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This book is dedicated to the thousands of peacebuilders in the world. In particular, to the members of the Parents Circle-Families Forum, a joint Palestinian and Israeli organization, who demonstrate how people can transcend the worst tragedy of losing a family member, and build a constituency for peace through creative and ongoing work despite the many diplomatic setbacks. If everyone in the world could take a bit of courage and inspiration from the work of this amazing group, we would have much to celebrate and be much closer to building sustainable peace.1


In addition, the book is dedicated to the key peacebuilders in my life, Dr. Catalina Rojas-Zelizer and our son, Jacob Manuel Rojas-Zelizer, who inspire me every day to make the world a little better.
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PREFACE



I HAVE HAD THE PLEASURE of working in the peacebuilding field for over twenty years. During this time, the sector has grown from a small group of scholars, practitioners, and organizations on the margins of international affairs to a concept that is now beginning to influence official policy and practice in the halls of Washington, Paris, Addis Ababa, Geneva, and elsewhere.


I fell into this field in the early 1990s through working as a Fulbright Junior Scholar in Hungary. Although Hungary remained peaceful, unlike its neighbors in the former Yugoslavia, there were high levels of discrimination particularly between the Roma population and the Hungarian majority. To address these social tensions, a colleague and I founded a nonprofit organization, the TEAM Foundation, which was dedicated to improving relations among youth in the country. The more deeply I have become involved with the peacebuilding community since then, the more I am inspired by the rapid growth of the field in all sectors, and the innovative organizations, academic programs, and projects that are helping to foster sustainable peace around the globe. The idea that someone could have “peacebuilding” in their job title or job description seemed unfathomable twenty years ago, but now an increasing number of such positions are appearing across the globe, from multilateral institutions in Western capitals to grassroots organizations in conflict zones.


As will be explored in this book, a global infrastructure for peacebuilding is emerging, and with institutions and networks working on peacebuilding research, policy and practice in most regions. Local and international leaders are beginning to seek innovative ways of addressing conflict and fostering peace, and they are looking to the field for answers.


Despite the rapid growth in peacebuilding, it is important to emphasize that the world still tends to place a strong emphasis in terms of resources and policy on security-based approaches. Global military spending surpasses resources for international development by a ratio of more than 10 to 1, and for specific peacebuilding support the gap is even greater. The peacebuilding field is likely to continue to grow and hopefully increase its impact, but there is still a fundamental need to adjust global priorities to truly achieve sustainable peace in many of the world’s most challenging contexts.


For many years, development, humanitarian relief, and peacebuilding largely operated as separate fields. Development and humanitarian relief sought to address immediate suffering resulting from humanitarian crises and work on advancing the long-term economic, health, social, and cultural aspects of society. Peacebuilders worked to build relations and institutions that could help to mitigate the outbreak of violent conflict, and to aid societies in moving toward a stable peace when severe violence did occur.


Over the past fifteen years it has become abundantly clear that development work cannot advance without addressing the underlying dynamics of violence, while peace-building is not effective without addressing the basic needs of people through economic opportunity, basic health services, and a functioning legal system. Much like the old saying “No justice, no peace,” it could also be said, “No peace, no development” and vice versa.2


This book has been many years in the making: countless hours spent in the field interacting with colleagues; researching, writing, and working for and consulting with leading organizations; mentoring thousands of young professionals through my teaching at Georgetown University and other institutions; and through the creation of the Peace and Collaborative Development Network, a premier professional resource that has attracted over 30,000 individual and organizational members from around the world and serves as a central resource for peacebuilding and development.3


In my work with peacebuilding and development organizations, I have found it inspiring that many are trying to find the best approach to link peacebuilding to a related sector or particular programming effort. Through the pioneering work of organizations such as International Alert and CDA Collaborative Learning Project, and scholars such as Mary Anderson and Thania Paffenholz, we have improved knowledge of how to more effectively link development and peacebuilding. There is still a need, however, for much greater exploration of the opportunities, and ethical and practical challenges that go with integrating peacebuilding across a broad range of sectors.


Questions abound: Will the integration of peacebuilding lead, in some cases, to contradicting goals that can hurt programming and beneficiaries? Are there some sectors in which integrating peacebuilding is more effective? Does integrating peacebuilding into other sectors run the risk of diluting the peace aspect, and furthermore, how do organizations and professionals already strained for resources have the time to also consider how to integrate a peacebuilding perspective into sectoral-based programming?


Through my work with students and professionals over the past twenty years, every week via e-mail, on the phone, and in person, I am often asked how one develops a successful career in peacebuilding. My advice is usually that to pursue a successful career in peacebuilding, having advanced training through a graduate degree (or other experience) is critical but not enough. I strongly encourage aspiring professionals to pursue a degree in the field, but to also root their peacebuilding training in a particular sectoral and/or geographic area. I frequently repeat to many panicked students that a degree in peacebuilding does not often lead directly to a job in the field. However, I try to provide a strong note of encouragement that the key is to explore how to integrate peacebuilding across relevant sectors. Peacebuilding skills and knowledge are needed in many sectors, and individuals can pursue a successful career and make a difference in the world.


The hope is that individuals and organizations will be inspired through reading the text, and develop a better understanding of the theory and practice that makes integrated peacebuilding so important for some of the world’s most challenging environments. Integrated peacebuilding does not offer a panacea that will magically resolve conflicts but can make important contributions.


I am never for want of inspiration when I think about the countless peacebuilders around the world, who, often at great risk to their personal safety, have dedicated themselves to ending conflict and rebuilding after periods of great violence. I hope the reader will see that building peace is not only possible, but inevitable with the collaboration of courageous actors at all levels—from the media professionals producing reports that challenge a dominant conflict narrative, to health professionals working across conflict divides, to legal experts fighting for transparency and access to justice in fragile states, to you.


NOTES



1. For more on the PCCF, see www.theparentscircle.org.


2. See the World Bank’s 2011 World Development Report, Conflict, Security, and Development for an excellent overview of the relationship of development, conflict and peace, http://wdr2011.worldbank.org/fulltext.


3. See http://internationalpeaceandconflict.org.
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Integrated Peacebuilding and the Peacebuilding Business





chapter one



 


INTRODUCTION TO INTEGRATED PEACEBUILDING


 


Craig Zelizer and Valerie Oliphant




       The more we sweat in peace the less we bleed in war.


—VIJAYA LAKSHMI PANDIT





OVERVIEW



THE THREAT OF VIOLENCE and ongoing conflict is ever present in today’s globalized world. Despite recent research that suggests the possibility of a decline in global violence (Goldstein, 2011; Institute for Economics and Peace, 2012), there are currently more than fifteen major armed conflicts in the world, causing mass displacement, suffering, destruction of infrastructure, ruin of economies, and erosion of community solidarity (SIPRI, 2010). The long-term psychological and economic impact of violent conflict is enormous. Paul Collier (2007), a noted development economist, estimates that the average civil war in Africa has an economic impact in excess of US $64 billion. The Institute for Economics and Peace (2012) calculates that violence costs the global economy US $9 trillion per year. Even with international aid and economic support, many of today’s conflicts have persisted for decades, as in the fifty-year conflict in Colombia that has displaced more than 3 million people. Other conflicts are more recent, including those in the Democratic Republic of the Congo and the surrounding region of East Africa, where millions have perished or suffered displacement over the past decade due to direct violence and the effects of war (IRC, 2007).


The field of peacebuilding has rapidly developed in scope and impact amid continued violence. What was initially carried out by a select group of scholars, citizen diplomats, and nongovernmental organizations is now being integrated into official discourse, policies, and practice. Bilateral aid agencies, the United Nations, the World Bank, government agencies, and thousands of nongovernmental and community-based organizations now focus part or all of their efforts on preventing and resolving conflicts. Networks such as the Global Partnership for the Prevention of Armed Conflict, the Alliance for Peacebuilding, and more specialized regional initiatives, such as the West African Network for Peacebuilding, are creating a global infrastructure for the field.


As will be explored in more detail in this chapter, there is no consensus on the precise definition of peacebuilding. The term originally referred to a distinct set of activities that took place at the end of a conflict in order to foster a more stable peace largely through reconciliation efforts and, to some degree, rebuilding (or creating) functioning institutions that society would see as legitimate. As the scope of the peacebuilding field grew, the term included a much broader set of processes that could take place at any stage of a conflict. Peacebuilding was originally seen as a distinct field. Over time, however, peacebuilding also began to be integrated into numerous sectors, ranging from humanitarian relief to international development. This book focuses on integrating peacebuilding across diverse sectors and explores the challenges and opportunities given the developments over the past decade. The reduction of conflict and promotion of peace requires the active involvement of many sectors to create economic opportunity, improve health systems, develop a more transparent media to hold leaders accountable, and reduce global violence (Diamond and McDonald, 1996).


For many years, most humanitarian practitioners working in international development did not explicitly address conflict issues beyond providing relief and security for beneficiaries and staff (Anderson, 1999; Paffenholz and Reychler, 2007; Rogers, Chassy and Bamat, 2010). This was primarily due to the desire to maintain neutrality, focus on saving lives, and improve overall development. Peter Uvin (2002), a noted peacebuilding and development scholar, explains:




The development enterprise spent the first three decades of its charmed life in total agnosticism towards matters of conflict and insecurity. When violent conflict occurred, it was treated as an unfortunate occurrence, forcing development workers out and humanitarians in—an order to be reversed when the conflict was over and conditions were safe for normal development work to resume. (p. 2)





Much development work over the past fifteen years has occurred in societies that experienced a period of conflict. In 2010, more than one-third of overseas development aid went to fragile or conflict-affected states (OECD, 2011), yet to date, not one of these countries has achieved a single Millennium Development Goal (OECD Achieving, n.d.).1 According to the Quadrennial Diplomacy and Development report of the US State Department (2010), “Close to 60 percent of State and USAID’s foreign assistance goes to 50 countries that are in the midst of, recovering from, or trying to prevent conflict or state failure” (p. 122). Recognizing that development without peace is unsustainable, and peacebuilding without development often is ineffective, many organizations and professionals in agriculture, health, humanitarian relief, and related sectors are starting to integrate peacebuilding concepts and tools into their approach.


Evidence that peacebuilding can make a substantial contribution to fostering sustainable peace and positive growth in conflict-affected societies is building (Tongeren, Brenk, Hellema, and Verhoeven, 2005; Zelizer and Rubinstein, 2009). The field has begun to show its global potential, from helping to engage women in peacebuilding in Liberia, to creating peace media that fosters trust and understanding in the conflicts in the Caucasus, to reducing conflict in Colombia through the private sector. This is not to say that building peace is an easy task. At the policy level, an estimated 50 percent of all peace agreements fail within the first five years, and in many regions tensions and violence persist despite significant efforts to create positive change (Institute for Inclusive Security, 2011).


Along with the rapid increase in peacebuilding and conflict-related programming, there has also been exponential growth in academic programs focusing on peace and conflict issues (Fitzduff and Jean, 2011; Peace and Justice, 2007).2 These range from school-based lessons that empower youth to rigorous academic training at the university and postgraduate levels. Thousands of courses are offered on conflict- and peace-related topics in a broad range of the social science and humanities disciplines, including programs dedicated to peacebuilding. Of particular relevance to this text are academic programs that offer a bourgeoning number of courses on the links between peacebuilding and sectoral areas, including in development, business, and gender.


Despite the plethora of courses available, many students and younger professionals who enter the peacebuilding field are not receiving adequate training in integrated approaches. While there is significant potential to impact regions affected by conflict through stand-alone programming, institutions in the field increasingly seek individuals with in-depth understanding of integrated programming (Carstarphen et al., 2010; Zelizer and Johnston, 2005). As Carstarphen et al. (2010) explain,




Organizations working in more traditional sectors—such as humanitarian assistance, governance, and public health—increasingly find themselves addressing conflict directly, or at a minimum bringing a conflict-sensitive lens to their work. Those working to prevent, manage, or resolve conflict find that they also need to address the root causes of conflicts, such as poverty and lack of political participation through civil society, which have traditionally been the domain of development organizations. (p. 2)





Much like the courses in academic institutions, numerous peacebuilding texts exist, but they do not sufficiently address the importance of integrated approaches. While several highlight the need to conduct peacebuilding work across sectors (Paffenholz and Reychler 2000, 2007; Tongeren et al. 2005), there is still a need to explicitly map both the challenges and opportunities involved in integrated approaches. The challenges explored in this book include the danger of trying to do too much, setting unachievable goals, overburdening staff, distorting the potential nature of work to fit donor or funding priorities, and making efforts sustainable.


The goal of this text is to provide readers with a critical understanding of the growth and the future development of integrated peacebuilding in both theory and practice. The chapters focus on examples from international settings and provide a variety of frameworks for integrated peacebuilding. Furthermore, the text will highlight innovative organizations and possible career paths to inspire and prepare the next generation of peacebuilders.


The bulk of the book is composed of chapters written by expert scholars and practitioners in the field who are associated with Georgetown University, one of the world’s premier institutions for the study of peacebuilding and conflict. The authors include leading faculty experts in their respective sectors, alumni who became seasoned practitioners through pursuits within their specialties, and current students of the master of arts in conflict resolution program.


The book is divided into two main parts. The first section provides a brief overview of peacebuilding, integrated approaches, the peacebuilding business, and the infrastructure of the field. The second part of the book is composed of ten chapters that explore integrated approaches within a specific sector, including international development, humanitarian relief, gender, religion, the private sector, the environment, security, media, health, and the rule of law. A concluding chapter highlights next steps for integrated peacebuilding and lessons learned to date.


This introductory chapter reviews relevant terminology, provides a more detailed explanation of peacebuilding and integrated approaches, reviews how important analysis is in conducting intervention, explores lessons from attempts to mainstream other fields (including gender, the environment, and HIV prevention), and offers a brief synopsis of each of the sectoral-focused chapters.


TERMINOLOGY AND KEY CONCEPTS



The peacebuilding field emerged in the early 1990s at the end of the Cold War, when the world saw a rash of new intrastate conflicts, often involving competing identity groups. Many of the conflicts that erupted, from Bosnia-Herzegovina, to Rwanda, to separatist movements in the Caucasus, required new tools and frameworks to help respond to the ensuing shift from largely interstate (between two or more states) to intrastate (civil) conflicts.3


Dr. Johan Galtung, one of the founders of the peace studies field, played a key role in developing the concept of peacebuilding. In 1975 Galtung outlined three broad approaches to conflict interventions that correspond with the stages of conflict: peacekeeping, peacemaking, and peacebuilding. His concepts have since been expanded, adding a fourth stage of conflict prevention. All of these are defined below:




Peacekeeping: Preventing conflict and violence from spreading through the intervention of a third party, such as the military or police. Peacekeeping largely focuses on the immediate crisis and violence, although it can be an integral part of a long-term process. The goal of peacekeeping is to stop the violence or help enforce a calm environment to enable peacebuilding processes to take place. The premier example of peacekeeping is the Blue Helmet Peacekeepers of the UN, but such efforts can also take place through policing or observers who report on cease-fire violations.


           Peacemaking: An approach focused on resolving a specific conflict. Peacemaking takes place when parties gather and resolve specific issues through negotiations and/or other means, such as dialogue. These activities can include formal peace negotiations at the national level, as well as efforts to bring together parties at the community level. A trusted third party, such as a mediator or convener, can help to facilitate the process.


           Peacebuilding: Focuses on transforming relationships and structures in society to decrease the likelihood of future conflicts. For many years, peacebuilding was seen as a process that occurred after conflict and violence ended. However, as described below, peacebuilding has become much broader and can take place in any stage of conflict. Examples include dialogue processes, reconciliation efforts, and creating or rebuilding institutions.


           Conflict prevention: Seeks to stop or prevent conflict before it reaches a violent or highly escalated stage. This can take place at the latent or manifest stage of conflict. In general, conflict prevention activities can include mapping of the emergence of conflicts through new technology, media, and analysis, creating institutions and forums to bring together groups to constructively resolve issues, and rapid-response mechanisms to deal with violence before it spreads.4





One of the challenges in the peacebuilding field has been the lack of consensus over terminology (see Woodrow and Chigas, 2009). A recent study, the Peacebuilding Mapping Project, conducted by the Kroc Institute at the University of San Diego and the Alliance for Peacebuilding (2012), found that half of the alliance’s members did not have a clear definition of the term. There is also considerable debate as to whether peacebuilding should be viewed as a discrete subsector of the conflict resolution field or as a broader approach that encompasses any effort to prevent, manage, or transform violence.


Conflict resolution emerged as a specific discipline starting in the 1950s. For many years it was used as a catchall term to refer to a rather general field of research and practice. However, over the past two decades, “peacebuilding” has begun to replace “conflict resolution” as a much broader term. This is particularly true for practitioners and policy makers who often associate conflict resolution with a narrower set of specific tools (negotiation, mediation, facilitation, conflict analysis, communication skills, and their theoretical underpinnings) in contrast to peacebuilding, which is seen as a broader approach to foster the longer-term relationship and structural changes needed to move toward peace. It is important to be aware that many other terms also are used in the policy, practitioner, and academic communities, such as “conflict mitigation,” “conflict management,” “crisis prevention,” “stabilization,” “conflict transformation,” and “postwar recovery” (Carstarphen et al., 2010; Fitzduff and Jean, 2011; Zelizer and Johnston, 2005). The terms that institutions and individuals use, however, depend to a large degree on their training and institutional approaches. For example, military-based institutions tend to use the term “stabilization,” whereas a nongovernmental organization might use “peacebuilding,” and an academic institution might use “peace studies” or “conflict resolution.” Several of the leading networks of practice-oriented organizations in the field, including the Alliance for Peacebuilding, the European Peacebuilding Liaison Office, and the West African Network for Peacebuilding, all use peacebuilding as the central concept to frame their work. The debate over terminology is unlikely to be settled anytime in the near future. For the purposes of this book, “peacebuilding” refers to the larger field of policy and practice (as defined below), and “conflict resolution” focuses on a specific subset of applied tools and theories that largely center on efforts to end outright violence.


Peacebuilding as a concept did not begin to have large-scale impact until 1992, when UN Secretary-General Boutros Boutros-Ghali published “An Agenda for Peace,” in which he sought to encourage the UN and other international organizations to shift their focus from peacekeeping to conflict prevention and peacebuilding. Boutros-Ghali (United Nations, 1992) defined peacebuilding as “action to identify and support structures which will tend to strengthen and solidify peace in order to avoid a relapse into conflict,” and “which can prevent the recurrence of violence among nations and peoples.” Since 1992, the definition and scope of peacebuilding have expanded. The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (2008, as cited in Development Assistance Committee, 2005), defines peacebuilding as “a broad range of measures implemented in the context of emerging, current or post-conflict situations and which are explicitly guided and motivated by a primary commitment to the prevention of violent conflict and the promotion of a lasting and sustainable peace” (p. 15).


The focus of this book is on integrated peacebuilding, which is defined as a set of processes and tools used by civil society and governmental actors to transform the relationships, culture, and institutions of society to prevent, end, and transform conflicts.5 An integrated approach requires that organizations apply peacebuilding tools across their internal operations and external programs to ensure that, at a minimum, no harm is done, and ideally to achieve positive results in extremely difficult conflict environments.6 The term is adopted in part from a publication by Catholic Relief Services examining how the organization’s peacebuilding activities could be more effectively linked across its programming sectors, such as development, education, and microfinance (Rogers, Chassy, and Bamat, 2010).


The term “integrated peacebuilding” is also beginning to be used within the United Nations with the hope that UN agencies (such as the UN Development Programme, UN Women, and the UN Department of Peacekeeping Operations) will adopt a more coherent and coordinated approach while operating in conflict scenarios. In support of such efforts, the UN established its Peacebuilding Commission, Peacebuilding Fund, and Peacebuilding Support Office to link with external donor agencies.


Components of Peacebuilding


In the aforementioned Peacebuilding Mapping Project (Kroc/Alliance for Peacebuilding, 2012), peacebuilding is defined as having three separate components: peacebuilding as a profession, as a sector, and as a lens and set of tools.


First, peacebuilding is a profession. An increasing number of individuals are working for governments, multilateral organizations, and nonprofits with job titles such as peacebuilding specialist, peacebuilding program officer, and conflict prevention officer. The central focus of these positions is to use peacebuilding and conflict analysis tools (such as dialogue, mediation, facilitation, analysis, and cooperative planning in policy development) to make a direct impact on internal organizational and programming operations. An institution such as International Alert, for example, can employ a peacebuilding program officer to help private-sector companies integrate peacebuilding tools into their operations to reduce their negative impact and maximize their positive contributions in conflict regions.


Second, peacebuilding is a sector. As will be described in the second chapter, thousands of organizations around the world are dedicating all or part of their work to transforming conflict and building peace (Fitzduff and Jean, 2011). While the sector is much smaller than its development and humanitarian counterparts, it is growing rapidly. Many professional and academic networks now have emerging standards of practice, journals, and funders.


Third, peacebuilding as a lens and set of tools is a way of conducting programming across sectors. Conflict analysis tools are essential in exploring the root sources of a conflict, understanding key actors, looking at the potential negative or positive impacts of an intervention on a conflict context, examining the internal and external operations of an organization, and integrating peacebuilding tools where possible. A program designed to increase economic opportunities for women that integrated peacebuilding into its approach, for example, would also internally examine staffing, contracting, and its effect on relations between the identity groups to ensure that first, no harm is done to the community and second, that staff are trained in peacebuilding approaches, involvement is encouraged across the community, and relationships are mended.


While peacebuilding is increasingly becoming an area of focus for many organizations, institutions are struggling to find the best way to operationalize it. As Rogers, Chassy, and Bamat (2010) explain, “Efforts by international organizations to integrate or mainstream peacebuilding across the diverse spectrum of humanitarian and development work has tended to be opportunistic and ad hoc” (p. 1). Additionally, there is the challenge of establishing what exactly constitutes good integrated peacebuilding practice (Rogers, Chassy, and Bamat, 2010). It is important to emphasize that while the procedures and mechanisms of integrating peacebuilding vary according to the institutional context, each organization needs to invest resources, training, and ongoing learning to ensure that conflict issues not only are integrated across the organization, but also that they are not limited to a simple technical approach or single effort (Lange, 2004; Paffenholz and Reychler, 2007; Woodrow and Chigas, 2009). However, not all organizations agree with integrating peacebuilding, and some prefer to keep neutrality as the central component of their work by avoiding explicit engagement in conflict-related work that could pose a security risk to their operations and staff.


CONFLICT ANALYSIS



An organization that considers initiating peacebuilding or development work in a region affected by ongoing conflict and violence must take into account a number of factors before intervening. Conducting a rigorous analysis prior to starting programming can help an organization ensure that its work at a minimum will do no harm and, ideally, have a positive impact within the context of the conflict (Anderson, 1999; Bush, 1998; Paffenholz and Reychler, 2007). Analytical frameworks and tools provide the critical step linking theory to practice in integrating peacebuilding across sectors. A failure to conduct an adequate analysis at any level can subsequently lead to poorly planned programming attempts that can exacerbate conflict (Anderson, 1999; Conflict Sensitivity Consortium, 2004; Woodrow and Chigas, 2009). As Church and Rogers (2006), two leading experts in peacebuilding evaluation, suggest, “Designing peacebuilding programs and projects without a complete conflict analysis is irresponsible and potentially dangerous” (p. 12).


Saferworld and Conciliation Resources explain in their recent report, From Conflict Analysis to Peacebuilding Impact (2012), that “Conflict analysis is a means to understand better the complex dynamics of a conflict, set of conflicts or a situation of instability” (p. 5). Many variations of conflict analysis processes depend on the donor, the organization conducting the process, the audience, and the desired end product (Saferworld and Conciliation Resources, 2012).


Regular analysis is carried out in most sectors of development, to better understand the economic, social, political, and cultural conditions in a context and to conduct more effective programming. One of the challenges in the field is that many organizations have their own models of analysis based on a particular theoretical or sectoral approach (Hoffman, 2004; OECD, 2008). In 2004, the Conflict Sensitivity consortium identified fifteen different conflict analysis tool kits used by major donors and organizations. The frameworks differ based on methodology (desk- and/or field-based research) and focus (structural issues, identity groups, data, etc.).7


In general, most tools seek to answer the basic questions involved in developing a deeper understanding of an issue, including the who, what, why, when, and how of conflict (Susskind and Thomas-Warner, 1999). This data is then analyzed and incorporated to produce informed programmatic decisions (Conflict Sensitivity Consortium, 2004; Paffenholz and Reychler, 2007). Conflict analysis processes are not a magic way to identify all sources of conflict, but offer guidelines for helping to collect data that can lead to a stronger understanding of the potential means for intervention. The success of an analysis also depends on how the findings are used to develop and implement recommendations for policies or programming (Saferworld and Conciliation Resources, 2012).


There are many permutations of how an analysis may be performed depending upon the focus, levels, and goals of the analysis, as well as whether the organization seeks to work in, on, or around conflict (Department for International Development, 2006). In general, data is collected via desk- and library-based research while consulting with experts and informants. For more rigorous processes, technical experts and scholars will travel to a conflict and conduct a field-based assessment. These can last anywhere from a few days to several weeks, depending on the complexity of the conflict and capabilities of the organization.


In general, a conflict analysis will:


       •  Identify key parties and their underlying motivations and relationships (who is involved)


       •  Review the history and wider context of the conflict (what is the background/when events have occurred)


       •  Examine the dynamics of the conflict (how the conflict is being handled/escalated)


       •  Identify the root sources of the conflict (why the conflict is happening)


       •  Coordinate with other actors (local and international) already engaged in peacebuilding work to help strengthen local capacity and not needlessly duplicate efforts (Woodrow and Chigas, 2009; Diamond, 2002)


Key Stakeholders (Who)


One of the first steps in understanding potential avenues of intervention is to map the parties and stakeholders involved. There are numerous ways to analyze the key players in a conflict. The simplest method is to analyze groups as primary (those who are directly and significantly involved in the conflict), secondary (those who influence the conflict in some way), and tertiary (those who may play a role in trying to resolve or address the conflict context, but usually do not have a direct stake in the context). It is important not only to explore which groups generate the conflict, but also to examine which groups and institutions are actively working to build peace (Woodrow and Chigas, 2009).


Another issue to explore is that there are often power imbalances between groups. This can be caused by differences in economic, military, cultural, or political capital. A dominant party will often resist engaging with groups perceived as weaker or lacking a sufficient means of leverage.


Context and Background (What and When)


Developing an understanding of the historical context and the timing of events is another important aspect of conflict analysis. Conflicts have both recent and historical roots that are subject to differing interpretations by the stakeholders in conflict. For example, Israelis celebrate May 14, 1948, as the day Jews finally obtained a country, a safe haven after the horrific genocide in World War II. For many Palestinians, however, the same event is known as Naqba (catastrophe), a day that led to the mass displacement of Palestinians.


Dynamics of Conflict (How)


A third area that is critical to conflict assessment is exploring the stages of conflict, from latent to outright violence (Fisher and Keashely, 1991). As a conflict escalates, communication and interaction tend to become more inflamed, and trust decreases as violence becomes likely.


The challenge with models of conflict escalation is that most view conflict as a linear process that proceeds up a path of escalation until a tipping point, when there is a move toward de-escalation. In reality, conflicts are often long-term processes that ebb and flow with periods of heightened violence that may temporarily subside due to a change in leadership, cease-fire, or intervention. The staged model, however, is relevant for integrated efforts, as it is critical to understand the conflict trends before initiating programming.



Root Sources of a Conflict (Why)


Most conflict analysis models incorporate assumptions regarding the underlying sources of conflict, and the ability to identify these possible root causes is a skill required for conducting a conflict analysis. For example, the US government’s Interagency Conflict Assessment Framework focuses on the role of identity groups in conflict-affected societies and how the institutions can either address the grievances of identity groups or fail to meet their demands.8 Other frameworks may focus more on structural or resource issues. The World Bank’s conflict tools, for example, have tended to focus more on socioeconomic issues (Conflict Sensitivity Consortium, 2004).


It is important to note that in both theory and practice, a conflict often cannot and should not be narrowed down to a single source. Issues of identity, structure, and resources are frequently intertwined, which makes deep-rooted, protracted social conflict difficult to resolve (Azar, Jureidini, and McLaurin, 1978). A conflict may start off largely as a resource-based issue, but expand to involve different identity groups vying for their various causes and interests. These complications can cause a dangerously increased level of polarization and conflict.


Conflict Analysis Tools


Integrated peacebuilding uses a number of key analytical tools, such as “do no harm” and “conflict sensitivity,” which are first steps to begin to link programming in conflict regions to implicit peacebuilding (OECD, 2008; Paffenholz and Reychler, 2007; Rogers, Chassy, and Bamat, 2010; Saferworld; 2012). These are part of a larger group of tools, including Peace and Conflict Impact Assessment, Conflict Assessment, and Analysis Frameworks (Paffenholz and Reychler, 2007).


“Do no harm” comes from the pioneering research by Mary Anderson on development work in conflict regions, in which she demonstrated that introducing any human or financial resource into a conflict-affected environment has the potential to exacerbate the situation (as well as have a positive impact) if careful examination of the context is not undertaken. As Anderson (1999) explains,




When international assistance is given in the context of violent conflict it becomes part of that context and also of the conflict. Although aid agencies often seek to be neutral or nonpartisan toward the winners and losers of a war, the impact of their aid is not neutral regarding whether conflict worsens or abates. When given in conflict settings aid can reinforce, exacerbate, and prolong the conflict; it can also help to reduce tensions and strengthen people’s capacities to disengage from fighting and find peaceful options for solving problems. (p. 1)





For example, food aid in a war environment could be leveraged by various actors in the conflict setting to increase their influence or financial gains through taxing the humanitarian aid, setting up roadblocks, or limiting access to valuable aid-related resources (Anderson, 1999). “Do no harm” has become widely adopted by development, humanitarian, and peacebuilding organizations over the past decade. There are some critiques of “do no harm,” as some contend it does not provide enough concrete guidance for mitigating the potential negative impact of programming (Rogers, Chassy, and Bamat, 2010).


In addition, Kenneth Bush advanced the concept of integrated approaches based on his Peace and Conflict Impact Assessments (PCIA), which he developed in the late 1990s to help development and humanitarian organizations work more effectively in conflict zones. Similar to Anderson, Bush (1998) raised the key concern that “any development project set in a conflict-prone region will inevitably have an impact on the peace and conflict environment—positive or negative, direct or indirect, intentional or unintentional” (p. 8). As such, PCIA is largely an analytical tool using a series of questions regarding programming goals, the context, and desired impact, that helps organizations examine a project’s relationship to conflict and make adjustments where needed.


The Conflict Sensitivity Consortium (2004), a group led by International Alert in partnership with leading development organizations, conducted in-depth research on linking development and conflict work. The result was an improved set of conflict analysis frameworks and tools to help organizations thoroughly examine their operations and projects in order to minimize their negative impact on a conflict context, to maximize their positive impact, and to understand how changes in the conflict context could affect operations and programs. As Lange (2004) explains, conflict sensitivity is “the importance of seeing and treating conflict sensitivity as a cross-cutting lens that applies to every activity in, on or around a conflict-affected area, including peacebuilding programs” (p. 12).


Analysis tools are some of the preliminary steps in linking action to peacebuilding goals. An integrated peacebuilding approach requires that implicit or explicit linkages to peacebuilding be built into programming and policy. This goes beyond analysis to ensure that programs (in both internal and external operations) incorporate participatory processes, conflict resolution, and peacebuilding tools where possible, help to foster change in relationships and the larger conflict dynamic, and integrate into sectoral-based programming where appropriate.


Linking to Integrated Peacebuilding


Without such models to guide the analytic process of understanding the causes and possible interventions, there is a danger in making faulty assumptions, carrying out programming in the wrong areas, and failing to build cumulative knowledge in the field. Scholars can explain the same conflict from different theoretical viewpoints depending on the research and underlying assumptions about what causes conflict. In reality, any conflict analysis needs to explore multiple theoretical approaches to answer why the conflict is happening and how change is possible.


Recently, theories of change have developed as a key tool to better link analysis to programming. These theories help to connect an analysis to potential programming based on a more accurate understanding of the conflict context and the organization’s particular strengths in sectoral or cross-sectoral programming. Using theories of change to articulate the rationale for programing choices can also be critical in determining the impact or results of a particular intervention (Search, 2006; Woodrow and Chigas, 2009; Vogel, 2012).


The next step after a conflict assessment is to begin exploring potential interventions rooted in possible theories of change based on the primary sources of the conflict. As a recent report from USAID (2010) explains, “A conflict assessment sets the stage for a theory of change. Once an assessment describes the conflict, a theory of change suggests how an intervention in that context will change the conflict” (p. 4). The basic concept is to articulate the theoretical and potentially casual assumptions of conflict intervention work. As Dr. Susan Allen Nan reports (USAID, 2010), “In general, a theory of change states what expected (changed) result will follow from a particular set of actions” (p. 1). For example, if a conflict assessment has identified poor governance (structures) and exclusion of minority groups (identity and structures) as factors driving conflict, programming to help address the conflict could take place at multiple levels and across sectors. An intervention could be designed to strengthen government bureaucracy through building institutions, reducing corruption, or increasing civic identity among the population.


Deciding on a theory or approach to change should be rooted in the analysis and key sources of conflict. In its conflict and peacebuilding programming, USAID (2010) has identified seven broad families of theories of change, each of which has a number of subtheories. These include the following:9


       1.  Inside-out peacebuilding—Largely focusing on promoting change in individuals that will then lead to change in society.


       2.  Attitudes toward peace—Influencing attitudes to make peace more attractive. Activities might include advocacy, peace education, and related efforts.


       3.  Healthy relationships—Promoting interaction and building bridges between groups.


       4.  Peace processes—Designing activities to encourage conditions for negotiation.


       5.  Functioning institutions—Working on improving judicial, security, economic, and other institutions to be more transparent, accountable, and effective.


       6.  Reform the elite—Targeting the elites to influence their behavior and actions.


       7.  Come to terms with the past—Working on transitional justice and trauma healing.


Once a theory of change is developed, programming options will be created and implemented, and ongoing monitoring and evaluation should occur to see what effects (expected and unexpected) the intervention has on the conflict context and parties involved (see Church and Rogers, 2006).


While the concept is evidently of increasing importance, not all agree with the significance of a theory of change. Critiques of the approach include that theories of change are often too simplistic and assume casual linkages that are not grounded in rigorous theoretical models; that they do not allow for flexibility in programming in conflict areas; and that they are driven by donor interests and that organizations may twist their theory of change to fit the type of work that is carried out (Woodrow and Chigas, 2009).


A Framework for Integrating Peacebuilding


As highlighted earlier, in the past, organizations working in conflict-affected environments tended not to factor conflict issues into their programming, apart from addressing security concerns. The underlying assumption was that achieving measurable development successes would eventually advance peace. The explicit link as to how this was to be accomplished was lacking. While development projects may help reduce conflict, they can also exacerbate tensions or fuel violence, particularly in resource-poor environments or where there is an active conflict (Anderson, 1999; Woodrow and Chigas, 2009). Organizations that work in conflict environments without factoring their work into the equation can be seen as “working around conflict” (Goodhand, 2001).


An important first step in moving beyond the traditional “working around conflict” approach: to use analytical tools to ensure that, at both the macro and micro levels, the intervention efforts themselves do not exacerbate an already tense situation. According to Goodhand (2001), this can be seen as “working in conflict,” where organizations begin to reflexively integrate conflict considerations into their internal and external operations as the situation evolves.


While this is essential, it is important where possible to explicitly integrate peace-building goals into an organization’s internal and external operations. An organization can help advance the capacity of its staff through training, coaching, and ensuring that conflict issues are factored into the decision-making process to the highest degree possible. Externally, explicit ways to reduce conflict and build peace should be integrated into all aspects of the program’s life cycle, including program assessment, design, implementation, and monitoring and evaluation.


The following figure demonstrates the different approaches.


FIGURE 1.1. Approaches to Integrated Peacebuilding*


[image: *Model adopted from Goodhand (2001).]


*Model adopted from Goodhand (2001).


The Multi-Track Diplomacy model established by Ambassador John McDonald and Dr. Louise Diamond (1996) provides a useful starting point. Their pioneering work demonstrates that building peace requires the involvement of multiple sectors, organized into the following tracks: 1. government, 2) NGO/professional, 3) business, 4) private citizen, 5) research, training, and education, 6) activism, 7) religion, 8) funding, and 9) communications and the media (Diamond and McDonald, 1996). In the peacebuilding community, it takes many levels of engagement to build peace. The model, however, does not provide adequate space for integrating peacebuilding across sectors or vice versa, and the skills needed to effectively conduct this work require further development.


Given the inalienable relationship between aid and conflict, where conflict can undermine development and aid may exacerbate conflict (Anderson, 1999; Bush, 1998, 2003; Goodhand, 2001), organizations must be careful in their attempts to integrate a peacebuilding approach into their operations without a sufficient understanding of the process. In practice, peacebuilding needs to be a both/and approach, where both dedicated funding and technical programming are conducted specifically around peace and conflict issues. Furthermore, many peacebuilding organizations have broadened their sphere of programming and now work across sectors that might have traditionally been under the purview of development organizations. A solid understanding of integrated approaches is invaluable to achieving shared goals of fostering peace and improving development as peacebuilding continues to merge into various sectors.


Lessons from Mainstreaming or Other Integrated Approaches


Mainstreaming cross-sectoral issues began in recognition that international development and relief efforts often overlooked critical issues in their programming. The mainstreaming movement, which strives to integrate sectoral issues into traditional development work, began with a push to include women and gender concerns in international development. For many years, aid was conducted in a gender-blind fashion. As the feminist movement developed, there was a correspondingly strong push to empower women to be active in economic development and related sectors. With the advent of gender mainstreaming, the international development field also began to have dedicated programming for other key areas, including environment, youth, and health/HIV (Paffenholz and Reychler, 2007).


Mainstreaming as a concept seeks to ensure that additional cross-sectoral concerns are factored into all stages of development and programming, as well as into an organization’s internal practices (Lange, 2004; Tiessen, 2007). For example, in addition to a project’s having the tangible goal of increasing economic opportunity by expanding agricultural production, there are the added criteria that such programs do not contribute to gender inequality or youth marginalization, or exacerbate conflict.


Mainstreaming efforts ideally should be conducted in both an organization’s internal operations and in external programming (Paffenholz and Reychler, 2007). Internal mainstreaming for a development organization could involve building staff capacity on conflict issues, educating contracting and administration staff, improving analytical and evaluation tools, hiring more specialized staff, and providing mentoring and networking opportunities (Anderlini, 2007; Lange, 2004; Tiessen, 2007).


Mainstreaming in external programs occurs through integrating relevant cross-sectoral area, such as gender, peacebuilding, the environment, health, or HIV, into programming. This is accomplished by examining the impact of a project on a particular issue, and then training partners and beneficiaries, to create specific, context-oriented programming decisions that fulfill the “do no harm” mandate (Anderson, 1999; Bush, 1998, 2003; Conflict Sensitivity, 2004; Lange, 2004). A project designed to build infrastructure in a developing country, for example, can also incorporate environmental factors throughout the programming life cycle, by conducting an environmental impact statement, looking at sourcing of materials, transportation, construction, and potential long-term implications. The same project could also integrate HIV concerns by providing health services to workers in local communities and conducting educational campaigns about HIV prevention (Elsey, Tolhorst, and Theobold, 2005). From an implicit peacebuilding perspective, an infrastructure project could engage the local population in the process of deciding where the project will take place, ensure diversity in contracting and staffing of locals, and prevent programming from reinforcing conflict divisions. More explicit linkages to peacebuilding would examine how infrastructure projects could be used to address and transform underlying sources of conflict, as well as positively influence relationships, structures, and policies to reduce conflict and foster peace.


To look at the practical steps involved in integrating cross-sectoral issues, an example of integrating gender concerns into a development project in Pakistan will be discussed:




Assessment—A desk- or field-based assessment of conditions on the ground is conducted prior to starting many development projects. Integrating gender into the assessment might include the following: ensuring that the assessment looks at what factors encourage or discourage men/women from participating, ensuring that the assessment team has both men and women on the team where appropriate, that data collected is disaggregated according to gender, and that the team is sensitive to gender norms in society (for example, in more rural areas it might be appropriate to have women speak with women to encourage an open dialogue). In addition, mapping existing efforts in development and gender, as well as actors supporting and potentially opposed to such efforts, is critical.


           Project design/implementation—The design of the project may also include the goal of empowering women without alienating men. In terms of designing the effort, special attention may be devoted to addressing gender aspects of a program. For example, how will the project work with both men and women in the cultural context? What power relations might exist that would hamper or encourage programming? Partners may also be trained in gender sensitivity issues. Ideally, exploring how the project connects to other efforts on the ground and possibly to larger strategic efforts is essential.


           Project operations—In addition to considering the external project, gender can be integrated into internal operations. For example, a gender sensitive approach might examine what percentage of staff are men or women, or what percentage of project leaders are women. Opportunities might be provided to explore contracting and sourcing of materials for the project and to address gender concerns in budgeting decisions. On a macro level, attempts, if appropriate, might be made to influence how local/national policy or cultural beliefs related to gender roles might be changed in relation to the project.


           Monitoring and evaluation—In addition to monitoring and evaluating for basic project activities, such as outputs (number of people trained or schools constructed), a gender-sensitive approach would also ensure that factors related to gender are part of the ongoing data gathering. For instance, a project might look at unexpected challenges, best practices, how participants in a project view gender relations, and so on. If collecting data through surveys, interviews, and/or focus groups, the project should ensure that both men and women are included in the sample. In short, the goal is to go beyond the “regular” project monitoring to try to avoid doing harm, and ideally improve gender equality.





These four steps are examples of the typical project life cycle, from start to finish. As can be seen, there are significant opportunities for integrating sectors within and across all stages.


REVIEW OF CROSS-SECTORAL MAINSTREAMING EFFORTS



Gender


The integration of gender by many organizations in the late twentieth and beginning of the twenty-first century was one of the first attempts at integrating a cross-sectoral issue across development sectors. While there is still considerable resistance to integrating gender into development, as some may view it as a soft or unnecessary issue, many development organizations have devoted considerable time and effort to the task (Tiessen, 2007; United Nations, 2002). The need to include the unique perspectives and concerns of both men and women prompted the concept of “gender mainstreaming” within the international development field, and has since spread throughout multiple sectors.


A movement to promote women in development emerged in the 1970s that largely focused on creating stand-alone programming to help address the needs of women and empower them as a means to advance economic growth in developing countries (Beal, 1998; United Nations, 2005). Despite the positive gains on this front, in many cases women were not enjoying improved conditions: little had changed in terms of societal norms, gender-based violence had not decreased, and in some cases women’s empowerment had created a backlash from the community causing the “empowered” women to be targeted for daring to challenge social norms.


Over time, practitioners and scholars recognized the need not only to create programming that addressed the unique needs of women, but also to work on integrating gender across other aid sectors (Tiessen, 2007). It wasn’t enough to simply create a separate program to empower women; organizations needed to factor in the role of gender in development programming for all stages, including program planning, hiring, selecting partners, implementation and evaluation, and monitoring. For example, an organization working to help increase productivity in the agricultural sector in a particular country might fail to consider how gender dynamics and roles would affect a particular project if women had access to credit or the ability to own or access land. A gender-sensitive approach involves examining how gender roles and institutions impact a particular intervention and vice versa, with the ultimate goal of setting up strategies to change unfair policies and practices.


Through the recognition of how women and men may have different contexts or needs, measures for including both genders in projects have made their way into many donor requirements to receive funding. While gender mainstreaming has yet to develop a single, agreed-upon definition, it refers to the idea that matters of gender must be taken into account in mainstream institutional activities and not marginalized into specialized programs. The UN Economic and Social Council (as cited in United Nations, 2002) defines gender mainstreaming as:




The process of assessing the implications for women and men of any planned action, including legislation, policies or programmes, in all areas and at all levels. It is a strategy for making women’s as well as of men’s concerns and experiences an integral dimension of the design, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of policies and programmes in all political, economic and societal spheres, so that women and men benefit equally and inequality is not perpetuated. The ultimate goal is to achieve gender equality. (p. v)





The second round of gender mainstreaming initiatives focusing on transforming societal norms has worked on expanding the definition to include men, and now looks at gender as a broader concept. The incorporation of male allies, especially in patriarchal societies, is integral to success in changing community norms. Achieving gender equality is not about merely the advancement of women, but also the advancement of men. In many cases, men need to be engaged as allies to help work for positive change in gender relations and equality. In addition, programs and policies need to be examined for how they will impact men, women, boys, and girls differently.


Gender mainstreaming in development work has inspired an integration of gender into peacebuilding, giving women worldwide a space where they can be included and heard. In peace negotiations around the world, the overwhelming majority of people at the table are men, even though women are equally affected by conflict (Miall, Ramsbotham, and Woodhouse, 2005). Similarly, while in some conflict zones women compose up to 30 percent of insurgent forces, the majority of armed forces around the world are composed of men (International Labor Organization, 2010). The impact of including both men and women in building more effective policies and institutions is a critical factor that will be explored in more detail in Chapter 5 on gender and peacebuilding.


The Environment


As the environmental movement developed in the 1960s and 1970s, the link between environmental concerns and development became apparent. It wasn’t until the 1990s, following the example set by gender, that environmental issues began to be integrated fully into development projects (Clayton and Bass, 2009). The issue gained further attention and traction after the Kyoto Protocol was first initiated in Japan in 1997. The Kyoto Protocol helped make a correlation between environmental degradation and poverty, and articulated that addressing such concerns has been associated both with the successful reduction of poverty and with sustainable development strategies. Many argued that integrating environmental concerns with successful development could strengthen both sectors, while others noted that environmental concerns seem to be at odds with the economics-driven development strategy.


There are several definitions for “environmental mainstreaming” that more or less encompass similar core concepts. According to the International Institute for Environment and Development, environmental mainstreaming is “the informed inclusion of relevant environmental concerns into the decisions of institutions that drive national, local and sectoral development policy, rules, plans, investment and action” (Clayton and Bass, 2009, p. 11). Environmental mainstreaming aims to mitigate tensions between development and the environment by integrating the goals of both, showing how environmental management can actually further development goals, as well as decrease the associated costs of environmental degradation. The exact formula will vary depending on the particular situation, and thus it is important to tailor each one to the specific context.


Lessons learned from various environmental mainstreaming processes have shown that leadership buy-in, involving key sectors, communication, local ownership, transparency, and accountability are all integral components of successful mainstreaming (Clayton and Bass, 2009). Most important, various sectors must learn to collaborate so that environmental concerns are addressed broadly and with great care. A common concern in all attempts at mainstreaming and integration is that new programming requirements will be met haphazardly as a way of satisfying a checklist for donor requirements.


Although challenges with environmental mainstreaming are similar to those of gender mainstreaming, there has also been the additional economic debate on the costs and benefits of including environmental concerns. It is often more expensive to incorporate environmentally friendly practices, and many organizations claim that they simply do not have the financial resources to incorporate environmental concerns into their development activities. Furthermore, some organizations argue that enforcing new environmental protocols on developing nations is unfair and may further stunt their development in comparison to their more developed counterparts, who were allowed to grow during the Industrial Revolution without such restrictions. The linkages of environment and peacebuilding will be discussed in more detail in Chapter 8.


Health/HIV


Mainstreaming health into the development sector has included many operations, but most significantly those focusing on HIV/AIDS. This is represented through HIV-sensitive organizational workplace practices and through integrating HIV/AIDS concerns into external activities. It is increasingly important that international development and public health incorporate this type of programming into their practices, since most national budgets for health have remained the same or decreased in many developing countries, causing them to turn to international development agencies for help (Elsey, Tholhurst, and Theobald, 2005). Some scholars have estimated that HIV/AIDS has contributed to a drop of 2–4 percent of GDP in some developing countries (Dixon, McDonald, and Roberts, 2002). People with HIV/AIDS may be doubly discriminated against in societies in which they are also marginalized. Furthermore, there is a strong catch-22 between health and poverty: those with diseases are more likely to be impoverished due to their circumstances, and those in poverty have an increased risk of contracting diseases from malnutrition, lack of access to education, poor health care, and dangerous living and work situations.


The call for increased attention to HIV and health mainstreaming began in the early 2000s, when the issue saw a large boost in the European Union and its use of health impact assessment tools to monitor the impact of health mainstreaming (Geyer and Lightfoot, 2010). Similar to other mainstreaming activities, a definition for health/HIV mainstreaming has yet to be agreed upon. The HIV/AIDS Mainstreaming Working Group developed this working definition in 2002: “Mainstreaming HIV/AIDS can be defined as the process of analyzing how HIV and AIDS impacts on all sectors now and in the future, both internally and externally, to determine how each sector should respond based on its comparative advantage,” including implementing policies and procedures for ensuring that both staff and communities’ vulnerability to infection is not increased and that staff and community members with HIV/AIDS are not discriminated against (cited in Elsey et al., 2005, p. 991).


A major challenge for HIV/health mainstreaming, as mentioned earlier, is the tendency for organizations to take a reductionist approach and simply add a prevention or treatment component into existing project structures without fully integrating HIV solutions into their programming. This is noticeable in Uganda, where the government has admirably taken on a multisectoral approach to HIV/AIDS. When evaluating their cross-sectoral impact, researchers in Uganda unfortunately found that attempts at mainstreaming HIV/AIDS into agricultural programming involved giving workers condoms and conducting a brief sexual education class instead of adapting agricultural work to address the needs of the HIV/AIDS-affected population, such as teaching households less labor-intensive farming techniques (Elsey et al., 2005). There is also a need for better indicators, so that organizations may monitor and evaluate the effects of mainstreaming. Health issues are now expanding to include disability mainstreaming. Health and peacebuilding practices and policy are discussed in Chapter 11.


Mainstreaming of Mainstreaming?


As highlighted above, with the onset of mainstreaming in development work, there are now a host of areas and issues that most development organizations consider essential. In addition to gender, there is an increasing emphasis on environment, health (HIV prevention), youth, and conflict.


One of the challenges in integrated approaches is how to define the boundaries of a particular project. For example, is it possible or realistic for a single development or peacebuilding project that attempts to engage youth leaders in a dialogue to also integrate environment, gender, health, HIV, and an expanding list of cross-sectoral areas into the project? Will this run the risk of diluting a project to such an extent that it no longer has a central focus? Will trying to integrate everything create competition between sectors, forcing organizations to choose between mainstreaming one or two aspects of the conflict in light of institutional capacity, feasibility, and financial and time constraints?


In support of integrated approaches, there is the central idea that for development efforts to succeed, there must be broad participation by the entire population and not just by groups of particular interest. Moreover, any project that does not at least minimally mainstream gender or other major concerns runs the risk of reinforcing and supporting unfair patterns of exclusion and discrimination on half of the population, which ultimately reduces the chances of sustainable development and growth. An additional challenge is that much of development work takes place at the project level, while the challenges that exist in society are often at the macro level. Thus, while much of development and peacebuilding work may make some contributions to improvements in the conflict context, it is a challenging feat to impact the overall level (Smith, 2004; Paffenholz and Rechyler, 2007; Woodrow and Chigas, 2009). There are also issues of poor coordination among multiple donors and competition among organizations that make having a larger impact across multiple programs more challenging (Smith, 2004). Furthermore, there may be tensions between the goals of international organizations and funders, who may want to push a certain agenda or goal, and local organizations or institutions, who may wish to pursue a different approach.


Purists might argue that integrating additional concerns into development programming undermines efforts to create long-term impacts and sustainability. For instance, would requiring a road construction project in Afghanistan to be gender sensitive in internal and external operations open a host of challenges, conflicts, or dangers to the implementing organization and local partners? An argument could also be made that development projects need technical experts in their particular sector, and that an attempt to do all this extra work would only dilute the impact of “hard” development work.


Another challenge is that many organizations and their individual staff are overburdened with heavy workloads. Trying to find time for integrating other concerns into development work can be exceedingly challenging for the following reasons:


       1.  Lack of time—For professionals working in the field, trying to find additional time to integrate cross-sectoral concerns into one’s work can be exceptionally difficult.


       2.  Lack of resources—While there is debate about the level of resources needed (financial and human capacity) to integrate peacebuilding across sectors, it is clear that some additional resources may be needed. Many organizations do not have adequate resources set aside for such work, nor are donors always supportive of providing increased financing (Paffenholz and Reychler, 2007).


       3.  Fad of the year—The list of areas to be integrated continues to increase. Sometimes it is not clear if a particular area will sustain interest, or if it will be quickly replaced by a new one.


       4.  How to integrate everything—As indicated earlier, the list of important areas to be integrated is ever expanding. To date, there hasn’t been a clear explanation of integrated approaches across sectors (Barbolet, Goldwyn, Groewnewald, and Sherrif, 2005; Paffenholz and Reychler, 2007). Does integrating each respective area require a different set of assessment tools in the early stages of a project and different tools for programming and evaluation?


       5.  Lack of clarity of terminology and tools—For many of the approaches there is still considerable debate over appropriate definitions and methodology. Many organizations have developed their own methods, and while this can be useful for internal organizational control, it can raise challenges in building a coherent approach across the larger field.


       6.  How to remain culturally sensitive—Some say that a fear of perceived Westernization has led to being overly culturally sensitive, especially when it comes to integrating gender. How can one reconcile cultural differences that clash with the objectives of mainstreaming activities that may occur?


Despite the challenges raised in this chapter, integrated peacebuilding and other mainstreaming efforts are important in international aid and related sectors. Its inclusion in programming and organizational goals shows the effort and desire of the field to move toward sustainable development practices and more holistic, inclusive approaches. While this text cannot provide all of the answers to these challenges, it will attempt to clarify some of them. In particular, this text seeks to clarify terminology and tools that can be used in integrating peacebuilding approaches, identifying innovative practices and cases, and helping contribute to a more coherent approach across the larger field.


OVERVIEW OF THE TEXT



As stated earlier, this text is divided into two main parts. The first provides an overview of integrated peacebuilding, a discussion of the business of the field, and a discussion of key actors and their motivations.


Section two comprises the bulk of the work, and is composed of chapters that explore integrated peacebuilding in key sectors and disciplines, including international development, humanitarian relief, gender, religion, the private sector, the environment, media, security, and health.10 The authors were asked to cover the following issues in each of their chapters:


       •  Introduction to the sector


           [image: ] What are the core conflict issues related to this sector?


           [image: ] How does the sector link with integrated peacebuilding?


       •  Discussion of relevant theory


           [image: ] What are the core theories that help explain conflict in this sector?


           [image: ] What are the main sources of conflict?


       •  Discussion of processes/skills


           [image: ] Which processes are being used to address conflicts in the sector?


           [image: ] What skills do practitioners need to be effective?


       •  Impacting policy/systematic change


           [image: ] What are the key policy debates in the sector related to integrated peace-building?


           [image: ] What are the key institutions working on peacebuilding in this sector?


           [image: ] What are some policy innovations that have been implemented to build peace?


           [image: ] What are indicators of success? Is change sustainable?


       •  Challenges in the field


           [image: ] What are some of the significant unresolved questions and ethical issues in this sector?


       •  Complement the chapter with brief case studies and/or a profile of practitioners


A brief overview of the chapters is provided below.


Section One


Chapter 2: The Business of Peacebuilding. This chapter explores the peacebuilding field as part of the larger international aid industry, reviews the different types of institutions involved in peacebuilding and their underlying motivations, and examines trends within the field.


Section Two


Chapter 3: International Development and Peacebuilding. This chapter, written by Andria Wisler, director of the Justice and Peace Studies Program at Georgetown, explores how for many years peacebuilding and international development operated as distinct areas of practice. More recently, scholars and practitioners have realized that with nearly two-thirds of development work taking place in conflict-affected countries, there is a strong relationship between the two. Effective and sustainable development cannot exist in countries with severe conflict, while peacebuilding practice and research need to also explore addressing the basic needs of communities. This chapter discusses the relationship between international development and peacebuilding.


Chapter 4: Humanitarian Assistance and Peacebuilding. In this chapter, Mike Jobbins, an alumnus of Georgetown University’s Conflict Resolution Program and current Africa programs manager for Search for Common Ground, explores the theoretical and practical issues related to humanitarian relief and peacebuilding. Many challenges face the international community, including responding to natural disasters, handling massive population displacements, and providing rapid relief, that are key issues for integrated approaches.


Chapter 5: Gender and Peacebuilding. In recent years there have been extensive efforts to integrate gender into peacebuilding research and practice. Coauthors Evelyn Thornton, CEO of the Institute for Inclusive Security, and Tobie Whitman, senior adviser of policy and research at the institute, discuss recent efforts to ensure that gender is integrated into peacebuilding research and practice. Gender-sensitive programming looks at how programming affects men, women, boys, and girls in designing and implementing activities. Moreover, there is a strong push in the peacebuilding field to give women a central role in building peace at the grassroots and policy levels. This chapter reviews the research supporting gender-sensitive peacebuilding programming, as well as the challenges in integrating this into practice.


Chapter 6: Peacebuilding and the Private Sector. This chapter is written by Shawn MacDonald, a frequent guest lecturer at Georgetown University and senior adviser at Verite. Traditionally, many practitioners and students of peacebuilding have failed to include the private sector as a significant actor in both generating conflicts and contributing to peace. With the globalization of the world’s economy, the private sector has begun to play an increasingly important role in fostering competition and conflict over access to resources, as well as helping to fund and engage in innovative peacebuilding work. In addition, MacDonald explores the topic of for-profit businesses’ directly contributing to peacebuilding as a core focus of their operations.


Chapter 7: Religion and Peacebuilding. This chapter is cowritten by Qamar-ul Huda, senior program officer at the US Institute of Peace, and Katherine Marshall of the Berkley Center at Georgetown University. In the twenty-first century, religion continues to be one of the primary identity markers around which groups coalesce. Many scholars and practitioners see religion as both a source of conflict and a potential means to bring groups together to work for peace. This chapter examines the role that religion plays in forming group identity and generating conflict, as well as innovative means by which religious leaders and members of their communities are using religion as a tool to engage in peacebuilding activities.


Chapter 8: Environmental Change and Peacebuilding. This chapter is written by Ashley Laura McArthur, an alumna of Georgetown University’s Conflict Resolution Program and a senior analyst at the Cadmus Group. Over the course of the next few decades, many predict that one of the major sources of conflict in the world will be the increasing impact of environmental factors, such as overpopulation, arid climates, drought, and more. This chapter explores the current efforts to integrate peacebuilding and environmental issues, and the key challenges that are likely to emerge in the future.


Chapter 9: Security and Peacebuilding. This chapter is written by Rhea Vance-Cheng, an alumna of Georgetown University’s Conflict Resolution Program, and Sam Feigenbaum and Rachel Goldberg, both current master’s degree candidates of Georgetown University’s Conflict Resolution Program. This chapter examines the need to balance a “3D” approach of defense, development, and diplomacy. Increasingly, peace-builders and security actors are working together to help bring stability to fragile and weak states that are the site of many of the world’s conflicts. The practical opportunities and ethical challenges of integrating hard and soft security approaches are explored in this chapter, as well as some innovative examples of collaboration.


Chapter 10: Media and Peacebuilding. This chapter is written by J. P. Singh, professor of global affairs and cultural studies at George Mason University. In the age of new media and globalization, the media is playing an increasingly important role in educating people around the world about conflict. Media can be a tool for inflaming violence, as seen in the hate-radio propaganda that helped to fuel the genocide in Rwanda, as well as an important process for fostering understanding among conflicted parties. This chapter examines the multiple roles of media related to conflict and focuses on how media can be used to both foster peace and generate conflict. Given the increasing impact of new media, the chapter also explores social media tools and processes in peacebuilding.


Chapter 11: Health and Peacebuilding. This chapter is written by Paul Charlton, an alumnus of Georgetown University’s Conflict Resolution Program who is currently a second-year medical student at Dartmouth College. For many years there has been a strong relationship between health and conflict. During humanitarian crises, access to health services is often interrupted and disease and other epidemics may spread. Health workers have long sought to help ameliorate the suffering of populations affected by conflict. In more recent times, given the basic need of all humans for health and the negative impact of conflict on health, there has been increased interaction between medical and public health professionals and peacebuilding issues.


Chapter 12: The Rule of Law and Peacebuilding. This chapter is written by Brian Kritz, adjunct professor for Georgetown University’s Conflict Resolution Program. It explores the need for and obstacles to developing a strong and transparent legal system in conflict-affected societies. Often in violent contexts, legal norms and institutions are decimated. One of the key steps in fostering a more stable postconflict period is to strengthen or develop a legal framework to address conflicts in society through peaceful means.


Chapter 13: Conclusion. In the last chapter, Craig Zelizer summarizes key lessons from the text and identifies future trends for integrated peacebuilding related to practice, research, and policy. A discussion of the critical issues of impact and sustainability of integrated approaches is also featured.
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