field presences in most countries of the world. While they may share some common features, there are significant variations that stem from differences in context, in mandates, and in the leadership and innovation of those in the country team. 

The UN should maximise its convening and facilitating roles for prevention and peacebuilding. In addition to addressing the structural causes of conflict through sustainable development and promoting the fulfilment of all human rights, UN country programmes should play a leading role in proactively responding to potential conflicts when tensions begin to arise. In keeping with the recommendations of the Cardoso Panel, UN country teams in countries at-risk should strengthen their capacities to proactively convene multi-constituency dialogue to analyse key grievances and identify strategies to address them, in ways that are consistent with international norms and standards.
 The aim should be to open channels of communication, to clarify issues and develop joint strategies, and to help implement those strategies by mobilising the necessary resources from throughout the international community. 
This section proposes general principles that could be adapted in most contexts for further developing the UN’s constructive responses to conflict and engagement with stakeholders.
· UN convenors should ensure that CSOs rooted in the conflict-affected society and their international counterparts are engaged in deliberation of the overall strategy and plan of action for responding to conflict. 
· Focus on the long-term goal of transforming the causes of conflict and the relationships that have been damaged by it. Short-term expediency should not be pursued at the expense of medium- to long-term sustainable peacebuilding. Rapid responses to emerging situations should incorporate strategies that lay foundations for these long-term goals.
· Pay attention to local knowledge and perceptions, rather than assuming that the analysis of external ‘experts’ is more reliable. This should be informed by broad-based consultations that incorporate diverse perspectives, including those outside elite circles. Through processes that are appropriate and sensitive to local conditions, listen to the needs that are articulated by conflict-affected communities and their ideas about what can be done to address them. 

· Strategies and initiatives should be locally derived and internationally supported to help ensure appropriate and sustainable change. Build on capacities that exist; do not duplicate or displace locally developed initiatives.

· Help to strengthen civil society capacities by providing both practical support and recognition of the legitimacy of their role, within a rights-based framework.

In situations where there is not a long history of cooperation between the UN and CSOs, there is an inevitable – and understandable – caution on both sides to begin cooperation. Developing trust is a crucial part of forming any partnership and is a quality that can only truly develop over time. However there is also a need for either side to establish its credibility in the eyes of the other. Because CSOs are highly varied and often unregulated, there is a particular challenge on establishing their credibility.

CSOs may be able to partially address these concerns by being more transparent in demonstrating both their ‘credentials’ but also in explicitly explaining their guiding principles and goals. Such a process might be assisted by developing general Codes of Conduct for Peacebuilding and Conflict Transformation Organisations. These statements can also be made more credible when CSOs have clear mission statements and make available reviews of their work, possibly from independent evaluations but also from self-reflection, and strengthening systems for accountability to stakeholders and transparent procedures for ensuring good organisational governance and financial management procedures. The Global Partnership should address these issues amongst those involved in its networks and consider whether to develop codes of practice and standards for the field.  

3.1 General recommendations for UN Country Teams and in-country operations
3.1.1 Designated focal point for prevention

In countries at-risk, there should be a primary designated focal point for prevention, consisting of at least one senior staff member – and possibly a small team – reporting directly to the Resident Coordinator / SRSG. The purpose of the focal point would be to analyse developments and to help formulate integrated strategies to respond to conflict issues and situations effectively. The person / office should have expert knowledge of conflict and peacebuilding and serve as a resource for capacity building with national representatives as well as other UN groups in the country. The focal point should have sufficient status to engage effectively with other aspects of the UN system in country and relevant bodies at headquarters and in other regional organisations. S/he could be involved in facilitating dialogue and participatory mechanisms, as discussed in the following sub-section.
3.1.2 Strengthening participatory mechanisms for information exchange, joint analysis & strategy development. 
a) Advisory councils. Resident Coordinator / SRSG could establish some form of multi-constituency advisory councils on conflict dynamics (where this title is sensitive, ‘conflict dynamics’ could be substituted with another concept, such as ‘democratisation’ or ‘participation’…). Although principally convened to ‘advise’ the UN, it is likely that the process would in itself be a significant contribution to strengthening dialogue-based approaches to working with tensions.  They would provide opportunities for information sharing, ongoing analysis and guidance on responding to new developments.

· Such bodies – comprised of representatives of different stakeholder groups and ‘wise persons’, including both women and men and representatives of minority and indigenous communities – could help ensure that the overall strategy adopted by international actors is sensitive to local needs. 
· In larger countries, it might be appropriate to have a number of such councils that are each based in different regions of the country – especially in zones of conflict – to ensure that local knowledge and capacities are maximised. 
· This could also be a mechanism through which ideas and strategies emerging from local processes could be funnelled and deliberated. 
· Where relevant, such councils could serve as part of the architecture to promote implementation of the terms of peace agreements.
b) Issue-based networks. These groupings would focus on addressing specific types of challenges through open and inclusive multi-constituency processes. They would aim to focus efforts between different types of actors and create links between community-based, national and international actors. They should also interlink the efforts of UN bodies, regional organisations and other bilateral donor initiatives.
c) Develop additional capacity and tools for process-based approaches. People skilled in facilitating dialogue and joint analysis should be included in UN teams and missions, with the responsibility for convening policy dialogue processes. These can contribute both ‘upstream’ to the overall design of the concept of the mission and for ongoing, interactive consultation processes to identify priorities, shape strategies and oversee processes for implementing them. Also see Section 4 on recommendations for process-based analysis and early response options.
d) In general, following from the Cardoso Panel recommendations, the United Nations Development Group should ensure that the principles of country leadership, coordination and partnership is put into effective practice to open space for all constituencies to contribute to United Nations goals. At the country level this entails:

· Enhancing the capacity of the UN resident coordinators’ offices to identify, convene and broker the partnerships needed to meet the main challenges and build consensus on country-specific goals.
· Conveying systematic messages to country staff about learning from and providing support to civil society and other actors, using the rubric of the Millennium Development Goals and other globally agreed goals as reference points

· Ensuring that United Nations country-level staff work with the regional commissions to inject the experience of country-level actors into regional and global deliberative processes
3.1.3 Liaison Officers: Formal Entry Points for CSOs. 

a) Constituency engagement specialist / CSO liaison officer reporting to the Head of Mission, helping to facilitate overall public participation and coordination in the work of the mission and helping to establish and implement effective systems for networking with other key actors. One task could be to ensure that UN missions adequately survey and map existing initiatives and actors so that the UN’s activities do not duplicate or displace existing peacebuilding capacities. Such a process is likely to be most effective if it is done interactively, involving those other actors in clarifying their mandates.

b) CSO liaison officers in UN agencies with a large field operation to ensure that the agency fully engages with and complements the work of CSOs and other actors. Proactively seek out those with an interest in the work of the agency, including those from local women’s groups, youth groups and minority communities.

3.1.4 Human resources and training
a) Criteria for staff selection. Personnel departments should review the criteria for hiring local and international staff to ensure that people in key public-facing positions are appropriately attuned to the needs of peacebuilding. They should ensure that local staff are able to engage effectively with different communities and do not replicate existing disparities within the society but instead reflect its constituent elements.
b) Incentives. Encourage and affirm staff who work creatively and responsively with local communities in support of local initiatives.

c) Opportunities for engagement. Care should be given to create opportunities for UN staff and local people, including those based in CSOs and other social leaders, to get to know each other and experience working together. Training and induction events can provide an as a good opportunity, as well as other experiences for interaction such as seminars, receptions, and cultural events. 
d) CSOs can contribute to induction courses for incoming international staff to brief them on the social and cultural context, existing or potential conflict dynamics and issues, as well as the existing landscape of peacebuilding initiatives. Such a process could both contribute to the knowledge and awareness of newly deployed staff and would provide opportunities to begin to build relationships. There may be a need to provide some form of stipend to cover the time of CSO personnel in preparing their contributions to such courses.

3.1.5 Resources and capacity building
These principles are similar to and build upon those outlined in Sections 1.2.4 and 1.2.5, as applicable to applied activities in-country.
a) Technical support for stakeholders. Local people are always the primary ‘experts’ on the situation in their context and are the best placed to identify needs and appropriate strategies to address them. However it can often be difficult to frame these into concrete policy options and programme structures, especially for stakeholders who have little experience of these approaches. Furthermore, it can often be useful to learn from experiences elsewhere (inspiring stories and cautionary tales) and to have additional information about technical options that could contribute to integrative ‘solutions’. 

· The UN could therefore offer assistance to stakeholders either through its own staff or through linking them with others who can serve as technical and / or process advisors. 

· Exchange programmes and study visits are also often useful for expanding an awareness of options and stimulating ‘new thinking’ around challenges that tend to be stuck in the existing context.
b) Flexible funding responding to medium- to long-term priorities AND emerging opportunities. The UN should work with donors to create a funding line that can be rapidly disbursed in response to priorities and opportunities that emerge from peacebuilding processes. Such flexible and rapid response funding should be complemented by longer-term and sustained programmatic funding capable of supporting ongoing processes.

c) Small grants. Learn from and build upon existing experiences in providing financial and technical support for civil society initiatives in prevention and peacebuilding. The Bureau for Conflict Prevention and Recovery (BCPR) and the Civil Society Organizations Division in the Bureau for Resources and Strategic Partnerships (BRSP) have a new pilot small-grants programme to support CSOs in their efforts to contribute to the (re)establishment of civilian institutions and promote civil society participation in the political transition processes during the period after armed hostilities have ceased, when societies are very vulnerable to the resumption of violence. This initiative should be carefully reviewed and learning points drawn out for both strengthening the programme and to provide a form of ‘idea bank’ for other initiatives in the future.
3.2 Peace Operations
a) Pre-deployment assessment missions should include robust processes of consulting with civil society organisations (including those close to the armed parties to potential or actual armed conflict) both inside and outside the country to help ensure that mandate and concept of operation are appropriate and to inform the ongoing efforts of UN country team. 

b) The mandate and concept of operation should include specific objectives and plans for working with civil society in the country –including women and marginalised / excluded groups - in order to support their full and effective participation in peacebuilding and negotiation processes. Strenuous efforts should be made to ensure that UN activities do not duplicate or displace existing civil society-led initiatives but rather complement or support them, with the guiding principle of programmes that are locally generated and internationally supported in order to build on capacities that exist in the society. 
· These objectives and plans for engagement with CSOs should be integrated into the overall operational plan and reflected in its budget lines. 
· Progress should be regularly monitored and analysed, with information provided to headquarters. The Secretary-General could be asked to report on the involvement of CSOs in peace operations in ways that complement the existing requirement to report on the involvement of women.

c) Support civil society peace advocates. It is vital to provide political, financial and technical support as appropriate to vulnerable peace advocates operating in a hostile environment. They can play an important role in preparing the public, in generating pro-peace constituencies, and encourage the protagonists to engage in negotiations. 
· Even prior to the emergence of sustained political negotiations, UN bodies can provide support to civil society actors to prepare them for effective participation through training and capacity building in participation, negotiation, and policy formulation. Invest in training opportunities and resources for civil society participants who might make important contributions to peace negotiations and other policy dialogue processes. 
· The UN can prioritise activities that help to provide safety, resources, political space and access to decision-makers for women peacebuilders.

· Provide support for strategising among non-combatant groups so that they can better articulate their aspirations, shape the negotiating agenda and possibly develop consensus positions. This can mean ensuring that they have safe spaces where dialogue can occur, either inside or outside the country depending on situational context.
· Prior to and possibly during the negotiation process, relevant UN bodies can provide financial and technical support for multi-sectoral forums convening diverse civil society groupings to develop and debate the key issues that should be addressed in the negotiating agenda and, as relevant, to deliberate the substantive measures to address them. If appropriate, the Secretary-General’s special representatives or special envoys can take part in these processes or be advised of the outcomes so as to develop comprehensive strategies. 

d) Women’s equal participation in peace processes.
· Gender experts and expertise should be be included at all levels and in all aspects of peace operations, including in technical surveys and the design of concepts of operation, training, staffing and programmes. At the cornerstone should be collaboration with women’s groups to address gender issues. 
· In compliance with UN Security Council Resolution 1325, peace negotiations and agreements should incorporate a gender perspective through the full integration of women’s concerns and participation in the peace process. 

· Women’s peace tables should be established and enabled through financial, political and technical assistance. 
· Gender equality must be recognised in all peace processes, agreements and transitional governance structures, maintaining a minimum 30% representation of women in negotiation processes.
e) Promoting security and violence mitigation mechanisms. In a context where widescale violence could threaten a peacebuilding and negotiation processes, explore with local civil society and the parties to the conflict possible violence-reduction mechanisms which could be implemented at a local as well as national level. 
· Because basic physical safety is often a prerequisite for creating an atmosphere that enables widespread participation, the UN must aim to protect those involved in peace processes. Such measures as permanent human rights monitoring missions and the use of international peace monitors (including unarmed monitors, as used for example in Bougainville) have been shown to be very helpful in increasing security. The Department of Peacekeeping and the Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights can work closely together with local and international advisors to shape strategies most appropriate for the context.
· The UN can also work to support innovative, civil society-led violence mitigation initiatives. Learn from innovative experiences elsewhere, such as South Africa’s National Peace Accord structures that used an integrated system for responding to violence and promoting peace at the national, provincial and local levels.

4 Integrated early warning and early response systems

Preventive action needs to be evidence-based, fall within a broad multi-sectoral / multi-actor integrated strategy and be owned by local communities, who are crucial to sustainable transformation of situations giving rise to armed conflict. The challenge for early warning analysis is not only to recognise the risk of violent conflict emerging or escalating; it also needs to identify what can be done, by whom and how in order to prevent violence and encourage processes to address the conflict through peaceful means. 

In large and complex institutions like the UN, it is important that early warning analysis is relevant to the specific mandates and competencies of the department, agency or body that receives them so that they can immediately engage with the analysis in shaping their response. There is a need to address both the political dimension of potential conflicts (the driving force behind an impending crisis), as well as to deploy warning systems designed for responding to humanitarian dimensions with preparedness for disaster mitigation.
There are currently a number of early warning mechanisms in place in the UN system, including those run by functional bodies and coordinating mechanisms (such as the Framework Team). Yet there appear to be dilemmas of information management in the UN system, where information flows into desk officers across different departments and agencies. Systems for coordinating / synthesising this analysis and distributing it in an accessible form for various actors, especially for use by the Secretary-General, are apparently not well developed.  It has been suggested that this is principally because some Member States have expressed their concern about such initiatives in the past. Both the Panel on UN Peacekeeping Operations
 (Brahimi Report) and the High-Level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change
 have recognised the significance of this gap and recommended institutional reforms to address it. Therefore strategies to address this barrier may need to be based in political consensus building and, possibly, the codification of a normative expectation that an effective information analysis and early warning system is necessary to fulfil the mandate of the UN Charter for preventing war as well as to implement more recent resolutions.
Yet people based in a society and those specialising in the country / region are often best placed to identify specific actions that can be taken – although their strategies may well require solidarity and collaboration from key partners elsewhere in the global system. In some cases, their insights can support the development of subtle and highly targeted strategies that do not require extensive resources or coercive measures, especially when addressed at an early point in a conflict cycle. CSOs, especially women’s groups, are often particularly well-suited to suggest responses for actions on the ground. Their insight should be maximised when exploring response options.

This implies the need for a more systemised approach to collaboration between the UN and CSOs at headquarters and in the field for both identifying and analysing situations potentially at-risk and for joint analysis of holistic strategies for responding to the situation. There is also a need to streamline and integrate analysis, warning and response capacities. 
The UN should develop an integrated early warning and early response system that is based on convening key stakeholders and others with special knowledge or expertise into a process to share information, strengthen joint analysis, identify options and opportunities for effective responses, and provide necessary forms of support for implementation. This will be most effective if there are ongoing efforts to build human and institutional capacities for early prevention and a resource pool that can be quickly mobilised to support action. Given the potential vulnerability of local civil society actors, the UN must take steps to ensure their protection and to generally keep the space open for civil society peace activities.
This section proposes principles to guide an integrated system, identifies some gaps that should be addressed, and proposes a preliminary ‘menu’ of response functions.
4.1 Integrated early warning systems
4.1.1 Support civil society-based early warning & early response systems that maximise local knowledge & build on local capacities
a) Capacity building in conflict analysis and early warning indicators. Through training and ongoing support, strengthen the capacity of local, national and regional CSOs – including in the media sector – to identify and analyse the causes and dynamics of emerging conflicts, including familiarity with gender-sensitive frameworks.

b) Create well-known and effective mechanisms for channelling information. Although local actors may have detailed knowledge of emerging conflicts – as well as sophisticated and highly targeted ideas on how it can be addressed – it can be difficult for them to mobilise support from outsiders unless there are trust-worthy channels to convey this information and analysis to those who can effectively act upon it. Such channels need to be created, an effort likely to be especially valuable in communities at-risk. Well respected CSOs with specialised skills and capacities may be best placed to develop locally appropriate instruments, possibly in cooperation with regional / international counterparts and / or with inter-governmental organisations.
c) Enhance multi-track network structures that create the social infrastructure for information sharing, collaborative action and solidarity. (This is emerging as a key goal of the Global Partnership and further recommendations and proposals are likely to be included in the Global Action Agenda.)
d) UN Resident Coordinators and/or Special Representatives of the Secretary-General should establish regular and transparent interfaces (‘contact points’) between local and relevant international CSOs and the UN country team for early warning, the exchange of information, and to develop complementary strategies for peacebuilding activities that prevent the resurgence or eruption of conflict. 

e) Where appropriate, develop formal arrangements for cooperation in data collection, analysis and response strategy development between civil society networks / institutions, regional organisations, and the UN to ensure that these mechanisms draw on the unique knowledge bases of all relevant bodies. Assess existing experiences with these arrangements to learn lessons for the future evolution of these systems. (For example, the Memorandum of Understanding between the West Africa Network for Peacebuilding (WANEP), ECOWAS and OCHA could be studied as an example of such an arrangement.)
4.1.2 Interlinking with UN Headquarters-level systems capacity
a) The early warning and response machinery should effectively integrate the different sources of information within the UN system and among partners into a larger analytic structure so as to provide adequate analysis of the sources and dynamics of complex social-political conflicts and to suggest what can be done to address them. GPPAC welcomes the High-Level Panel’s emphasis on addressing this need. In general:
· Member States should affirm the value of such a system as a necessary precondition for the UN to fulfil its mandate.

· An analytical capacity of this sort might be effectively overseen by a specialised structure or instrument, as outlined in Section 1.1 ‘Specialised instruments or structures as an engine for operational responses’ In particular, these could serve as a ‘trip wire’ for mobilising attention to situations that are rapidly escalating and be a resource for timely and well-researched assessments of the situation and recommendations that are potentially more effective than hastily organised ‘fact finding missions’.

· The system should interface effectively with those of governments, regional organisations and civil society. It should maximise the knowledge and perspectives of relevant UN field presence and the human rights machinery.
b) Integrate and utilise the set of gender-based early warning indicators for mainstreaming into the UN early warning framework and explore the use of such indicators with regional organisations. This will be strengthened through collaboration with civil society-based networks, especially locally-based women’s peace organisations and their international NGO partners.

c) The lead body within the UN system should partner with specialised CSOs to develop effective early warning and response mechanisms to analyse root causes and devises preventive strategies to possible conflict situations. This could be strengthened through opportunities for joint training on early warning for UN staff and CSOs should be explored so as to generate shared knowledge and strengthen the potential for strong working relationships.

4.2 Strategies and options for early response: roles for the UN
a) Initiate forums for ongoing dialogue that channel disputes through peaceful processes. 
b) Encourage and support negotiation between hostile parties to prevent escalation to violence and link these to inclusive longer-term processes for addressing underlying challenges.
c) Encourage and / or support multi-track diplomacy, including Track II dialogue processes and efforts to strengthen local capacities for peace – even before widescale violence has been used. 
d) Provide access to expert assistance on key substantive issues in the dispute and on key confidence-building measures. They can study the situation, elicit views and ideas from stakeholders, and offer advice on principles, strategies and programmes to address key challenges. As appropriate, they can also be involved in monitoring implementation.

e) Provide good offices to avert the use of violence, including through the use of shuttle diplomacy and other formal and informal meetings with leaders of government and opposition factions / militant groups.

f) Help parties seek conciliation, arbitration or adjudication on key issues, including through the International Court of Justice if applicable.
g) Provide strategically targeted funding and other assistance to rapidly implement initiatives and programmes needed to address key concerns and build confidence and encouragement that a better future is possible.
h) Monitor implementation of formal agreements and informal recommendations and support relevant implementation mechanisms.

Annex A: List of UN departments, offices, specialised agencies, programmes, funds and other entities

UN Departments and Offices

· Office of the Secretary-General

· Department of Political Affairs (UNDPA)

· Department of Peacekeeping Operations (UNDPKO)

· Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA)

· Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights (OHCHR)

· Office of the High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR)

· Department of Economic and Social Affairs (DESA)

· Department of Disarmament Affairs (DDA)

· Department of Public Information (DPI) and NGO Liaison Service (NGLS)

· Office of the High Representative for the Least Developed Countries, Landlocked Developing Countries and the Small Island Developing States (OHRLLS)

Specialised Agencies, Programmes and Funds 

· UN Development Programme (UNDP)

· UN Development Fund for Women (UNIFEM)

· UN Volunteers (UNV)

· UNICEF

· UNESCO

· World Bank Group: IBRD, IDA, IFC, & MIGA

· International Monetary Fund (IMF)

· UN Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD)

· International Labour Organisation (ILO)

· World Food Programme

· Food and Agricultural Organisation (FAO)

· World Health Organisation (WHO)

· UN  Population Fund (UNFPA)

· UN-HABITAT

· UN Environment Programme (UNEP)

Other UN Entities and Research and Training Institutes

· Office of the UN High Commissioner for Human Rights 

· Joint United Nations Programme on HIV / AIDS (UNAIDS)

· UN Office for Project Services (UNOPS)

· UN System Staff College (UNSSC)

· UN Institute for Disarmament Research (UNIDIR)

· UN Institute for Training and Research (UNITAR)

· UN Research Institute for Social Development (UNRISD)

· International Research and Training Institute for the Advancement of Women (INSTRAW)

· UN Interregional Crime and Justice Research Institute (UNICRI)
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� UN Security Council Resolution 1366 (2001)


� United Nations General Assembly Resolution 57/337 (2003)


� We the Peoples: Civil Society, the United Nations and Global Governance. Report of the Panel of Eminent Persons on United Nations-Civil Society Relations. United Nations, June 2004, A/58/817. Available at: � HYPERLINK "http://daccessdds.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N04/376/41/PDF/N0437641.pdf?OpenElement" ��http://daccessdds.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N04/376/41/PDF/N0437641.pdf?OpenElement� 


� A More Secure World: Our Shared Responsibility. Report of the High-Level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change. United Nations, December 2004. Available at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/secureworld" ��http://www.un.org/secureworld�  


� This paper builds on feedbacks and discussions from two other papers:


July 2004 ‘Framework Paper’ This paper mapped the existing structure for prevention within the UN system and listed recommendations proposed by various bodies for guiding principles, instruments and mechanisms to enhance effectiveness. It also had a background section exploring conceptual and political challenges and key questions for a situation analysis of the current arrangements. It was discussed at a consultation meeting in Geneva on 21 July, in regional processes and in bi-lateral meetings. The feedback from these meetings is the basis for many of the recommendations in this discussion paper.


UN-CSO Interaction in Conflict-Affected Communities. Based on interviews with people involved in the Global Partnership, this paper explores patterns of interaction between local and regional CSOs with the UN field presence in order to suggest learning points and recommendations for strengthening effective partnerships. It accompanies this paper and is especially relevant for the issues discussed in Section � REF _Ref84753346 \r \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �3� ‘� REF _Ref84753351 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �Prevention & peacebuilding through in-country operations�’.


� “…there is no place within the system explicitly designed to avoid State collapse and the slide to war or to assist countries in their transition from war to peace. … Strengthening the United Nations capacity for peacebuilding in the widest sense must be a priority…[It] needs to be able to act in a coherent and effective way through the whole continuum that runs from early warning through preventive action to post-conflict peacebuilding.” A More Secure World, p. 83, paras 261-263.





� The report notes that global public opinion has become the ‘second super-power’ that shapes political agendas transcending national boundaries, making it a key element of today’s global governance. Their report stressed, however, that the growing influence of civil society in global policy does not diminish the relevance of intergovernmental processes; rather it enhances them by putting issues onto the global agenda, informing deliberations and helping to ensure they are sensitive to grassroots realities, and mobilising public support for strategies to address these challenges. While only governments have the power to decide on these key issues, CSOs help to increase public understanding of their decisions, enhance their accountability and promote actions to advance globally agreed rights and priorities. Through such roles, CSOs can help to advance the causes of the UN and multilateralism.  


� Subsidiarity is the idea that matters should be handled by the lowest competent authority. The Oxford English Dictionary defines subsidiarity as the idea that a central authority should have a subsidiary function, performing only those tasks which cannot be performed effectively at a more immediate or local level. 


� A More Secure World, p38.


� A More Secure World, pp83-84.


� We the peoples p45, para95-100


� The person could be most effective by taking a low-profile role in offering assistance when needed, rather than through loudly raising public alarm bells – a function that may be better undertaken by others. The mandate and functions filled by the OSCE High Commissioner on National Minorities, which has been widely recognised as a highly effective instrument for prevention, could be instructive in this context.


When the High Commissioner believes that a situation needs attention, he informs the government that he would like to visit to develop a better understanding of the situation. While he does not ask permission, governments retain the right to refuse permission to enter, to meet with him or to comply with his recommendations. Therefore, while the procedure is proactive, it is ultimately subject to the government’s consent.


On-site visits are essential for conducting discussions with a wide range of stakeholders, including those in government, in the opposition, and in a diverse range of civil society organisations. The aim is to listen to and seek to understand the nature of problems and the difficulties in meeting these challenges so as to find ways of helping governments and others to respond to them in a realistic way. This role is best accomplished through a non-partisan and constructive approach to developing relationships with the different parties. Assessments are further complemented by fact-finding using statistical data and other independent analysis.


The High Commissioner then offers ideas and recommendations based on defining the challenges, recognising the concerns of the main stakeholders, and offering suggestions for how they can be addressed in ways that are consistent will international norms and standards. This approach has been called ‘one-way mediation’, as the government is the only interlocutor with formal status. Consequently, there has been a high level of acceptance of his role and his recommendations are generally well received by the governments concerned. Yet consultations with other stakeholders (especially, in this case, with representatives of minority groups) usually means the High Commissioner also has considerable influence with them. Indeed, the very presence of a high-level international representative can increase their confidence that their concerns can be addressed through peaceful political processes and thereby help to calm the situation.


These observations are based on Peck, Connie. 1998. Sustainable Peace: the Role of the UN and Regional Organisations in Preventing Conflict (New York: Rowman & Littlefield) pp228-238


� Connie Peck suggests that their role would be “to focus on disputes before they developed into serious crises and / or turned violent; other parts of the UN system would handle their management if they escalated beyond that stage.” (op cit., p. 226) This is when the Security Council, the Secretary-General and the Under-Secretary General for Political Affairs would take a lead, possibly including the development of a peace operation and / or the appointment of a Special Representative of the Secretary-General to focus on de-escalating and resolving the crisis.”


� A More Secure World, pp. 84-85.


� This builds on the Secretary-General’s 2001 Report on the Prevention of Armed Conflict, where he stated his intention to establish an informal network of eminent persons for conflict prevention (recommendation 9.3).


� See Minority Rights Group International. Submission to the UN High-Level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change: Conflict Prevention and the Protection of Minorities. June 2004. Available at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.minorityrights.org" ��www.minorityrights.org� 


� “In order to promote the establishment and maintenance of international peace and security with the least diversion for armaments of the world's human and economic resources, the Security Council shall be responsible for formulating, with the assistance of the Military Staff Committee referred to in Article 47, plans to be submitted to the Members of the United-Nations for the establishment of a system for the regulation of armaments.”


� UN Security Council Resolution 1325 (2000)


� In addition to the High-Level Panel’s proposals, there have been suggestions by Barroso and Chissano new commission to promote peace and development mandated by and working in conjunction with both the Security Council and ECOSOC; by the Pro-UNCOPAC for a UN Commission on Peace and Crisis Prevention (UNCOPAC) creating a new agency under the General Assembly responsible for crisis management and prevention, as well as to coordinate peacebuilding, education and research; Global Action to Prevent War to appoint a General Assembly Conflict Prevention Committee to complement the role of the Security Council and serve as a rapid reaction conflict prevention and early warning mechanism; Secretary-General: State Parties to the UN Genocide Convention should set up a Committee on the Prevention of Genocide.


� We the Peoples: Para 75, Proposal 30: “Many of the Panel’s proposals will be fully realizable only if civil society everywhere is given the chance to flourish and is respected by domestic Governments as interlocutors and partners. Member States should affirm the high value of partnerships and multi-constituency engagement at home as well as within the United Nations. This would give practical expression to the freedom of expression, association and assembly that is at the heart of the human rights framework. Priorities include:


•	Discussing civil society freedoms in United Nations forums and at the highest-level meetings between the Secretariat and Governments and encouraging appropriate reforms


•	Including those issues in all programmes of good governance and legal reform


•	Promoting consultations with non-State actors in any governmental deliberative process in which the United Nations is party (including poverty reduction strategy papers and Millennium Development Goal reports)


•	Urging full transparency for all United Nations–supported government programmes and public hearings so that those directly affected can voice their concerns and views


•	Encouraging Governments to consult with civil society and others and to develop partnerships and include them in their delegations sent to United Nations forums


•	Strengthening the roles of national parliaments and local authorities in intergovernmental processes.





� “The Panel proposes joining all existing United Nations accreditation processes into a single mechanism under the authority of the General Assembly (if it is agreed to extend civil society engagement to this forum). It further proposes establishing a more thorough initial Secretariat review of applications, lessening the prominence of intergovernmental review, which tends to over politicize the accreditation process. Member States would retain a final say on which applicants are accredited and would also define the criteria by which applicants would be assessed. By drawing on the growing knowledge about civil society organizations that exists throughout the United Nations system (and perhaps beyond it), the Secretariat would be well-placed to advise Member States on which applicants met such criteria and which did not. The Panel suggests that by reducing the time demands of intergovernmental deliberation on applications, an existing committee of the General Assembly (perhaps the General Committee) could assume this role alongside their normal functions, discussing applications only when some Member States disagree with the proposals. Accreditation should be seen as a cooperative agreement entailing rights and responsibilities; hence measures are also suggested that could help enhance the quality of civil society contributions, especially by encouraging self-governance and self-organizing processes within civil society networks.” We the peoples, p.12


� Secretary-General’s 2001 Report, para 70 “Recognising that one of the most serious threats to sustainable development is violent conflict, both the common country assessment and the UNDAF offer a significant opportunity to identify and implement peacebuilding or conflict prevention strategies at the country level. The United Nations Development Group, therefore, should ensure that prevention and peacebuilding concerns are integrated into those processes, a critical step in laying the foundations for development programming that is carried out with a prevention lens and that will enable United Nations country teams in partnership with national Governments and civil society, to address prevention concerns jointly at the country level.”


� For more information, see Practical Guide to Multilateral Needs Assessment in Post-Conflict Situations, prepared by Deutsche Gesellschaft für Technische Zusammenarbeit (GTZ) International Services, April 2004.


� UNDP and Civil Society Organisations: A Policy of Engagement. Available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.undp.org/cso" ��http://www.undp.org/cso� 


� For further information, refer to the policy papers and case studies published by Minority Rights Group: � HYPERLINK "http://www.minorityrights.org" ��http://www.minorityrights.org�  


� One of the biggest challenges for promoting prevention is to help ensure that countries emerging from war and wide-spread violence make the transition to sustainable peacebuilding. The process for making the transition from war to peace is crucial. Peace processes are more than a means to end armed hostilities. They offer opportunities to develop the road map towards a peaceful future by addressing the underlying issues generating conflict and developing new 'rules of the game'. As such, peacemaking can be a political process for social change. The character of this process, including who participates - to what degree, at what stage, and in what capacity - the agreements reached and how they are implemented can all create opportunities for structural changes in governance, human rights, security and development policies, as well as shape the relations between those engaged in conflict. Therefore peace operations and peacemaking need to be based around strengthening public participation in the processes. See Catherine Barnes (Ed.) 2002. Owning the process: public participation in peacemaking. Accord: an international review of peace initiatives, Vol. 13. London: Conciliation Resources. � HYPERLINK "http://www.c-r.org/accord" ��http://www.c-r.org/accord�


� A More Secure World, p.38


� See, for example, Mark Duffield. “War as a Network Enterprise: The New Security Terrain and its Implications” Cultural Values, 2002, 6(1&2) and Mary Kaldor. 1999. New and Old Wars: Organized Violence in a Global Era. (Cambridge, UK: Polity Press)


� The Center on International Cooperation at New York University has a project aiming to explore these dynamics more fully. As they observe: “Regional conflict formations (RCFs) are sets of transnational conflicts that form mutually reinforcing linkages with each other throughout a region, making for more protracted and obdurate conflicts. … RCFs present formidable obstacles to peace efforts by the international community, but though a few studies have noted their prevalence, few have analyzed their dynamics and challenges for policy. Conventional approaches to human rights, based on the responsibility of states or state-territorial jurisdictions, may also encounter obstacles. Regional strategies are unavoidable, as regional powers are likely to be involved, and global powers may have little interest in devoting resources to distant problems. But regional parties to the conflict may be ill suited to take on the lead role in a peace process (due to lack of capacity or impartiality), and regional organizations may be paralyzed by dissension among their members. This conundrum is reflected in differences between the perspectives of analysts and actors living in these regions and those in global organizations or dominant states outside the region. The latter tend to focus on sources of conflict within the states or regions themselves and (if they are globalist liberals rather than nationalist unilateralists) propose ameliorative interventions by external actors. Those in the regions often attribute their problems in large measure to the policies of more powerful states and institutions and focus on the capacities of their own regions to confront these problems. Regional actors may lack economic or military capacity, but they possess knowledge and political skills that more distant actors may lack. Furthermore they have no ‘exit strategy’ and are thus key to sustainability.” Quotation from: � HYPERLINK "http://www.cic.nyu.edu/conflict/conflict_project6.html" ��http://www.cic.nyu.edu/conflict/conflict_project6.html� 


� Sub-regional bodies are especially strong with this mandate in Africa, where ECOWAS and IGAD have developed pioneering approaches and SADAC is also developing its capacity. Regional organisations like the African Union, the Organisation of American States and the Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe – often together with the European Union – have greatly enhanced their policies and operational capacities for prevention and crisis management over the past decade.


� Specifically, the Cardoso panel note the importance of engaging multiple stakeholders in strategic planning, coordination and learning: “Locally designed strategies for implementing globally agreed goals are more effective than those imported from New York or elsewhere. They take into account local realities, cultures and priorities, they are locally owned and supported by the public, with opportunities for the involvement of elected representatives, and they are more likely to include a diversity of actors from within and outside the central Government. … The Panel suggests that working strategically with civil society and others at the country level can enhance progress in both directions. This demands a major shift in how United Nations bodies relate to other constituencies and to one another at the country level. Although the Panel is aware of much progress, it heard a repeated message from developing country actors: the United Nations remains rather opaque, uncommunicative, poorly informed about local civil society dynamics and unwilling to consult or engage except to recruit implementing partners after strategies have been agreed upon. It is often seen as being rather unresponsive to national citizens, providing meagre information about its programmes and spending in the country and being uncreative in bringing the country’s experience into global priority discussions.” (We the Peoples paras 80-83)


� For example, the Cardoso panel, while championing the involvement of CSOs in the deliberative processes of the UN, also points out that Member States “can reasonably expect the Secretariat to ensure that actors engaging in [these] processes meet at least some basic standards of governance and demonstrate their credentials, whether they are based on experience, expertise, membership or a base of support.” (para 18) 


� A/55/305 - S/2000/809, Recommendation 5., available at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.un.org/peace/reports/peace_operations/" ��http://www.un.org/peace/reports/peace_operations/� 


� A More Secure World. p37, para98-99


� Observation based on Connie Peck. 1998. Sustainable Peace: the Role of the UN and Regional Organizations in Preventing Conflict. (New York: Rowman & Littlefield), p. 237





