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More than 150 civil society experts met with senior officials 
representing the U.S. Department of Defense, U.S. Department of State, 
USAID, and the U.S. Institute of Peace.  The conference took place on 
Capitol Hill and also included Congressional staff.   

The goal of the conference was to explore how civil society can interact 
with new military and government efforts to promote conflict prevention, 
particularly in conflict analysis, policy planning, training, and 
operational/field level information sharing and coordination.   

This conference report details the key points made by two panels of 
speakers and a diverse and participatory audience.  The first panel of 
international speakers from West Africa, the Netherlands, the UK, and 
Canada highlighted international efforts to build a whole of community 
approach.  The second panel of U.S. government agencies discussed 
current efforts to link with civil society in conflict prevention and related 
efforts. 

The conference also included dialogue among the diverse participants 
from Washington think tanks, academia, foundations, corporations, non-
governmental organizations, government and military personnel. 
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CONFERENCE ORGANIZERS 
 
 
 

The 3D Security Initiative promotes conflict prevention and peacebuilding investments and strategies on 
important public and foreign policy issues to policy makers and policy shapers. 3D works in partnership with the 

AfP and GPPAC: 
 
 
 

The Alliance for Peacebuilding (AfP) is a U.S.-based network of non-governmental organizations working in 
applied conflict prevention and resolution around the world. The AfP supports collaborative action among 

governmental, nongovernmental, and intergovernmental organizations to prevent and resolve destructive 
conflicts. 

 
 
 

The Global Partnership for the Prevention of Armed Conflict (GPPAC) is a world-wide civil society-led 
network aiming to build a new international consensus on peacebuilding and the prevention of violent conflict. 
GPPAC works on strengthening civil society networks by linking local, national, regional, and global levels of 

action and effective engagement with governments, the U.N. system and regional organizations. 
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THE CONFLICT PREVENTION AGENDA 
There is a growing consensus in Washington DC of the broad range of threats related to violent conflict, 
particularly in failed and fragile states where instability can lead to a snowball effect on insecurity.  The 
shared recognition of threats from terrorism, the spread of weapons of mass destruction,  and deadly 
diseases leads both government agencies and civil society to step up to the task of trying to prevent these 
threats. 

We have different terminology for these efforts.  Civil society scholars and practitioners talk about conflict 
prevention, transformation and peacebuilding.  The US State Department talks about crisis management, 
stabilization, and reconstruction. USAID uses terms like conflict management and mitigation along with 
democracy and governance or transitional initiatives.  At the Department of Defense, terms such as irregular 
warfare, complex operations, and counterterrorism are more familiar. 

There are real differences in these terms.  Government agencies and civil society have different methods of 
addressing the problem of violent conflict.  But there is also common ground.  Many times we all find ourselves 
working in the same region in crisis. 

The stated goals for our work are often similar as well; 
we want capable, accountable, and responsive 
governments and secure environments where 
communities can live at peace.  

Democracy and good governance, as defined by the 
World Bank, result from a strong, citizen-oriented state 
that is held to account for its budget and policies by an 
active civil society who ensure that government act on 
behalf of everyone’s best interests and not just the 
interests of a few. 

Often, there is too great an emphasis on building an effective state and little or no effort to foster an active 
civil society.  In Iraq and Afghanistan, local civil society leaders have complained that the international 
community’s efforts to support the new governments in these countries have inadvertently undermined local 
civil society in the process.  The Global War on Terror in general has undermined civil society’s ability to hold 
their governments accountable to democratic standards, as some governments label any dissent from civil 
society as aiding extremism or terrorism.  In the long run, this slows the process of fostering good governance 
and democracy.   
 

Citizen-Oriented State 

+ 

Active Civil Society 

= 

Democracy & Good Governance 

 

Conflict prevention and peacebuilding programs prevent, reduce, transform, and help people respond to 
and recover from violence. They address the root causes of economic, political, environmental, and social 
instability through a wide range of programs such as job creation, reconciliation between conflicting 
groups, democratization of decision-making, environmentally sustainable development, and training in 
conflict resolution skills.  
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DEFINING A “WHOLE OF COMMUNITY” APPROACH 
There is also growing recognition in Washington, D.C. of the need for a “Smart Power” approach to 
addressing violent conflict that relies more on soft power strategies to persuade countries to change.  A 3D 
approach to US and foreign policy places greater emphasis on development (USAID) and diplomacy (State 
Department) efforts to prevent crises before a military defense effort is needed. 

This 3D, smart power approach is saves taxpayer money, saves lives, and is more effective in building long 
term sustainable security that 
addresses the root causes of 
conflict.   

A variety of new inter-agency 
efforts are underway in 
Washington to help build this 
3D approach. 

 A "whole of community" 
approach signals how U.S. 
interagency initiatives interact 
with civil society conflict 
prevention organizations, both 
when we have the same 
mission and when our sense of 
purpose in a country is 
profoundly different.   

Whole of community conflict prevention requires both horizontal integration across government agencies and 
across civil society as well as vertical integration of government with civil society. 

 

Development       Diplomacy     Defense 

(USAID)         (State)              (DoD) 

Interagency Process 

+ 
Local and International Civil Society Organizations (CSOs) 

= 
Whole of Community Conflict Prevention 

Civil Society Organizations (CSOs) are non-governmental groups such as charities, community 
development corporations, community-based organizations (CBOs), women's groups, media, business 
associations, faith-based organizations, professional associations, trade unions, self-help groups, coalitions 
and advocacy groups. CSOs are non-governmental, not-for-profit, and independent. 

CSOs play essential roles in democracy and good governance by helping to transform non-democratic 
countries through informing public opinion, mobilizing constituencies for reform, and engaging government 
and political parties in policy debate.  

CSOs lay foundations for development, human rights, sustainable environments, and facilitate dialogue 
and promote tolerance between groups.  CSO networks provide early warning for impending violence and 
support transitional justice and security sector reform.   



Building Whole of Community Conflict Prevention 

 

 

Page 4 

While there is growing interest in a ‘whole of government’ and even a ‘whole of community’ approach to 
conflict prevention, we are long way from enjoying this kind of ‘effective togetherness.’ Some of the major 
obstacles are the following: 

1. Different analytical assumptions about the root causes and dynamics of conflict.  This results in part 
from differing information sources and partly from different basic assumptions about power, politics, 
and human nature. 

2. Different prioritization of goals, particularly when human rights, democracy, rule of law and good 
governance are perceived to run counter to goals that reflect economic or security interests. 

3. Different perspectives on the roles and capacities of civil society to participate in conflict prevention 
processes. 

4. Different understanding of the risks and benefits of military action to support these goals.  Civil 
society tends to critique military campaigns in Afghanistan and Iraq, for example, while governments 
tend to see these wars as important to national economic and security interests as well as human rights 
and democracy goals. 

Forging a ‘whole of community’ approach to security and foreign policy in the U.S. will require addressing 
each of these current obstacles.  The 3D Security Initiative, in partnership with the Alliance for Peacebuilding 
and the Global Partnership for the Prevention of Armed Conflict, aims to address these gaps.   

This conference discussed how we can jointly work to create four elements in a whole of community approach 
to conflict prevention. 

 

4 Elements of a Whole of Community Approach to Conflict Prevention 

Analysis: How can government entities, military, local and international civil society organizations (CSOs), 
engage in joint assessment of the local context, conflict analysis and research on early warning indicators 
in crisis regions? 

Planning: How can government entities, military, local and international CSOs cooperate in policy 
planning for interventions in crisis regions, including identifying a clear division of CSO and government 
roles, and developing flexible strategies that permit adjustments as contexts shift? 

Training: What are the potential modes of joint training for civil society, government and military leaders 
to build relationships with each other while enhancing capacities in stabilization and conflict prevention? 

Operations: How can government entities, military, local and international CSOs operating in the same 
crisis regions interact at the field level?  How can so-called "host" national governments be encouraged to 
adopt broader consultation strategies with civil society leaders throughout their region? 
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INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVES ON  
‘WHOLE OF COMMUNITY’ CONFLICT PREVENTION 
 

The first panel of international speakers from West Africa, the Netherlands, the UK, and Canada highlighted 
how civil society organizations in other countries are engaging governments and military to build a whole of 
community approach.   

 

West African Network for Peacebuilding (WANEP) 

Based in Accra, Ghana 

Emmanuel Bombande, Executive Director of WANEP, presented the innovative work of WANEP to prevent 
and address conflict throughout West Africa.  WANEP was founded in 1998 as a response to the civil wars 
that engulfed West Africa in the late 1980’s and 1990’s.  The network includes 450 organizations across the 
sub-region with a Regional Secretariat based in Accra with 12 National Offices and with Focal Points in Cape 
Verde, Mali and Niger. 

WANEP runs a variety of programs including, the West Africa Early Warning and Response Network 
(WARN); the Capacity Building Program (CBP); the West Africa Peacebuilding Training Institute (WAPI); and 
the Women in Peacebuilding (WIPNET) & Youth and Peace Education Programme (YPE). 

In Ghana, WANEP has helped to build a national infrastructure for peacebuilding that links civil society with 
government and military efforts.  WANEP has trained leadership at the district, regional, and national levels 
to do early warning analysis and early intervention into conflicts in an effort to prevent violence. 

WANEP addresses a variety of challenges that threaten human security in West Africa, including challenges 
such as a youth bulge, unemployment, militarization, small arms proliferation, dysfunctional state institutions, 
endemic corruption, flawed elections, and human and drug trafficking. The United Nations Development 
report from 2004 to 2007 ranks 11 out of 15 ECOWAS member states to be in the category of world’s most 
poor countries.  The relationship between underdevelopment and insecurity is strong in West Africa.  As such, 
there is an urgent requirement of prioritizing conflict prevention in the same way as economic development 
and integration.  Likewise, there is a strong desire for African responses to African problems. 

WANEP plays a major role in the Economic Community of West African State’s (ECOWAS) Sub Regional 
Peace and Security Observation System for early warning of violent conflict.  The Early Warning System is 
composed of a Center located at the ECOWAS Commission in Abuja as well as observation and monitoring 
zones.  ECOWARN functions in large part because of WANEP’s data collection, analysis and preparation of 

Global Whole of Community Coordination on Conflict Prevention Panel 
Panelists from other countries addressed  
Paul van Tongeren, European Centre for Conflict Prevention/Global Partnership for the Prevention of 
Armed Conflict  
David Lord, Canadian Peacebuilding Coordinating Committee  
Andy Carl, Conciliation Resources, United Kingdom  
Emmanuel Bombande, West African Network for Peacebuilding  
Moderator: Lisa Schirch, 3D Security Initiative  
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reports for the use of the ECOWAS Commission. Up to 90% of data collected are from WANEP’s Civil Society 
Focal Points. 

The success of ECOWAS intervention in Guinea is directly related to the early warning signals and socio-
political analysis they received from ECOWARN.  ECOWARN is providing data for empirical analysis that 
contributes to prevention through the knowledge available and the capacity to anticipate and analyze 
conflicts.  ECOWARN has quickly contributed to the shift from reaction to conflicts to prevention of conflicts in 
Guinea, Cote d’Ivoire, and Togo.   

WANEP has leverage because of its prominent role in ECOWARN.   WANEP was recently elected to the 
Permanent Assembly of the African Union-ECOSOC as West Africa Regional Organisation.  WANEP’s 
visibility led to its election to the Permanent Assembly of the AU Economic, Cultural and Social Council 
(ECOSOC). 

While WANEP’s capacity for providing early warning and analysis of conflicts in West Africa expands and 
grows in legitimacy with regional governments and military leaders, the funding for this civil society work 
remains precarious.   While it costs far less to do conflict prevention than it does to intervene with 
peacekeeping troops in conflicts once they explode, governments and donors remain reticent to support 
prevention rather than crisis management approaches.   

 

Global Partnership for the Prevention of Armed Conflict(GPPAC) 

Based in The Netherlands 
Paul Van Tongeran, the founding director of the European Centre for Conflict Prevention worked to 
conceptualize and establish the Global Partnership for the Prevention of Armed Conflict (GPPAC) in response 
to U.N. Secretary General Kofi Annan’s call for civil society to organize itself to support conflict prevention 
work along with the U.N. and international community.  GPPAC is the result of these efforts to create a 
structured network consisting of 15 regions with over 1000 NGOs working in conflict prevention.   

In the last twenty-five years, a great number of CSOs have begun playing a wide range of roles to prevent 
conflict and build peace. Universities around the globe have developed academic programs in conflict 
resolution and peacebuilding. Regional Organizations, such as the EU, OSCE, and ECOWAS have developed 
a much better infrastructure for dealing with crises and conflicts.  And at the U.N. has developed the 
Peacebuilding Commission, the Framework Team and Mediation support at the Department of Political Affairs. 

At its 2005 U.N. conference in New York, GPPAC presented its Regional & Global Action Agenda for conflict 
prevention.   Today, GPPAC’s global network continues to work on a number of projects, including Awareness 
Raising of Conflict Prevention; Knowledge Sharing & Generation (Peace Education); Early Warning Early 
Response; Interaction & Advocacy; and Network building & Capacity.   The goal of all of these efforts is to 
create a strong infrastructure at each level, from local to global, to support conflict prevention and 
peacebuilding.  

A variety of challenges face the GPPAC civil society network.  Greater awareness and advocacy for conflict 
prevention is needed, particularly among key decision makers and policymakers.  Multi-stakeholder 
partnerships are needed to help link national, regional, global efforts with local civil society work in conflict 
prevention.    



Building Whole of Community Conflict Prevention 

 

 

Page 7 

GPPAC has worked to help document some of the unique roles civil society plays in conflict prevention, 
including providing better information of ‘reality on the ground’ , working in communities where the 
government cannot, particularly where community based CSOs enjoy trust and legitimacy.  

 
In last year’s post-election violence in Kenya, for example, GPPAC regional members helped to mobilize a 
large constituency for peace after post-election crisis.  They deployed highly trained CSO experts to quell the 
violence and foster more constructive political engagement.  And they related directly to support the 
mediation by Kofi Annan. 

GPPAC is working with a global and regional summit every other year to foster a coordinated, whole of 
community approach between all stake holders.   The major challenge to this sort of coordination is funding.  
There are few governments and private foundations or donors who will support preventive approaches to 
conflict.  

 

Conciliation Resources (CR) 

Based in the United Kingdom 
Andrew Carl, Director of Conciliation Resources, explained how Conciliation Resources is interfacing with new 
UK policies that support conflict prevention.  CR is part of the Peace and Security Liaison Group who, with 
funding from private foundations, aim to promote a sustained policy engagement with government.  Mr. Carl 
outlined a variety of new initiatives by the UK government to foster conflict prevention. 

1. Conflict Prevention Named as Strategic Priority: In early 2008, the British government announced that one 
of its 30 Public Service Agreements (PSA) on budgeting and policy priorities is to achieve: 

“a global and regional reduction in conflict and its impact through improved UK and international 

efforts to prevent, manage and resolve conflict, and to create the conditions required for effective 

state building and economic development.” 

 
The second part of the PSA notes the important role of civil society in a whole of community effort:  

“(2.2)An underlying and unifying principle is that of a “comprehensive approach” – genuinely 

joined-up planning and implementation to ensure UK engagements, and those of other actors, 

including international institutions, are greater that the sum of their parts. This also reflects the 

importance of engaging beyond the UK Government in delivering this PSA’s objectives - success 

under this PSA will require input from other actors, not the least civil society.” 

2. Conflict Prevention Architecture Developed: Behind this commitment are a number of important policies 
and doctrine, and a revised conflict response architecture.  For the Foreign Office “conflict prevention and 
resolution is now one of four declared policy goals, and it also prominent in the Department for International 
Developments’ business plan.  The UK has also developed a new cross-Whitehall department called the 
Stabilization Unit – and specialist conflict prevention teams within the Foreign Office and DFID.  This conflict 
prevention architecture is supported by a number of important guidelines and tools including methods for 
undertaking what they call strategic conflict assessments. Interestingly one of the criteria they will use to assess 
their own effectiveness will be whether there is “greater and more genuine involvement of non-governmental 
actors.” 

3. Conflict Prevention Funding Established: Specifically designated funding mechanisms include the Conflict 
Prevention Pool and the Stabilization Fund, to which NGOs can apply for support.  
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4. Commitment to Civil-Military Cooperation in Conflict Prevention.  The UK government’s new National 
Security Strategy provides a single framework of their understanding of and approach to national security. 

The Strategy states that 

“ building security depends on politics and economic development….To ensure that longer-term 

political and economic objectives are the guiding force behind the security campaign, we have 

brought British civilian and military personnel together into co-located headquarters – and we will 

continue to strengthen their integration.” 
 

Lastly the policy makes a commitment to working with CSOs: 

“5.6 The Government is committed to a dialogue with experts, stakeholders, and the public, to build 

a shared understanding of the security challenges we face, and what we are doing and need to do to 

tackle them.  We will encourage interested parties to contribute to the debate on the strategy, and 

will seek to encourage the participation of a much wider circle of expertise in addressing national 

security issues. 

We will establish a national security forum, including people from central and local government, 

politics, academia, the private and third sectors, and other bodies, as well as people with relevant 

security experience. We will also look for opportunities to seek views from members of the public.” 

The British government is currently working on yet another new conflict strategy to sit under the National 
Security Strategy and to provide a framework for the various department responses. A variety of challenges 
remain, including debates on the specific challenges of peacebuilding in military operations, “embedded” 
versus “full-spectrum” approaches, and engaging in the low priority contexts.  

Conciliation Resources is advocating for the UK to develop effective support to ongoing peace processes such 
as contexts from Sri Lanka to Colombia, from the Basque country to the DRC were there are initiatives 
intended to reach a sustainable end to the armed conflicts – including mediation and formal negotiations. 

Current support for peace processes tends to be trumped by traditional international diplomacy or even the 
humanitarian imperative as with the war in Georgia and South Ossetia. And lastly, that this conceptual and 
policy gap mirrored a practice and institutional gap in cross-Whitehall mechanism and specialized skills to 
deliver effective support to specific conflict resolution initiatives and peace processes in general.  

 

Peacebuild: The Canadian Peacebuilding Network 

David Lord is the Director of Executive Peacebuild, formerly known as the Canadian Peacebuilding 
Coordinating Committee, an NGO network that currently has about 70 members including humanitarian 
assistance, development, conflict resolution, women’s rights, peace, faith communities, human rights, 
peacekeeping training, the CANADEM roster of experts, academic institutions and think tanks.  The official 
over-arching objective of the network is to achieve greater and more effective Canadian participation in 
peacebuilding activities. The Peacebuild network has been largely dependent on the Canadian government 
for core funding to maintain a small secretariat and for many of its activities. 

 

Canadian Commitment to Civil Society 

From 1994 to 2005, Canada developed a framework of communication, consultation and cooperation 
between government and civil society organizations focused on international issues and activities at home and 
abroad. Underpinning that was a Peacebuilding Fund for programming which was jointly managed by 



Building Whole of Community Conflict Prevention 

 

 

Page 9 

Foreign Affairs and Canadian International Development Agency.  Within the bureaucracy, peacebuilding 
and human security policy and programming units were established.  

This was partly due to pressure from civil society to be more involved in policy development and 
implementation but also due to the recognition by Canadian politicians and government officials – primarily 
within our Department of Foreign Affairs and the Canadian International Development Agency -- of the need 
to engage with civil society organizations and the general public to build support for, and, to a certain extent, 
help legitimate and communicate, policy initiatives. Peacebuild was a central component of that initial 
architecture. 

In 2001, civil society representatives and the Canadian government at the time – Liberals under Jean Chretien 
– agreed to a non-binding voluntary sector accord.  The document stated that its raison d’être was to 
formalize the existing relationship between government and the voluntary sector and “facilitate greater 
understanding and co-operative ways of working together”.   

The agreement was based on six so-called “Canadian” values – democracy, active citizenship, equality, 
diversity, inclusion and social justice.  The accord’s guiding principles were:  

• independence, referred to as the autonomy of both government and the voluntary sector and both 
sectors’ “unique strengths and separate accountabilities; 

• interdependence – “the actions of one can directly or indirectly affect the other, since both share the 
same objective of common good, operate in the same areas of Canadian life, and serve the same 
clients;”  

• dialogue – “sharing of ideas, perspectives and experiences contributes to better understanding, 
improved identification of priorities and sound public policy…”1 

 

Peacebuild’s “Whole of Community” Efforts 

Peacebuild has principally been a focal point for identifying NGOs interested in peacebuilding issues, sharing 
information and convening joint discussions, consultations, dialogues and so on between government and non-
governmental representatives. It has also been a source of research, primarily drawing on the experience and 
knowledge of its members and their partners and networks. 

The two principal mechanisms that the network has used to interact with Canadian government departments 
have been Annual Peacebuilding and Human Security Consultations and more frequent and smaller-scale 
NGO-government dialogues. As of 2006, nine Annual Peacebuilding and Human Security Consultations had 
been held. These had grown from relatively small domestic gatherings into two-day national and international 
conferences physically hosted at the Department of Foreign Affairs and co-planned and delivered with us and 
other networks and institutions.  The last one took place in 2006 and drew about 300 participants from 
government, academia, NGOs and diplomatic missions.  These meetings provided government and civil society 
opportunities to gauge attitudes of their counterparts, often allowed for well-informed and usually 
constructive criticism in both directions and much informal discussion and networking. Confidentiality, not-for-
attribution reporting, and restricted dissemination of reports is necessary to encourage candour and generate 
new thinking and directions. 

Peacebuild also participates in and provides planning and administrative support to two other working-
group-like entities on Sudan and Afghanistan. The Sudan InterAgency Reference Group’s track record and 
continued engagement of the main Canadian NGO actors in Sudan has made it the principal point of contact 
for the Sudan Task Force, which is led by Foreign Affairs and includes representatives from the Canadian 

                                                
1
 An Accord Between the Government of Canada and the Voluntary Sector, Government of Canada, December 2001 
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Department of National Defence.  The NGO Afghanistan Reference Group has similarly focused on peace 
and security, development, humanitarian assistance, governance, gender and rights issues. 

Peacebuild and the Canadian Council for International Cooperation, the Canadian equivalent of InterAction, 
have helped co-convene the Afghanistan Reference Group (ARG) and played active roles in planning and 
information sharing and policy development meetings, development of communications protocol and in 
providing substantive inputs to collaboratively drafted ARG policy papers, including submissions to a 
government-appointed panel on Canada’s future role in Afghanistan and legislative hearings.  

Despite widespread recognition among practitioners inside and outside of government that complex and 
deep-seated conflict situations and issues necessitate better coordinated, multi-sectoral and adequately 
resourced long-term engagement, Peacebuild has not yet been able to establish standing mechanisms for 
knowledge sharing or implementing collaborative action. In effect, recognition that incorporating civil society 
input into policymaking leads to better public policy did not get translated into formalized relationships. 

Mr. Lord recommended the creation of regularized NGO-government policy development and 
implementation processes such as quarterly emerging issues briefings and information exchange, country-
specific task forces, and inclusion of/or observer status of civil society representatives in whole of government 
working groups.  Potential risks in pursuing structured, sustained interaction include the possibility that a whole 
of community approach will be a time-consuming process development, inadequately staffed and funded 
resulting in a process that is of little value to anyone.  To mitigate these risks, Lord proposes: 

• Joint development of the consultative mechanisms between government, military, and civil 

society involving process design and management experts should go a long way towards 

establishing productive and sustainable working relationships among governmental and NGO 

participants and contribute to maintaining political buy-in and support. 

• A civil society NGO expertise pool of experts that is regularly updated. 

• Adequate, predictable resources to maintain and improve any mechanisms developed to 

provide ongoing focus and support for joint policy development and programming. 

• Effective, internal, cross-sector and external communication of processes, content and outcomes 

is also crucial. 

 

 

 

US Government and Military Infrastructure on Conflict Prevention 
Senior officials from the U.S. Government offered an overview of the work of their respective agencies 
engaging civil society throughout the world and an analysis of what is needed for more comprehensive and 
whole of community approaches to conflict prevention. 

US Government and Military Infrastructure on Conflict Prevention Panel 

David A. Sobyra, Consortium for Complex Operations, Defense Department  
Mike Dziedzic, US Institute of Peace  
Elisabeth Kvitashvili, Conflict and Humanitarian Assistance, USAID  
Kathy Kavalec, Conflict Prevention Unit, State Department's Office on Reconstruction and Stabilization 
Moderator: Rick Barton, Center for Strategic and International Studies 
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Defense Department 

The Defense Department’s new Consortium for Complex Operations (CCO) aims to foster this whole of 
community approach.  Their website (http://ccoportal.org/) lists both government and civil society efforts 
related to conflict prevention. The organization is a developing 'community of practice' of civilian and military 
complex operations training and education institutions and practitioners.  

The CCO defines complex operations as counterinsurgency; stability, security, transition and reconstruction 
operations; and irregular warfare. The CCO’s director David Sobrya suggests reducing conflict equals saving 
resources and that providing virtual space to bring people together is required to cross-pollinate ideas, 
capture lessons learned, and provide information.   

The CCO's goal is to enhance the U.S. Government's ability to prepare for complex operations by catalyzing 
cooperation, coordination and synchronization among education, training, lessons learned, and research 
institutions and organizations.   

Currently, there are organizational stovepipes that inhibit a whole-of-government approach. Institutions teach 
conflicting approaches to the same problems.  There is duplicative and isolated curricula development, and an 
inadequate accounting of lessons learned captured for new curricula.  Mr. Sobyra cited Major James A. 
Gavrilis serving in Iraq: 

Because we didn’t receive any guidance for governance or reconstruction and certainly not for 

spreading democracy, I had to make up everything as I went, based on the situation on the ground 

and what I remembered from my Special Forces training and a handful of political science classes. 

From “The Mayor of Ar Rutbah” Foreign Policy Magazine, Nov-Dec 05 

In response to this lack of preparation to engage in reconstruction and stabilization missions, the CCO is 
designed to catalyze innovation and new knowledge in thought, theory, practice and pedagogy; connect 
education, training, research and lessons learned professionals to share knowledge and curricula; and 
cultivate a culture with a foundation of trust and habits of collaboration for the civilian and military 
community. 

The CCO serves as an “intellectual home” for Complex Operations.  This means providing an information 
clearinghouse; cataloguing curricula, institutions, events, and experts; identifying and connecting people to 
training and education resources; fostering a Community of Practice of complex operations practitioners; 
channeling feedback to policy leadership for guidance and solutions and supporting lessons learned processes 
and best practices compilation in the area of complex operations.  The CCO itself does not provide training 
and education; they help connect practitioners with the training and education they need. The CCO connects 
practitioners to education and training resources, provides visibility of events and activities; offers forums to 
communicate on education and training issues; and continues to connect people and ideas through the 
Community of Practice. 

In response to audience questions, Mr. Sobyra noted that the DoD recognizes the need of civilians to receive 
funds for this type of work.  There is progress in transferring funds from the Defense Department to USAID 
and the State Department for reconstruction, conflict prevention and related activities. 

 

State Department 

Kathy Kavalec, Director of the State Department’s Conflict Prevention Unit in the Office of the Coordinator for 
Reconstruction and Stabilization gave an overview of the work S/CRS is doing to promote more effective 
coordination for conflict prevention.  S/CRS was created in response to the consensus that the international 
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community has undertaken stabilization and reconstruction operations in an ad hoc fashion, recreating the tools 
and relationships each time a crisis arises.  The mission of S/CRS is to lead, coordinate and institutionalize U.S. 
Government civilian capacity to prevent or prepare for post-conflict situations, and to help stabilize and 
reconstruct societies in transition from conflict or civil strife, so they can reach a sustainable path toward 
peace, democracy and a market economy.  The office was created to fill a gap in expertise related to setting 
countries on a sustainable path towards peace, democracy and a market economy.  S/CRS has five core 
objectives: 

• Monitor and Plan: Develop clear policy options concerning states and regions of greatest risk and 
importance, and lead U.S. planning focused on these priorities to avert crises, when possible, to 
prepare for them as necessary.  

• Mobilize and Deploy: Coordinate the deployment of U.S. resources and implementation of programs 
in cooperation with international and local partners to accelerate transitions from conflict to peace.  

• Prepare Skills and Resources: Establish and manage an interagency capability to deploy personnel 
and resources in an immediate surge response and the capacity to sustain assistance until traditional 
support mechanisms can operate effectively.  

• Learn From Experience: Incorporate best practices and lessons learned into functional changes in 
training, planning, exercises, and operational capabilities that support improved performance.  

• Coordinate With International Partners: Work with international and multilateral organizations, 
individual states, and NGOs to plan, accelerate deployment, and increase interoperability of 
personnel and equipment in multilateral operations. 

S/CRS is in the process of developing a Civilian Reserve Corp that can be called upon to assist in conflict 
prevention, stabilization, and reconstruction tasks, particularly in the midst of a crisis.  Congress passed 
legislation providing more than $55 million in funding for the Civilian Reserve Corp at S/CRS.  The Civilian 
Response Corp (CRC) is a team of civilian first responders who can support U.S. missions in pre-conflict and 
post-conflict stabilization and reconstruction missions. The CRC represents the growing consensus that a robust 
civilian face to U.S. involvement abroad is necessary to respond to crises. The establishment of the CRC would 
ensure that civilian responsibilities in U.S. diplomacy and foreign development assistance will not unduly 
burden or be subsumed by the U.S. military and are carried out with people with the appropriate expertise.  

The Conflict Prevention Unit of S/CRS oversees a broad-based global monitoring program to identify states 
at risk of instability.  This global Early Warning monitoring program includes the National Intelligence Council 
(NIC) Internal Instability Watchlist.  The Conflict Prevention Unit also coordinates conflict prevention and 
mitigation efforts within the U.S. Government, and actively consult with NGOs and international partners on 
best practices and new policy tools to help define policies to strengthen fragile states.  The Conflict Prevention 
Unit and USAID’s Office of Conflict Management and Mitigation convened an inter-agency team to develop 
the Inter Agency Conflict Assessment Framework (ICAF) which will be used to coordinate analytical assessments 
of regions in conflict.  The ICAF has just been published and there are plans to distribute it globally to U.S. 
embassies abroad.  There is potential for civil society to interact in the ICAF assessment process.  

S/CRS recognizes the value of social capital, both vertical and horizontal.  The State Department values its 
connections with civil society and looks for ways of linking with the social capital of civil society. 

USAID 
Elizabeth Kvitashvili, head of Conflict and Humanitarian Assistance, at USAID, provided an overview of how 
USAID programming fits in with a Whole of Community effort.  USAID has units that focus on a variety of 
issues: agriculture, democracy & governance, economic growth, the environment, education, health, global 
partnerships, and humanitarian assistance.  Within the Democracy and Governance Unit, USAID seeks to: 
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• Strengthen the Rule of Law and Respect for Human Rights 
• Promote More Genuine and Competitive Elections & Political Processes 
• Increase Development of a Politically Active Civil Society 
• Develop More Transparent and Accountable Governance 
• Promote free and independent media 

USAID’s office of Conflict Management and Mitigation works with all of USAID’s programs.  Rather than 
develop and sponsor new, stand-alone activities, CMM helps USAID missions and partners do more to address 
conflict with resources that are already available. They do this by integrating or ‘mainstreaming’ best 
practices of conflict management into more traditional development sectors such as democracy and 
governance, economic growth, natural resource management, security sector reform, social development, and 
peace building. CMM seeks to foster greater creativity and new ideas in USAID’s work so that the agency 
may better understand and respond to conflict. The office is supporting USAID missions by developing a series 
of toolkits, to help clarify the relationship between areas of development work such as youth programming 
and livelihoods development, and to recommend policies and project designs to address these issues. 
USAID recognizes that networks and alliances are important assets for affecting societal change.  There is a 
great need to cultivate and deepen social capital, but also to recognize when it is used positively and 
negatively.  USAID is fostering strategic thinking to develop a cohesive approach and shared capacities for 
development, diplomacy, and defense.  There is a need to develop methods such that NGO’s, civil society and 
government can act effectively as pieces of the whole. We also need to work together to develop a joint 
understanding of conflict prevention.  Is it possible to “fix” failed states?  There are no easy answers.  But we 
do know some of the steps to get us to a better place.   

US Institute of Peace 

Mike Dziedzic, Senior Program Officer of the Center for Post-Conflict Peace and Stability Operations at the 
United States Institute of Peace (USIP) shared how USIP is fostering a whole of community effort by providing 
a space to bring together NGOs, military, and government.  USIP is an independent, nonpartisan institution 
established and funded by Congress. Its goals are to help prevent and resolve violent international conflicts, 
promote post-conflict stability and development, and increase conflict management capacity, tools, and 
intellectual capital worldwide.   

Recognizing NGO’s need to maintain impartiality and the fear of the growing role of the military in  
humanitarian assistance in general and of confusion between civil society and the military’s roles in regions in 
crisis, USIP has fostered ways of building shared understanding between the military, government, and civil 
society.  USIP projects aim to address the need for boundaries and guidelines for behavior, principles, and 
codes of conduct of groups working in the same region, recognizing the differences and common ground 
between them. 

The Institute’s highly successful Guide to IGOs, NGOs and the Military in Peace and Relief Operations provides 
short scenarios of typical international involvement in peace missions, natural disasters, and stability 
operations, as well as an introduction to the organizations that will be present when the international 
community responds to a crisis. Equally valuable are descriptions of the roles of the United Nations and other 
international institutions, NGOs, the U.S. military, and U.S. government civilian agencies, which were added 
because of their increased role in these operations. 

USIP worked in partnership with the Department of Defense and Interaction (the umbrella organization for 
major American humanitarian non-governmental organizations to develop a set of Guidelines for Relations 
Between US Armed Forces and Non-Governmental Humanitarian Organizations in Potentially Hostile 
Environments.  These guidelines address how the US military and US non-governmental organizations should 
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behave towards each other in non-permissive environments like those in Iraq and Afghanistan.  
 

USIP continues to develop educational materials, compile lessons learned, host civil-military forums, and foster 
progress toward a conflict prevention theory to catalyze, connect, and cultivate a more effective ‘whole of 
community’ effort at conflict prevention. 
 

PARTICIPANT QUESTIONS, CONCERNS, NEXT STEPS & RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Four members of the Alliance for Peacebuilding facilitated a process of gathering insights from participants 
on three key questions. Rob Ricigliano of the University of Wisconsin, Peter Woodrow of Collaborative 
Development Associates; Susan Allen Nan of George Mason University; and Andrea Strimling of Harvard 
University asked each of the 10 participants at each of 15 tables to write down the following: 

 
What is the Heart of the Problem? 
 

1. A “Whole of Community” approach may be impossible because the missions and approaches are so 
different.  There may be a conflict of interest in policy making.  One critical difference is the 
difference between state-specific interests versus broader international interests. 

 
2. It is unclear if all groups really want conflict prevention – we need to have a clearer definition of 

conflict prevention and good examples of where it has worked. We need to have more discussion on 
the basic orientation we each have towards conflict and whether the US really wants to work with the 
international community and local partners. 
 

3. Participants expressed concern that the Defense Department has the resources to take the lead on this 
effort to communicate and build relationships.  One group noted that DOD is the “elephant in the 
room.”  They control the dialogue on the “whole community” approach, because they have resources.  
They guide the discussion, influence what happens. 

 
4. Within the conflict prevention and peacebuilding CSOs, there is still competition for recognition and 

funding. Without better coordination within CSOs, it is hard to imagine how they can work effectively 
with government. 

 
5. The gap in organizational culture between CSOs, government and military is wide.  More effort is 

needed to simply understand “how things are done” before we can think about working together. We 
need to learn each other’s terminology. 

 
6. Frustration about how to include local grassroots level voices in this discussion.  How do we get 

everyone at the table and who will ensure that all voices are included? 
 

7. Biggest challenge is expanding “whole community” approach internationally.  USG and US NGOs are 
supportive of the idea/process, but many international actors are not on board, including international 
organizations (i.e. UN), local CSOs, local citizens.  These actors need to be engaged. 

What is the Heart of the Problem? 
What are the Elements to Success? 

What are the Next Steps? 
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What are the Elements to Success of Building Whole of Community Conflict Prevention? 

 

1. Consistent, patient, long-term investment in learning and recording and institutionalizing best practices. 
 

2. Perhaps nothing!  Maybe we just let all those flowers bloom and don’t try to coordinate our efforts. 
Maybe we simply need more of us working at conflict prevention and not more coordination. 
 

3. Relationships: Convening people over an extended period of time so we work together and build 
social capital/trust in finding innovative solutions that exist outside of our own systems. 
 

4. Local Ownership:  Ensure that local civil society organizations and citizens are the leaders in conflict 
prevention in their context– it is their conflict and any sustainable effort requires their leadership and 
full participation. 
 

5. Trust and Transparency - We must build trust and accept the fact that there are complexities to 
different approaches.  That is, we focus on different things and different approaches based on these 
and each have their own benefits. 

 

What are the most important Next Steps? 

 

1. Create buy-in on a larger scale for coordination. New Administration and 111th Congress should take 

two steps to enable this: 

a. Foreign assistance reform 
b. Rebalancing of funding between civilian agencies and military 

 

2. Create open space conferences and ongoing opportunities for small-group/large-group dialogue that 
bring together all relevant stakeholders (regional bureaus, organizational leadership, Congress, 
international partners) first regionally and then  rolled up at a broader level. 
 

3. Need organizational commitment to continue discussing ‘whole of community’ conflict prevention.   
 

a. For the US government and military, that means reporting on the outcomes of this conference 
and the desire of local and international civil society groups to have a greater voice in 
government conflict assessment and policy planning.   
 

b. For civil society organizations, that means committing resources and time to learn how they can 
best take part in assessment and policy planning and how US government agencies are 
affecting their work.    

 
4. Carry out a joint USG-civil society exercise and/or conflict assessment in the field to truth check DC-

based findings and explore field-based obstacles and routes to coordination.   

 

5. Introduce an issue-based approach to better cooperation to enable civil society, government agencies, 

and the military to come around the table to discuss their unique perspectives on specific issues such as 

land disputes, peace negotiations, or landmines.    

 

6. Create USG-civil society information sharing systems for conflict settings.  
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PANELIST BIOGRAPHIES 

Frederick (Rick) Barton is a senior adviser in the CSIS International Security Program and codirector of the 
Post-Conflict Reconstruction Project. A member of the CSIS Commission on Smart Power and a supporting 
expert to the Iraq Study Group and the Task Force on the United Nations, Barton is a regular writer, 
commentator, and contributor to global public discussions. For five years, he was also a visiting lecturer at the 
Woodrow Wilson School at Princeton University, where he was the Frederick H. Schultz Professor of Economic 
Policy and lecturer on public and international affairs. His work is informed by 15 years of experience in 
nearly 30 global hot spots, including serving as UN deputy high commissioner for refugees in Geneva (1999–
2001) and as the first director of the Office of Transition Initiatives at the U.S. Agency for International 
Development (1994–1999). A graduate of Harvard College (1971), Barton earned his M.B.A. from Boston 
University (1982), with an emphasis on public management, and received an honorary doctorate of humane 
letters from Wheaton College of Massachusetts (2001). 

Emmanuel Bombande is co-founder and current Executive Director of the West Africa Network for 
Peacebuilding (WANEP). With 15 years of peacebuilding learning and practice, Bombande is active in 
facilitating conflict mitigation and prevention across Africa and beyond with a strong African background in 
conflict analysis. He has been a lead mediator in many community based mediation efforts in West Africa. He 
has also served as a member of the UN Advisory Team in Ghana and advised the Government of Ghana on 
various conflict prevention strategies in protracted inter and intra communal violent conflicts. In Ghana, he 
contributed to the development of national peace architecture. Bombande facilitates and teaches various 
peacebuilding and peace operations support courses in different institutions. They include the Kofi Annan 
International Peacekeeping Training Centre (KAIPTC) in Accra-Ghana, the University of Ghana's Legon Centre 
for International Affairs (LECIA) and the Folke Bernadotte Academy – in Sweden.  

Bombande’s work with inter-governmental agencies include facilitating dialogue courses for the ECOWAS 
Council of the Wise,  the African Union Special Representatives in African countries and United nations staff 
from UNDP and the Department of Political Affairs. A graduate of the Kwame Nkrumah University of Science 
and Technology-Kumasi-Ghana, he has undertaken Peace Studies in various disciplines and holds a Master’s 
degree in Conflict Transformation from the Eastern Mennonite University-USA.  Bombande has led various 
teams in the successful implementation of major projects including a Natural Resources Conflict Management in 
Sustainable Livelihood Programme in partnership with the FAO in Ghana. As Head of WANEP, he provides 
leadership for the biggest peacebuilding Network in West Africa with a strong partnership with the Economic 
Community of West African States (ECOWAS). Mr. Bombande speaks several Ghanaian languages with 
English and French as working languages. 

Andrew Carl co-founded Conciliation Resources in 1995 and now heads the organization. He led the 
development of CR’s program work in the South Pacific (Fiji and Bougainville/PNG) and in northern Uganda, 
Somaliland and Sri Lanka, and established CR’s Accord program and publication series. From 1989-94 he 
worked for International Alert as their original program staff member on peace initiatives in Southern Africa, 
Europe, Liberia, the Philippines, Colombia, Iraqi-Kurdistan and elsewhere. Before this, he was National 
Coordinator of the Central America Human Rights Committee, UK (1986-89). He has degrees in literature 
from the University of California at Berkeley (BA) and Trinity College, Dublin (MPhil). Andy represents CR in 
various national and international policy forums on conflict transformation practice and continues to act as a 
resource person to CR’s programs and to develop new areas of work for the organization. He is actively 
involved in championing the importance of engaging with armed groups and promoting public participation in 
peacemaking. 

Michael J. Dziedzic joined the U.S. Institute of Peace as a program officer in the Research and Studies 
program and is currently a senior program officer in the Center for Post-Conflict Peace and Stability 
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Operations. Before coming to the Institute, Dziedzic, a retired United States Air Force (USAF) colonel, was a 
senior military fellow at the Institute for National Strategic Studies, National Defense University, where he 
focused on peace operations, Latin American regional security affairs, and transnational security threats.  
During his thirty-year career with the USAF, he served in a variety of capacities, including professor in the 
Department of Political Science at the USAF Academy, professor of national security studies at the National 
War College, strategic military planner for the United Nations Mission in Kosovo, political–military planner at 
the Pentagon, air attaché at the U.S. Embassy in El Salvador, and visiting fellow at the International Institute 
for Strategic Studies in London.  A graduate of the USAF Academy, Dziedzic received his Ph.D. in government 
from the University of Texas at Austin. 

Kathy Kavalec, a career Foreign Service Officer, joined the Office of the Coordinator for Reconstruction and 
Stabilization (S/CRS) as the Director for Conflict Prevention in September 2008.  In this capacity, she oversees 
the 1207 Reconstruction and Stabilization program, Interagency application of the Interagency Conflict 
Assessment Framework (ICAF) and is also responsible for developing new interagency approaches to conflict 
prevention within the U.S. Government.  Ms. Kavalec has dedicated much of her diplomatic career in Russia, 
Ukraine and other former Soviet bloc states.  She served as Political Counselor at the U.S. Embassy in Kyiv 
and has been assigned twice to the U.S. Embassy in Moscow, where she covered political affairs.  Her other 
posts have included Romania and Brazil.  In Washington, she served as Director for Economic Programs in the 
Office of the Coordinator for Assistance to the New Independent States.  She has extensive experience 
working with Congress gained while working as a Legislative Management Officer in the State Department’s 
Bureau of Legislative Affairs.  She holds an A.B. in Political Science from the University of California at 
Berkeley and a Masters degree in Foreign Service from Georgetown University.   

Elisabeth Kvitashvili is the director of the Office of Conflict Management and Mitigation in the Bureau for 
Democracy, Conflict and Humanitarian Assistance at the United States Agency for International Development 
(USAID). She is a career foreign service officer with tours in Afghanistan, Russia, and Honduras. She has also 
spent significant time in the Caucasus, Nepal, Philippines, Bosnia, Rwanda, Burundi, Ethiopia, and Eritrea 
working primarily on humanitarian and conflict-related programs. She holds a masters degree in near east 
studies from the University of London School of Oriental and African Studies and has a diploma in 
international relations from Paris University School of Political Science. She is fluent in French, Spanish, and 
Russian. 

David Lord has been the Executive Director of Peacebuild since January 2002. Immediately prior to joining 
Peacebuild, he was the field representative in Uganda and Sudan for the Carter Center’s conflict 
transformation program. Previous experience includes co-founding and co-directing UK-based Conciliation 
Resources (1994-1999) and directing the research team at International Alert, also in the UK (1992-1994). 
From 1987 to 1991 he was an associate of the Parliamentary Centre in Ottawa and acted as advisor to the 
Standing Committee on National Defence and Veterans Affairs in the Canadian House of Commons, advisor 
to the Canadian NATO Parliamentary Association, and editor of Parliamentary Government, a quarterly 
journal produced by the Centre. He has also worked as a journalist for The Montreal Gazette, the Canadian 
Press news agency, MacLeans magazine and The Montreal Star. He holds a Bachelor of Arts degree from Sir 
George Williams University (Concordia) and a Diploma in Journalism from the University of Western Ontario.   

Lisa Schirch is a professor of peacebuilding at Eastern Mennonite University.  A former Fulbright Fellow in 
East and West Africa, Schirch has worked in over 20 countries with communities and government leaders.  She 
is the program director of the 3D Security Initiative at www.3Dsecurity.org, a policy voice for civil society 
perspectives on conflict prevention and peacebuilding in US security policymaking.  With colleagues in the 
Center for Justice and Peacebuilding at EMU, Schirch consults with a network of strategic partner 
organizations involved in peacebuilding activities throughout the U.S., Latin America, Africa, Asia, and Europe. 
Schirch has written five books and numerous articles on conflict prevention and peacebuilding. She is a 
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frequent public speaker and has TV and radio experience discussing U.S. foreign policy. She holds a B.A. in 
International Relations from the University of Waterloo, Canada, and a M.S. and Ph.D. in Conflict Analysis 
and Resolution from George Mason University. 

David Sobyra is the Acting Director of the Consortium for Complex Operations, a community of practice of 
civilian and military educators, trainers and lessons learned practitioners dedicated to improving education 
and training for interagency, "whole-of-government" approaches to stability operations, counterinsurgency, 
and irregular warfare. Mr. Sobyra is a career civil servant with broad policy experience in Stability 
Operations, Information Sharing, Language & Culture, and International Programs Security. He has served on 
the Joint Staff, with the Intelligence Community (NGA) and OSD(Policy), where is currently assigned to the 
Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Stability Operations Capabilities. Previous to his 
assignment to the Stability Operations Capabilities office, Mr. Sobyra was the Program Director for 
International Agreements in the National Disclosure Policy office within OSD(Policy). In that capacity, he led 
the negotiations of a number of bilateral security agreements and led delegations to review the security 
systems of a number of international partners. Mr. Sobyra is a retired Marine Corps officer. His military 
decorations include the Defense Superior Service Medal and the Air Medal with Combat "V"; he is authorized 
to wear the Presidential Service Badge and the Joint Staff Service Badge. Mr. Sobyra holds Master's Degrees 
from the George Mason University School of Public Policy and the Marine Corps University, and a Bachelor of 
Arts from the California State College, Bakersfield. 

Paul van Tongeren is the Secretary General of the Global Partnership for the Prevention of Armed Conflict 
(GPPAC), a worldwide civil society-led network to build a new international consensus on peace building and 
the prevention of violent conflict. GPPAC works on strengthening the role of civil society in promoting peace 
and security by linking local, national, regional, and global levels of action and through effective engagement 
with governments, the UN system and regional organisations. Under his leadership, GPPAC organised the first 
international civil society conference at the United Nations Headquarters in New York, bringing together a 
thousand participants from around the world in 2005. At this conference the Global Action Agenda for the 
Prevention of Violent Conflict was launched. In 1997 Paul founded the European Centre for Conflict 
Prevention (ECCP) and proceeded to serve as its Executive Director for ten years. Based in the Netherlands, 
this non-governmental organization promotes effective conflict prevention and peacebuilding strategies, and 
actively supports and connects people working for peace worldwide. Paul has co-edited several books, such 
as the ‘Searching for Peace’ series documenting conflict and peacebuilding activities in various regions around 
the world, and ‘People Building Peace’ volume I and II, two collections of case studies of people working for 
peace. He also co-founded the European Peacebuilding Liaison Office (EPLO) and is a member of the 
International Task Force on Preventive Diplomacy of the EastWest Institute. Paul studied Law and 
Political Science at the University of Amsterdam, completing his law degree in 1968. 
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61 Hauss Chip Alliance for Peacebuilding 
62 Hewitt Joseph University of Maryland 
63 Hillbert Stephen U.S. Catholic Bishops 
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102 Miller Stephen World Bank 
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159 Wohl Rachel Mediation and Conflict Resolution Office 
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