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1 Introduction

This document is designed to stimulate and frame the research agenda to accompany the global programme leading to an international conference in 2005 at the United Nations headquarters on the role of civil society in conflict prevention, hereafter referred to as the ‘CSP programme’. One of the central values guiding the programme is inclusiveness and perhaps its greatest strength will be its truly global scale of involvement. At the heart of the CSP programme are the regional processes that enable a diverse array of civil society actors from every part of the world to give voice to their experiences and to formulate principles and recommendations to guide practice. Leaders from these processes will be guiding forces in international coordination, through the International Steering Group and other working committees, and therefore help to ensure that the programme’s ‘centre of gravity’ is not based in any single region of the world, even though the Secretariat is based in Europe. 

Just as the regional processes are at the centre of the overall programme, the research to guide the substantive contents of the programme can be similarly inclusive. This framework is therefore based on the assumption that the civil society practitioners taking part in the programme should be the principle researchers and – through a process that involves them in reflecting on key cross-cutting themes, questions and dilemmas – they should formulate the principles and recommendations to address the most relevant issues related to the role of civil society in conflict prevention in their own context and in the international system more generally. Their deliberations can be enhanced through the inputs of more conventionally commissioned research papers into key issues identified as common concerns across the different regions.

A research programme based on the programme participants as the primary resources will have several advantages. (1) It should elicit insights and analysis drawn from the direct experience of thousands of peace practitioners throughout the world who have sought to address very different types of conflicts in a range of contexts. Because much of this experience has been undocumented, these findings are likely to contribute substantially new insights that can complement the existing body of academic and policy literature on conflict prevention. (2) Because the programme will create an opportunity for structured reflection and evaluation of existing practice, the process itself should contribute to the professional development of peace practitioners and contribute the efficacy of their work. (3) Because the process will engage those participating in the programme at both the regional and international levels, it is likely that they will feel greater ownership of the outcomes and will have a stronger commitment to promoting them. The overall substantive outputs are likely to have greater political legitimacy because they will be seen as derived from an inclusive process and this could enhance the seriousness with which they are taken.

The aim of this ‘Living Document’ is to create an integrated framework of core issues and questions that can be addressed in different ways in all the other aspects of the programme. It is referred to as a living document because participants in the different regional and international forums of the programme are invited to further develop it by adding their own issues and questions as well as their responses to the issues and questions posed in earlier versions. As such, it will be the central vehicle for organising the ‘action-research’ frame of the programme’s research plan. This iterative process – which will be managed by the International Secretariat and overseen by the International Steering Group – should result in the development of a coherent body of theory that is grounded in the diverse experiences of the practitioners involved in the programme.

Part I of this paper (sections 2-4) reviews and discusses some important issues related to civil society and conflict prevention. It is not necessary to read Part I of this paper in order to use the Living Document but it will hopefully clarify and enrich the discussion of the issues raised in Part II for those who do read it and will help to lay a common foundation for the concepts explored through the programme. Section 2 discusses ways of understanding conflict and its sources and explains the focus on preventing ‘armed conflict’ that is the focus of this programme. The third section is intended to provide a brief overview of some common conceptual ideas about ‘civil society’ and its development at the global level in recent decades. Both sections are intended to stimulate thought and provide a common starting point for discussion rather than to set forth a definitive analysis or definition of the conceptual terms explored. These concepts and their definitions will doubtless be further discussed and refined in countless forums connected to CSP in the coming years. In this regard it is, however, wise to remember an observation from the CSP planning meeting in June 2003:

Definitions of ‘conflict prevention’ and ‘civil society’ were discussed at Soesterberg but no final decisions were taken. Given the regional variations, it may not be necessary or even desirable to define these terms too closely. The dangers of too loose a definition (an incoherent programme) would seem to be balanced by the dangers of too tight a definition (an inflexible programme). Not forgetting, of course, the dangers of becoming preoccupied by definitions (a paralysed programme)!

Section 4 explores two ideas that may help to inspire thinking about how to empower more effective action in changing the causes and dynamics of conflict: systems-thinking – to develop better strategies for prevention – and ‘agency’ or the belief that your actions can change the world around you, which is quality that can empower people to transform the dynamics of their conflict systems.

Part II of this paper (sections 5-8) presents a framework of questions to initiate discussion around the Living Document and can stand on its own without Part I if appropriate. It takes the central question guiding the programme – how can civil society actors play an effective role in preventing armed conflict and building just societies? – and develops five cross-cutting themes to explore possible answers:

1. What can civil society actors do to prevent armed conflict and create just societies?:key actors and issues;

2. Strategies and mobilising for effective action;

3. Ethics of practice: legitimacy, accountability, efficacy and codes of conduct; 

4. Resources and capacity-building: creating the social infrastructure for prevention; and
5. Interaction: coherence in CSO, government and inter-governmental organisation engagement.

Under each theme are a number of sub-headings and a series of questions to explore them. These questions are intended to stimulate thinking about some of the various challenges connected to the theme, not a research agenda, and it is NOT expected that they all need to be ‘answered’. Those participating in the CSP programme – as well as anyone else with an interest in it – are invited to reflect on their own experiences and concerns and add to this list of questions as well as consider responses to them. 

The process of discussing the Living Document is intended to encourage people to engage in hard thinking about hard questions and also to stimulate creative envisioning about how civil society actors around the world can foster effective processes of social and political change so as to respond to conflict constructively. Participants are encouraged to further ground deliberations in actual experience by asking such questions as: what have you done?; what do you wish you had been able to do?; what could have enabled you to act more effectively? what are your learning points? An honest reflection on these questions should result in rich insight into the challenges and help to share hard won lessons in the field more widely. 

Over time, as the document continues to develop, based on inputs from the regional processes and the other aspects of the research programme, the CSP programme aims to collect the following type of insights:

a) Principles to guide action and the analytical explanations for why they are important.

b) Obstacles to effective prevention and ideas / recommendations for how they can be addressed.

c) Areas of difference – e.g., between geographic contexts, between actors, between types of conflict – and the reasons why these differences matter so as to enhance the potential for developing strategies that are appropriate to specific contexts and situations.

d) Examples and case studies of actual experience that can be shared with others as both inspiring stories and cautionary tales…
These ideas and information will be used for developing Action Agendas – both regional and international – for principles to guide action, areas in further need of development, and recommendations for change (in policies, practices and institutions). Some of the ideas and case studies will be compiled in the book People Building Peace II that will be released at the international conference and will be intended to educate a broader public audience about conflict prevention.

This ‘Living Document’ is, therefore, a framework for stimulating forums for dialogue and consideration of the many challenges for conflict prevention. You are invited to comment on it, add to it and – most importantly – use it to channel your experience and learning into this global process.

Part 1: Exploring the Basic Concepts

2 What is conflict and what do we mean by conflict prevention?

The focus of the CSP programme is on preventing large-scale (societal and international) armed conflict. Although the parameters may appear self-explanatory, there are many diverging assumptions about what is implied in the concepts of ‘preventing’ and ‘conflict’ and, to a lesser degree, in ‘armed’ and ‘large-scale’. This section seeks to discuss these ideas briefly and to provide some elements of a conceptual definition based on the thinking of many contemporary conflict resolution scholars.
 These concepts may be rejected or modified during the course of the CSP programme but are offered here as a starting point for discussion.

Most broadly understood, conflict occurs when two or more ‘parties’ (individuals or groups) have – or believe they have – incompatible goals and this perception of incompatibility shapes their attitudes and behaviours toward each other. The potential for conflict exists in all levels of human social life: between individuals, between groups, and between institutions, states or societies. Many people think of conflict as inherently negative. But conflict can reveal underlying problems that need to be addressed to keep the system of relationships dynamic and strong. Sometimes people respond to conflict by seeking to avoid it, to suppress it or by the use of aggression or even violence against those they see as creating the problem or blocking their goals. Yet it is possible to work with conflict in a way that enables people to address the causes and to repair relationships that have been weakened by anger, fear or even hatred generated by conflict. The way you respond to conflict makes the difference between it becoming a force for destruction or being a catalyst for constructive change. Yet not all conflicts are the same. Consider, for example, the following distinctions
:

· One level can be called ‘arguments’. These occur when parties have similar interests and goals but disagree over the means of achieving them. (For example, they agree that there should be training on their equal opportunities policy but disagree over how to organise it). This type of situation can often be effectively managed through problem solving and improved communication. 

· Another level can be referred to as ‘disputes’. These are situations where the parties have incompatible interests and goals. Yet because they can be framed as issues of gain or loss, they can be negotiated. (For example, a group representing people with physical disabilities demands that all public transport is fully accessible but the government claims it will be too expensive; they then negotiate an agreement for increasing accessible routes over ten years.)

· Another level can be seen as deep-rooted conflict. These involve the basic human needs – such as for survival, security, recognition, and identity – of one or more of the parties and the perception that these needs are threatened by the other. (For example, the government’s policy is to assimilate an ethnic minority group and to forcibly expel those who do not cooperate.) For the conflict to be resolved, these needs must be secured. Such needs cannot be traded away, however parties can negotiate over how these needs will be satisfied (such as the distinct identity of the group is constitutionally recognised, although a unitary state structure is maintained). 

There are usually three main dimensions operating in any conflict relationship, each of which has to be addressed to resolve the conflict.

· Issues and opportunities: Conflict ‘issues’ are the key topics – sometimes called ‘grievances’ – that are of concern to those involved (e.g., access to health care or the having one’s own language officially recognised). Conflict ‘opportunities’ are the specific gains that can be made by people participating in conflict – such as the illicit accumulation of wealth or control. The combination of issues and opportunities is increasingly discussed in terms of ‘grievance and greed’. Sometimes they are obvious and are expressed clearly by the parties. Sometimes they are hidden – either because one of the parties has not analysed its own needs, they have become stuck in struggling over issues that do not really matter to them, or because they feel too vulnerable to reveal their most important concerns. Sometimes one party will try to deny the legitimacy of the other’s concerns and refuse to discuss the issues. Sometimes one party will use claims about their grievances to justify their behaviour in maximising the opportunities to satisfy their ‘greed’ that are created by conflict. It is increasingly recognised that closing off the opportunities for greed satisfaction can be an important lever in de-escalating war; for a deep-rooted conflict to be resolved, however, the most important grievances must be addressed.

· Attitudes: these are the feelings, beliefs and perceptions about both one’s own group and about the other group(s) that shape the conflict. (For example: ‘we are virtuous and hardworking; they are lazy and expect handouts’ or ‘they are out to destroy us and we must do whatever it takes to defend ourselves and defeat them’.) These attitudes can be barriers to good communication and to working with conflict constructively.

· Behaviours: these are the ways people act in a conflict situation. For example, some choose to avoid contact and perhaps diminish opportunities for communication and improved awareness. Others may choose to respond with physical violence, often with the result that the conflict escalates and becomes increasingly destructive. Some may choose the path of fighting a legal battle, even though it may be costly and can further antagonistic attitudes. Still others may choose to engage in face-to-face meetings so as to seek mutually satisfying solutions.

Conflicts grow out of an interaction between these basic elements, which form the raw material for any specific conflict relationship. Once conflicts have emerged, they develop dynamically and become a system that changes over time. Understanding how conflict develops can facilitate identification of phases that can help the analyst to guess what might happen next. This knowledge can be invaluable when negotiating a hot conflict or developing an intervention design. Almost all conflicts move through periods of ‘heating up’ and ‘cooling down’ in their intensity. This cycle is a dynamic response to the actions and reactions of the parties – for example, the tendency for contentious behaviour to spark more contentious behaviour. 

Louis Kriesberg has identified seven distinguishable phases in a conflict cycle. Emergence is when the conflict is manifest, either for the first time between these sets of parties or as the beginning of the next round. Escalation is when parties intensify their actions in pursuit of their goals and usually involves some sort of hostile action directed at another party. Physical violence signifies a threshold that, once crossed, changes the nature of the conflict and the relationships between the parties and often makes it very difficult for the parties to disengage from the conflict. Polarization takes place when all aspects of the relationship between the parties start to break down. Contact between the parties decreases and communication is strained. Enlargement occurs when other allies and patrons of the primary parties get drawn in, thus increasing the number of parties with an interest in the outcomes of the conflict. In the later stages of conflicts, parties are often at the point where they become entrapped in a course of action that involves continuing or intensifying the conflict, with no chance of backing away honourably or safely. Fear of losing face, unwillingness to admit to a costly mistake, and a desire to exact revenge or recoup losses all contribute to continuing involvement in the conflict despite heavy losses. De-escalation begins when the parties, sometimes with the assistance of a third-party intermediary, begin to take actions to indicate that they are willing to stop their adversarial behaviour, either unilaterally or conditionally. This de-escalation tends to reverse the direction of what was an increasingly costly spiral of conflict behaviour. Disengagement from the pattern of conflict can slowly develop as parties engage in processes to reduce, resolve or end the conflict. In peace negotiations, this phase often involves a series of stages, including pre-negotiation, negotiation, implementation of a solution, and consolidation of a new relationship.

Most conflicts do not move neatly from one phase to the next through the cyclical pattern described above. Sometimes they escalate and become polarized and then de-escalate to become latent before emerging again. Then they might become enlarged, then entrapped, and finally – with the assistance of outside intervention – find a means to de-escalate and disengage. Graphically, a conflict can be thought of as a series of interconnected loops that create a destructive conflict spiral.
Not all conflicts are visible to those not affected by them. Sometimes the conditions that create conflict are deeply structured into a system of relationships, yet this conflict is not openly expressed. In other words, it is latent conflict. A triggering event can occur that brings the situation to the surface – sometimes through outbursts of violence. Even if people are not mobilized to act on it, latent conflict typically exists when there is systematic inequality and injustice, sometimes referred to as ‘structural violence’. Thus conflict often indicates problems that need to be addressed and activists may surface it intentionally so as to get something done about those problems. The responses can be through a spectrum of peaceful to violent action. (Consider, for example, of Gandhi’s leadership in ending colonial rule in India or Martin Luther King’s leadership in the struggle against racism and for civil rights in the USA).  Peacebuilding involves addressing these wider social and political sources of conflict – typically by activists who bring the conflict to the surface peacefully so that it can be addressed in a constructive way – and reconciling relationships that have been affected by the conflict.

Conflict prevention shares many of the same aims as peacebuilding, except that it aims to act before the situation has become violent and destructive (or to prevent it from becoming more violent and destructive). Yet because there is a tendency to think of conflict as something that is ‘bad’ (usually because we associate conflict with its destructive potential), ‘conflict prevention’ is often as an effort to stop something we do not want to happen. While stopping something from happening may be necessary in some cases, this is essentially a reactive idea. Another approach is to conceive of conflict prevention as a proactive initiative to create the kind of society that meets basic human needs and the social infrastructure for managing competing interests and mediating different values constructively. 

At its most comprehensive, conflict prevention aims both to prevent or impede violence and destructive conflict and to build a just and sustainable peace by transforming underlying ‘latent’ causes of conflict. The Carnegie Commission on Preventing Deadly Conflict developed this idea into the distinction between structural prevention (strategies to address root causes) and the operational prevention (strategies to impede the emergence, escalation and spread of violence). The UN Secretary-General in his 2001 Report on the Prevention of Armed Conflict subsequently adopted these concepts and they have become cornerstones of the framework for thinking about conflict prevention internationally.

In this project, the focus is on preventing armed conflict. This can include large-scale conventional warfare between states, a variety of types of wars or organised violence within the boundaries of a state or within interconnected territorial entities, and even non-conventional organised violence at the global level (e.g., international terrorism). It can be recognised, however, that conflicts often go through complex cycles in which they emerge, escalate, halt, and seemingly settled only to re-emerge again at some later point. The use of armed violence fluctuates accordingly. Furthermore, large-scale conflict is generally manifest in multiple small-scale or localised conflicts, often intersecting with and feeding on specific local conflicts. Given this complexity, the focus for prevention will vary considerably between contexts. Therefore participants are encouraged to use their judgement to decide what types of conflicts are relevant for consideration in the framework of this programme.

3 ‘Civil Society’: what is it, why is it relevant and where is it going?

Both as a conceptual term and as a social phenomenon, civil society resists easy definition. This is especially true when trying to discuss it as a global development. Every society has its own distinct modes of social organisation, political traditions, as well as contemporary state and economic structures, all of which are central to the development of civil society and to shaping its specific features in that context. It may, however, be helpful to explore three elements related to ‘civil society’: its theoretical roots as a concept; its organisational form – and particularly how it is changing in response to a globalising world; and some of the key debates around the role of civil society as an emerging force in international relations.

3.1 Civil society, associational life & social capital: key concepts in social & political theory
The concept of ‘civil society’ has its roots in Western political and sociological theory. Civil society is seen as a ‘third space’ for human interaction outside the state and the market. It is connected historically to the evolution of the modern state (as a rational-legal structure of governance in the Weberian sense) and the rise of capitalism. The ‘associations’ formed voluntarily by citizens enabled them to promote interests and express values and beliefs in the public realm in a way that mediated between the individual/family, the state and the market. Many theorists suggest that this development helped to strengthen the public realm and to constrain arbitrary and tyrannical state power through the rule of law and led to the development of modern democratic governance. Whether or not these ideas and patterns are culturally defined and develop out of a specific historical tradition has been hotly debated.  

There are many theorists who give a ‘normative’ quality to their understanding of civil society. For some, it is the space for cultivating ‘civic’ values and practices. Many people believe that informed, participatory and responsible societies are necessary for sustaining development, deepening democracy and managing contradictory interests and values. Some theorists argue that civil society is that part of society that connects individuals and families with the public realm and the state. Political parties, movements and civil society associations can play an important role in engaging and educating people for effective participation in the political life of their country and the world more broadly. 

Understood in this way, civil society is essentially the political side of society, creating the social organisation to engage citizens with public life that is necessary for democracy. It is also seen as the space for cultivating normative values of ‘civility’ and ‘the public realm’, in which power is mediated by constitutionalising relations between different groups within society. Civil society thus marks the transition from ‘patrimonialism’ or personalised power relations, as occurs in societies where networks of alliances organised around patron / client relations underpin of social, political and economic organisation.

Interlinked with the concept of ‘civil society’ is the concept of social capital: the values and networks that enable coordination and cooperation. Civil society is believed to help generate social capital and is, in turn, an expression of it. While economic capital (money, tools and physical infrastructure) and human capital (labour / trained individuals) are obvious resources for economic growth, many theorists see social capital as equally important for development. There also appear to be connections between a country’s social capital and how the society responds to conflict – with the assumption that weak social capital correlates with a weak capacity to manage conflict. For example, the values and norms implicit in the ‘social capital’ of a country influence the rules intended to regulate the society’s members (as seen in everything from the constitution, to customary law to ideas about socially acceptable behaviour). In highly polarised societies, there tends to be disagreement about these rules or whether they apply to everyone in the same way. 

In addition to often elusive and intangible qualities of values, relationships and customs, civil society is also seen as manifested in the various organisational forms – what theorists refer to as the structures of associational life. These are generally voluntary in nature but range from local and informal groups to national and international political advocacy groups. It is often thought that when a society has a richly diverse associational life, with members belonging to multiple and varied groups, this can help to mitigate against the potential for deeply divided and polarised societies because it stimulates cross-cutting ties across identity and interest-based communities by enabling plurality and difference within and between interest and identity groups.

The normative conception of civil society is integrally interlinked with democratic theory and values. While it is relevant to discuss these concepts in relation to this project, it is perhaps most useful to have a maximalist and fairly inclusive use of the term ‘civil society’. While these ideas are insightful about the connections between social forms of organisation, power and governance in democracies, the term ‘civil society’ has entered the common language as a descriptive term. Most people use the idea to refer broadly to non-state and non-profit making sections of society, which includes but is not limited to those groups explicitly concerned about public matters. It is common to distinguish among sectoral divisions within civil society (e.g., religious sector, media sector, educational sector, etc.).  If one of these structures is strongly associated with the power of the state, it may not be considered part of civil society as, for example, in countries where ruling elites, the state and the religious establishment are entwined. 

A maximalist conception of civil society recognises its plurality because it is a manifestation of the range of opinion, interests and values that exist within a society. In some contexts, there may be deep divisions within the society that are in turn reflected in and shaped by polarised CSOs. Some CSOs promote causes that are incompatible with internationally agreed norms and principles, such as those promoting exclusionary or other hate-based ideologies or those tolerating (or even endorsing) tactics based in violence or oppression. While it is possible to conclude that ‘armed groups’ are not a part of civil society, they are often supported by elements in civil society that help to legitimise their cause – further indicating the fuzzy lines around the ‘civility’ of some CSOs. The following diagram illustrates the range of sectors present in many societies that can be actors in conflict systems.
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3.2 ‘Civil society organisations’ on the international scene: a range of organisational forms and roles

In recent decades, the term ‘NGO’ – an acronym for ‘non-governmental organisation’ – has been used to refer to a growing number of formally constituted organisations (whether or not they are legally registered) for the purpose of achieving some type of public benefit through providing services and / or promoting change (not just to serve their members or staff) that are independent of government and of for-profit corporations.
 The NGO sector is especially diverse. For example, at one end of the NGO continuum exists the international ‘super NGOs’ or ‘super charities’ with annual budgets in the range of a half-billion dollars or more and that are supported by millions of members in multiple countries with offices throughout the globe. At the other end are small community initiatives with few external resources that rely solely on the voluntary commitment of those involved.

NGOs generally only represent themselves, although membership-based NGOs can indicate the support of their members for the causes they promote. Other civil society organisations (CSOs) can claim a different basis of representation. For example, trade unions represent their members in the sphere of their rights as workers and usually can only take significant decisions after members have been balloted. Some religious communities organised as congregations can be said to lead the faithful in their group. And political parties – if they can be counted as CSOs – can also be said to represent the political concerns (and often reflect the wider social values) of their members.

Social change activities by formally constituted CSOs, in turn, intersect with loose social movements. CSOs sometimes enable social movements by fostering spaces and resources needed to facilitate the movement and sometimes CSOs pick up the agendas emerging from grassroots movements and articulate them in ways they can be used in policy advocacy or other forms of change via engagement with decision-makers. CSOs can also intersect with political movements that more explicitly seek to contest government power and thus become a force in the state sector.

The past decade has marked the emergence of a new form of internet-based / internet facilitated movements – referred to by some as ‘dot.causes’ – that do not adopt traditional organisational structures. They use the new technology to disseminate information, gain supporters, develop strategies and organise action. Often they are characterised by amorphous leadership and decentralised decision-making. These new networks have quickly realised the communicative power made available through electronic communications technology. Until the internet, it was prohibitively expensive to get a message to literally millions of people; websites, email listserves and similar systems have quickly overcome this barrier. While this infrastructure has the potential to democratise communications, access remains unequal on the global scale with far greater participation in wealthier parts of the world where computers are more available and in urban areas where phonelines are more reliable and less expensive. This development has nevertheless provided an alternative to mainstream media and has contributed to non-hierarchical open communications systems with the potential for generating ‘global social capital’ in ways that would have been unimaginable in previous centuries.

Amongst the more conventionally structured civil society organisations, there have been similar changes in growth and diversification in recent decades. A rapidly growing number cross state boundaries both in terms of their organisational reach and in the issues they seek to address. These ‘transnational CSOs’, like transnational companies, are organised in a range of institutional forms: from centralised unitary organisations, to federations and confederations, to tight networks of autonomous groups that agree to work together whenever it is appropriate. These developments have been found amongst NGOs, trade unions – which have formed global union federations
 – and religious communities both within and across faiths (including some initiatives explicitly aimed at addressing peace and conflict issues
). In addition to the development of transnational CSO structures, there has been a growth in partnerships between CSOs. Some chose to partner with similar organisations in other countries or with organisations from other sectors (such as NGOs with trade unions, trade unions with churches).

While transnational CSOs continue to emerge and grow, the vast majority of CSOs are organised on the local or national levels. They too, however, have had opportunities to shape the global agenda and to campaign on issues of specific concern to them through participation in international campaigns networked at the regional or global levels. This is largely accomplished through networking, often facilitated by the large ‘super NGOs’ that have partners and links with smaller organisations throughout the world.

Particularly notable in this regard is the growing trend for international development NGOs to move beyond an attempt to address the immediate needs of their target groups to engage in policy advocacy to address underlying causes of the problems encountered. This has tended to increase their support from members, who often see them as having greater relevance. (Interestingly, it also serves as a counterbalance to the critique of INGOs as ‘subcontractors’ of government aid, humanitarian relief, and public goods and services as governments have sought to ‘privatise’ the delivery of these functions.)

3.3 Global civil society in international relations: the ‘new diplomacy’

The emergence of ‘global civil society’ has been enabled by the growth of communications technology. Yet many believe that the reason for its proliferation is a reaction to the failure of governments to respond effectively to cross-cutting problems (such as the environment), a growing sense of concern for the situation of people elsewhere (as witnessed in the human rights movement), and a feeling of solidarity in the face of common threats (such as concern about the implications of the concentration of power in transnational corporations). For many, it is a reaction to growing inequality of power, as well as a discrepancy between economics and governance, in which increasingly interdependent markets remain unchecked by effective global mechanisms for regulation. As many of these issues are related to the structural causes of conflict, these developments have intersected with the growth of the conflict prevention discourse and have been taken up by some CSOs with a conflict prevention remit.

The emergence of civil society actors as a significant voice is considered by many to be one of the major new developments in international relations over the past century. The ability of non-state actors to set a compelling agenda – particularly on environmental, social and, to a lesser extent, economic and security issues – has been a significant force in shaping new responses to key structural problems. Although CSOs have not been able to draw on the legal, political or military power of states, they have been able to draw on the power of what some theorists refer to as ‘discursive legitimacy’ rooted in their analysis of the problems, the moral ‘voice’ that they bring to identifying solutions, and the perception that they have the support of large numbers of people who want change. The important roles played by civil society groups and the citizens they mobilised in support of the climate convention, the International Campaign to Ban Landmines, the movement for the International Criminal Court or to reduce the debt burden are a few examples of successful CSO campaigning initiatives. In addition to campaigns targeting specific policy matters, there have been efforts to address the issues raised by economic globalisation – such as the growing trade justice movement – and the challenges raised in the wake of 9/11, such as the global peace movement’s mass mobilisation against the war in Iraq.

There has been a close relationship between the growth in civil society voices on the global scene and the opening of global media channels – including the ‘new media’ enabled by the internet. The media has often been crucial in providing a channel for the voices and perspectives of CSO actors, thus creating a complex and interdependent relationship between many CSO campaigners and the media people who turn to them for information, analysis, ideas and stories. The voice of civil society campaigners in the media connects to a longer-term shift of communications in the public sphere away from formal societal institutions as the source and site for information and discussion to the media system, with correspondingly important implications for governance and democratic politics.

Throughout the 1990s, the major UN ‘world conferences’ on key thematic topics created both regional and global forums for dialogue and deliberation of important policies and principles. They also opened space for the development of transnational networks among CSOs for the exchange of information, ideas, and strategies. This generated opportunities for campaigning on common concerns. CSO participants learned how policy gets made at the national and international levels and became increasingly confident participating in the process. The net effect of these developments in the ‘conference decade’ was an important factor in creating a ‘public realm’ at the global level, where civil society voices could shape agendas at the international level in much the same way as they had done in many countries. 
 The UN responded by expanding opportunities both for traditional consultation and new forms of partnership and operational cooperation.

Unsurprisingly, problems have surfaced. One serious critique relates to the persistent imbalances between those in the ‘centre’ and those in the ‘periphery’ of access to resources and power. This dynamic plays out in terms of who is able to create the ‘agenda’ for what is to be addressed and whose ‘voices’ are heard in decision-making and social change initiatives. Within some international NGO coalitions, there is a tendency for the Northern / Western partners to assume a dominant voice and thus set agendas that respond to their perceptions of problems in ways that might not reflect the views and goals of Southern / Eastern partners. 

Some have also critiqued the ways in which Northern / Western groups have tended to impose demands on Southern / Eastern governments (e.g., through advocating conditionality and sanctions) in ways that might compromise sovereignty and paradoxically undermine democratic processes and local civil society in those countries. They worry that externally imposed prescriptions on national policy undermine local capacities to address central challenges in their society by both weakening sovereignty and making the government more accountable to external forces (especially international financial institutions and powerful foreign governments) than to the domestic population. For example, some are concerned that the tendency of Northern-based INGOs to shift debates on structural issues away from national parliaments (which can help to strengthen the accountability of governments) to international forums organised around multilateral agencies and inter-governmental meetings. International forums tend to be inaccessible to less wealthy CSOs, especially those in the global South and for those with less experience or language skills for effective participation. Some feel that focusing on multilaterals is a ‘soft target’ when the real decision-making power lies with governments. Furthermore ‘internationalising’ concern on specific issues / projects can lead to a distortion of the complexities and needs of those directly affected as the situation is filtered through the lens and linked with the concerns of those in far-away places. This further strengthens the perception of well-established Northern CSOs facilitating the institutional spread of their own values and goals without reference to the values and perceptions of their counterparts elsewhere in the world.

These dynamics appear to slowly be shifting as CSOs based in the global South / East increasingly create their own networks and articulate strong social change agendas, winning support for their causes. Yet some observe a parallel dynamic of center-periphery relations at the domestic level, with elites (often urban and upper middle class) speaking ‘on behalf’ of marginalised sections of the population in their own country.  These dynamics are not only stemming from centre-periphery relations globally, they are also manifest along other social divides, such as faith, gender, culture, generation…  

In addition to issues related to power, access and voice, there are substantive differences within global civil society related to political perspectives and strategic choices. These can be categorised roughly into those who (a) promote stability / the status quo, (b) those who promote reform, and (c) radicals who focus on profound system change, some of whom chose to avoid engaging with existing institutions and official decision-making forums. In short, there is scope for considerable levels of conflict within civil society at all levels – although it has mostly been addressed through constructive debate rather than debilitating violence.

In addition to divergence and critiques from within CSO circles, there have been negative reactions from some governments to the growth in CSOs’ influence in international affairs.  Some have resisted efforts by intergovernmental organisations to more actively involve CSOs in deliberative processes and through consultation on policy formation and planning. Some see engaging ‘unaccountable’ CSOs in policy deliberation as undermining the authority of parliamentary democracy – particularly in countries where parliaments are not as institutionally strong or well-rooted. Some associate greater civil society influence with efforts to undermine their sovereignty. (Although this criticism does not appear to have been as sharp with regard to consulting private sector actors such as business leaders.)  There is also concern about the potential to widen the power imbalances in the global system, given the unequal resources and opportunities amongst CSO actors.

Within the UN system, there is a growing perception that the increased complexity of relations with CSOs has strained the existing arrangements for facilitating interaction with non-state actors. This has sparked a review of existing practice in order to recommend reforms that will lead to greater consistency and coherence in the ‘rules of engagement’ with civil society. The radicalisation of the ‘anti-globalisation movement’, which has been manifest in violent protest (usually side-by-side with protestors committed to non-violent direct action) and their tendency to target intergovernmental / multilateral organisations has strengthened the urge to reconsider participation by non-governmental actors in international policy forums. Thus at the same time as CSOs have become more effective in efforts to shape policy and practice, there has been an increasingly strident challenge to their right and legitimacy in doing so. The potential roles of CSOs in conflict prevention will need to be considered in relation to these trends.

4 Working with conflict effectively: need for empowerment & systems thinking?

The previous section discussed the influence of civil society organisations on change at the local, national and global levels in ways that seek to make social, political and economic systems more responsive to the needs of people (even if sometimes primarily for the benefit of a small subset of people). While CSO participation in global policy debate on structural issues has become normalised, their involvement in deliberation of strategies to address specific conflict situations is still unusual. Decision-makers in the international system have historically perceived conflict situations as primarily – if not exclusively – the domain of state and intergovernmental actors, which have the responsibility for maintaining security. Civil society actors were consigned the role of providing humanitarian relief for war affected populations. While this view is slowly shifting, the conflict prevention discourse represents a significant breakthrough in mainstreaming CSOs more fully into all aspects of structural and operational responses to conflict. This recognition comes, in part, from the realisation that there are roles and initiatives that can be undertaken by CSOs that are outside the capacity and scope of governments and IGOs (combined, perhaps, with recognition of the failure of the old system to respond effectively to many of the deadly conflicts in the 1990s). Kofi Annan’s report on conflict prevention, as well as the Security-Council and General Assembly resolutions that have followed it, recognise that the combined efforts of states, IGOs and non-state actors are needed but 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. 

This section explores two ideas that may help to inspire thinking about how to empower more effective action in changing the causes and dynamics of conflict: systems-thinking – to develop better strategies for prevention – and the concept of ‘agency’ or the belief that your actions can change the world around you, which is quality that can empower people to transform the dynamics of their conflict systems. As these ideas underpin some of the issues raised in Part II of this document, it may be helpful to introduce them here.

4.1 Systems thinking

System thinking is a discipline for seeing wholes. It is an approach for understanding the interrelationships that influence behaviour over time and to perceive patterns of change rather than static ‘snapshot’ images of events. It helps the analyst to perceive the ‘structures’ that underlie complex situations by identifying the key variables – for example, governance systems, land use and natural resources, and the historical patterns of alliances – and how they combine to influence the behaviour, opportunities and constraints that shape events. In human systems, the individual does not exist outside this ‘systemic structure.’ Because we are part of them, we often have the power to alter the systems within which we are operating. Yet most people rarely perceive the whole system structure and therefore do not see how they can change it; they instead feel compelled to act in certain ways that are encouraged through this system.

Systems thinking is relevant in conflict situations because it enables us to perceive what is going on in different ways and to look for different types of causality to explain it. According to the systems perspective, there are multiple levels of explanation in any complex situation. Although all are equally ‘true’, they usually suggest very different types of conclusions. Event explanation concentrates on questions of ‘who did what to whom’ and leads to a reactive response. Patterns of behaviour explanations focus on seeing longer-term trends and assessing their implications. They tend to suggest how, over a longer term, people can respond to shifting trends as seen in a series of events. The third level of explanation, the ‘structural’ explanation, focuses on answering the question, ‘what causes the pattern of behaviour?’ As Peter Senge has pointed out:

The reason that structural explanations are so important is that only they address the underlying causes of behaviour at a level that patterns can be changed. Structure produces behaviour, and changing underlying structures can produce different patterns of behaviour. In this sense, structural explanations are generative. Moreover, since structure in human systems includes the ‘operating policies’ of the decision makers in the system, redesigning our own decision making redesigns the system structure. For most…the deepest insight usually comes when they realise that their problems, and their hopes for improvement, are inextricably tied to how they think. Generative learning cannot be sustained in an organisation where event thinking predominates. It requires a conceptual framework of ‘structural’ or systemic thinking, the ability to discover structural causes of behaviour. (1990, p53)
Armed conflicts are extraordinarily complex systems – in part because of the diverse array of actors involved, the range of issues that matter to them, their attitudes toward the situation and to each other, as well as the contextual factors that enabled them to form and act as organised groups – plus the interlinkage of any specific arena of conflict with a host of other interlocking conflict systems.
 Conflict analysis has classically been identified as the key for effective conflict prevention and resolution because it attempts to identify what is going on, what can be done to change it, and to propose strategies and solutions for addressing underlying problems. Yet a lot of conflict analysis – and the responses suggested by it – tend to be at the ‘pattern of behaviour’ or even at the ‘event explanation’ levels, both of which are focused on trying to understand symptoms of the conflict. This may be one of the reasons why so many of the strategies for responding to conflict are reactive rather than proactive preventative and transformative. Conflict analysis based on systemic structure explanations is likely to be much more effective in the longer-term.
 

Generative thinking about underlying causes has to move beyond analysis of events to identify the underlying processes that lead gradually to long-term systems change.  This involves looking beyond personalities and events to look at the underlying structures that shape individual actions and create the conditions where types of events – such as violent struggle – become more likely. In addition to the requirement to analyse the economic and institutional structures that generate conflict and then to create policy responses to change them, there is a need to transform deeply embedded attitudes and patterns of relationships between groups of people historically shaped by conflict. To do so may involve efforts to understand how what we do generates conflict or helps to address it. This involves an attempt to assess the effects of overall interaction within a system and to feel some sense of responsibility toward the system and not just your own part in it. This helps to counterbalance the tendency to ‘manage your position’ in reaction to the changing external environment

One of the challenges in trying to understand a conflict system is to focus not only on the ‘detail complexity’ – i.e., complexity that emerges when there are many variables – but also on trying to understand the dynamic complexity of the conflict. Dynamic complexity exists in situations where cause and effect are subtle and the consequence of any intervention over time has a range of indirect effects. This can mean that obvious interventions produce non-obvious consequences. (For example, when the same action has dramatically different effects in the short-run versus the long-term or when an action has one set of consequences locally and a very different set of consequences in another part of the system.) This is important because there can be a tendency to implement crisis response strategies that are intended to have immediate effects on ameliorating a problem but that actually make the problem much worse in the medium- to long-term because they in fact reinforce and intensify the conflict system. It can be argued that dynamic complexity in conflict situations has increased with the complex web of interdependencies generated through globalisation.

The existence of dynamic complexity suggests the importance of leverage: the need to identify the key factors that, when changed, result in changes throughout the system. Systems theorist and architect Buckminster Fuller has identified a particularly compelling example of leverage in the ‘trim tab’ on the outside edge of a ship’s rudder. The trim tab is used to turn the rudder, which then turns the ship. While it would be extremely difficult to turn a ship moving at full-speed by pushing at the front of it, it is extremely easy to turn it by putting pressure on the trim tab on the rudder at the back of the ship. However it would be impossible to adopt this strategy if you do not understand the principles underlying the system of hydrodynamics. This example illuminates the fact that the most effective levers are often counter-intuitive if you do not understand the systems at work.

Some incentive structures can have the effect of re-enforcing the conflict system. For example, even in something as important as evaluation, an emphasis on ‘results-oriented’ evaluation practice and organisational orientation can lead people to inadvertently choose indicators of ‘results’ that direct action in directions that are counterproductive in medium- to long-term change. It may have the ‘paradoxical effect’ of diverting people away from potentially more effective social change initiatives because they are not visible in the period of time assessed in a project cycle or toward over developing certain capacities that are easier to measure. In conflict situations in particular, there are reasons to argue for ‘process-oriented’ evaluation guided by such values as the quality of relationships, inclusiveness, etc. because looking for long-term change is difficult to measure in a standard project life-cycle.

One of the barriers to any attempt to act effectively in a conflict or other system stems from the limits of our ‘learning horizon’. A learning horizon relates, allegorically, to the breath of vision in time and space within which we assess our effectiveness (i.e., the period of time and the extent beyond our immediate circle that we assess when trying to gauge the consequences of our actions). Most people learn the most from direct experience; yet when actions have consequences beyond our learning horizon, it becomes impossible to learn from them because we do not directly experience the consequences of our most important actions and do not understand how our decisions affected the outcome. This is one of the reasons why it becomes important to try to create learning opportunities by studying a whole system. This can be done by bringing together the combined experiences of a range of different people operating at different positions in the system. Joint analysis can create opportunities for everyone to extend their learning horizon by expanding their view beyond the vantage point provided by their position. Use of case studies can also help to map out the gradual process of systems change, helping to extend this learning horizon. The concept of learning horizon indicates some of the dilemmas of most conventional evaluation methodologies, which often tend to be event-oriented and therefore do not push us to extend our learning horizon in considering the effects of our interventions – or to judge whether the strategies used are ‘high-leverage’, ‘low-leverage’ or even a systems reinforcing action.

4.2 Agency and the power of action

The dilemma of proactive versus reactive responses to conflict is partially entwined with people’s perception of their agency – i.e., their power to act and thus influence the world around them. Conflict prevention requires proactive and concerted efforts both to stop violence and destruction and to create a system that is more responsive to the needs of everyone in it. Thus it is not only reacting to prevent something that is ‘bad’ (e.g. conflict); it also involves acting to create something ‘good’ (however that may be defined) by addressing the problems in order to create something ‘better’. Arguably, the second is more difficult than the first; but it is perhaps more important for long term sustainability.

The concept of agency in conflict situations is difficult for a number of reasons. First, and most generally, perceptions of causality and of influencing change are deeply rooted in the worldviews embedded in cultural perspectives. (In fact, the way it is being described here will no doubt feel very foreign to many…) Second, many people do not feel that they have agency because they live in contexts where they are subtly encouraged to feel powerless to change their situation. Thus the status quo is maintained in ways that benefit some and leave others with very limited life choices. Third, societies are not homogeneous. Often different people often want different things and perceive others as blocking their attempts to achieve their goals – thus generating conflict. In armed conflict, the population tends to be mobilised along conflict divides by leaders who feel sufficiently empowered to try to change a situation (sometimes primarily for their own benefit). As the conflict becomes entrenched, the population as a whole may become captive to the goals and strategies of these leaders and feel a diminished ability to act independently to transform the conflict.  Many CSO peacebuilding initiatives are based on trying to re-empower people to act in ways that transform these dynamics.

Therefore, a key question for conflict prevention is how can the range of actors in a society feel that they have ‘agency’ and can play an effective role in shifting the emerging conflict dynamics – especially if they are themselves mobilised / polarised along conflict divides?  Furthermore, what is the basis of their influence? How do they access decision-makers? How do they engage with the wider population to mobilise people not only to stop the violence but also to create a better society?

4.2.1 Preventing violence and destruction: insights from ‘bystander’ theory 

It has often been observed that most – although not all – people will not commit violent and / or anti-social acts if they are being watched by outside observers or if the social environment does not tolerate or encourage what they are doing. Most people in situations of armed conflict are essentially ‘bystanders’, i.e., they are not primary actors in the conflict.  Social psychologists have long been interested in the conditions that enable mass violence and have identified the passivity of bystanders as one factor. According to Erwin Staub:

In most societies there are some who are prepared to turn against other groups.  It is the population as a whole that provides or denies support for this. The people’s support, opposition, or indifference largely shapes the course of events.  Opposition from bystanders, whether based on moral or other grounds, can change the perspective of perpetrators and other bystanders, especially if the bystanders act at an early point on the continuum of destruction. They may cause the perpetrators to question the morality of their violent acts or become concerned about the consequences for themselves.  Internal opposition from bystanders may require great courage.  Other nations are often passive, even though attempts to exert influence may require little courage or real sacrifice from them. 
  

Institutionally, CSOs are often in the bystander category and have significant capacity to influence their members and the other people who respect their views. For example, religious communities are particularly powerful institutional bystanders.  It has often been observed that religious leaders have a special role to play in both perpetrating and preventing violent conflict. This is because the religious beliefs, values, and practices held by the mainstream in a society are an expression of their basic worldview, a manifestation of assumptions about what exists outside the narrow confines of mundane experience.  In most societies, religious leaders provide guidance on interpreting these beliefs and traditions and articulate the appropriate values and correct moral behaviour for living in alignment with these beliefs.  If religious leaders legitimate policies that lead to mass violence or the dehumanizing ideology that justifies it, they directly contribute to creating an environment in which the faithful accept mass murder and may even justify it with a sense of self-sacrificing duty to a higher cause.  By extension, religious leaders can also be critical in preventing it. Because religious leaders are generally accorded moral authority, if they dissent publicly from the conflict leaders and / or their ideology, they can severely undermine the legitimacy of the cause.
 They can also organise their followers to take actions to ‘bear witness’ and engage in initiatives intended to stop the violence and promote alternatives. While religious leaders are one obvious focus of authority in shaping bystander responses to conflict, many other CSO also have a role (consider, for example, the importance of the media in the way it informs a public and shapes their responses or the influence of teachers in shaping social learning). In addition to domestic actors, bystanders dynamics are similarly important for determining responses on the international scene – where governments, IGOs and CSOs all can play an important role in mobilising action and providing solidarity to the ‘internal bystanders’ taking a moral stance against violence.
4.2.2 The role of social change agents in creating a ‘better’ world

The proactive effort to create a more just society usually involves efforts to stimulate change in different dimensions of a system. These efforts are typically organised by various people who can be considered ‘social change agents’ – a broad-based and loosely defined concept to indicate people who work actively in the public domain to address problems that their society is facing. It does not necessarily imply ‘revolutionary’ or even political approaches to addressing these challenges. Rather it is intended as a way of indicating those who are proactively involved in trying to create a society that is consistent with their ideals, in contrast to those who prefer to remain in the private domain of personal life. While social change agents are the backbone of civil society, they can also be people in official governing positions or in other formal public or private sector roles. 

Social change agents are crucial both to surfacing conflict and to its sustainable prevention / transformation. There are at least two dimensions to this role. First, they can operate in a variety of interconnected domains or levels of change, as illustrated in the first figure, to effectively change a system characterised by conflict.
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The second is the substantive content or direction of change. There are typically important differences between social change agents in their political, cultural and strategic orientations. 

Many of the most radical focus principally on the challenge of neo-liberal economic globalisation as the basic system cause of injustice or they seek to transform their society / world to achieve an ideological ideal. Within the conflict prevention community, these differences can be illustrated by the following figure.
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A challenge for conflict prevention is to support these embedded social change agents to be more effective in their efforts and, if appropriate, to create spaces for networking dialogue so as to develop more coherent approaches and to broaden their ‘learning horizon’. While it is unlikely – and probably undesirable – that there will ever be any homogeneity in approach, it can be important to work towards a shared commitment to peaceful methods for working toward cherished values and ideals. 

Part II: Cross-cutting Themes For An Action Research Agenda

This second part of ‘The Living Document’ attempts to create a framework for exploring a range of issues connected to the challenge of civil society roles in preventing armed conflict and building a just society. A number of questions are presented under each heading. They are intended to stimulate thinking about some of the issues connected to the theme – there is no need to answer each of them!! People are encouraged to engage with and contribute to the development of this framework. First, if there are issues, dilemmas or concerns that cannot easily be discussed through the existing questions, formulate ones that do and send them to the CSP International Secretariat for inclusion in the framework. Second, explore and discuss your experiences and thoughts connected to the questions that are most relevant for you and share these through a CSP regional forum and / or directly with the International Secretariat. 

Over time, as the document continues to develop, based on inputs from the regional processes and the other aspects of the research programme, we want to compile the following type of insights:

1. Principles to guide action and the analytical explanations for why they are important.

2. Obstacles to effective prevention and ideas / recommendations for how they can be addressed.

3. Areas of difference – e.g., between geographic contexts, between actors, between types of conflict – and the reasons why these differences matter. This analysis should enhance the potential for developing strategies that are appropriate to specific contexts and situations.

4. Examples and case studies of actual experience that can be shared with others as both inspiring stories and cautionary tales…
You are encouraged to ground your dialogue in your actual experience by considering such questions as: what have you done?; what do you wish you had been able to do?; what could have enabled you to act more effectively?; what are your learning points? An honest reflection on these questions should result in rich insight into the challenges and help to share hard won lessons in the field more widely. This can then help to form the basis for ‘Action Agendas’ at the regional and global levels for the principles and recommendations that will be promoted by the conflict prevention community.

5 What can civil society actors do to prevent armed conflict and create just societies?: actors and issues different stages in the conflict cycle

5.1 General ‘mandate’ questions:

· Because civil society organisations are not elected by ‘the people’ and are not directly accountable to them, is it appropriate for them to seek to play a role in conflict prevention and other security matters that are traditionally the responsibility of governments?

· If it is appropriate for CSOs to seek a proactive role in conflict prevention, are there certain types of activities that should be their focus or, conversely, certain types of activities that they should avoid?

· Are there important qualitative differences between roles that are appropriate for ‘insider’ CSOs (i.e., those whose members are directly affected by the conflict) versus those that are appropriate for ‘outsider’ CSOs that might be thought of as ‘external interveners’ in a particular conflict situation?

5.2 Structural & operational prevention: acting at different points in a conflict cycle

Overall strategy questions

· Are CSOs better positioned to take action at certain points in a conflict than at others? (For example: are they better able to take action before hostilities have become violent than after full-scale warfare has emerged? Or to contribute to post-settlement peacebuilding rather than to participate in the political negotiations leading to a peace agreement?)

· Because each type of CSO has different positions, roles, resources and organisational mandates, is there a need to differentiate between the types of activities and the points in time when each type is especially well suited to play a constructive role?

· In developing strategies and policies for conflict prevention, is there a need to balance attention focused on addressing the causes and dynamics of specific conflicts and efforts to address root causes in the global system? How much should the conflict prevention community (particularly conflict-focused INGOs) concentrate on advocacy related to international security, development, trade regulation and economic globalisation, and other macro-policy issues – or should it maintain a focus on addressing specific cases of conflict? Are there ways to integrate the attempt to address global systemic causes of conflict with efforts to prevent and resolve specific cases of conflict?

5.2.1 General ‘structural prevention’ questions

· Development and equity. What can CSOs do to promote a sense of ‘well-being’ and equitable justice amongst the different communities in a specific society? What can they do to increase it on a global scale? 

· How can CSOs transform the dynamics of dysfunctional social relationships generated by histories of conflict and systemic injustice that often underpin recurring conflict systems? How can CSOs foster alternatives to violence and new habits and systems for working with conflict?

· Governance, politics and state structure. What can CSOs do to promote ‘better’ (e.g., more inclusive, more accountable, more responsible, more skilful) governance in their country and more widely? Considering some of the issues raised in the theoretical discussion about civil society (section 3.1), is the strengthening and diversification of civil society important in itself in order to help create the social conditions for good governance and development? Can – or should – CSOs play a proactive role in educating the public so that they can engage more effectively in the political life of their community and country? Where relevant, should CSOs play a role in trying to address reform the state structure so that it better meets the aspirations of all the constituent identity communities within a country?

· Do contemporary theories of ‘structural prevention’ – which tend to focus on issues such as poverty / inequitable development, governance, and security structures – adequately address the specific political causes of conflict mobilisation (e.g., armed conflict is often a result of the attempt to either grab or maintain power coercively)? Can CSOs address this dimension through developing explicitly political strategies shift these dynamics? Can they influence the geopolitical dynamics and traditions allow tyrannical leaders to be tolerated or even supported?

· Security structures, armed groups and weapons. What can CSOs do to promote security sector reform in ways that military and security institutions better meet the needs of all the people? Can they do anything to prevent the formation of non-state armed militias? What can they do to address the problem of weapons proliferation (including conventional, nuclear and unconventional weapons)?

· Peace processes and long-term prevention. How can CSOs and the public more widely contribute to the development of framework agreements that explicitly address the causes of social conflict? How can peace processes lay the foundations for more deeply entrenched and equitable public participation in the political life of the country? Can the process of deliberating peace agreements and planning for the future of a society increase opportunities for dialogue and help to reconstruct conflict-affected relationships?

· Post-settlement reconstruction and reconciliation. How can CSOs contribute to the rebuilding of society and the renewal of conflict impaired relationships in a way that helps to prevent the recurrence of conflict in the future?
5.2.2 General ‘operational prevention’ questions 

· How can CSOs become more effective in developing active ‘constituencies for peace’ –e.g., groups of people who support prevention initiatives and work to counteract conflict dynamics?

Conflict analysis and early warning

· How can CSOs undertake more effective conflict analysis in order to understand what is going on, why it is happening and what can be done to change it? How can they draw on others and share their own analysis so as to develop a more comprehensive picture?

· When CSOs become aware of conflicts escalating dangerously, how can they more effectively engage with others (states, IGOs and other CSOs) to encourage effective responses to this ‘early warning’ information?

Violence prevention and reduction

· The Carnegie Commission concluded that: “Mass violence invariably results from the deliberately violent response of determined leaders and their groups to a wide range of social, economic, and political conditions that provide the environment for violent conflict but usually do not independently spawn violence.”
 Why do these ‘determined leaders’ choose violence and what can be done to change those decisions? Can CSOs play a role in stopping them or even help to prevent them from becoming powerful in the first place? Can CSOs contribute to the development of incentive / sanctions strategies to weaken these leaders?

· How can CSOs help to ensure that abusive and/or predatory armed groups (including, if appropriate, state military and paramilitary groups as well as insurgents) are cut-off from the resources they need to wage armed conflict?

· How can social leaders use their influence to mobilise the ‘bystander’ population to reject dehumanising and violent ideologies, movements and / or policies?

· Can CSOs take actions to help reduce the incidence or level of violence in a specific conflict? How can they be supported to do this more effectively?

Opening channels of communication, increasing confidence and shifting perceptions

· What are the existing experiences of CSOs in using dialogue, facilitation, training, and similar approaches to reduce the intensity of conflict and begin to stimulate movement towards its resolution? How can they be supported to be more effective?

· Can CSOs orchestrate ‘gestures of conciliation’ that help to defuse tensions and help to create an atmosphere conducive to non-violent interaction?

5.3 Different conflict prevention roles for different CSOs? Mapping the potentials

· Is it possible to ‘map’ the potential roles that can be played by different types of CSOs and to consider the strengths, weaknesses and dilemmas they commonly encounter?

Sample matrix of key civil society actors to cross-cutting themes

	
	What can they do? (at different points in conflict cycle)
	What are the issues in mobilising for coherent action?
	What are key concerns related to ethics of practice?
	What types of resources are needed to be more effective?

	Artists
	
	
	
	

	Business groups
	
	
	
	

	Community groups
	
	
	
	

	Diaspora
	
	
	
	

	Educators
	
	
	
	

	Media
	
	
	
	

	Religious groups
	
	
	
	

	Social movements
	
	
	
	

	Women
	
	
	
	

	Youth
	
	
	
	

	Etc…
	
	
	
	


5.4 Understanding specificities between regions, countries and institutions

· The historical development, functions and features of civil society vary considerably across the world. What are the special issues and characteristics of civil society in your community / country / region? How does this shape the role that local CSOs can play in conflict prevention? Do some sectors have more legitimacy to play a role than others? How does your context shape the parameters of what roles are appropriate for foreign / international CSOs versus local CSOs?

· In your region, what are the key assumptions and constraints regarding cooperation between local CSOs, governments, regional organisations and UN agencies on conflict prevention?

6 Strategies and mobilising for effective action

6.1 Agency & empowerment in working towards a desirable future

· What is the basis of influence held by CSO actors? How can the influence of those working toward a just peace be increased?

· In situations where the public feels ‘captive’ to the goals and actions of conflict leaders, how can the wider public be encouraged to feel that they have ‘agency’ for promoting peace? What kind of support from outsiders is appropriate, if any?

· What are the possible roles of ‘visioning’ – i.e., creating shared images of what kind of future we want to create – in conflict prevention and peacebuilding? Could it help to foster a shift from a ‘culture of reaction’ to a ‘culture of prevention’ by stimulating proactive engagement in working towards achieving ideals? What have been the experiences of engaging in this type of process and what can be learned by from these experiences?

· Is there a tension between the quest for a common ‘agenda’ or strategy so as to enhance coherence versus the tendency to diversify and specialise so as to focus on very specific situations or problems? Does the effort to advocate one over the other create its own dilemmas?

6.2 Using leverage to change conflict systems

· Considering the theory of ‘leverage’ (discussed in section 4.1), is it possible to identify certain factors that maintain or reinforce the systems that contribute to conflict at a structural level? How can we target those levers effectively to maximise the potential for constructive change? (Consider, for example, the campaign against conflict diamonds and its consequences for cutting off resources used by armed groups to wage conflict in Sierra Leone and other West African countries.)

· Given the fact that different interventions often have quite different effects on different parts of the system or different consequences in the short-term versus the longer-term, how can those hoping to prevent or resolve conflicts be encouraged to consider the ‘whole system’ consequences of the policies or strategies they propose to ensure that they do not make things worse – either in another location or make a long-term trade-off for a short-term gain? (An example might be peace negotiations that involve only a despotic government and armed groups who effectively divide the ‘spoils of war’; although violence may stop for a time, does it reinforce a political system based on exclusion and send the message that ‘violence pays’…?)  

· What can (or should) CSOs do if they believe that proposed interventions / initiatives intended to reduce violence or prevent conflict actually entrench a conflict system further?

6.3 Alliances, cooperation, competition & conflict: challenges for effective action

· One source of complexity in seeking to mobilise coherent responses is the simultaneous existence of multiple actors at multiple levels with multiple interests and goals, all of which are likely to act in response to the conflict and thereby influence it. How can we better understand the dynamics created by this complexity? Given that each of these actors has a range of resources, ideas and energy to pursue them, what are the processes that can enable this complexity to be an asset for conflict transformation?

· What are the unique advantages and disadvantages inherent in the modalities, traditions and role-functions of different types of civil society actors and how can these be maximised to contribute to effective conflict prevention? (Consider, for example, the different modalities deployed by social activists / social movements vs. third-party dialogue facilitators vs. humanitarian relief agencies.) Where is the potential for contradiction between the strategies deployed by these types of actors and how can this be managed in a way that coherence is enhanced? 

· Do some types of actors find it easier to share information and engage in joint activities than others because of the nature of their work? (Consider, for example, those engaged in sensitive ‘behind the scenes’ dialogue facilitation with the protagonists in conflict situations versus those working on policy advocacy.) Are there any ways to maximise coherence in these situations while still respecting the needs for a degree of confidentiality?

· What organisational infrastructure and communication formats can help to promote information sharing and cooperation between CSOs and other types of actors working in a specific conflict situation? What are the experiences of cultivating linking skills, enhancing roles for connectors and creating organised networks – and what can we learn from these experiences? 

· What are the factors that generate competition between CSOs working in conflict situations? What are the circumstances where it seems to occur more frequently? How can these be addressed so that it does not impair the effectiveness of the work that they seek to do?

· What are the special dilemmas of managing cooperation between conflict ‘insiders’ and the ‘outsiders’ who want to assist them in peacebuilding? Are there principles and practices that can help to promote productive partnerships? 

· What are the dynamics of interaction between CSOs with governments and with inter-governmental organisations? Are there principles and practices that can help to foster productive cooperation?

· What kinds of activities can best be undertaken by internal actors and which are more appropriate for external interveners (whether based in IGOs, foreign governments or international CSOs)? Does it change if the security environment changes?

6.3.1 What you do is based partly on what you want: civil society orientations toward conflict and social change

· How can CSO networks promote coherence between CSOs with very different orientations toward the situation and towards social, political and economic change more generally? What are the dilemmas between potentially competing approaches (especially along the continuum between the security / stability and the social change / justice paradigms, described in section 4.2).   Is it possible to identify basic shared values that can serve as a ‘common ground’ for collective positions and joint action?

· What are the challenges to developing a ‘coherent approach’ if it implies the need to reach a false consensus amongst actors with contradictory interests, goals and values? Is there a need to guard against the pressure for CSOs to speak ‘with a single voice’ (e.g., in international fora) when the expression of ‘many voices’ has historically been its strength?  

· Civil society is not only a factor in peace; can also be a factor in war. When society is polarised by conflict and CSOs are mobilised in support of different factions, are there approaches for fostering constructive responses to conflict in their midst? 

6.4 ‘Political will’ and the challenge of mobilising for timely action

· Governments are the main actors in deciding official policies and strategies for conflict prevention – both in general and in reaction to specific cases. (For example, governments have endorsed Secretary-General Kofi Annan’s observation that the primary responsibility for conflict prevention rests with national governments and that without this ‘sense of national ownership’ in each case, prevention is unlikely to succeed.) How can governments be encouraged to become more proactive in addressing conflict – both in their own country and in the international system?

· There has been considerable attention to the need to generate ‘constituencies for peace’ within conflict-torn societies; however there may also be a need to more systematically develop ‘constituencies for peace’ amongst the ‘great power’ societies that typically set the terms for peace operations. Although there is often a residual ‘well of compassion’ in most societies towards those in other countries, most of the public is insufficiently educated about the issues to encourage their governments to act responsibly and effectively. How can the public become better educated about conflict and strategies for promoting conflict prevention? Are there lessons to be learned from the development education field?

· How to address the basic tendency, justified by ‘realists’ everywhere, of tolerating or even lending support to the tyrannical rule of those considered allies who, in time, erode the conditions for security and dynamic peaceful societies and destabilise international security. (Consider, for example, the support given to former-Iraqi president Saddam Hussein by the United States and some European governments in the early decades of his regime). How can we prevent the tendency to accept short-term policies that incur significant long-term costs?

· What can be done to address the imbalance in the attention and resources given to conflicts in different parts of the world (i.e., the problem of mobilising effective international responses to the ‘forgotten wars’)?

6.5 Challenges to conflict prevention from the ‘war on terrorism’ security paradigm

· How can civil society actors respond to the special challenges that have emerged since 9/11 with the declaration of the War on Terrorism?

· Are conflict prevention efforts weakened by the promoting a military paradigm for security versus a ‘human security paradigm’ that places the comprehensive security of the individual and community as paramount using essentially political / social approach to promoting security?

· How can the conflict prevention community respond to the discourse in the Bush Doctrine, which uses a conflict prevention rationale of pre-emptive strikes ‘act against emerging threats before they are fully formed’?

· How can CSOs strengthen international institutions designed to prevent and manage conflict peacefully and multilateral strategies to intervene through regulation of international law rather than national interests.

7 Ethics of practice: legitimacy, accountability, efficacy & codes of conduct

· What ethical / moral principles guide your work and the operations of others with whom you work (personally or institutionally)? 

· Do you ever encounter ethical dilemmas in situations where the application of these principles conflict or are ambiguous and subsequently have doubts about what to do and how to act? Do you take time to pause and reflect on actions and strategies – both for learning and for assessing the ethical implications?

· Would the conflict prevention community benefit from devoting more attention to a deeper consideration of ethical issues connected to practice? Do you have examples of where this has been done? If so, what were the outcomes?

· Is it possible – or desirable – to develop guiding principles for all who work in the field, whoever they may be or wherever they may work?

7.1 Legitimacy, representation & accountability

Fernando Henrique Cardoso argues in his contextual paper for the UN High-Level Panel on UN-Civil Society Relations that:

“In a complex world, the answer to the question ‘who speaks for whom’ calls for new perspectives. The legitimacy of civil society organisations derives from what they do and not from whom they represent or from any kind of external mandate. In the final analysis, they are what they do. The power of civil society is a soft one. It is their capacity to argue, to propose, to experiments, to denounce, to be exemplary. It is not the power to decide. Such legitimacy is, by definition, a work in progress. It is never attained once and for all. It is gained in the arena of public debate and must be continually renewed and revitalised.” 

· What are your thoughts on this assertion? What are the implications?

· While the roles that can potentially be played by NGOs and other civil society actors are widely acknowledged in most international documents on conflict prevention, concerns are also raised about the legitimacy and accountability of civil society actors.
 How can these concerns be addressed and what is the position of different CSOs in relation to these critiques?

· There are a number of facets to the question of accountability. How do you respond to the following ‘to whom, for what, and how’ questions… 

( To whom are we responsible? 

( How do we decide what are appropriate and effective goals and what are appropriate and effective methods for achieving them?

( Whose views and opinions do we consider when deciding what to do: our own?; our organisation’s management?; the sponsoring group and / or donors?; the intended beneficiaries?; those who will have to live with the consequences of the initiative?

( in what ways do we think about how do our actions effect others in the short-, medium- and long-term? How will we address the unintended consequences of our actions?

· How does the social base of different CSOs influence its accountability?
 What are the implications in terms of the types of activities they can legitimately undertake in conflict prevention situations?

· Is integrity an essential quality for good conflict prevention work? If so, how do we recognise it and how can we ensure that we cultivate it? 

7.1.1 Dilemmas of insider-outsider relationships

· What are the special dilemmas posed by relationships between ‘insider’ actors and ‘outsider’ actors in conflict situations? Are there ethical or operational principles that can help to ensure they are productive and equitable?

· How do dynamics connected to ‘legitimacy’ and ‘accountability’ affect what kinds of roles are appropriate and effective?

· What are your experiences of good partnerships – and what have been the characteristics that made them effective / useful? What are your experiences of bad / ineffective partnerships – and what were the characteristics that made them destructive or unhelpful?

7.1.2 Donors and ethical issues 

· What is the influence of donors on your work? Do these relationships influence the ‘agenda’ of what you chose to do and how you do it? What have been your experiences of ‘good practice’ and what were the elements that made it constructive? What is your experience of ‘bad practice’ and what were the elements that made it ineffective or harmful?

· Many have commented on the trend for INGOs to be used by governments, IGOs and even transnational companies as sub-contractors: do they risk loosing their distinctive, independent ‘voice’? Does it weaken their independent character and weaken their strength as citizen-based organisations ready to challenge both government and the private sector?  How does it shift agendas and accountability (e.g., do INGOs begin to feel principally accountable to their governmental donors rather than to their members or the people they are formed to serve?)

· Are there reasons to be concerned about fostering ‘dependency’ among CSOs on external funding? Does associational life in some countries become so reliant on donors that civil society is made fragile? If this is a problem, are there ways it can be addressed or principles of practice that can help to counterbalance it?

7.2 Neutrality, impartiality, and activism

Many (though certainly not all) conflict resolution practitioners have their roots in approaches that are influenced by the ‘neutral mediator’ tradition.  They tend to perceive themselves as process advocates who do not have a stake in the outcome of the process.  While they can be the representatives of a government or organization that has an interest in the peaceful settlement of the conflict, the practitioner usually derives authority primarily from the legitimacy he or she and the process holds in the perspective of the opposing parties.  Therefore strategies are not based on the capacity to exert coercive power over recalcitrant parties but instead are built on trust and the power of dialogue and persuasion.  Impartiality is usually understood as maintaining a non-biased stance with all parties to the conflict (like ‘non-partisan’) and not promoting in any particular outcome. Yet there is a long tradition of advocacy in support of low-power groups in conflict situations so as to increase the likelihood of their achieving a more ‘just’ outcome. Activism is usually the effort to achieve a particular outcome (or type of outcome) and is often associated with strengthening the non-establishment party to address power asymmetries. 

· What is the position of your group in relation to this spectrum of orientations? Do you ever experience ethical dilemmas regarding whether this approach is appropriate in a specific situation?

· What are the dilemmas of adopting the principle of ‘neutrality’ or ‘impartiality’ as the guiding norm for ethical action? Where does it position civil society actors in conflict situations where there are clear ‘aggressors’?

7.3 Evaluation, efficacy and outcomes

· How do we know if conflict prevention initiatives work and what changes they foster? (Consider the problems of attribution, levels of analysis, connections between theories of change to the design of interventions and perception of outcomes) 

· How can we expand our ‘learning horizon’ to better understand the consequences of our actions on the systems in which we operate? How can we build-in collective learning into our practice?

· Most evaluation is of a specific initiative rather than a study of changes in an overall conflict system and the factors that contributed to that change (including, to the extent it is ‘knowable’, the likely effects that can be traced to a specific intervention). What are the key issues / questions that could comprise the basis of responsive and learning-oriented evaluation to improve effectiveness? What kinds of process methodologies would foster these further? Is it possible to develop process indicators as well as outcome indicators? For example, ‘have those involved in the conflict system been empowered to work together to develop a lasting solution?’ or, ‘has an initiative led to the development of a system or process that will ensure its sustainability?’

· Because peacebuilding initiatives are characterised by experimentation and marked by both success and failure, should evaluation practices be both more open and more systematic so as to cross-fertilise learning? (e.g., need for better documentation and analysis of initiatives so that others can learn from them) Should we seek to address problems that stem from a fear of failure and to cultivate a culture of learning from experience that is guided by ethical frameworks?

7.4 Codes of Conduct and other ethical frameworks

· What has been the experience of developing codes of conduct or other ethical frameworks for CSOs to guide practice on conflict issues? Have they been effective in improving effectiveness and helping to ensure that ‘no harm is done’?

· Most codes of conduct are based on self- or peer-regulation. If applicable, how should the adherence to a code of conduct be monitored and by whom? What are the issues around compliance, monitoring, verification, complaints procedures?

· In some international policymaking circles, criticism of CSOs has come in the wake of violent protests at international meetings. Codes of Conduct have been seen as a possible instrument for promoting ‘constructive’ engagement by non-governmental actors in these forums. How should the conflict prevention community address these concerns, if at all?

8 Resources & capacity building: creating the social infrastructure for prevention

· Effective action typically demands a range of situationally-appropriate technical, financial, logistical and human resources. What resources are needed and how can they be developed or obtained?  

· What have been the challenges in mobilising these resources and deploying them effectively? What are innovative and creative methods for maximising the resources available to CSOs?

8.1 Knowledge-based resources

· How can CSOs best learn from experiences elsewhere? 

· How can we foster conflict prevention processes based on ‘systems thinking’ to address conflict causes and dynamics? Are there experiences of bringing representatives of the whole system into a joint analysis process to develop better understanding of the system, an understanding of its dynamic complexity, and to identify high-leverage strategies to transform it?

8.2 Logistical, technical and human resources

· What logistical, technical and human resource systems can be developed or enhanced so as to assist in effective mobilisation responses and the development of a ‘coherent approach’

· How can we better develop our ‘human resources’ for effective conflict prevention? Would the development of ‘civilian peace services’ (in contrast to conventional military institutions) greatly enhance the capacity for supporting conflict prevention and peacebuilding? Are there other, less-institutionalised systems for developing capacities at the small-, medium- and large scales? Are current educational and training capacities sufficient to address needs?

· How can we better develop the effectiveness offered in the potential for communications technology in enhancing the capacity for effective work on conflict prevention? What innovative systems are already in existence and can we learn from and diffuse them more widely? How can we help to increase access to these technologies in parts of the world where electronic communications technology is not widely available?

8.3 Financial resources

· Given the importance of money to enable many conflict prevention initiatives and capacities, do current funding systems work effectively? What models / arrangements work especially well and what are the elements that characterise them?

· While some conflict prevention initiatives are based on well-defined and pre-planned projects, others are intended to address rapidly unfolding events. Are there models that enable flexible and timely responses?

9 Interaction: coherence in CSO, government and IGO engagement

9.1 The UN system: integration & coherence with official peace operations

· Who has the responsibility for preventing and resolving large-scale armed conflicts? Who has legitimacy to determine what should be the main strategic objectives in responding to violent conflict and the tactical approaches taken to achieve these objectives?  

· How much do governments listen to CSO actors in developing general plans of action to respond to conflict? 

· In some institutions concerned with security matters, a conceptual line is drawn between ‘crisis management’ and ‘conflict prevention’ – with the former being dominated by military strategists and political decision-makers and the later left to diplomats and agency staff with greater opportunity for inputs from CSOs. Is there a need to integrate?

· With the growing gap between governments pursuing unilateralist to multilateralist approaches to foreign policy and the consequent effects for cooperative security and the UN system, what are the opportunities and constraints for developing a coherent strategy at the international level? Does it become even more important to mobilise domestic constituencies in countries with a strong unilateralist orientation?

· If many governments (Member States) are already reluctant to bring their disputes to the Security Council – in part because of concerns that they would relinquish their control or compromise their sovereignty – what are the prospects of them (a) engaging with civil society actors or (b) allowing CSOs to engage directly with the Security Council on conflict prevention in specific cases (in contrast to general thematic policies)?

· The mandates of peace operations are usually determined through intergovernmental processes with little civil society involvement or consultation; this makes it difficult to influence the essential framework in which operational prevention and response will occur. Is there any potential for change in these arrangements?

· Are there sufficient opportunities for concerned governments, IGO staff and relevant CSOs to engage in joint analysis of specific conflict systems so as to draw on multiple perspectives in analysing the sources of conflict and identifying appropriate strategies?

9.2 Mechanisms and modalities for networking, information sharing and cooperation within the framework of intergovernmental organisations

9.2.1 Existing mechanisms and modalities in the UN system

· What are the current mechanisms for information, consultation and cooperation with CSOs on conflict prevention issues in the UN system?

· Which mechanisms work effectively and why have they been successful in performing their function? Are any of the elements in the way they are designed and operate transferable to other mechanisms or for creating new ones?

· Which mechanisms do not function well and why? Are there any changes that could be made to help them work more effectively? Can we learn from the problems so as to ensure that they are not replicated elsewhere?

9.2.2 Existing mechanisms and modalities in regional and subregional systems

· What intergovernmental organisations operate in your region? How do they address the challenges of conflict prevention? 

· What are the current mechanisms for information, consultation and cooperation with CSOs on conflict prevention issues? 

· What mechanisms work well and why? What does not work well – and why not? What can be done to improve these mechanisms and how do they interface with the broader UN system?

9.2.3 What would a good system look like? Identifying the characteristics of desirable mechanisms and modalities

· What are the features and elements that would underpin more effective mechanism and strategies for conflict prevention (both structural and operational)? 

· Would it help to stimulate a ‘culture of prevention’ if mandates and mechanisms shifted from being problem-focused to becoming being solution-focused?

· Can we identify and learn from other experiences of orchestrating and implementing global change (for example, the small pox eradication campaign organised by the World Health Organisation)

· Are there mechanisms that can be developed to encourage rapid attention and response when a crisis begins to emerge? Conversely, how can we help to ensure that delicate situations in need of support are not ignored once a crisis appears to be over?

· Can we design systems within mechanisms to learn more effectively from past success and failure so as to encourage greater efficacy in the mechanism? 
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� See especially C.R. Mitchell. 1981. The Structure of International Conflict. (London: The Macmillan Press)


� Based on John Burton and Frank Dukes. 1990. Conflict: Practices in Management, Settlement and Resolution (New York: St. Martin’s Press).


� For further discussion, see for example Goran Hyden in Burbidge, John, Ed. 1997. Beyond Prince and Merchant: Citizen Participation and the Rise of Civil Society. (Brussels: Institute of Cultural Affairs International)


� This definition draws heavily on John D Clark (2003, p238)


� The International Confederation of Free Trade Unions (ICFTU) serves as an umbrella for the different GUFs and is served by a think-tank in the Trade Union Advisory Committee to the OECD. It claims to be a confederation of 215 national union centres, representing 125 million union members in 145 countries.(� HYPERLINK "http://www.icftu.org" ��http://www.icftu.org�)There is also as smaller network, the World Confederation of Labor, representing Christian Democrat trade unions, which claims to represent 144 autonomous unions from 116 countries with over 26 million members (� HYPERLINK "http://www.cmt.wcl.org" ��http://www.cmt.wcl.org�). Also see: � HYPERLINK "http://www.global-unions.org/" ��http://www.global-unions.org/� )


� For example, the World Conference on Religion and Peace, which is an international coalition of representatives from different faiths working to ‘mobilize the moral and social resources of religious people to address their shared problems’ and that hold a world assembly every five years to develop a statement of principles and an action agenda to guide work. (� HYPERLINK "http://www.wcrp.org" ��http://www.wcrp.org�)


� As Fernando Henrique Cardoso has argued, this has helped to shape the ideal of  “a world order that is not based on the uncontested will of sovereign states but on universally agreed principles and norms…[in which] individuals were acknowledged as subjects not only of national law but also of cosmopolitan rules, enforceable by transnational institutions.” “Civil Society and Global Governance” Contextual paper prepared by the Panel’s Chairman Fernando Henrique Cardoso for the United Nations High-Level Panel on UN-Civil Society, 2003 


� This section draws extensively on ideas about systems-thinking presented by Peter Senge in The Fifth Discipline: the Art and Practice of the Learning Organization (USA: Doubleday Books,1990)


�To illustrate just some of this complexity, consider Louis Kriesburg’s framework for identifying interlocking conflict. He observed that most conflicts have the potential to be simultaneously: (1) serial or nested in time—when a conflict is one in a series of fights between the same adversaries; (2) converging or nested in social space—when separate groups coalesce as allies against a common adversary or coalition of adversaries, often by calling on ever-broadening collective identification; (3) superimposition or linking of issues—when adversaries fight primarily over one issue but other issues are added onto the struggle;(4) cross-cutting alliances and conflicts—when a set of adversaries ally themselves differently on several issues of contention or on multiple conflicts; (5) internal conflicts—struggles within one of the main groups in the conflict, e.g. for intra-party control; (6) concurrent conflict—when there are external conflicts that occur at the same time as the focal conflict, but do not involve the same adversaries as those in the focal struggle. (See: “Interlocking Conflicts in the Middle East” Research in Social Movements Conflicts and Change, Vol. 3,1980)





� A simplistic example may help to demonstrate. For example, consider the assumptions that might underpin the decision to bomb an adversary: (a) ‘what they did / are about to do is wrong and should be stopped’ (event) or (b) ‘their recent actions are unacceptable and we need to take pre-emptive action to demonstrate that it will not be tolerated’ (pattern of behaviour). Only rarely is the operative analysis rooted in the system understanding of (c) ‘our past history of support / tolerance for them – which seemed in our interest at the time – has come back to haunt us because it made them strong. Yet if we bomb them now, it is likely to intensify resentment and make it difficult to improve our relationship; it may instead sow the seeds of further violence in the future. In addition to developing an effective long-term strategy for dealing with this situation, we should look at who else we are currently supporting so as to make sure we do not repeat this mistake.’  It is through this kind of systemic analysis that strategies can be developed to promote systems change and to move beyond the ‘addiction’ to short-term ad hoc responses targeted to changing symptoms.





� Examples of ‘high leverage’ interventions can be seen, for example, in the success of the ‘conflict diamonds’ campaign in curtailing opportunities for illegal gains by trading diamonds for weapons and other resources needed to wage conflict in some West African countries or, in South Africa, in the quiet initiatives in the early 1980s by civil society intermediaries to open lines of communication between influential people in the ANC and in the ruling National Party that helped to generate confidence in the potential for a negotiated transition to inclusive democracy.


� Erwin Staub. 1989. The Roots of Evil: The Origins of Genocide and Other Group Violence (Cambridge and New York: Cambridge University Press) pp21-22.


� An example of this principle comes from the time of the Nazi Holocaust, where majority of Jews evaded deportation in every state occupied by or allied with Germany in which the head of the dominant church spoke out publicly against deportation before or as soon as it began.  It appears that with this encouragement the ‘bystander’ population – who, in other countries, either passively accepted or actively supported the deportation of the Jewish population – were mobilized to criticize the Nazi policy and actively helped Jews within their community when they were at risk. See Helen Fein. 1993. Genocide: A Sociological Perspective. (Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications)


� Carnegie Commission on Preventing Deadly Conflict Final Report, p.39


� An example: In the early 1950s, the Congress of the People asked all South Africans the open-ended question: “What needs to change in South Africa for you to enjoy full and abundant lives in terms of country, community and individual?” The resulting Freedom Charter was based on the outcome of these discussions and promoted the vision of a non-racial democracy that was the foundational principle that was finally manifest with the democratic changes in the mid-1990s.


� See, for example, the papers prepared for the Secretary-General’s Panel of Eminent Persons on United Nations Relations with Civil Society, 2003.





� For example, NGOs generally only represent themselves – membership-based NGOs can indicate the support of their members for the causes they promote. Other CSOs can claim a different basis of representation. For example, trade unions represent their members in the sphere of their rights as workers and usually can only take significant decisions after members have been balloted. Some religious communities organised as congregations can be said to lead the faithful in their group. And political parties – if they can be counted as CSOs – can also be said to represent the political concerns (and often reflect the wider social values) of their members.





� John D Clark lists seven ‘integrity tests’: (1) representation test – membership, constituency, participatory decision-making; (2) merit test – track record, demonstrated positive impact, strong local knowledge; (3) credibility test – whether acknowledge authority [in its area of work], links with credible partners; (4) values test – proven commitment to ethical values, ethical in its internal practices; (5) governance test – clear accountability, open, democratic decision-making; (6) responsibility test – accurate, honest, recognise the need for issues-balance; (7) partnership test – works openly with other CSOs, empowers southern [marginalised] capacity / voice. (2003, p178)
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