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Preface


We are constantly being astonished these days at the amazing discoveries in the field of violence. But I maintain that far more undreamt of and seemingly impossible discoveries will be made in the field on non-violence.


M.K. Gandhi, Harijan, 25.8.1940


As far as we know, the first mention of the term civilian peacekeeping appeared in the 1990s, to describe the work that was then termed peace teams, Shanti Sena, or nonviolent intervention. It was a young American researcher, Lisa Schirch, who introduced the term. She had been commissioned by the Swedish Life and Peace Institute to conduct a comparative study on approaches and practices of peace teams because the Institute was considering sending such a team to South Sudan. Her study, Keeping the Peace: Exploring Civilian Alternatives in Conflict Prevention (1995), was the first to compare work done by numerous grassroots' initiatives with a focus on identifying good practices. Her book was also among the first studying what we now call Unarmed Civilian Peacekeeping (UCP, the 'P' may also stand for 'Protection').


In a certain way, with this book a full circle is closed: About twenty years after the study by Lisa Schirch, Ellen Furnari, another American peace researcher, has coordinated (and partly researched herself) several case studies of UCP, with research questions that show how much the wealth of knowledge about UCP has grown since the 1990s, as have the scientific instruments to evaluate and to assess its outcomes and impact. Particularly relevant, it seems to us, is that she has taken a look at protection provided within one context (country), not focusing on one particular organisation. Colombia, Palestine/Israel, and Mindanao (Philippines) are the three places in the world where probably the most organisations providing UCP currently work. South Sudan, the fourth case study, is important because of the presence of both a civilian provider of UCP (Nonviolent Peaceforce) and a UN peacekeeping force.


The Institute for Peace Work and Nonviolent Conflict Transformation (ifgk.de) has been playing a modest role in expanding the knowledge of UCP during this time. We have conducted and published on projects of UCP (Balkan Peace Team, Shanti Sena) as well as conducted comparative research into interventions by civil society actors (in the former Yugoslavia, Nonviolent Peaceforce Feasibility Study, 2001). We are proud to have been asked by Ellen Furnari and Nonviolent Peaceforce to accompany and publish this study here, and hope that it will find attention by both practitioners and researchers alike.


Christine Schweitzer,


Institute for Peace Work and Nonviolent Conflict Transformation, February 2016
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Executive Summary


This project examines unarmed civilian protection (UCP), also called unarmed civilian peacekeeping or accompaniment, in four conflict-affected regions: Colombia, Mindanao (Philippines), Palestine/Israel, and South Sudan. We focus on what is emerging as good practice in these varied contexts and whether any commonalities can inform the expanded use of UCP. Each case study includes desk reviews of documents, interviews with UCP practitioners and others knowledgeable about the intervention, and several weeks of fieldwork. The fieldwork and interviews were conducted between December 2014 and August 2015.


The Colombia study examines work that began in 1994, when Peace Brigades International (PBI) started to accompany threatened organizations and human rights defenders. Since then approximately 12 organizations have provided UCP or accompaniment in various regions there. During this long period, characterized by violence committed by the army, militias, and guerillas, in the form of massacres, displacements, disappearances and assassinations, much has been learned about how to effectively protect civilians individually and in community. The study focuses in particular on the work of PBI, Red de Hermandad, Christian Peacemaker Teams (CPT), the Fellowship of Reconciliation (FOR), Operation Dove, Swedish FOR (SweFor), and Presbyterian Peace Fellowship (PPF).


The Palestine/Israel case studies the work originally initiated by CPT in 1993, in Palestinian refugee camps. In 1994 the Temporary International Presence in Hebron (TIPH) began providing protective presence at the request of the UN and the invitation of both the Israeli and Palestinian governments. Since then other UCP type organizations have become active in the area, including the Ecumenical Accompaniment Program in Palestine and Israel (EAPPI), Operation Dove, and the International Solidarity Movement (ISM). In this case UCP interventions are working in a context of occupation and tremendously asymmetrical power. The case study reveals how UCP has been effectively protecting civilians in difficult circumstances.


The Mindanao case highlights the work of local civil society organizations (CSOs) working for peace and informally monitoring ceasefire agreements, and how their work was strengthened and expanded by the presence of an international UCP organization, the Nonviolent Peaceforce (NP), who fielded a project beginning in 2007. After demonstrating the effectiveness of UCP, NP and three CSOs were invited to join the official International Monitoring Team, responsible for civilian protection.


Lastly the South Sudan study looks at the effectiveness of UCP in the midst of civil war. In a context with poor infrastructure and low levels of organized civil society, NP initiated a project in 2009 and has become a lead protection agency, second only to the UN mission itself. UCP has protected civilians in communities as well as in Protection of Civilian (PoC) areas. Like all international actors in South Sudan, the project is small compared to the need, but the case study reveals deep learning in a challenging and rapidly changing context.


Perhaps the central good practice of UCP highlighted in the case studies is the necessity of grounding interventions in relationships with local actors and their complex understandings of conflict dynamics. Comparing the cases reveals that common guiding principles of nonviolence, independence and the primacy of local actors, when implemented in different contexts, lead to quite different programming in terms of actual action in the field. Strict nonpartisanship was important in some of our contexts but contested in others and may not be universally essential to UCP.


The positive impacts of much of the work explored in our case studies support the expansion of UCP in areas where civilians need protection. However, while many of the interventions in these case studies grew over time and their experiences can guide future expansions, the need to base UCP in the specific conditions revealed through thorough conflict analyses suggests that entering new contexts is complex. UCP’s underlying principles, sources of guidance, and approaches to conflict analysis and to building relationships are replicable, but they can lead to significantly different programming, perhaps even different models. Moreover, the safety of both civilians and UCP staff could be compromised by simply reusing a program developed for one context in another. Most of the organizations fielding UCP projects have identified underlying core principles, knowledge, and skills that they share with incoming staff and volunteers through training. These can be identified as good practices, even though their actual application varies considerably. Many of the good practices identified here are general enough that they apply to other kinds of interventions. Only a few appear to belong exclusively to UCP.


We did not define specific good practices nor even set specific criteria for them at the outset of this research. Rather, good practices emerged as those that were endorsed by multiple sources and were consistent with the principles of UCP. And while the research focuses on practices rather than their outcomes, this focus begs the questions: “Good at what?” and “How do you know?” Thus each case discusses (but does not evaluate) the evidence that the interventions studied improve civilian safety.


Good practices identified in these case studies include (but are not limited to):




	Updating the context and conflict analysis frequently through discussions with people with different perspectives and positions;


	Maintaining partnerships or some form of regular consultation with local civilians that contribute directly to analysis and decision making;


	Establishing clear mandates and goals to guide the work and screen out pressing but inappropriate requests;


	Developing clear staff understanding of nonviolence generally and its specific application in the project and context;


	Maintaining flexibility in implementing the mandate so as to be responsive to the changing circumstances;


	Building relationships of trust with diverse social groups;


	Adequately training staff and volunteers before deployment, and adequately supporting them, both analytically and emotionally, during and after deployment;


	Coordinating with other NGOs and INGOs while maintaining independence;


	Undertaking multi-level diplomacy and advocacy with care that it not interfere with other aspects of the work;


	Providing consistent presence;


	Influencing armed actors by encouraging them to uphold human rights and international humanitarian law or by discouraging them from the possible consequences of violence;


	Combining national and international staff, unless analysis suggests otherwise;


	Augmenting local civil society organizations’ monitoring and protection with the work of international organizations.





The cases also reveal tensions and dilemmas. Certain dilemmas confronted most of the organizations: preserving independence while simultaneously honoring the primacy of local actors; responding to immediate needs versus making time to pursue long-term goals; having clear mandates yet remaining flexible; using shorter term volunteers so as to involve more people who may be active when they go home versus using longer term volunteers and staff who may understand the context better and maintain continuity in local relationships; and relying on internationals who have greater protective impact versus relying on local staff who better understand the context but also face greater risk. Most UCP organizations face the challenge of maintaining nonpartisanship in the face of asymmetrical conflicts in which one side inflicts more harm on civilians (though the South Sudan case is more complicated); and most, too, face dilemmas about how best to intervene directly in local situations.


These case studies provide rich descriptions of how a variety of organizations have implemented UCP in diverse contexts, raising as many questions as they answer. For example, it is unclear how organizations’ choices about nonpartisanship, advocacy, and independence relate to their effectiveness. Additionally, further research might link specific practices to specific contexts. In a newly emerging field, there is still much to learn.


What is clear from these case studies is that unarmed civilians using nonviolent practices are effectively protecting civilians in diverse contexts and with diverse configurations of missions and methods. Most of these projects have a range of effects beyond protecting civilians, such as contributing to women’s leadership, protecting people whose work has made significant political difference in their country, and contributing to peace processes. While UCP is a complex process, there is much here to support its effective expansion.




1. Introduction to Case Studies on Unarmed Civilian Protection


By Ellen Furnari


Unarmed civilian protection (UCP), also called unarmed civilian peacekeeping or accompaniment, is the use of nonviolent strategies by unarmed civilians, primarily to protect other civilians threatened with politically motivated violence. In the context of UCP, violence almost exclusively means intentional cause of physical violence (see Wallace, forthcoming) though as is discussed in some of the case studies, local organizations may address forms of violence such as hunger or homelessness.1 Rather than preventing violence by means of threatened or actual use of force by military, police, self-protection groups, or militias, unarmed civilian protection uses relationships, influence, example, advocacy, solidarity, and other nonviolent strategies. The case studies in this report analyze good practices of UCP in four different conflict-affected regions: Colombia, Mindanao (Philippines), Palestine/Israel, and South Sudan. The cases reflect diverse contexts, involving a varied number of organizations, for different durations, and with differing impacts on the conflicts. The studies examine these projects for the purpose of strengthening the practice and highlighting what might be useful for replication and expansion. This research is intended for practitioners, policy makers, and others concerned with protecting civilians.


Civilians in many contexts need protection from political violence. Some armed conflict takes place between clearly identified groups, usually one of which is a government. Some conflicts occur between ethnic groups in communities, with blurred connections to larger national conflicts. Sometimes those threatened are politically active civilians, who need protection designed for their individual or group needs. Sometimes a particular community or ethnic group within a larger community is targeted. In other cases civilians are vulnerable because of their location—they are either accidentally caught in crossfire between armed groups or intentionally targeted because of their location—rather than because of any of their particular actions or affiliations. In these and all other contexts, International Humanitarian Law and the international laws and practices devolved from the Universal Declaration of Human Rights protect civilians’ rights to safety, political expression, dignity, food, housing, livelihood, health and education, etc. UCP is a set of principles and practices/methods derived from these guiding doctrines, developed to protect threatened civilians and to actively support political actors who address conflicts nonviolently.


1.1 What is Unarmed Civilian Protection


While many cultures have traditions of civilians protecting civilians (Schirch, 2006; Weaver, 2002), the most widespread forms of “unarmed civilian protection” in use today generally draw inspiration from Gandhi’s vision of a Shanti Sena, or peace army, or from some earlier European efforts to peacefully intervene to prevent wars (Weber, 2000). As discussed in our case studies, these modern methods share certain principles and commitments. They are all implemented by unarmed civilians working to protect other civilians (not only themselves). They are based on commitments to the principles of nonviolent action,2 primacy of local actors, and independence. While organizations understand these somewhat differently, they are all committed to providing protection without relying on weapons, direct physical harm, or the threat of harm; they support local self-determination by engaging the leadership, knowledge, and vision of local actors about how to transform local conflicts; and they all make decisions within their organizations in line with their missions and separate from larger international institutional agendas. They are in accord with and based in International Humanitarian and Human Rights Law, as well as other UN declarations. Many, though not all, are also committed to nonpartisanship: In nonpartisan efforts, organizations advocate for civilian safety and human rights but not for particular political positions or parties and most specifically they do not take sides in the conflict. Some organizations, however, actively advocate for the political positions of those they are protecting. (See Coy, 2012 as well as the Colombia and Palestine/Israel case studies in this research project, for examples of organizations that understand their work as partisan solidarity as well as protection.)


In response to atrocities committed against civilians, international institutions are increasingly providing protection when governments cannot or will not protect civilians within their borders. Such interventions invoke the doctrine of Responsibility to Protect or R2P (Bonwick, 2006; Breakey et al., 2012; Giffen, 2011; Homan & Ducasse-Rogier, 2012). There is also growing international recognition that in addition to the importance of high-level peace negotiations, violence and its causes must be addressed locally, not only to support broader peace processes, but also to protect civilians (Autesserre, 2014a; Batmanglich & Høyer, 2013; Leonard, 2013). One of the major mechanisms in current use for protecting civilians is the deployment of mandated UN peacekeeping missions. Since 1999, most UN peacekeeping missions (or peace operations) have protected civilians as part of their mandates.


In contrast to UCP, the term peacekeeping implies a legitimating authorization by the UN or other multilateral institutions. Peacekeeping operations may include multiple components, but at core almost always include military units charged with protecting mission staff and supporting the mandate with force if needed. The Pearson Peacekeeping Centre defines peacekeeping as actions that are specifically approved by a national or international body “designed to enhance peace, security, and stability; they are undertaken cooperatively and individually by civilian police, military, humanitarian, good governance, and other interested agencies and groups” (Morrison, Cumner, Park, & Zoe, 2008, p. 1571).3 Essential differences between UCP and peacekeeping missions are the reliance on military force rather than a commitment to nonviolence, mandates that serve international agendas rather than result from the analysis of independent civil society organizations, and top-down implementation rather than deference to the authority of local actors. Additionally, at least to date, UCP is implemented by relatively small international and local organizations, whereas peacekeeping is implemented by huge international institutions and organizations.


Unarmed civilian protection (UCP) is defined as the civilian use of nonviolent means to protect people and prevent violence. Wallis (2009) suggests UCP implies a purpose of making it safe for others to engage in peacebuilding. Schweitzer defines UCP as “the prevention of direct violence through influence or control of the behavior of potential perpetrators by unarmed civilians who are deployed on the ground” (2010, p. 9). More recently UCP has been defined to include a broader array of violence to be addressed. This takes UCP beyond a focus on potential perpetrators of political conflict or on making peacebuilding safe. Oldenhuis et al. (2016) define it as follows:


Unarmed Civilian Protection (UCP) is the practice of deploying unarmed civilians before, during, and after violent conflict, to prevent or reduce violence, to provide direct physical protection to other civilians, and to strengthen or build resilient local peace infrastructures. The purpose of UCP is to create a safer environment, or a ‘safer space’, for civilians to address their own needs, solve their own conflicts, and protect vulnerable individuals and populations in their midst. This ‘safer space’ is created through a strategic mix of key nonviolent engagement methods, principles, values, and skills (Module One).
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Figure 1 Core UCP





Diagram from Oldenhuis et al. 2016 Module One


This broader definition de-emphasizes reducing violence specifically so that local people can engage in peacebuilding, and it adds a concern about protecting particularly vulnerable people. It is broad enough to include all the cases in this report. These cases include work that addresses threats against activists, violence against communities, grave violations of children’s rights, gender-based violence, and inter-clan violence. The violence is perpetrated by organized armed groups—armies or militias—as well as by less formal militant groups such as cattle keepers or clans, whose founding purposes were not violent.


As discussed in the analysis of the cases (see in particular the South Sudan case), there is debate within the field about using UCP to address individual or family violence, criminal violence, or any violence other than political violence.4 Some argue that practices that reduce some forms of violence may not be effective at reducing others. Can UCP methods protect children from abuse committed by their parents, or women from domestic violence, or do they mostly work against abuses committed by armed groups? If the project in South Sudan is protecting civilians from a wide spectrum of violence, is it a different model or a different undertaking altogether? Can UCP protect civilians from apparent criminal violence that lacks a political motive? Can UCP protect civilians only from direct threats to their lives and freedom, or does it include protecting their shelter, food, and health? As a number of authors have noted, it is difficult, if not impossible, to distinguish kinds of violence in communities caught in the midst of murderous political contestation (Autesserre, 2014; Batmanglich & Høyer, 2013; Hansen, 2009; Kalyvas, 2003). Is a global north distinction between political and nonpolitical violence relevant in global south contexts, and does making these distinctions strengthen UCP interventions?


In interviews in South Sudan, some staff argued that it was essential and appropriate for UCP to address all threats to the physical safety and dignity of people, no matter what form they take. Informing this discussion is the growing understanding of the many connections between local, and even individual, violence and what is more obviously politically motivated violence. In Mindanao, for example, clan or rido violence both reflects and incites fighting between the Moro Islamic Liberation Front (MILF), the Armed Forces of the Philippines (AFP) and the Bangsmoro Islamic Freedom Fighters (BIFF) at times. As another example, many civil society organizations in Mindanao that train volunteer ceasefire monitors also provide other services. Some of them understand health care, for instance, as a form of physical protection. These case studies examine all the good practices that were named by several people, and these include protection from many kinds of violence. Perhaps as the field develops, narrower definitions will prevail.


In general, UCP supports and take place within civil society, the arena of activity that is neither governmental nor business. Civil society is often used to mean collective activities that promote shared values such as democratic decision making (Clark & Murphy, 2015, p.37). Of course, civil society can oppress minorities or support nondemocratic practices, but there is something inherently democratic in collective action by unarmed civilians, taken outside of the political sphere, that makes it a natural arena for UCP. In practice, UCP interventions tend not only to protect civilian safety and dignity but also to support civil society efforts toward peace, human rights, and equal justice.


UCP as initially undertaken by Peace Brigades International (PBI) in the 1990s used international, trained volunteers to protect civilians in the midst of conflict. However, many recent programs incorporate national staff and local civilian organizations as active participants in civilian protection. Thus one of the good practices we examine is choosing carefully when and how to use international and national staff.


PBI primarily uses accompaniment. As Mahony and Eguren (1997) describe, in the mid 1980’s PBI sent people from outside Guatemala to accompany Guatemalan human rights and union activists resisting the violence of the government and militias. They accompanied people at work, at home, or wherever they went, sometimes just for part of the day and sometimes 24 hours a day for months or years. Since that time, PBI, Fellowship of Reconciliation (FOR) and others have accompanied organizations, activists and communities (peace communities, returning IDPs and refugees) in Colombia, Nepal, Kenya, Indonesia, Mexico, Palestine and many other places. This work not only protects but also expresses solidarity with those under threat, and it makes a deep connection not just to their work but, in a sense, to their lives. (See the Colombia and Palestine/Israel case studies in this volume for further discussion). Some of these groups also link their work to solidarity efforts “back home” in their staff or volunteers’ countries of origin.


Other authors, reflecting their own experience and research, have thought of UCP as including a broader range of methods and affecting a broader range of civilians. Janzen (2014) lists approximately 50 organizations that have done some version of UCP and 35 different regions or countries in which some form of UCP has occurred.


1.2 How and Why UCP Works


Given this sense of the purpose and focus of UCP—civilians protecting other civilians from violence amid armed conflicts—this section examines why and how UCP works. All of the ways in which UCP is understood to work, the why and how, reflect the core principles of nonviolence, primacy of local actors, independence, international humanitarian and human rights law, and for many, nonpartisanship. These principles undergird both the “why” and “how” of UCP, as well as the specific “what” activities. Somewhat tautologically, these principles are also understood to be good practices—that is, by being nonviolent, UCP can function relatively safely in contexts where armed actors might not; being independent contributes to building relationships and influencing others; and respecting the primacy and authority of local actors both supports local efforts, and addresses conflicts as they manifest in communities and with individuals. As will be clear in the case studies, principles are also practices.


In conflict-affected contexts, there are some activities, in some places and at some times, in which activists and ordinary civilians can engage with little or no risk of violence. Other activities carry a higher or very high risk for being harmed. UCP literature distinguishes safe (or safer) and unsafe space. One of the jobs of UCP is to increase safer space (see figure below), whether for specific organizations and activists or for civilians in their everyday activities. Mahony (2006) suggests that international presence, in the form of witnesses, decreases the space in which armed actors can harm civilians with impunity. Violence that is witnessed is harder to deny or ignore, when the witnesses are credible and speak out. Thus, UCP that takes the form of accompaniment often increases the activities in which civilians can engage with low or lower risk of harm.
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Figure 2 Safe and Unsafe Space





Adapted from the work of Liam Mahony (as quoted in Oldenhuis et al., 2016).


Presence is generally not used in isolation but combined with other strategies, such as engaging with armed actors and/or advocacy. At the core of most UCP interventions are relationships (see Furnari, 2015). UCP staff spend a great deal of time developing relationships with civilians they aim to protect, in order to understand their needs, their capacity for self-protection, and the contexts in which the complex dynamics of political conflict play out. They are sensitive to gender and identity, and interventions generally involve both male and female staff, as well as staff from different international and, for some projects, national locations. UCP staff may also develop relationships with others who provide protection, such as local police, soldiers, or government workers, including child protection workers, mayors, etc. (see the Palestine/Israel case study for exceptions). It is often possible to encourage and support such people to do more to protect civilians in their areas. UCP staffs also build at least some kind of visible relationship with some or all the armed actors in the area, depending on the legality and safety of doing so (Conciliation Resources, 2015). By invoking a shared value of care for local people, these relationships may discourage armed actors from harming civilians in the course of pursuing other goals. Alternatively, actors’ awareness of international witnesses may inhibit them from committing violence against civilians. UCP practitioners and theorists differ about whether such deterrence amounts to coercion, but in any case, UCP staff regularly influence armed actors to refrain from actions they were planning, or to do things they were not planning, in order to prevent violence against civilians (for a more thorough treatment of these issues see Gunduz and Torralba (2014) and Mahony (2006), as well as the case studies).


Another tool for influencing both civilians to undertake effective self-protection and armed actors to refrain from harming them is community engagement. Like the practices of presence and relationships, community engagement manifests UCP’s core principles. Effective community engagement is itself nonviolent, not relying on weapons to command engagement. UCP practitioners show their respect for the primacy of local actors by consulting with local people to understand their perspectives on the area’s history, cultural norms, needs, options, issues, and possible solutions. For many groups this engagement actively expresses nonpartisanship because they seek out people from many sectors of the local community.5 And by engaging widely and deeply, UCP interveners communicate that they are not controlled by other entities’ agendas but are acting independently, in service of the physical security and safety of local civilians. This engagement particularly focuses on supporting local people to address their own peacebuilding and transformative agendas. Even organizations that describe themselves as partisan, or in solidarity with those they accompany and protect (see in particular the Colombia and Palestine/Israel case studies), generally remain nonpartisan in relation to particular political solutions. This expresses their commitment to supporting local people to transform their own conflicts. Engaging many if not all sectors of a community (or region) also communicates that all people can act for peace and human rights if they choose. UCP interventions tend not to write off certain groups as hopelessly violent, though UCP staffs often feel discouraged.


Community engagement also builds a wider understanding of what UCP is. Most communities that have experienced international interventions or help from local NGOs, expect to see humanitarian aid, economic development, or some other form of material aid. It takes a while for people to understand what an international UCP intervention offers (see the Mindanao case study for local civil society organizations’ (CSOs’) analysis that protection includes direct aid).


A last core aspect of UCP interventions is acceptance, or an acceptance strategy. Through proactive presence, building relationships within many social sectors, engaging the community in analyzing and implementing protection, and developing workable and often positive relationships with armed actors, the intervention earns wide acceptance (see the Palestine/Israel case study for a discussion of the implications for UCP organizations when local communities have reservations about their work). Many people in the community, as they come to understand the intervention, appreciate the work itself and want the UCP intervention to flourish. Often people also appreciate and care for specific UCP staff, who have come from outside the community, often from far away (or nearby in the case of national staff), to be of service while respecting people’s self-determination and capabilities. UCP practitioners try to connect with a general sense of what is good in people, calling others to act for a more peaceful, humane community, specifically around physical safety, dignity, and peace. The upshot is that an acceptance strategy builds the context for good programming, while simultaneously being key to UCP staff safety. Staff security in violent contexts is critical to the success of UCP. When local people accept UCP projects, they may warn team members of impending danger and even directly protect them.


1.3 Case Study Design and Methodology


The purpose of these case studies is to improve the practice of UCP in the field, building on the experiences of existing interventions in the four study areas. This research was conducted using process tracing and outcome harvesting methodologies (Bennett & Elman, 2006; Wilson-Grau & Britt, 2012). These methods aim to capture the complexity and nuances of knowledge created in the midst of violence. The combination of methodologies attempts to link identified outcomes with the processes that contributed to them. Data was gathered through desk review of available written material, which varied greatly among the case studies, and via semi-structured individual and group interviews (see appendix B for the research methodology and appendix C for the basic outline of interview questions used in the case studies). The studies do not use explicit, predetermined criteria for good practice. Instead, case study findings include practices that were mentioned by at least several of those interviewed, some of which were also supported by written documents. However, in order to be included as good practices, they needed to be mentioned in interviews as well.


The research methodology puts the knowledge of practitioners at the core. Knowledge created in the midst of conflict will reflect the biases of those doing the research, those being researched, the methods used, and the sheer complexity, fluidity and contradictions of people’s narratives of their embodied experiences (see Bliesemann de Guevara, 2014; Furnari, 2014a). In general, during interviews, people explicitly or implicitly stated they knew what had happened and what worked, based on what they experienced, what they saw, what people around them said and did, and how they saw behaviors and attitudes change.


1.4 Whose Knowledge and What is a Good Practice?


Each case study discusses the methodology used and limitations encountered. While the four cases shared an overall research design, as so often happens in research projects, things did not go according to plan. For instance, in none of the cases was there a two-day reflective learning process as planned. Only in Colombia and Palestine/Israel did people from a number of organizations get together to reflect on their practice, and then only for a day or less. That said, there is a shared epistemological approach in this work. All of the case authors value the knowledge of the people in the field, both those doing the work and those protected. We embraced the diverse and sometimes contradictory reports of the people we interviewed, as they developed their knowledge in and amidst complicated contexts in which they had immediate feedback on the success or failure of their choices. Their survival and the survival of those they protected depended on their analyses of the conflicts and of the changes in context. They have the lived, embodied and tangible experiences of seeing others’ reactions to their choices. In addition, each case study also interviewed people who came in contact with the work through their own professional experiences or who were protected by one of the projects. This added to the complexity and nuance of our analysis.


This research project assumed that good practices would emerge from the interviews. Our initial broad assumptions, absent specific criteria, are that good practice reflects one or more of the discussed principles, fits in the theoretical framework, and would be identified by several practitioners as effectively contributing to civilian protection and/or supporting local actors to work for peace. Some of these practices were never named explicitly, but came up as people explained their work and how they achieved positive effects.


1.5 The Case Studies


The next chapters of this book contain case studies of UCP in South Sudan, Colombia, Mindanao (Philippines), and Palestine/Israel. These four cases reflect different contexts, implementing organizations, lengths of involvement, methods and impacts. For example PBI and Christian Peacemaker Teams (CPT) have been active in Columbia and Hebron, respectively, for over 20 years, while the Nonviolent Peaceforce (NP) has worked in South Sudan for only five years. While PBI uses trained international volunteers paid a stipend and some of the other UCP organizations in Colombia use unpaid international volunteers who receive little training, NP employs paid trained professionals, a majority (in Mindanao) or near majority (in South Sudan) of whom are nationals. And while CPT originally only used international volunteers in Hebron, the teams now include local volunteers as well. The UCP organizations in Colombia have primarily focused on strategies of accompaniment with organizations, individuals and specific communities, while in South Sudan NP directly protects people over large regions. Colombia and Palestine/Israel are served by a number of different international organizations; in Mindanao NP strengthens the work of local CSOs that were already engaged in ceasefire monitoring; and in South Sudan, NP is the only organization in the study. Another difference is that only the work in Mindanao has been included in a formal international monitoring process (though one organization in Palestine/Israel has an official mandate – TIPH), and seems to have had a direct impact on promoting peace on a larger scale, though the survival of critical activists in Colombia is presumed to have had indirect impacts on human rights protection and movements toward peace. An additional characteristic is that all of these interventions are currently active. Other potential choices such as Bougainville (Gehrmann, Grant & Rose, 2015), would have been retrospective.


The studies were all commissioned for this project. The research for South Sudan, Colombia and Mindanao was carried out between December 2014 and March 2015, while the research in Palestine/Israel was carried out in August 2015. Each case describes its specific methods, the original plan and its deviations, its participants, and its limitations. Each case study also provides a history and description of the specific context. And each reports the time spent in the field, the organizations and individuals interviewed, and the focus of the researchers. While they all address the same set of questions (see appendix B), there are differences in emphasis. There are also significant differences that reflect the interests and perspectives of the researchers. While all researchers discussed and agreed to the methodologies, each of us has our own experience, standpoint, and focus. Thus while there is coherency between the four cases, each is necessarily different.


While writing and editing the case studies, I found a number of questions arising again and again. These are offered to hold in the back of your mind, as you read these studies and the following synthesis. This is not an exhaustive list, as many other questions arise from this material, and there is an additional list of some specific foci for further research in the conclusion. For me, these questions help focus my attention and bring me deeper into relationship with the studies, rather than needing a definitive answer. These questions include:




	What is UCP? Do the diverse projects represent different models within the same category or different categories that share some practices?


	
Does it matter whether organizations employ UCP because it is fundamental to their missions or come to it as an outgrowth of more fundamental commitments such as solidarity or religious service? How does this vary between CSOs and INGOs?


	What is the intervention goal—protection, prevention, solidarity, or peace and justice—and how does it affect what form the local work takes? Is UCP more effective at achieving some goals than others?


	What choices should UCP organizations make about what nonviolent resistance struggles to support? And does the work change depending on what is being resisted: occupation; exploitation by multinational corporations; government-sponsored violence; or ethnic oppression? How does UCP relate to the participants in resistance struggles, both those resisting domination (such as in Palestine) and those resisting neoliberalism (such as in Colombia)?


	Is UCP best regarded as a one-way model—outsiders coming to protect—or as mutual? In many programs, both international and local staff and partners contribute to one another’s learning and protection, and to program development. Does a model based in mutuality necessitate a balance of international and national staff? Does this depend on the organization’s goal (e.g. transformation of the accompanier, religious service, etc.)?


	Does it matter whether UCP staffs are mostly from Western/global north countries? In what contexts and with what goals in mind is it advantageous to have a mix of staff members from throughout the world? Does having a disproportionately western or northern staff reinforce racism, colonial residues, and the attitude that some lives are more important than others? Is such reinforcement of some structural evils an inevitable cost that must be borne in the service of more urgent needs?


	What about gender issues? What is the impact on effectiveness, acceptance, and the nature of the goals achieved of women staff and volunteers? What is the impact on and from protecting women? What is the impact of the sexual orientation of staff or of those protected? Without explicit consideration of these issues, do organizations end up relying on those volunteers who can afford to pay and who are educated enough to serve as human rights defenders (HRDs), who do not represent the full diversity of the countries from which they are drawn, much less of the countries served?


	When evaluating UCP work, what do we need to learn and whose knowledge counts? Do we need to prove that we have saved lives, if the people in the field say we have?


	How do foreigners learn and integrate local knowledge?





The case studies are followed by a final chapter that synthesizes them and analyzes the good practices that emerged. The analysis addresses similarities, differences and implications for expansion, replication, and policy.





1 Wallace (2016) defines violence similarly and goes on to say in a footnote: “I am intentionally employing a narrow (physical, direct) definition of violence here (see Thomas 2011 and Bufacchi 2005 for reflection on narrower versus broader definitions of violence), rather than a more expansive one that might include what Johan Galtung calls ‘structural violence’ (violence as unequal power structures and therefore uneven life chances, where the harm cannot be traced back to a particular agent or agents) (Galtung, 1969). The reason for this choice is that the more expansive a definition of violence is, the more it overlaps with what could also be called injustice and the more likelihood there is of disagreement over the content of that injustice (as well as over the conception of justice that it violates). The narrow conception of violence offered here, on the other hand, is as close as we get to something that is universally viewed as abhorrent (when, as I will argue, no legitimating meaning is attached to it). My use of the word ‘intent’ is meant broadly to signal some agency behind the action that harms another person, and that such an effect was reasonably foreseeable, even if the intent was not necessarily to harm that particular person. (In other words, a military pilot targeting combatants with guided missiles who kills civilians instead is still acting violently towards those civilians; a driver who spins out of control and kills a passenger in another car is not acting violently.)”


2 Oldenhuis, et al. (2016) in a UCP course glossary define nonviolence as “a framework that consists of a specific ethical and political philosophy, principle, and practice. In its most basic form can be defined as the use of peaceful means, not force, to bring about political or social change. As an ethical philosophy, nonviolence upholds the view that moral behavior excludes the use of violence; as a political philosophy it maintains that violence is self-perpetuating and can never provide a means to a lasting peaceful end. As a principle, it supports the pacifist position that war and killing are never justified. As a practice, pacifists and non-pacifists have used nonviolence to achieve social change and express resistance to oppression.”


3See Furnari (2014b) for more developed discussion of the history and definitions of peacekeeping.


4The Heidelberg Institute for International Conflict Research defines a political conflict as “a positional difference regarding values relevant to a society – the conflict items – between at least two decisive and directly involved actors, which is being carried out using observable and interrelated conflict measures that lie outside established regulatory procedures and threaten core state functions or the international order, or that hold out the prospect of doing so” (http://www.hiik.de/en/konfliktbarometer/pdf/ConflictBarometer_2014.pdf, accessed August, 2015). It includes conflict over territory, secession, decolonization, autonomy, system/ideology, national power, regional predominance, international power and resources.


5Though as demonstrated in the Palestine/Israel case study, whether to gain trust of Palestinians or as an expression of distrust of Israeli soldiers and the government, for some organizations community engagement is limited to connecting with people in the organization or community being protected, and not with others. Some of these organizations understand their work to be partisan, though not all.




2. To Be By Your Side: Unarmed Protection and Accompaniment in Colombia


By John Lindsay-Poland and Michael Weintraub


Executive Summary


Preventive presence consists of creating spaces of action for the civilian population in such a way that they themselves can effect change in the structures that rule their lives. It is not to change the structures directly. We have not been invited here to influence local structures, nor do we have a mandate to do that. At the same time, influence occurs necessarily through our presence (Swedish Fellowship of Reconciliation [SweFOR] document, November 2014).


The research in Colombia found several consistent responses to the inquiry on good practices. These responses came from those accompanied, accompaniers from different organizations with experience in different periods and regions, and other observers. These included:




	International presence tends to dissuade armed groups, especially the State and paramilitaries (or neo-paramilitaries) from using violence.


	Physical visibility, the use of logos, and advocacy – at times collaborative between accompaniers and those accompanied – increases the level of dissuasion.


	The situation in Colombia (as of early 2015 when this case study was written), with ongoing negotiations between guerrillas of the Fuerzas Armadas Revolucionarias de Colombia (FARC) and the State and a growing influence from mining, palm oil, and other private multinational companies, poses new challenges for accompaniment as a security method for organizations, communities, and individuals threatened with political violence.





2.1 Introduction


International organizations have provided unarmed civilian protection – or protective accompaniment – in Colombia for more than 20 years. At least a dozen organizations have done this work. This experience includes a wide diversity in models of accompaniment, organizations accompanied, regions in the country, characteristics of the armed conflict and political violence, languages used, etc. This diversity offers a unique breadth and depth for a study of accompaniment and also poses significant challenges to analysis.


An essential criterion for identifying good practices in accompaniment is the effectiveness of protection of those who are accompanied – the outcome. How, then, can the effectiveness of accompaniment in Colombia be measured? “I don’t know how to measure success”, said one accompanier. “A leader has been threatened various times in the past two or three weeks. He’s received phone calls and they’ve banged on his door at night. And who knows? Who knows if they haven’t killed him because we are paying attention – you can’t measure that. That’s the tricky part” (CPT, 18).6 “How can we determine if what I am doing here is helping?”, asked another interviewee.


The thing is, you can’t really do ethically a control group experiment. There are organizations we accompanied that have been threatened, others not. But you can’t isolate the variables. There is too much. We don’t have scientific methods to decide where we apply our resources. I think protection works – but I don’t know how it works the best, and where, and how to optimize it. (PBI, 15)


This study aims to advance this knowledge, to document how accompaniment in Colombia has functioned, and to make visible what has been learned about effective practices, methods, and models employed.


Methodology


It was not feasible to consult with every accompaniment organization that has worked, or is still working, in Colombia. At least two no longer operate in Colombia. We worked principally with six organizations, making field visits to two regions outside of Bogota, with the following criteria:




	Agreement of the organizations and of ex-members to participate;


	Inclusion of PBI, as the largest, best documented, and longest running project in Colombia;


	Diversity of accompaniment models;


	Inclusion of both religious and secular projects.





Using these criteria, we focused on: Peace Brigades International (PBI), Christian Peacemaker Teams (CPT), Fellowship of Reconciliation (FOR), the Red de Hermandad (Red), Swedish Fellowship of Reconciliation (SweFOR), and the Presbyterian Church (PPF). We also interviewed members of Operation Dove, which accompanies the Peace Community of San José de Apartadó.


We used interviews and a day-long workshop with members of four of the organizations (PBI, FOR, Red, and SweFOR), as well as written documentation such as reports, blogs, and academic studies. The notes from a 2009 gathering of accompaniers and accompanied group in Bogota were also consulted. The interviews prioritized members and staff with more experience in the projects, especially those who had served in more than one role or function, and included those who had served previously as well as those currently serving. We also interviewed 14 individuals or representatives of groups accompanied in Colombia. Five of the interviews were conducted via Skype, the rest in person. Some interviews were individual, others in groups. In this way, we conducted 35 interviews involving 60 people.


Recommended Sources


Web sites of accompaniment organizations:




	Christian Peacemaker Teams (CPT): http://www.cpt.org/work/colombia



	Fellowship of Reconciliation Peace Presence (FOR): peacepresence.org



	Peace Brigades International (PBI): http://pbicolombiablog.com/



	Presbyterian Peace Fellowship (PPF): http://www.presbypeacefellowship.org/colombia



	Red de Hermandad (Red): http://www.redcolombia.org/



	Swedish Fellowship of Reconciliation (SweFOR): http://sweforcolombia.wordpress.com



	Operation Dove: http://www.operazionecolomba.it/






2.2 The Conflict in Colombia


The armed conflict in Colombia is framed in a larger history of political and economic exclusion, dramatic inequality of income and land tenancy, and political and criminal violence. The country possesses enormous natural resources, but unlike other Latin American countries, it has never had a complete land reform to transform the system of large and tiny landholdings.


The population suffered a partisan conflict between 1948 and 1958, known simply as ‘La Violencia’, in which an estimated 200,000 Colombians lost their lives and many more were forcibly displaced. With the establishment of the National Front in 1958, the Liberal and Conservative parties shared power, but they excluded many sectors that were not represented in political and economic elites, and in 1964 the guerrilla groups FARC (Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia) and ELN (National Liberation Army) formed among sectors of excluded Liberals and others inspired by the Cuban revolution. Other guerrilla organizations (M-19, EPL, Quintin Lame) also began to operate.


The conflict underwent important changes in the late 1980s and early 1990s. Negotiations with the guerrillas led to the demobilization of some groups, the creation of political parties, and a constitutional assembly. The leadership and members of parties created out of the EPL and FARC were systematically massacred, many by right-wing paramilitary organizations formed by drug traffickers, landowners, military officers, and political elites. The result was to strengthen the militarization of all armed groups. The paramilitaries and Columbian army took up spaces left by the Left and displaced communities, in some cases with the participation of ex-EPL members who became paramilitaries. Without political options, the FARC consolidated around its most war-oriented leaders.


At the same time, the end of the Cold War affected the regional strategy of the United States, which sought to legitimize its military actions in the war on drugs. Anti-drug operations in Peru and Bolivia –where the majority of coca leaf was grown in the 1980s – pushed the core of coca growing toward Colombia, where the guerrillas, paramilitaries, and traditional drug traffickers adapted and found in it new sources of maintenance and expansion.


President Cesar Gaviria (1990–1994) initiated policies of structural neoliberalization of the Colombian economy, privatizing public entities, applying structural adjustment, and prioritizing foreign capital. These policies led to an economic crisis, which pushed many in the population toward the illicit economy. It also made political leaders even more vulnerable to the external demands of international financial institutions and from Europe and North America.


The growth of paramilitaries in the 1990s and 2000s was responsible for the large majority of massacres, mass forced displacement, and forced disappearances, in concert with the armed forces, drug traffickers and regional elites. Out of a population of 48 million, more than five million Colombians were displaced, mostly from rural lands, constituting a counter-agrarian reform and an enormous humanitarian crisis that drew the attention of many international organizations. It was during this time, in 1994, that the first international team for unarmed civilian protection – or accompaniment – was established by Peace Brigades International (PBI), with teams in Bogota and Barrancabermeja.


During the same period, the expansion of the FARC and its practice of kidnappings provoked a panic among political and military elites in both Colombia and the United States, who strengthened their historic alliance at the end of the 1990s. The perception of the guerrillas’ legitimacy was also affected by the end of the Cold War, their participation in the coca economy, and their use of practices that violated international humanitarian law. In 1992, prominent Colombian intellectuals wrote to the guerrillas rejecting armed struggle (Nueva Sociedad, 1993). In 1999, the FARC kidnapped and killed three indigenous rights activists from the United States, for which they paid a high political price.


Under these conditions and in response to protests for peace by more than ten million Colombians, the recently inaugurated President Andrés Pastrana began negotiating with the FARC in 1998. But in 1999, the governments of Pastrana and of President Bill Clinton also announced Plan Colombia, a mostly military project that had as its declared objective reducing the coca leaf grown in Colombia by 50 percent in six years. The plan became more openly counter-insurgent after the September 11, 2001 attacks and the inaugurations of the presidencies of George W. Bush in January 2001 and Álvaro Uribe in August 2002.


In the United States, Canada, and Europe, the human rights movements and influence of NGOs grew in the 1990s. The United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights opened a monitoring office in Colombia in 1997. The same year, the United States approved the Leahy Law, legislation that prohibits assistance to military and police units of other countries if there is information that they have committed gross human rights abuses. The Plan Colombia package included conditions that withheld a percentage of assistance until the Secretary of State certified that the military was breaking ties with paramilitaries and cooperating with judicial investigations of rights violations. Both measures were violated and their implementation subject to influence, especially by powerful actors inside the U.S. government, but they also established mechanisms to pressure the Colombian state to reduce violations and advance human rights cases in the courts. Although international accompaniment operated independently of the Leahy Law, it did add to the mix of factors designed to dissuade human rights violations.


European governments participated very little in the military side of Plan Colombia, being more involved in economic programs. In Spain and England, particularly, Colombian political refugees and groups in solidarity with Colombia made human rights violations visible, and humanitarian agencies (both private and governmental) supported international and Colombian human rights organizations.


Several factors led to the incomplete demobilization of the paramilitary coalition, AUC, between 2003 and 2006. The strengthened capacity of the armed forces, massive displacement, and documented atrocities committed by paramilitaries made them more dispensable and politically inconvenient.


In 2006, Colombia signed a Free Trade Agreement with Washington, but the U.S. Congress delayed ratification until 2011; during that time, the Uribe government sought to satisfy Washington. A similar process occurred with Canada (FTA signed in 2008, implemented in 2011) and the European Union (FTA signed in 2012, entered into force in 2013).


The presidency of Álvaro Uribe Vélez (2002–2010) was marked by strategic advances in the war against the guerrillas and in citizen security in many areas, but also by the stigmatization of human rights defenders, open hostility to the judicial branch, alliances between many politicians and Army officials with the paramilitaries, an attempt to institutionalize the U.S. military presence on military bases, homicides by the Army of thousands of civilians falsely claimed as killed in combat (‘false positives’), and serious tensions with the Chavez government in Venezuela.


Current president Juan Manuel Santos, although a defense minister under Uribe, has lowered the war-like discourse and promoted laws – very incomplete and, for some, distorted – for victims as well as land restitution (Amnesty International, 2014). In 2012, his government and the FARC began dialogues in Havana, Cuba to achieve a definitive end to the armed conflict between the state and FARC. There have also been conversations between the government and ELN, but as of early 2015, they had not progressed to the same degree.


On the Threshold of a Peace Accord


Since December 2012, the FARC and Colombian government have carried out negotiations in Havana, Cuba to end the armed conflict, and many observers believe that an agreement between the two sides is imminent. Interviews conducted for this study occurred during a unilateral ceasefire by the FARC, to which the government responded with some operational limits.
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But an agreement is not a guarantee that Colombians who are accompanied will be less vulnerable or that accompaniment will be less important for their security. For example, although there was less combat between the FARC and armed forces in 2014 than in previous years (Fundación Paz, 2015, p.5), the number of threats and attacks on human rights defenders increased (by 71%, according to Programa Somos Defensores, 2015, p. 46).


“We think the human rights situation isn’t that dependent on the peace process”, said someone from PBI. “It might even get worse in some parts” (PBI, 15).


Moreover, it remains to be seen whether an accord between guerrillas and the state will affect the financial resources available for international accompaniment.


The modes of violence in the world are shifting and realigning. The threats look different today in Colombia, said someone from FOR.


You look at Guatemala and Mexico, and there [are] these shifting forces of criminal networks and gangs that realign and exert pressure on organizations and communities in new ways. Are we really in the next five years going to be able wrap up this chapter of history in Colombia? Can we as accompaniment organizations say, “It looks difficult but you probably don’t need us so much”? I can’t quite see that end so near. (FOR, 2)


“At this moment, when there is a rapprochement between the FARC and the government, it appears that they are creating [better] conditions, but… that doesn’t mean that violence will entirely end”, says a Peace Community leader. “The intensity of the conflict decreases, but the violent deaths continue. As a community, if in a month the accompaniment left, well, we are not prepared” (CdP, 7).


2.3 Profile of UCP Organizations in Colombia


International organizations have provided unarmed civilian protection – or accompaniment – in Colombia for more than 20 years. At least a dozen organizations have done this work. In many ways, PBI opened the way for other accompaniment organizations, demonstrating that the methods they used worked. The Red de Hermandad (trans. Sisterhood/Brotherhood Network, Red in this text) came to Colombia five years after PBI, in 1999, while Christian Peacemaker Teams (CPT) arrived in 2001, having had six years of experience already in Palestine. The Fellowship of Reconciliation (FOR) established its team in San José de Apartadó in 2002, SweFOR and Presbyterian Peace Fellowship (PPF) arrived in 2004, while Operazione Colomba, (“Operation Dove”) came in 2009.7


Unarmed civilian protection in Colombia has its expression in international accompaniment, which has several features. As some people use the word, it is a religious and Christian concept, tied to human solidarity and the special need for solidarity with the poor. “In Christian terms, accompaniment makes the idea of incarnation so physically real, that in a sense more value is just who you are, not that you bring math, agricultural, skills, money”, says a Presbyterian Church member. “That’s an incredible gift to people in the US who don’t believe that in their hearts” (PPF, 32).


In a similar sense, accompaniment often includes emotional support. In Colombia, accompaniment can also refer to support or collaboration: a human rights defender, for example, who has a legal case or litigation for a human rights violation is ‘accompanying’ the process.


The concept in Colombia is also tied to the dissuasion of violence, and to the analysis that indicates that international presence has dissuasion against violations committed by the armed forces and paramilitaries, but not as much against violations by the guerrillas. As such, this dissuasive presence is not so much an interposition between armed groups, as being by the side of the accompanied (see Mahony & Eguren, 1997).


Some accompaniers are also motivated by a commitment to leftist social movements. Guerrillas have attacked human rights defenders and community leaders on the Left, but these movements have more frequently been targeted by paramilitaries and armed forces than by guerrillas. This has influenced how accompaniment is carried out.


In this study we focus on the accompaniment work of six international organizations active in Colombia (sometimes called INGOs – international non-governmental organizations).


Peace Brigades International (PBI)


The first request to PBI for accompaniment in Colombia was from the Association of Family Members of Detained and Disappeared in Colombia (Asfaddes) in 1990, but PBI was not then in a position to assemble a project. It was not until early 1993, when Asfaddes, the Intercongregational Commission for Justice and Peace (ICJP), and the Regional Committee for the Defense of Human Rights (Credhos), in Barrancabermeja separately sent requests to PBI that the organization put together a committee and exploratory team. That team was made of four people with prior PBI experience in Guatemala and El Salvador, who brought what they had learned from their previous work to an exploratory two-month visit in May and June of 1993. Because of time required for fundraising and PBI’s internal decision making, it was not until October 1994 that it established a project in Colombia, with teams in Bogota and Barrancabermeja. It would expand to teams in Urabá and Medellin in 1998 and 1999, respectively; the Medellin team closed in 2011. PBI also had a team in Cali from 2010 to 2013. In 2015, it had 23 volunteers in three field teams.


La Red de Hermandad y Solidaridad con Colombia (Network of Sisterhood/Brotherhood and Solidarity with Colombia)


The Red initially grew from a Colombian network in 1994 with relationships to a coalition of human rights organizations, the Coordination Colombia-Europe-United States (CCEEU). The European Network formed over a period of years, and in 1999 it began doing physical accompaniment in Colombia. In 2001, the Solidarity House (Casa de Solidaridad) was established, and serves as the Red’s current headquarters in Bogotá. In 2008, previously existing groups from Canada, Argentina and Ecuador joined the Red. Although some of the Red’s accompaniers stay for a year or longer, others organize their stays around specific events such as caravans or grassroots tribunals, or stay for several months for specific work with a Colombian organization.


Because it is a network of organizations and groups, both foreign and Colombian, the Red has a structure very different from the other accompaniment organizations, and its way of functioning has changed during its history. Decisions are made by Colombian and foreign organizations that are members of the network. Every two years, a representative of a foreign network group is delegated to serve as coordinator, financed by that network group. Volunteers, although they may come from one of the Red’s international groups, work directly with the Colombian groups where they are placed, in coordination with the Solidarity House (Red, 20).


Christian Peacemaker Teams (CPT)


In May 2001, after a three-month stay by an initial team, the Columbian Mennonite Church invited CPT to establish a permanent team in Barrancabermeja.8 The focus in the beginning was to permanently accompany the Opon River communities, but the work expanded to communities in nearby southern Bolivar state, and, for a time, to indigenous communities in southern Nariño state. By 2008, CPT accompanied several communities that participated in “humanitarian spaces” – locations designated by civilians as free from combat or armed groups – in the Middle Magdalena region, where Barrancabermeja is located (Hart, 2008). At the end of 2014, it had eight accompaniers in Colombia.


Fellowship of Reconciliation Peace Presence (FOR)


FOR’s work in the United States focused on nonviolence and anti-war activism, and it gave an award to the Peace Community of San José de Apartadó in 1999. Located in a conflict region of Colombia where army, guerrilla, and paramilitary forces were all present, the peasant community declared itself neutral in 1997 by refusing to support any armed group. It suffered many killings as a result. (See “Chronology of a Community Accompanied”.) During a visit in 2001, the community requested a permanent presence from FOR in a settlement where there had been a massacre, and FOR began to accompany there in 2002. It opened an office and team in Bogota in 2005, which also accompanies conscientious objectors and communities that face violence from armed groups and multinational corporations. As of 2015, it has five accompaniers in two sub-teams.


Swedish Fellowship of Reconciliation (SweFOR)


SweFOR already had (and has) accompaniment teams in Guatemala and Mexico when it began an accompaniment project in Colombia in 2004. An exploratory visit of two people stayed for four months, leading to a team in Bogota, which expanded in 2005 to Quibdó in Chocó state by invitation of the Quibdó Catholic Diocese (internal documents, FOR archive). SweFOR and FOR belong to the International Fellowship of Reconciliation. In 2015, SweFOR had ten accompaniers in two field teams.


Presbyterian Church


Although the Presbyterian churches in Colombia (IPC) and the United States (PCUSA) have a long institutional relationship, the visit of PCUSA’s moderator in 2004 was the first such visit in 39 years. A Presbyterian missionary in Colombia had been advocating for the security of the Colombian church’s leaders in her mission letters between 2002 and 2004. During her visit, the PCUSA moderator received a letter with a request for accompaniment, and the church had never received a request of that kind. “They didn’t know what to do. People thought this was crazy, dangerous, expensive. They ignored it”, said one pastor. The new moderator elected in 2004 decided to visit. During the delegation organized by the IPC, they met with sociologist Alfredo Correa in Barranquilla, and shortly afterward received a phone call with news of his murder (PPF, 3).


The request was to accompany the IPC’s leadership and their human rights defender partners. The IPC knew of CPT’s and FOR’s work, and realized that they needed this kind of relationship to continue their work; they also wanted PCUSA’s participation to “go to the next level” (PPF, 3). This is how the project to accompany IPC in Barranquilla began in 2004. In 2010, after several visits, they began to accompany the IPC in the northwestern Urabá region (Eastwood, 2012).


Operazione Colomba


Operazione Colomba (“Operation Dove”) arrived in Colombia, after experiences in Palestine (see Palestine/Israel case study), to specifically accompany the Peace Community of San José de Apartadó in 2009. Formed in 1992 by Italian Catholic activists during the Balkans War, Operation Dove experimented with its style of accompaniment in other conflicts, including Palestine, Chiapas, Congo, and north Uganda, which influenced its accompaniment model.


For organizations that had never done international accompaniment before, such as the Red, FOR and PPF, the decision to do so arose organically, out of relationships with groups in Colombia that requested it. Responsive leadership within these organizations made a big difference in the decision to go forward.


Groups with previous experience in accompaniment, such as PBI, CPT and SweFOR, were more likely to have developed criteria for opening projects. PBI’s decision making for opening a project was very process-oriented, with extensive consultation both internal and external to the organization. Its criteria in the early 1990s included the existence of a request from a nonviolent organization, the urgency and need for accompaniment, adequate funding, enough available volunteers for the team, and support by multiple country groups of PBI.


Accompaniment Project Finances


Like the models for accompaniment, the mechanisms for financing accompaniment in Colombia have also been diverse. What they have in common is that they achieve a lot with the amount of funds available to them.


PBI began the Colombia Project in 1995 mostly with commitments from funding agencies in Europe, with expenses of about $175,000. Over the years it continued to be financed mainly by European institutions. With the support of government agencies, both provincial and national (in Spain, Norway, and Ireland), PBI Colombia increased its income to $1.7 million in 2012 (which dropped to $1.28 million in 2013 as a result of government agency cuts).9


With an annual budget of about $520,000, SweFOR Colombia receives nearly all of its funding from the Swedish International Development Agency, so that its continuation is subject to geographic (and to some extent issue) priorities of Sweden’s foreign policy (SweFOR, 11).


CPT depends on financial donations from individuals (including short-term accompaniers), communities, and Christian churches in the United States and Canada, which has both limited its growth and helped its stability as a result of changes in governments or the global economy. Its annual budget for programs and teams in four countries was about a million dollars in 2012.10 Accompaniers from the Red de Hermandad and Presbyterian Church fund their own stays in Colombia, and both operate with budgets of less than $30,000 annually. The Colombian Presbyterian Church provides lodging and infrastructure for its accompaniers, while the Red has a house in Bogota supported by its member groups and a grant from Spain (PPF, 3; Red, 20). FOR utilizes a hybrid of sources –individuals, private foundations, and the Austrian government – with an annual budget of $163,000 (FOR, 35).


External Conditions that Facilitate the Effectiveness of International Accompaniment


A common observation, sometimes an unspoken premise, when accompaniment is chosen as a strategy, is that the Colombian government has been sensitive to its international image. Although that sensitivity has had ups and downs, it is a prerequisite for accompaniment to function well as protection.


Another condition that impacts effectiveness – and thus best practices in decisions to mount an accompaniment project – is the level of risk or of violence. PBI arrived in 1994, five or more years before other INGOs, in conditions where accompaniment was more novel, but also more risky. Perhaps for this reason – and because of PBI’s comparatively greater experience – there have been more serious violent incidents against people accompanied by PBI than against those protected by other INGOs. In 2000, there was a massacre in the town center of San José de Apartadó in spite of the presence of PBI accompaniers. In Medellin, two Asfaddes members accompanied by PBI were disappeared, also in 2000, although that did not occur in the presence of the accompaniers.


In the 1990s, the Urabá region experienced extremely high levels of violence. “At that time it was not advisable for a North American to go around here permanently. He would be a military objective of the armed groups”, someone in Apartadó said. In those conditions, accompaniment occurred on visits or delegations to Urabá – for example, the PCUSA visited three times in 1997 – but the visits provoked more fear of what could happen to the visitors than protection (PPF, 5). Good practice for organizations considering accompaniment includes serious analysis of these security conditions and their implications for effective dissuasion.


Goals Beside Protection


Some accompaniment organizations began their accompaniment projects in Colombia out of and after decades of work with other and broader mandates. FOR and PCUSA have long histories of working for peace and justice, with a variety of methods and issues, mainly in the United States; each began its accompaniment project based on a single request from Colombia.


PCUSA “had further goals in mutuality, in advocacy and support-building. It wasn’t all dependent on that one classic protective accompaniment mission. It certainly was there, and at times when it needed to be present, it was present” (PPF, 32). For CPT, protection is “part of what we’re happy to do”, but “protection seems like it is starting in the wrong place” by focusing on the fact that local communities are somehow helpless to protect themselves, that they need X, and that CPT can provide it (CPT, 1).


PBI and SweFOR begin with the goal of protection, which defines their mandates, and from there incorporate objectives. The Red and Presbyterian Church, on the other hand, begin with a commitment that is either political (Red) or religious (the Presbyterians), and then complement it with protection activities. FOR and CPT have protection as important goals, but have other goals that imply activities that are not necessarily a function of protection. One person accompanied by the Red and PBI said:


PBI does all the communication with the State. They depend a lot on that. We determine in which situations [we ask] one or the other. The Red has an advantage, that principle of non-interference that is so strong in PBI – the Red doesn’t have it, they take part. They have gotten involved in the work of training and accompaniment has been closer to the people. Nevertheless, in situations of high risk we have asked for accompaniment from several organizations. (CSPP, 13)


The organizations with a strong base in the United States – CPT, FOR, and PPF – have an explicit goal of cutting U.S. military assistance to Colombia. This goal is part of their advocacy, especially in the United States; they participate in coalitions focused on changing military policies, such as the Latin America Working Group and the Days of Prayer and Action. The CPT team has carried out direct actions against aerial fumigation of coca fields by protesting on the tarmac where fumigation aircraft operate in Barrancabermeja. FOR has published reports together with a Colombian coalition on the impact of military assistance on the commission of extrajudicial killings.


For PBI, protecting human rights defenders is based on a premise that those people represent a core of organization for social change. Even if other parts of the organization are exiled, weakened, or even destroyed, the survival of that core would make possible the continuity of work for social changes toward a country at peace with social justice. In that sense, the goals go beyond protection itself. And the process of reflection about what are the core points or individuals of an organization or community occurs jointly and in coordination with the accompanied group.


Other accompaniment organizations seek to provide protection with a very similar logic. For Operation Dove, although protection is the principal motivation, they see international presence as important to supporting the resistance of the Peace Community they accompany. “I don’t know how it would be without accompaniment. That resistance is against a system, not just against a person, or the armed forces, but also against economic interests [that are] connected to uses of land to make money” (Op. Col., 10).


In general, the organizations understand protection through accompaniment as complementary to other objectives they seek, and vice-versa. PBI has developed deep expertise in protection, but other groups offer contributions – relationships with constituencies, policy advocacy, or entry points for accompaniers – that PBI does not. Because of the myriad variables involved, it would be difficult to isolate the effects of working for other goals from the effects of a single focus on protection.


2.4 Preparation and Training of Volunteers and Teams


The form, intensity and duration of volunteer training vary among the organizations, and are not limited to face-to-face training sessions. In part, the duration of trainings corresponds to the duration of volunteer service: to work for CPT for three years requires a training session of one month; to work for PBI for 18 months or for FOR for a year requires a week; to work for PPF for a month requires three days.


On the other hand, the organizations use different processes. PBI strongly emphasizes long-distance preparation, with the use of readings and exercises before a face-to-face training. The training sessions for CPT and SweFOR in North America and Sweden, respectively, include applicants who will work in Colombia but also in other countries where they have teams; SweFOR conducts an additional training for volunteers in Colombia. FOR focuses a great deal on training in Colombia once a volunteer has arrived. In the Red, the responsibility for training is shared between the organization sending and the one receiving the volunteer.


Since 2000, PBI has staff dedicated solely to the training of teams in Colombia. Long-distance training with readings occurs over several months, and covers the conflict and situation in Colombia, team actions, decision making, and psycho-social issues. Applicants watch videos, write articles, and speak by phone or skype with training staff. The training process continues in a face-to-face session in Spain (after which a decision is made on the application) and once volunteers arrive in Colombia. There are training workshops both in Bogota and in regional field teams, as well as ongoing training that includes role plays, situational exercises, and preparation in emotional care (PBI, 28, 8).


Sometimes the preparation to go to Colombia goes beyond ‘training’ and includes emotional support, help obtaining visas, and consulting references (PBI, 28). Some accompaniment organizations bring people to trainings who are not part of the training team, for special presentations or to represent important perspectives (for example, former team members).


“If we were a ‘normal’ and common organization, we could use the human resources department, ask for a CV, and that’s it”, said someone who did volunteer training with PBI. “With international accompaniment, you have to go further. Because accompaniment means to accompany the people, and that is to be with people. I believe it is more than a job. And if in all the process of training you don’t do accompaniment, well, you’re doing something else” (PBI, 28). Another person who served with PBI said that, when there are Latin Americans on a team that is mostly European or North American, the training process should include a space for discussing responses to that (PBI, 37).


A dialogue in 2009 between accompaniers and those accompanied concluded that there is a “lack of capacity by accompaniers to react with legal knowledge, to know and counteract the armed forces”. The recommendation of that dialogue for interaction with the state was to have a better knowledge of legal issues and regulations. The dialogue suggested that accompanied organizations could give training and ought to explain legal issues to accompaniers, in order to be able to respond to the armed forces’ discourse. Training on how to move about in the field or how to identify military units and illegal armed groups could occur in workshops, led by accompanied groups, focusing on military and institutional rules and norms. The same 2009 gathering recommended that team preparation be adapted to the specific moment and region where accompaniment is to occur (2009 gathering).


The diversity of criteria for selecting accompaniers corresponds to different models and types of accompaniment. Some organizations, such as the Red and PCUSA, accept accompaniers for short periods, and PCUSA does not require volunteers to speak Spanish if they come with someone who does. PBI, SweFOR, and FOR, on the other hand, require commitments from one to two years and proficiency in Spanish. CPT works with both modalities: short-term accompaniers and members of national and international delegations, as well as accompaniers of as long as ten years. But short-term accompaniers have responsibilities that are very different from those with longer service, and protection is not normally their principal function.


In those projects with greater flexibility of criteria – the Red, PCUSA, and CPT – there are philosophical or spiritual links that frame and orient the cooperation between Colombians and foreigners. In the case of the Red and PCUSA/IPC, the relationship is institutional: PCUSA and IPC are sister churches, or as someone in IPC said: “You all walk forward to the extent that we walk forward”, in the same rhythm (IPC, 9). Organizations in the Red that send volunteers, as well as those who receive them, belong to the same network that coordinates the accompaniment (Red, 20).


One might think that the organizations that require more training and have more rigorous criteria – especially in the minimum time of volunteer service – would be more effective in their accompaniment. With more time in the country, the volunteers have more knowledge, capacity, and relationships of trust.


But there is another side to this contrast. For example, although PPF typically has just two accompaniers in the field for one or two months at a time, this has amounted to 112 accompaniers in ten years. When these people return to the United States, they advocate, bring visibility to Colombia, and raise funds. And it was precisely advocacy in the United States and awareness within PCUSA that the IPC was seeking.


In addition, with a broader profile for accompaniers, there are fewer barriers to service. For example, PPF allows someone who does not speak Spanish to serve a month if she or he is accompanying beside someone who speaks fluently. “I appreciated that there was the opportunity for non-Spanish speakers to participate in the accompaniment program on a short-term basis”, said someone from PPF. “It was a greater stress for the Spanish speaker. But it opens up accompaniment to a much wider audience and to much of the structure of the Presbyterian Church USA. And it disseminated the word and got more people involved on a wider basis” (PPF, 32).


The value of short-term accompaniers corresponds to PPF’s strategy to mobilize people at the grassroots of the church, a strategy not used as much by PBI or SweFOR, for example, that focus their advocacy and information more on institutions with political weight. This strategy also puts more responsibility – and decision making power – in the Colombian church to coordinate, guide accompaniers, and evaluate risks and security. When PCUSA has had missionaries to work with accompaniers, they assumed a part of these responsibilities (PPF, 32).


Other accompaniment organizations – especially CPT and FOR – use short-term delegations to raise awareness and involve more grassroots individuals who would not serve as long-term volunteers. The Red, CPT, and Operation Dove have a mix of long-term and short-term volunteers.


Criteria for Volunteers


The criteria for CPT volunteers are to be:




	21 years or older;


	committed to the nonviolent community in Christ or another faith/spirituality, and to be seeking the will of God in their work, worship and decision making11;


	dedicated to peacemaking;


	experienced in nonviolent direct action;


	adequately free from responsibilities in order to move into life-threatening situations on short notice; and


	willing to commit to three years of service.


	Members may also have special skills or significant experience in a particular cross-cultural setting.12



	In Colombia, Spanish fluency is required.





FOR requires of its volunteers:




	A clear understanding of and commitment to nonviolence;


	proficiency in both Spanish and English;


	a strong commitment to teamwork;


	minimum commitment of one year;


	minimum 23 years of age to apply;


	resilience, the ability to work effectively under intense pressure and stress;


	willingness to live in an extremely rural environment;


	sensitivity to and the ability to work with people of different cultures demonstrated through previous experience with people of another culture (experience in the field is an asset, but is not required; familiarity with rural communities is also helpful);


	familiarity with consensus decision making;


	ability to represent the project in a professional and appropriate manner, in a wide variety of settings;


	ability to track and analyze information that is pertinent to the safety of volunteers, the need for external support, and/or the opportunities for enhancing the work;


	basic computer skills; and


	reasonable proficiency with writing reports, summarizing information, and capturing stories (highly recommended).13






For PPF, volunteer criteria include:




	be 21 years or older;


	of Christian faith;


	be committed to advocacy and presentations upon returning to the United States;


	ability to work in groups; and


	preference for those who speak Spanish and have experience in Latin America (PPF, 3).





PBI requires of its volunteers:




	understanding of and commitment to the principle of nonviolence;


	fluid proficiency in Spanish;


	personal balance;


	ability to work in a group;


	capacity for political work;


	maturity (25 years old preferable);


	discretion and diplomacy;


	capacity to hold up and work efficiently under pressure;


	knowledge and understanding of Colombian history, politics and culture;


	multicultural empathy and sensitivity;


	flexibility to adapt to changes;


	work experience in an NGO; and


	practical knowledge of computers, basic accounting, and writing.14






The profile sought by SweFOR includes:




	Spanish proficiency;


	capacity for analysis;


	good management of group dynamics;


	work experience in a social movement;


	access to networks of contacts to distribute information;


	commitment to the principles of nonviolence; and


	experience in a developing country, preferably in a conflict zone.


	They are removing the requirement to be 25 years or older to focus instead on maturity and self-knowledge.


	University education is also not a required qualification (SweFOR, 11).





Groups in the Red have diverse criteria for volunteers. One of them, the Accompaniment and Solidarity with Colombia Project (PASC) of Quebec, has the following:




	be 21 years or older (with some exceptions);


	live in Canada (to facilitate the training process);


	have proficiency in Spanish and adequate ability in French to participate in join training activities (lectures and workshops);


	be available to accompany for at least three months (with some exceptions in the case of special events);


	be committed to organizing an activity and to participating actively in PASC activities upon return to Canada;


	be able to adapt to difficult physical and psychological conditions;


	share an anti-imperialist vision of solidarity;


	
have an understanding of the Colombian socio-political context and of the dynamics of the social and armed conflict;


	have an open mind and respect the autonomy of local communities and organizations;


	be able to recognize and adapt to situations of risk in a context of low-intensity conflict or of open armed conflict;


	have facility to work in a team and make decisions by consensus;


	have significant cross-cultural experience in Canada or elsewhere;


	show flexibility and a good capacity for adaptation to changes; and


	have adequate psychological and emotional stability to work under pressure in a context of risk.15






The 2009 dialogue between accompaniers and those accompanied from several organizations alluded to a mythology or attitude (mística) of accompaniment work that leads to the ‘volunteer tourist’ syndrome. The lack of commitment in this case is a limitation that has several consequences, including damage to the image of international accompaniers. A certain level of vocation is needed as well as a political and humanistic identity (2009 gathering).


There is “a need to select who will be accompanying in remote areas. There is a need for trust, for being active, for participation in resistance processes. Distance can also be a limitation” (2009 gathering).


2.5 How Accompaniment Projects and Those Accompanied Choose Each Other


Believing that the criteria for which communities in Colombia receive or do not receive accompaniment reflect goals or values of the accompaniment organizations, we inquired about how these were chosen.


“They chose us”, and “Requests came to us, it’s not that we are looking for organizations”, said members of PBI as well as SweFOR (PBI, 25; SweFOR, 12), but those requests are likely to be based on criteria established by the accompaniment organizations. The relationship of accompaniment is formalized in agreements (PBI, FOR, SweFOR), and also define whom the international organizations will accompany directly.


On the other hand, some INGOs have accompanied the same organizations for years. “The finances also shape it”, said someone in PBI, although others observed that they have adopted flexibility mechanisms, such as short-term ‘umbrella’ accompaniment, to multiply their coverage and respond to new requests (PBI, 25, 8).


“A very general goal is peace, the construction of a country where there is no political violence, where there isn’t a need for [protection from threats].” We work with “people who are instrumental. They are selected by how we see their role in the construction of peace” (PBI, 4).


The risk to the accompanied person or group, together with the level of dissuasion offered by accompaniment, are obvious factors in deciding on accompaniment, although the risk may rise or fall according to the moment. For that reason, the organizations analyze risk for each request for an accompaniment activity, not just during the phase of evaluating whether to make an agreement with an organization or community.


We assess each request based on risk, but also whether it is emblematic [i.e. important or high-profile]. It has a lot to do with those events that are historically relevant. If it were not for those emblematic events, our presence here would not have much meaning. Emblematic cases are also returns to [communities’] lands. Curvaradó [community in Chocó state] is emblematic not only for PBI but for many people, including for the State itself. (PBI, 4)


Other criteria for PBI include: the accompanied group’s commitment to nonviolence; that they are legal organizations; its compatibility with PBI’s strategies; PBI’s capacity to be in the organization’s region; its ability to work with PBI’s limits; and that PBI’s methods function to dissuade violence (PBI, 25). PBI does not accompany public figures of political parties, nor party activities. “We don’t want the government to be able to put us in the category of political organizations” (PBI, 8, 15).


One of the principal reasons that CPT chose to work with the communities in Barranca and the Opon River was that those communities had a clear idea of how CPT could be useful. Often, the communities already have nonviolent strategies that they want to put into practice, and CPT serves as “another set of minds, bodies, and hearts” (CPT, 1).


Indirect ‘umbrella’ accompaniment – of communities or individuals that are located near to or are in turn accompanied by those with whom there is an accompaniment agreement – is also intentional. Organizations prioritize partners who open doors for other groups or individuals, or who establish a precedent. “The Peace Community not only protects its own life, but they protect the whole area. It is a way of protecting others who don’t count as ‘human rights defenders’ and whom we don’t know” (PBI, 4).


Among the criteria for deciding on PBI’s new accompaniment commitments is a general assessment of existing support. Several communities accompanied by PBI “are important at the international level also, and [accompaniment] reinforces international process under way”, for example, cases before the Inter-American Human Rights Court. Moreover, sometimes accompaniment raises the profile of those cases, as happened with the Peace Community of San José de Apartadó and the Humanitarian Space in Buenaventura. But being high-profile does not mean that victims have received complete reparations. “The solidarity continues until there is justice for those people at the local level” (PBI, 4, 8).


In addition, PBI accompanies legal cases, both politically and physically. “Our mere presence at a hearing in Medellin can help, can be one more step toward there being a sentence, or that is what we understand.” Those whom PBI has accompanied for a long time and have a high profile “would be very hard to stop accompanying at this point” (PBI, 4).


“The process of accepting a new group for accompaniment requires a lot of analysis, because we don’t know who they are”, said someone in PBI (PBI, 4). For example, PBI recently started accompanying the Puente Nayero Humanitarian Space (the Space) in Buenaventura. Violence in this Pacific port city, populated mainly by Afro-descendants living in poverty, has grown with the rise of both drug trafficking as well as legal businesses drawn by the development of a mega-port in the city. The violence was recently the subject of a report by Human Rights Watch.16


CIJP, which originally requested PBI’s presence in 1990 and with whom PBI has an accompaniment agreement, was itself accompanying in Buenaventura.17 In April 2014, the La Playita community established a ‘humanitarian space’ that sought to exclude armed groups. In a symbolic act, they burned down a house in the space that had been used as a ‘chop house’, in which armed men chopped up their victims and threw the remains into the sea. At the same time, in response to a request from CIJP and its own analysis, PBI began to periodically visit the Space (Peace Brigades International, 2014, p. 8).


A foreigner who was collaborating with the CIJP but not part of an international organization began to accompany the Space, but the experience was aborted in July 2014 when he was threatened with death by paramilitaries (Amnesty International, “Urgent Action,” 2014). FOR began to visit the Space shortly afterward and make monthly visits (Drake, 2014). The Inter-American Human Rights Commission issued protective measures for families in the Space in September 2014 (Vivanco, 2015). As of January 2015, PBI, FOR, and the U.S. organization Witness for Peace continued to make regular accompaniment visits to the Space.


One community strategy was to request police posts just outside the Space’s boundaries. Initially, the National Police responded that the residents were terrorists. The archbishop suggested that the community talk with accompaniment organizations, according to an international official. For the police, the international presence lent legitimacy, and they subsequently established police posts (PBI, 27).


Accompaniment of Individuals


PBI prefers to accompany organizations in order to have a broader impact, but there are exceptions. One attorney, for example, has the four most important human rights court cases in the country, and serves as a national and international reference point for struggles against impunity (PBI, 25). There are also cases of high-profile individuals at great risk who previously were accompanied as part of an organization, and continue to be accompanied as individuals.


2.6 Impact of the Nature or Source of Threat


International presence does not dissuade every kind of threat. As someone from PBI stated: “Sometimes, you have to say, sorry, but international presence won’t stop that kind of threat” (PBI, 4). “With the guerrillas, I doubt that our presence has an effect. The presence of foreigners has never been a force of dissuasion in those cases”, said someone from the Red. Moreover, according to a PBI member, “in an area with open conflict, where there are guerrillas, together with the armed forces, our presence can become a military target” (Seminar).


But another PBI source observed that there is a certain level of dissuasion with the guerrillas. “International presence affects the guerrillas’ attitude: they won’t be as authoritarian [or] visible with an international presence. It is clearly not the same (which is why there is no communication with that armed group); but they are also sensitive to their international image (PBI, 8).


Accompaniers also may not have much dissuasion with individual ‘aggressive cowboys’ who act as neo-paramilitaries, but in those cases accompaniers may request the presence of the armed forces (Seminar).


Protection and Dissuasion against Threats From Private Companies


According to one analysis published by PBI, in one decade in Colombia, the country’s extraction of coal has nearly doubled. The number of mining concessions has increased at a dizzying pace, from 1.1 million hectares in 2002 to over 8.4 million hectares in 2009. At the same time, the country is experiencing a period of social resistance to the increase in exploration and extraction. In such a context, in which economic interests create pressure on the land and there are risks for those who protect the human rights of local people, international accompaniment is fundamental (Vallies, 2014, pp. 70–75).18


Some small and medium-size illegal miners fear that the international presence of accompaniers creates an advantage for the multinationals who already have concessions. “They feel that through us the multinationals will enter, which are the ones that have the mining titles for exploiting the territories. We have had to dialogue and explain our role.” In addition, social protest is increasingly criminalized, and many people have stopped planting crops and are leaving the area. “Clearly [mining] is a source of risk for the organizations we accompany, especially in the Upper Atrato River area, because of their position on mining”, according to someone in SweFOR.


The question arises: what form of accompaniment will best reduce violations by multinational corporations or their local actors? For the Red, this is the principal work of many of its groups. They organize letter campaigns to companies, hold international popular tribunals, protest, and write reports. They brought a delegation of Canadian organizations to the site of Pacific Rubiales (the largest oil company in the country, headquartered in Canada). They performed a theatrical work in various communities. They have spoken with financial journalists and agencies that promote socially responsible investment (Seminar).


A factor complicating international advocacy about mining is many embassies’ view that their countries’ companies are their clients. Embassies often devote more staff to promoting trade than human, labor, and environmental rights. Before the United States, Canada and the European Union ratified the free trade agreements with Colombia, there was more space in the embassies to press for respecting those rights.


For PBI, the response “starts from the idea that the Colombian state is responsible, independent of whether it is a company, or a paramilitary: to demand guarantees for people in its territory. PBI’s aim is to allow people protesting to do so without fear.” This becomes even more important given the growing mobilizations, repression of them by the armed forces, and new legal restrictions in the Citizens Security Law (PBI, 8, 25).


Accompaniment organizations run the risk of provoking companies to take legal reprisals. When PBI published something on mining, it received a communication that included pressure (Seminar; PBI, 8). The lawyers who filed suit against Drummond and Chiquita for their support of paramilitary groups in Colombia have faced counter-suits by those companies (Meier, 2015, p. B1).


These are entities that have access to all the lawyers in the world and tons of money. For a small organization like us, the threat of a lawsuit – what do you do with that? If we have to lawyer up how are we going to do that? But at the same time not wanting to be deterred in seeing how we can be effective. This requires an analysis of the armed groups involved: are they paid directly by the companies? Are they motivated solely by money? Do they not want to kill international people or they don’t care? (FOR, 35)


There are also openings “to interact with people who are watching these corporations, people from the countries where they have headquarters. There is a vibrant movement” with whom accompaniment organizations can partner, which raises the stakes for the corporations. “That can show we’re not here alone, we’re concerned about the security of these people and that can help shine a light on them so they may be less likely to do something. But you have to do an analysis of the corporation and how they operate” (FOR, 35).


They also take care not to strengthen the legitimacy of aggressive multinationals. FOR accompanies Tierra Digna, which in turn gives legal support to communities making claims on mining companies for environmental contamination and displacement from their homes. In meetings of Tierra Digna and the community with company representatives when FOR members accompany, they clearly explain their role in order to prevent cooptation or the suggestion that their presence represents an endorsement of company activities (Seminar).


What is clear is that accompaniment organizations see the issue as one of increasing concern that merits new and better strategies to confront the growth of risks generated by the activities of multinational corporations.


2.7 Accompaniment Methods


In this section, we review the use of various methods or tools of accompaniment, while recognizing that they work together and should not be analyzed in isolation. “That range of things, each in its dimension, has value in the moment”, said one accompanied person. “According to each situation, they all have a very important value for our protection. They add up as forms of protection, with different objectives but equally useful” (CSPP, 13).


An evaluation of PBI projects came to the same conclusion:


For [Colombian human rights defenders], the strength of PBI’s approach is the integration of its various component parts: physical, political and moral accompaniment; advocacy with authorities at all levels (including in the Vice-Presidency); contact with and coordination of briefings for diplomats; emergency response when necessary; and regular communication with the outside world, including via periodic speaking tours. (Christie, 2011, p. 18)


Physical Accompaniment


The physical presence of international accompaniers has diverse objectives, as described in our interviews (Seminar):




	To protect the work spaces of organizations so that they do not close down and may expand these spaces. These spaces may also encompass the daily lives of members, for example, as they go out shopping, pick up the kids from school, and run other errands.


	To give encouragement and moral and emotional support to those accompanied.


	To make visible the relationship between accompaniment organizations and local organizations.


	To establish trust and relationships with communities by living with them, which will help accompaniers understand the situation.


	To strengthen by one’s physical presence solidarity in the home countries of accompaniers.


	To strengthen the accompaniers’ global analysis and commitment after their accompaniment experiences.


	To document, take photos and videos for use in communications and advocacy.


	To increase media coverage of Colombia outside the country.


	To extend protection beyond the organization accompanied to people nearby and associated organizations.


	To strengthen the legitimacy of the accompanied organization.





Forms of physical accompaniment:




	Make rounds or visits to workplaces (offices in the city, diverse locations in the countryside).


	Accompany marches or other public activities.


	Accompany meetings with government officials (be it waiting outside the meeting, observing, or participating).


	Accompany during court hearings or trials.
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