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Introduction

In the 21st century, violent conflict has been recognised as one of the most significant threats to development, poverty alleviation and global security. However, the relationship between development, violent conflict and peacebuilding is far from straightforward. Development actors, processes and activity interact with the structural, proximate causes and triggers of violent conflict.  Development can exacerbate violent conflict or contribute to sustainable peace.  

There are very few instances of violent conflict in poor countries where lack of development or mal-development is not cited as one of its major contributing and/or fuelling factors. Even if there is ambiguity or disagreement over whether development or failed development contributes to conflict in any particular context, communities from the grassroots to the elite level are clear in articulating that peacebuilding processes that do not address developmental needs are very fragile at best – or fundamentally flawed at worst. At the same time, there is an increasing realisation that economic development although an important aspect, cannot alone promote sustainable peace. This is understood in contexts as diverse as Guatemala, Northern Ireland, Burundi, Cambodia and Bosnia. Equitable development is therefore a key component, but is inadequate for achieving sustainable peace in the absence of actions to promote effective governance and security.

In recent years many academics, political leaders, policy-makers, and peace and development practitioners have begun to move from reflection on the relationship between development, conflict and peace to more concerted action and attempts to put policies and tools on ‘conflict-sensitive development’ into practice.  While a variety of different perspectives and approaches can be found, there is a level of consensus around a the following issues:

a. Development and violent conflict

1. The actors and processes of development can contribute either negatively or positively to sustainable peace

2. Context specific analysis of conflict dynamics allows development practitioners to make better informed choices about how they can impact positively on violent conflict

b. Poverty and violent conflict

3. Violent conflict creates and exacerbates poverty

4. Poverty does not in itself create violent conflict – but poverty coupled with other factors increases the likelihood of violent conflict

c. Comprehensive understandings and frameworks

5. A more comprehensive framework than that offered by conventional development or security paradigms is necessary to understand how sustainable peace can be achieved

6. A comprehensive and sustained engagement with inter-linked and mutually reinforcing governance, security and development aspects is required to transform violent conflict

These points have some fairly fundamental and challenging implications for those concerned with development, peacebuilding and the nexus between the two. The following sections explore these issues, providing a background to the subsequent discussion in chapter 2 of current needs and approaches.  
Section 1: The Development & Peacebuilding Context

In the 1990s, attention was drawn to the political economy of conflicts. This led to a focus on how development actors and processes inter-link with, influence and are influenced by the dynamics of violent conflict. This focus was partly driven by the experiences of NGOs, bilateral and multilateral agencies in places such as Rwanda, Liberia and Somalia where negative impacts of aid on conflict dynamics gave rise to much soul-searching and the articulation of a strong need to examine – and address – the potential negative consequences of aid in areas affected by violent conflict. Above all, the experience in Rwanda highlighted the inability of humanitarian assistance to address violent conflict in the absence of a wider political response and it demonstrated the need for closer linkages between humanitarian and political policies in the UN, donor countries, neighboring countries and regional bodies.
 The potential of aid to lead to local dependency, entrench inequalities and feed into ‘economies of war’ became the subject of many studies.
 Much of this writing and criticism was initially focused on humanitarian assistance and shorter-term relief responses. However, these concerns were also taken up by the development community
 as the growing emphasis on participatory approaches and experiences from conflict-affected environments drew their attention to the wider context of development assistance and the lack of longer-term, sustainable, positive impact in the absence of effective ways of tackling violent conflict.

The different actors within ‘the development chain’ - NGOs (local and international), bilateral and multilateral agencies and national governments - all responded in different ways to this step-by-step process of ‘reconning’ in relation to the links between humanitarian/development aid and violent conflict. Amongst other initiatives, the humanitarian NGO-sector, focusing on accountability and technical standards to improve effectiveness, established the Humanitarian Accountability Project and developed the SPHERE minimum standards for disaster response. In the donor community, the publication of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) Development Assistance Committee (DAC) Guidelines signalled a fundamental change in policy thinking on conflict prevention.
 Policy developments in turn fed a search for methodologies and tools to implement these policies and to assess the impact of development/humanitarian programmes and activities on violent conflict. Initially dubbed ‘conflict impact assessment’, then (reflective of the emphasis on peacebuilding) ‘peace and conflict impact assessment’ (PCIA), these tools aim to enable development/humanitarian actors to analyse and act in accordance with the potential negative or positive impacts on conflict and peace dynamics.
 Some of these tools focus on ‘doing no harm’
, i.e. avoiding a conflict-escalating impact on development, while others go beyond this to examine ways to contribute to resolving conflict and building peace. In other words, ‘do no harm’ is being supplemented as a catchphrase by ‘do some good’.

Some of these responses have focused on technical measures, and a common thread running through all of them is the emphasis on understanding the context within which one operates. Some of them also emphasise the importance of linking analysis and impact assessment at all levels. Development actors from governments to NGOs and from practitioners to academics now widely acknowledge that context-specific analysis of conflict dynamics allows development practitioners to make better informed choices about how their activities can have an impact that reduces violent conflict.

This increased awareness of the links between development and conflict has also brought a focus and a policy emphasis on the relationship between poverty and conflict as reflected in for example the UN ‘Agenda for Development’
 that was issued as a companion volume to the ‘Agenda for Peace’. On the one hand, violent conflict undermines the benefits of development and the search for long-term sustainable prosperity and stability requires addressing the causes of conflict and promoting durable peace. On the other hand, some observers have argued that high levels of poverty are linked to an increased likelihood of conflict. There is an emerging consensus that it is not poverty in itself that causes conflict but ‘poverty plus’. Poverty plus unequal access to opportunities and resources (education, land, political power, representation, employment etc) can create fertile grounds for violent conflict, particularly where this inequality overlaps with social and political faultlines.
Events and policy developments in the 1990s have amply demonstrated the need to go beyond a single-track approach to resolving conflict, building peace and ensuring sustainable development. It has been recognised by policy-makers, donors and operational agencies that the multiple and complex needs of populations in conflict-affected areas cannot be neatly categorised or addressed by one-dimensional frameworks, and that beyond focusing on strengthening the quality of these frameworks, it is of primary importance to link these into a more coherent, complementary whole. Understanding how sustainable peace can be achieved requires the development and application of more comprehensive frameworks than are offered by conventional development or security paradigms. This in turn entails a comprehensive and sustained engagement with inter-linked and mutually reinforcing governance, security and development aspects to transform violent conflict.

Section 2: Addressing Development & Peacebuilding Challenges

Do some good better

As briefly outlined in chapter 1, thinking in the development and peacebuilding field has recently coalesced around the ideas of ‘do no harm’ and ‘do some good’. ‘Do no harm’ is the belief that development interventions operating in areas of violent conflict or unstable peace should ensure they do not inadvertently increase the risk or occurrence of violence. ‘Do some good’ is the idea that beyond not making violent conflict worse, development interventions should also play a role in decreasing existing levels of existing or potential violence through a careful understanding of the context in which they execute traditional development projects. ‘Doing some good’ is not the exclusive terrain of peacebuilding organisations, nor does it require (or even recommend) that development organisations become peacebuilding organisations. It merely suggests that development organisations do what they already do – development – with an explicit understanding of the conflict-related factors that they affect and that may affect them.

Nevertheless, ‘doing no harm’ and ‘doing some good’ do present some unresolved challenges. The first is the perhaps paradoxical situation that an emphasis on ‘do no harm’ can do harm. Ensuring a particular development intervention is designed and implemented in such a way that it does not unintentionally increase the incidence or risk of violent conflict is an important first step. However, the next step – looking at the larger operational environment – unfortunately often gets missed altogether. In other words, a development intervention designed only to ensure that the project activities do not fuel violent conflict cannot be assured of not doing harm unless the following is achieved:

1. accounting for issues and considerations at other geographic and political levels;

2. factoring in other initiatives being undertaken in the same contexts; 

3. fully understanding the strengths and weaknesses of the implementing organisation itself.

Likewise, the idea of ‘doing some good’ is not without its challenges. It is often understood to mean peacebuilding, and therefore to be intrinsically incapable of doing harm, but peacebuilding initiatives, if not designed and implemented in a manner that builds on a comprehensive understanding of underlying conflict factors, can in fact do significant damage. Peacebuilding can be an effective means of addressing conditions and issues that fuel violent conflict, but traditional development initiatives that build on a detailed understanding of conflict causes and triggers, and that use development activities to address those causes and triggers, can be equally or more effective than traditional peacebuilding interventions. Even so, there is an urgent need to 'do some good’ better. The tendency of development actors to rely on tools and discrete project-based activities to affect change necessarily limits the impact those actors are able to affect. In addition, it is important to consider the potential indirect negative impacts where successful development interventions provoke negative reactions in other areas. For example, a successful demobilisation programme that is not linked to the creation of economic opportunities for demobilised soldiers may unwittingly contribute to growth of the criminal environment, in turn feeding into political instability.

Beyond a Tools-only Approach

As with the fields of gender and environment, the idea of using tools looms large the peacebuilding and development field.  As discussed above, these tools have been developed and used because they fulfil important functions and meet a specific need. They are not, however, without their problems and limitations. Rather than one specific tool, practitioners may choose from a diverse palette of conflict analysis tools. The Resource Pack on Conflict Sensitive Approaches
 profiles the most popular of these and synthesises them according to how they relate to the following core elements of conflict analysis:

1. ‘Actors’ covers all groups, institutions and individuals engaged in, affected by or dealing with conflict. Actors differ according to their interests, goals, positions on various issues, capacities and relationships with others.

2. ‘Causes’ cover structural (pervasive, built-in) causes, proximate causes contributing to a conflict-prone environment or to escalation, and triggers referring to single events or acts that can set off or escalate violent conflict.

3. ‘Profile’ is a characterisation of the context within which the intervention is or will be situated, covering the hisorty of conflict, political, economic, social and ecological issues.

4. ‘Dynamics’ refer to the resulting interaction between the above elements.

This analysis informs the organisation’s and individual’s contextual understanding and allows one to situate a project or programme cycle in the middle of this to see how proposed activities may affect or be affected by conflict factors. When conducted inclusively with local actors, conflict analyses can offer project staff important insights into risks and opportunities for projects and programmes operating in environments affected by on-going or potential violent conflict. Some of the tools most widely used are different forms of conflict analysis,
 Do No Harm and different models of Peace and Conflict Impact Assessment. This is not surprising as these tools are all fairly easy to grasp and apply; they lead to an easily identifiable product/output and they are fairly easy to disseminate.

One might legitimately ask why it is necessary to add more tools when a wide variety of development tools already exist, such as Poverty Rural Assessments (PRAs), needs assessments, root cause analyses, rights-based approaches and sustainable livelihoods assessments. Indeed, many of these tools could be augmented with a conflict-sensitive perspective rather than designing entirely new tools which require staff training etc, particularly where development organisations choose to focus on incorporating a conflict-sensitive approach in their existing work rather than getting involved in specialised conflict resolution and peacebuilding initiatives. Whether an organisation chooses to develop a new tool or build on existing ones, ensuring a strong link between existing organisational culture and modus operandi is key to enabling mainstreaming of a conflict-sensitive approach as staff will often feel overwhelmed if presented with ‘yet another’ issue to be ‘mainstreamed’ on top of gender, rights etc. Tools should be used to better understand the context in which an organisation works, but in order to know when it is appropriate to use such tools, organisations will also need a wider frame of analysis (see below).

Avoiding the Project Trap
One of the reasons why a focus on tools tends to predominate is because of what the gender field calls the ‘project trap’. Ensuring that a given project does no harm and does some good is an important first step. However, consider the case of the UK government in Nepal: DFID is doing some path-breaking work on understanding and addressing conflict issues in the country while at the same time the Foreign Office is supplying short take-off aircraft to the Royal Nepal Army. This is a classic case of the left hand needing to know what the right hand is doing. In short, projects that build on better practice can be extremely beneficial within their given contexts, but as any conflict analysis will clearly demonstrate, conflict dynamics are almost never restricted to one particular geographic or political level so there is a need to think beyond ‘the project’ to the wider picture and links to other levels, as illustrated in figure 1, below.

Figure 1. Integrated Levels of Conflict

Just as conflict simultaneously affects the local, national regional and international levels, so too should development interventions. Avoiding the project trap entails looking at different levels of conflict, but it also means looking at different aspects of one’s organisation. In the Nepal example above, this means looking both across the organisation and across other governmental departments.

In one case, conflict analysis showed that one field-based NGO in a project’s operating environment was seen to be particularly exacerbating conflict. However, the senior management of an INGO directed project staff to partner with this local organisation for political reasons, thus risking the effectiveness and legitimacy of the project.  Had the INGO’s senior management been better sensitised to conflict issues they might have made a more appropriate decision. This example highlights the need to look outside one’s own organisation to partner organisations. Just as a conflict analysis needs to look at different levels, there is a need to look both upstream and downstream in relation to ‘mainstreaming’ of conflict sensitivity. For example, do funders, field-based subcontractors and consultants all understand conflict?

To escape the project trap takes some work in the short-term, but in the long-term it will contribute to ensuring that effective projects are not unnecessarily undermined by the conflict-blind practice of others. Escaping the project trap entails seeking to mainstream conflict sensitivity across not only one’s own organisation and practices, but also across one’s relationships with others, such as donors, peer organisations and local partners. The following chapter explores both the organisational (internal) and relational (external) aspects of a conflict-sensitive approach to development & peacebuilding.

Section Three: Mainstreaming Conflict Sensitivity in INGOs

General Lessons

Organisations seeking to integrate a conflict/peace perspective in their work may choose to develop explicit ‘peacebuilding’ programmes distinct from their core activities, or they may attempt to integrate a conflict-sensitive approach across all their programmes (i.e. ‘mainstreaming’). Many choose a combination of these approaches, using explicit peacebuilding programming to build understanding and experience of conflict prevention and resolution techniques. A general tendency has been noted in recent years whereby development and humanitarian agencies develop explicit peacebuilding projects rather than investing in cross-programme mainstreaming of conflict sensitivity. However, it can be argued that peacebuilding activities that also contribute to concrete socio-economic opportunities for the communities concerned are often the most effective. Addressing conflict must go hand in hand with addressing basic human needs and so incorporating a conflict-sensitive approach in development and humanitarian activities (or at the very least linking peacxebuilding activities with development work) seems to be the most useful way forward.

Mainstreaming conflict sensitivity in development has both internal (organisational) and external (relational) implications.
 Internally, organisations’ culture(s), structures, norms, mandates and capacities influence their ability to plan, implement and evaluate their activities in a conflict-sensitive manner. While policies and tools are necessary elements, progress towards integrating a conflict sensitive approach across any organisation, whether this be an INGO, the EU, national governments or private companies, requires investing in wider capacity building and addressing blockages to organisational change. Capacity-building should go beyond training to address the structural issues of organisational development. Where training is provided, it should be linked to the experiences of staff in the field as an on-going process offering space for experimentation and practice of new concepts.

Any organisational change process will encounter resistance as it challenges existing authority and resource allocations, structures, cultures and norms. Basic requirements for successful mainstreaming are clarity on the goal, backed by strong organisational commitment, and clarity on how to achieve it. Characteristics and dynamics of change vary from one organisation to the next. Many organisations struggle with staff resistance to new issues being mainstreamed on top of older issues (for example rights, gender etc.), and it is therefore imperative that conflict sensitivity is integrated into existing procedures rather than just added as yet another requirement.

Strengthening an organisation’s conflict-sensitive capacity requires addressing blockages to learning. Although many organisations have established elaborate reporting systems, developing systems for analysing the often large amounts of information collected and making it usable remains a challenge. Information collected for reporting and accountability purposes, for example, does not automatically transfer into information for learning purposes and evaluations often emphasise what happened rather than examining why it happened.

Individual skills are often seen as the most important factor in programme success. This underlines the importance of staff recruitment, retention and development to organisations’ impact, including on peacebuilding. Organisations should seek to combine specialist support with training and investment in broader skills development for all staff, and whereever possible seek to work more with and through local partners who understand the context. Specialist support can be provided through designated ‘conflict units’ and/or via conflict advisors in key posts throughout the organisation. Establishing a central conflict unit has the benefit of signalling commitment and organisational priorities, providing the organisation with a clear focal point for all conflict-related issues and facilitating cross-organisational learning. However, experiences from the gender field indicate that such a unit risks reinforcing a belief that conflict-related matters are its responsibility alone thus undermining mainstreaming efforts and marginalising the issue within the organisation. Establishment of a central unit needs to be complemented by appointment of specialist staff at different levels of the organisation, at headquarters and in the field, who understand the particular geographical contexts and can provide case-specific input as and where it is needed. Learning from region- and country-specific specialists can then be collected and disseminated from the central unit. Organisations can also usefully draw on the experiences of other organisations and networks.

In addition to these internal organisational issues, succesful mainstreaming of conflict sensitivity requires building conducive external relationships with a variety of actors, from bilateral donor agencies, to international NGOs, UN agencies, national governments, local civil society organisations and private sector actors. Due to the multiplicity of organisations working in conflict-affected areas, and a frequent lack of understanding and co-ordination between these (even within sectors), organisations may unintentionally undermine the work of others. Ensuring coordination and complementarity between this wide range of actors is a key prerequisite for building long-term, sustainable peace. Conflict sensitivity is as much a question of joint capacity building and co-ordination across multiple actors as it is one of internal organisational development. For example, the importance of buy-in, participation and capacity of the local communities with whom the various actors work cannot be under-estimated. Mutual long-term engagement and capacity building between and among international and national actors is crucial to a positive and sustainable impact. 

Humanitarian INGOs

Evaluations of interventions in places such as Rwanda, Sierra Leone and the Democratic Republic of Congo have drawn attention to the potential unintended negative effects of humanitarian assistance on dynamics of conflict. Research and experience show that the provision of resources inevitably has an impact beyond improving the situation of the targeted populations, as it affects the local social, economic and political dynamics. While humanitarian assistance does not in and of itself create either war or peace, agencies now recognise that poorly planned or executed programmes in conflict-affected areas may have negative impacts by for example contributing to the economy of war, bestowing unrepresentative legitimacy on warring parties or fuelling tensions between communities. On the other hand, humanitarian programmes that are planned on the basis of sound and on-going analysis of the context, including conflict dynamics, can contribute to creating a peaceful environment where people can meet their own basic needs. Local communities often rank security issues alongside (and as a prerequisite for satisfying) humanitarian need, but conversely, experience shows that inter-community dialogue and community-level peacebuilding may be fragile without humanitarian assistance to adress material needs.

Many humanitarian agencies have taken steps to minimise the potential negative impact of their interventions, but there is still considerable ambivalence over whether assistance can or should be purposefully tailored to contribute positively to peacebuilding.
 Some see such efforts as a threat to core humanitarian principles of independence, impartiality and neutrality that may undermine staff security and access to affected populations. These fears are compounded by the emergence of a well-documented politicisation of humanitarian aid, which is reflected in a marked shift toward earmarked bilateral funding
 accompanied by aid conditionalities. These trends have blurred the distinction between political/military and humanitarian interventions (as illustrated in Kosovo) and have put the question of the relationship between humanitarian assistance and peacebuilding high on the aid agenda. In particular, the nature of the relationship between civil and military actors, specifically between humanitarian INGOs and UN (or otherwise) mandated international military forces deployed for peace-enforcement or peacekeeping purposes, is a key concern. All of these issues and concerns have been deepened by developments in the international security and development agendas of the US and the EU countries since September 2001.
As humanitarian need is often occasioned by violent conflict, and reaching a longer-term solution is dependent on addressing conflict, many agencies (particularly multi-mandated ones) recognise that addressing need while carefully avoiding conflict areas (working ‘around’ conflict) is neither a practicable nor a morally defensible option. The responsibility to face up to the challenges of working ‘in’ conflict is now widely recognised and many agencies have begun to explicitly, yet catiously integrate conflict and peace issues into their work, in some cases moving towards working ‘on’ conflict.

Core mainstreaming challenges specific to humanitarian INGOs include:

1. Linking conflict sensitivity to a humanitarian mandate: Agencies focusing on short-term relief, that emphasise traditional humanitarian principles of neutrality, independence and impartiality, may find it more difficult to incorporate analysis of conflict dynamics in their programming than agencies who also work on longer-term development. Making the link between conflict sensitivity and other approaches (such as gender-sensitivity, rights and participation) and clairfying the distinction between working in conflict-affected areas and working explicitly on conflict (transformation, peacebuilding etc), is a further challenge.

2. Overcoming barriers to learning: The humanitarian sector is particularly plagued by learning problems, due to a combination of factors that include high staff turnover, the nature of humanitarian interventions, and a funding climate that leads agencies to emphasise ‘doing’ over ‘thinking’. Recurrent evaluations of humanitarian interventions have highlighted the seriousness of these problems.

3. Developing conflict-sensitive capacity: While all organisations are faced with a need to mainstream conflict sensitivity, the traditional emphasis on tehnical skills in the humanitarian sector is particularly adverse to recruiting and developing staff with skills such as analytical capacity, understanding the particular geographical context, knowledge of local language(s) and relationship-building and inter-personal skills. Human resource management and development challenges are compunded by the high staff turnover within the sector.

4. Changing notions of ‘partnership’: Adopting a peacebuilding angle requires a shift in partnership relations away from a focus on reporting and short-term relationships to mutual long-term engagement and capacity building.
 While INGOs often emphasise ‘participation’ and ‘ownership’ as requirements for sustainable development, it is unclear to what extent this emphasis is reflected in humanitarian practice. The nature of humanitarian crises, and the accompanying funding criteria, tends to undermine the establishment of longer-term, two-way partnerships with local civil society organisations. Emphasis on participation in a conflict-affected context necessitates understanding partners’ local legitimacy and their position in power structures and dynamics, including in the political economy of war. This in turn requires humanitarian agencies to undertake in-depth, on-going conflict analysis of the context in which they operate and to increase their awareness of the multiple interests and needs of ‘communities’, including intra-communal tensions and conflicts.

Section four: Mainstreaming conflict sensitivity across the European Union

The European Union is a key global actor in the prevention of violent conflict and peacebuilding. In the current global climate, dominated by the ‘War on Terror’, the EU provides an important counter-balance to the resurgence of unilateralist, military responses to security. The publication of the European Security Strategy, in December 2003, both acknowledges the changed security environment and remains significantly committed to multilateralism, respect for international law and the use of ‘soft’ instruments for a longer-term approach to global peace and development. 

The EU recognises the nexus between poverty, good governance and conflict
 and has moved beyond ‘why’ conflict prevention should be mainstreamed across EU policy and practice, to ‘how’ it can be effectively implemented. The EU has made important progress in integrating conflict prevention as a ‘cross-cutting’ issue across its different policy sectors and institutions. So what lessons can be learned and what challenges remain?

The EU is well–placed to have significant impact on preventing violent conflict.  It has a wide range of instruments at its disposal including external assistance, diplomacy, human rights policy, trade policy, development assistance, humanitarian aid, social and environment policies, the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP). 

The EU, with its Member States, is the world’s largest public donor of development aid and humanitarian assistance. It has the largest single market and is the world’s largest trading partner. The EU has also established strategic diplomatic, trade and aid partnerships with every region of the world including, for example, with 77 African, Caribbean and Pacific (ACP) countries through the EU-ACP Cotonou Partnership (2000). The EU has significant political influence; its members sit at the highest tables at the UN, World Bank and IMF and the Union has a multilateral presence on the ground with Delegations in 93 countries, half of which are currently in some stage of conflict and the majority of which are in the bottom half of the Human Development Index. 

The EU has made significant progress in mainstreaming conflict prevention as a ‘cross-cutting’ issue across certain policy sectors and institutions.
 Institutional developments include the establishment in 1999 of the Policy Planning and Early Warning Unit and the Conflict Prevention Unit as focal points for information gathering and mainstreaming within the Council and Commission. Tools to facilitate processes for mainstreaming conflict sensitivity include the Council ‘Watchlists’ and the ‘Check List for Root Causes of Conflict/Early Warning Indicators’ to aid Council decision-makers and desk officers in early warning and impact assessment. Country and regional strategy papers were implemented in 2003 as programming documents, designed in collaboration with Delegations, the partner state and civil society, for allocation and implementation of external aid, in which conflict prevention is systematically integrated as a ‘non-focal’ co-operation area. Under this framework, multidisciplinary conflict prevention teams can be deployed in a given country or region to assess potential conflict issues and propose medium-term conflict prevention strategies. Training has also been provided for some EuropeAid staff in conflict prevention and human rights to develop a conflict-sensitive organisational culture. While developments in this field are promising, however, challenges remain and progress has been mixed. 

The fundamental challenge for the EU in mainstreaming conflict sensitivity is the institutional divisions between and within the three pillar structures.  These determine where responsibilities and decision-making powers lie for the implementation of different sectors and mechanisms of the EU.  

Figure 2. The policy mechanisms of the EU pillar system







 





Progress in mainstreaming conflict sensitivity has been most advanced in EU development policy and practice through, for example, conflict prevention being explicitly integrated as budget lines in external assistance programming documents. However, the split between EuropeAid, DG Relex, DG Development and EU Delegations in responsibilities for the development, programming and implementation of country strategies can hinder the translation of conflict prevention objectives at a strategic level into practical action. Furthermore, how specific conflict prevention projects inform the wider allocation of ODA funds in country and regional strategy papers is neither clear in practice nor systematised in policy. 

While progress in some sectors has been made, conflict analysis and impact assessments remain limited or absent in the planning and implementation of humanitarian assistance, resource exploitation management, budgetary and macro-economic support, trade agreements and in the regulation of the European private sector in conflict zones. This reflects also the lack of coherence in planning, implementation and evaluation, for the reasons stated above, across all EU policy sectors.
Only through a conflict-sensitive, multi-sector approach can the EU address the structural causes, triggers and fuel of violent conflict and support legitimate, representative frameworks for building sustainable peace and development. The EU must move away from viewing conflict prevention solely as a distinct ‘sector’ requiring special projects (or linked only to specific areas of intervention, such as the security sector). New institutional structures to replace the pillar system in support of this are unlikely to be the solution for the EU. Instead the EU is attempting to address this challenge through potentially establishing inter-institutional processes under the Constitution, through a Foreign Affairs Minister position and an External Relations Service with responsibilities across pillars one and two in development, humanitarian affairs and foreign affairs. Provided permanent Development and Humanitarian Commissioners are maintained to ensure that these mechanisms are not subordinated to narrow foreign policy objectives, these proposals could have a positive impact on mainstreaming and implementing a coherent approach to conflict prevention and peacebuilding.

Mainstreaming takes time and requires constant monitoring if it is to be translated into a deep-rooted and operational culture across all EU institutions, capable of overcoming bureaucratic constraints. Special attention is, therefore, also needed to train and sensitise officials who are unfamiliar with conflict issues, particularly those who come from a technical or purely economic background. This should include enhancing the awareness and capacity of Delegation staff, particularly with their increased responsibilities for implementation of external policy through deconcentration. However, this can only take place with political will and financial resources to back it up.
Section five: Mainstreaming conflict-sensitivity across private sector policy areas

International attention has turned in recent years towards understanding the economic dynamics of conflict – with a particular emphasis on the ways in which natural resource exploitation can fuel armed violence. Research into these dynamics has emerged from a spectrum of actors – from the World Bank, to both Northern and Southern based NGOs such as Global Witness (UK) and the Pole Institute (DRC). Several governments have responded: a) at the international policy level, by supporting efforts to control trade in illicit commodities and promote more equitable distribution of resource revenue, and b) through developing policy frameworks for assistance to conflict-affected regions that include recognition of the relationship between resource exploitation and conflict.
 The twin challenge of strengthening international regulatory mechanisms and promoting equitable natural resource management in conflict-affected contexts will continue to loom large on the conflict prevention horizon in the near future. 

The increasing attention to economic drivers of violent conflict also raises additional questions for development actors. Mainstreaming conflict sensitivity has to expand into new policy areas. Ensuring that development assistance to local business and home company activities themselves ‘do no harm’, and seeking out opportunities for actively engaging private sector actors in conflict prevention and peacebuilding efforts, are both important new areas of development and peacebuilding. This relates both to foreign investing companies and local companies that are indigenous to conflict contexts. The private sector has for too long been ignored as a powerful actor with a role to play not only in development but also in transforming violent conflict.

The presence and behaviour of rich-country companies in conflict-affected countries is one dimension of the economic dynamics of conflict that is beginning to climb agendas. As shown in a recent report by International Alert, for governments, the aim of minimising the negative and maximising the positive impacts of such companies straddles a complex of policy areas – with the primary entry-points being corporate social responsibility (CSR) and conflict prevention.

As part of the paradigm shift towards governments seeking to engage home companies in delivering development policy goals, now articulated in key policy strategy documents, development ministries have begun to engage in the CSR debate.
 Commitment to mobilising foreign direct investment to poorer countries and promoting more ethical business practice abroad has led to development ministries in some cases setting up new agencies, and working alongside counterparts in trade ministries. A few have articulated recognition of the responsibility of companies to behave ethically in conflict-affected countries, and their potential to have a positive impact on conflict prevention efforts.
 To date however, few practical initiatives have emerged to back these policy statements up with practical initiatives. 

There needs to be a wider recognition of the importance of engaging home companies in seeking more positive outcomes of their operations in conflict countries. Within donor governments, development actors should be working for closer cooperation on conflict sensitivity with other ministries, in order to ensure that private sector activities do not undermine, and support, conflict prevention goals. Options include promoting guidelines and awareness of conflict sensitivity to companies both at home and through in-country missions; promoting conflict impact assessment tools to export credit agencies; promoting multi-stakeholder approaches to peacebuilding that engage investing companies in-country; and supporting emerging international standards and regulatory regimes.

From experiences in Sri Lanka, Northern Ireland, South Africa, the Philippines and elsewhere there is evidence that as well as being ‘part of the problem’, local companies can be ‘part of the solution’ – and support conflict prevention and peacebuilding through a range of management strategies, advocacy efforts, and partnerships with other actors.
 This presents development actors with a range of opportunities and challenges. At present, the dominant interaction between development agencies and local business relates to assistance for economic policy reform and support to private sector development. But despite the positive and negative links that exist between business and conflict, application of conflict-sensitive development approaches stops short of engaging in these policy areas. This undermines the consistency of conflict sensitivity mainstreaming, and is a gap that needs to be closed. 

Local companies are powerful actors, many of whom have a vested interest in peace and stability – but at present for the most part they are an untapped resource. Beyond ensuring that development sector interactions with local business meet better practice standards on conflict sensitivity, acknowledgement of the peacebuilding potential of these actors also needs to be reflected in peacebuilding approaches and project design. A broadening out of common definitions of ‘civil society’ to include local business actors when designing development and peacebuilding strategies is long overdue. 

Mainstreaming conflict sensitivity requires coherence across all the policy sectors of the EU. When the instruments are joined up in a co-ordinated, conflict-sensitive approach (represented in the centre of the diagram in Figure X.), this provides the optimal potential conflict prevention capabilities for the EU.  The inter-governmental nature of pillars two and three do, however, create challenges to implementing a co-ordinated approach in practice. 





For example, the EU’s peacekeeping missions in Bosnia-Herzegovina and the Democratic Republic on Congo in 2003, under pillar two, were welcome developments.  However, without linking these short-term interventions to wider peacebuilding and conflict prevention activities, under pillar one and two, the impacts will not be sustainable. This necessitates cross-institutional coherence.   
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