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Abstract  

Civil society has emerged as a central force in peacebuilding and is contributing to the 

reframing of discourse around the concept. Despite the interest in Civil Society Organisations 

(CSOs) peacebuilding activities, little has been done to suggest a functional perspective to 

CSOs contribution to peacebuilding. What seems to exist is a largely descriptive account of 

civil society peacebuilding initiatives based on its forms and actors rather than its functions. It 

is within this context, that this paper, examines, civil society and peacebuilding. It provides an 

analytical framework to better understand the functions of civil society and sketches their 

growing involvement in peacebuilding. The thesis sponsored by this paper is that a functional 

analysis of CSOs in peacebuilding would enable stakeholders and funders to better analyze 

existing and potential forms of CSOs engagement in peacebuilding. The paper argues that civil 

society contributions to peacebuilding can be categorized in a variety of ways, but stakeholders 

and particularly donors largely employ actor-oriented perspectives which have often denied 

the concerned public knowledge of the contributions of CSOs to peacebuilding. It proposes to 

move toward a functional perspective; centered on the roles that CSOs can play in 

peacebuilding. The paper identifies the functional perspective of CSOs to include: protection, 

monitoring/early warning; advocacy/public communication; socialization, social cohesion; 

intermediation/facilitation and service provision. It maintains that these seven functions 

encompass the core roles of civil society and that taken together offer a suitable framework to 

better understand the potential contribution of civil society to peacebuilding. 
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Introduction  

Civil society organisations (CSOs) and peacebuilding have assumed a prominent role in public 

policy debates of the last two decades. A substantial discourse and practice have emerged in 

establishing the link between civil society and peacebuilding. Today, no one questions that 

CSOs are critical actors in sustaining peacebuilding efforts as this has been reflected in the 

works of scholars including Obi, (2011); Skocpol (2003); Lewis (2002); Kukah (1999); 

Diamond, Juan and Seymour (eds) (1998); Ekeh (1998); Salamon and Anheier (1997); Hall 

(1995); Judge (1994); Seligman (1992); Bayart (1986); Lipnack and Jeffrey (1982) who for 

instance, see civil society as the vital link in the transition to, and sustainability of post-war 

democracy. Although research of the nexus between civil society and peacebuilding has 

generated huge literature, there is a growing tendency to characterise civil society organisations 

based on organisational form rather than their functions and activities. It is within this context 

that the paper examines CSOs and peacebuilding by placing less emphasis on organizational 

forms in order to enhance a more dedicated and broader focus on the functions and roles of 

informal associations, movements and collective citizen action. It is common within this context 

for instance, to categorise civil society according to organisational forms like human rights 
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groups, environmental right activists, advocacy groups, health, voice, accountability and 

transparency, demining, education, tax and labour. Within these categories, their roles for 

instance overlap. When this happens, one would not be talking about its form but its role and 

activities. All CSOs in the above categories for instance, carry out the role of advocacy; this 

does not make them any less a ‘human rights, health, accountability or demining CSOs’. In 

reality, and according to the Social Development Department of the Sustainable Development 

Network (2006), actors can move among spheres (or inhabit more than one), depending on their 

function. For example, private firms can pursue profits in the market and act as part of civil 

society when lobbying to remove discriminatory tax provisions. 

 

There are numerous typologies and ways to categorize CSO actors in peacebuilding. More 

important than finding the right classification, however, is to recognize the roles and 

peacebuilding approaches performed by various segments of civil society. The literature (Barnes 

2005; van Tongerene at al. (2005); Douma and Klem (2004); Harpviken and Kjellman (2004),  

identifies the roles of civil society in peacebuilding to include: (i) promoting reconciliation; (ii) 

engaging in non-violent forms of conflict management and transformation; (iii) directly 

preventing violence; (iv) building bridges, trust and interdependence between groups; and (v) 

monitoring and advocating in favour of peace, and against human rights violations and social 

injustices. Although, CSOs are playing very important roles in peacebuilding, only a few studies 

have examined their forms, functions and effectiveness.  Amongst these, are those who 

examined CSOs from an actor-oriented perspective (van Tongeren et al. 2005) that describes 

the activities implemented by different CSOs. Others have analysed the roles and functions of 

different actors in peacebuilding in general: Barnes (2005); Debiel and Sticht (2005); Pouligny 

(2005);  Douma and Klem (2004); Aall (2001);  while other strands have investigated the roles 

and functions of CSOs with reference to specific cases; Obi (2016) on the republic of Guinea; 

Challand (2005)  on Palestine; Orjuela (2004) on Sri Lanka; Paffenholz (2003) on Somalia; 

Belloni (2001) on Bosnia; Patrick (2001) on Timor-Leste; and Foley, (1996) on El Salvador. 

Other scholars explored the effectiveness of CSOs peace work in general (Anderson and Olson 

2003). Overall, a functional approach to civil society peacebuilding suggest that examining civil 

society from an actor-oriented perspective may not provide much clarity about the strength and 

comparative advantage of CSOs in peacebuilding. It is within this context therefore, that this 

paper examines civil society and peacebuilding. 

 

Literature Review/Conceptual Issues  

Two main issues to be conceptualised in this paper are civil society and peacebuilding. The 

role of CSOs in peacebuilding has gained increased recognition. Today, the main question is 

no longer whether CSOs has a role to play in peacebuilding, but how it can best realise its 

potential. Civil society has been in the forefront of conflict resolution (Ibeanu, 2006:12) yet; 

the concept remains elusive, complex and contested. There are different meanings and 

interpretations and overtime, different schools of thoughts have influenced theoretical debates 

and structured the philosophical roots of the concept of civil society. According to Merkel and 

Lauth (1998:3-12), John Locke was the first in modern times to stress that civil society is a 

body in its own right, separate from the state. The first task of civil society according to Locke 

is to protect the individual, his rights and property against the state and its arbitrary 

interventions. Charles Montesquieu in his model of separation of powers (De l’esprit des Lois, 

1748) quoted in Merkel and Lauth (1998:114) distinguishes as Locke between political society 

(regulating the relations between citizens and its government) and civil society (regulating the 

relations between citizens); he however lent credence to Locke’s position by arguing that the 

central authority must be monitored by independent organizations to avoid abuse of power. 

This coheres with the position of Ibeanu (n.d:3) where it was noted that civil society 
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organisations are raising issues and championing causes that challenge political 

authoritarianism, economic deprivation and social exclusion. 

 

Civil society organisations and activities are found in all the continents and countries of the 

World, but their level of involvement in peacebuilding varies from one place to another 

depending on the enabling environment created by the state and international organisations.   

According to Lauth (2003), in Western Europe and later North America, the concept of civil 

society initially articulated elite demands for civil rights in the 19th and 20th century, and 

subsequently expanded to encompass collective action by a broader range of societal actors 

(women, working classes, farmers, students) and movements (civil rights, peace, environment) 

seeking to address social injustices and public concerns. The roles of CSOs are often structured 

by political developments within their environment. In Latin America, where military 

dictatorship, repression and denial of rights were prevalence in the 1960s, civil society 

activities were directed against military authoritarianism and socio-economic exclusion (Birle 

2000). In Eastern Europe, the concept was shaped by collective actions to overcome 

authoritarian regimes and establish democratic structures (Merkel 1999). The core elements of 

civil society organisations are seen within this context from a social capitalist perspective to 

include a social network, a rich associational life and norms of reciprocity that supports the 

stability of the society. For the social capital theorists, the characteristics of civil society and 

civic life are a key determinant of democratic development and the performance of social 

institutions (Putnam 1993, 2002). In Africa, the years preceding independence in the late 1950s 

and early 1960s, the activities of CSOs where directed toward ending colonial rule and 

enthroning democracy. The 1990s saw proliferation of CSOs in Africa. This period coincided 

with political restiveness occasioned by wars and military involvement in governance. It could 

be glean from the foregoing, that civil society organisations were closely associated with their 

roles rather than forms. This functional approach enables effective assessment of the 

contributions of CSOs to peacebuilding right from the 19th Century and even earlier. The 

functional perspective is central to enhancing one’s understanding of CSOs in supporting state 

functions where government is unable to perform certain functions due to fragility, weak or 

failed state syndrome. According to the World Bank (2005), lack of state capacity to control 

parts of its territory or to deliver public services often prompts civil society to fill the vacuum, 

delivering services and emergency relief or supporting displaced populations. It further notes 

that when CSOs are fulfilling functions usually performed by the state, care must be taken to 

avoid further undermining state capacity. In this context, external support should be able to 

determine how much and how long to rely on CSO service provision, and when to shift focus 

to strengthening state capacity.  This again, specifically highlights a functional perspective to 

CSOs involvement in peacebuilding. 

 

A functional perspective to understanding CSOs has seen civil society initiating, supporting 

and sustaining global efforts at strengthening peacebuilding. The United Nations (UN, 2003) 

declared that International CSOs and networks have placed global issues on the international 

agenda, successfully launched international campaigns (e.g., to ban landmines and blood 

diamonds, publish-what-you-pay) and partnered in key international conferences and 

consultative processes. It further notes that International CSOs have also made efforts to 

network with domestic organizations, to advocate for development issues and present 

alternatives to official Government positions. The involvement of civil society in the UN 

system has been institutionalized and continues to expand and evolve (UN 2003) even though 

the nature and impact of this global civil society according to Kaldor (2003) is debated. Some 

scholars (Cardoso, 2003; Clark 2003) see it as a reflection of globalization processes  that is 

likely to improve global governance by promoting debate and bridging societal divides while 
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critics (Anderson and Rieff 2004) question their legitimacy and claims that such organizations 

are representative of  international civil society. 

 

This paper adapts a definition of civil society which  according to CIVICUS (2011:17), refers 

to all the modern or traditional, non-political and non-governmental organizations, registered 

or informal, which aim at promoting sustainable peace and true democracy through socio-

economic and cultural development, and which act as an intermediary between the state, 

political parties and the masses. In this context, it represents motley of organisations that have 

a presence in public life, expressing the interests and values of their members or others, based 

on ethical, cultural, political, scientific, religious or philanthropic considerations. This goes 

beyond formally registered organisations to include community groups, women’s association, 

labour unions, indigenous groups, youth groups, charitable organizations, foundations, faith-

based organizations, independent media, professional associations, think tanks, independent 

educational organizations and social movements. 

 

This broad conceptualisation of civil society which includes the recognition of individual 

efforts in peacebuilding makes civic engagement an important addition to the functional 

perspective of civil society peacebuilding. The term civic engagement according to Putnam 

(2000) is commonly used by social capital theorists to refer to the participation of private actors 

in the public sphere, conducted through direct and indirect CSO and citizen interactions with 

government, business community and external agencies to influence decision making or pursue 

common goals. The term will therefore, be used occasionally to capture individual and informal 

civic activities in addition to those carried out by formal CSOs. This conceptual clarification is 

especially necessary in the context of peacebuilding because, most peacebuilding initiatives 

especially in communities depend on the resourcefulness of a few people. It is important in 

examining the functional perspective of CSOs to also review the place of the State in CSOs 

peacebuilding. The civil society exists within the confine of the State and its activities are 

therefore shaped by it. In this context, the functions of CSOs cannot be examined in isolation 

from the State as they are interdependent. Although independence from the state is a defining 

feature, civil society interacts closely   with the state and is shaped by the enabling environment 

defined by the state. The state sets the legal and regulatory framework and in some cases funds 

civil society activities. Civil society in turn acts as a link between the state and citizens, in 

promoting values, accountability, voice and channelling information. While civil society 

initiatives and organizations often emerge when states and markets fail, they cannot fully 

replace state functions and formal political processes (Croissant et al. 2000; Merkel and Lauth 

1998) 

 

In the last two decades, peacebuilding has been a major policy item on the agenda of 

development organisations. The concept gained currency when in 1992; when the UN 

Secretary General (Boutros-Ghali, 1992) in his “An Agenda for Peace” identified 

peacebuilding as critical to conflict prevention. This informed his narrow conception of 

peacebuilding as activities aimed specifically at preventing large scale violence and its 

reoccurrence within five years. The Carnegie Commission (1997) declared that the scale of the 

1994 Rwanda crisis and genocide, however, highlighted the gaps in the conception of 

peacebuilding as seen by Boutros-Ghali and instead posited that in addition to conflict 

prevention, it provides the necessary foundation for early warning. This insight culminated in 

the UN Secretary General’s report Preventing Armed Conflict (UN 2001). 

 

It can be deduced from the foregoing that the conception of peacebuilding seem to revolve 

around physical security and peacekeeping at the expense of activities that are directed at 
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entrenching democracy and good governance. The inherent inadequacies in this approach 

informed the need for a shift from the conception of peacebuilding that is based on security 

and peacekeeping to a perspective that sees peacebuilding as an approach to establishing the 

socio-economic conditions for peace. This shift according to Collier et al (2003) has been 

spurred by evidence on the linkages between poverty and conflict and increased interest in 

conflict-related issues by development agencies. There is a discernible trend in peacebuilding 

perspective – from outcome-oriented approaches to conflict management, to relationship-

oriented conflict resolution, and to more comprehensive transformation approaches. Conflict 

management approach as a peacebuilding measure is a short-term management of conflict that 

revolves around identifying key representatives of conflict parties and negotiating or mediating 

peace accords (Paffenholz 1998, 2001). Key actors are governments and multilateral 

organizations, mostly the UN, sometimes supporting mediation efforts by threat of force 

(power mediation). By contrast, and according to Bailey (1985) and Stedman (1993), conflict 

resolution aims to address the underlying causes of conflict and mend the social fabric of 

conflict-affected societies. Peace facilitators under this approach typically hail from the civil 

society sector academia, and national or I-NGOs, and they aim to improve communications 

and inter-group relations. Conflict management and conflict resolution approaches are not 

without weaknesses as Hoffman (1992) maintains that outcome-oriented approaches are likely 

to overlook deep conflict causes that may affect the prospects for sustaining peace accords. In 

this vein, focusing on the leaders of conflict parties is likely to be too narrow (Lederach 1997), 

identifying the appropriate counterparts for successful peace negotiations can be very difficult, 

and mediating states are not always neutral (Ropers and Debiel 1995).  All genres of 

peacebuilding, from outcome-oriented approaches to conflict management, to relationship-

oriented conflict resolution, and to more comprehensive transformation approaches are based 

on functional perspective. The approaches are all driven by roles played by certain institutions 

and organisations to foster peace. Critical to these organisations, are civil society organisations. 

The civil society sector is committed to delivering peacebuilding objectives that revolves 

around transforming conflict issues, actors and contexts and combines short-term conflict 

management with long-term relationship building, and transformation of the roots of conflict 

(Rupesinghe 1995). The broadening of the concept of peacebuilding aims at identifying mid-

level individuals and empowers them to build peace and support reconciliation (Lederach 

1997). These ‘mid-level individuals’ are extracted from CSOs which populate the 

peacebuilding arena. Lederach (1997) conceptualisation of peacebuilding conflict 

transformation declares that peacebuilding can be pursued from three perspectives –top level 

leaders; mid-level leaders; and the third level leaders. Lederach maintains that the top level 

leaders can be engaged by Track 1 intervention and outcome-oriented approaches. The mid-

level leaders can be engaged by more resolution-oriented Track 2 approaches, such as problem-

solving workshops or peace-commissions with the help of prominent local individuals. The 

third level, where civil society tends to be most active, represents the majority of the population 

and can be engaged through a range of peacebuilding approaches, such as local peace 

commissions, community dialogue projects or trauma healing.  Here, the CSOs play active 

roles and are recognised by their individual and collective roles in peacebuilding rather than 

forms. The functional perspective of CSOs is aptly captured in Utstein Peacebuilding Palette 

(2004) where peacebuilding is meant to intersect four broad areas namely security, socio-

economic foundations, political framework and reconciliation and justice. This is 

diagrammatically represented below: 
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Figure 1: Utstein Peacebuilding Palette 

 
Source: Adapted from Utstein Report (2004) 

 

The central actor in Utstein peacebuilding palette is the civil society. The four broad areas of 

peacebuilding as proposed by Utstein are populated by CSOs even in such critical areas as 

security which is largely dominated by military and paramilitary actions. Security Sector 

Reform (SSR) are driven by CSOs through advocacy, organisation of round-tables, security 

workshops and seminars to articulate ideas that will structure the reforms. The political 

framework is mainly managed by CSOs. Here the processes of democratisation, good 

governance, institutional building, human rights monitoring and rule of law are functions 

performed by CSOs. Socio-economic activities such as repatriation of refugees and Internally 

Displaced Persons (IDPs) as well as reconciliation and justice activities like facilitating 

dialogues between antagonistic groups, trauma therapy and healing are also functions carried 

out by CSOs. The Utstein’s peacebuilding framework highlights the centrality of CSOs to 

peacebuilding from the perspective of their functions rather than forms. Utstein’s 

conceptualisation outlines a framework of peacebuilding activities, where providing physical 

security is as important as establishing good governance and the socio-economic foundations 

of long-term peace. It acknowledges that development, a return to democratic governance and 

the guarantee of a secure environment represent the most promising approach to peacebuilding.  

 

Theoretical Considerations  

The functional perspective of CSOs peacebuilding efforts can be better explained within the 

context of structural functionalism as popularized by Radcliff-Brown. Structural functionalism 

is a theoretical understanding of society that is built on the assumption that social systems are 
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collective means to fill social needs (Gingrich, 1999). In order for social life to survive and 

develop in society, there are a number of activities that need to be carried out to ensure that 

certain needs are fulfilled. In the structural functionalist model, individuals produce necessary 

goods and services in various institutions and roles that correlate with the norms of the society. 

Structural-Functionalism (often paraphrased ‘Functionalism’) is an important offshoot of 

General Systems Theory (GST) popularized by Radcliff-Brown. It is a consensus theory, a 

theory that sees society as built upon order, interrelationship and balance among component 

units as a means of maintaining the smooth functioning of the whole (Radcliffe-Brown, 

1952:3). It is a broad perspective in Social Sciences which addresses social structures in terms 

of the functions of its constituent elements. It studies society as a structure with interrelated, 

interdependent and mutually interacting parts. Parson (1975) declares that Herbert Spencer in 

his book, Principle of Sociology (1896), regards these interrelated parts of society as “organs” 

that work toward the proper functioning of the system as a whole.   

 

The Functionalist approach explains CSOs peacebuilding functionalist perspective from the 

standpoint of functions performed by CSOs to support the survival of the society. According 

to Ibeanu (2006:3-13), when structures like CSOs perform their functions properly, there is 

order in society and in fact, society inherently moves in the direction of order and stability. 

Consequently, from a structural–functionalist perspective, peace is achieved where existing 

social structures including CSOs perform their functions adequately supported by the requisite 

culture, norms and values. For instance, if the school structure, which consists of the roles of 

principal, teacher, administrator and students, performs its function of educating children 

properly by inculcating the right values and norms such as tolerance, patience and love, then 

peace would prevail in society in the long run and the institutionalization of this process 

culminates in peace sustainable peacebuilding measures.    

 

Almond’s (1963) model of structural-functionalist theory identifies functional requirements of 

a political system and proceeded to explain the contributions of these functions towards the 

maintenance and stability of the system. He categorizes the functions into inputs and outputs 

functions. A system’s input according to Almond is defined as the movement of information 

or matter (energy from the environment) into the system. The output is the movement of 

information or matter (energy from the system) to the environment. He identified the input 

functions to include: political socialization and recruitment, interest articulation, interest 

aggregation and political communication. The output functions include: rule making (policy 

making), rule application (policy implementation), and rule adjudication (policy 

interpretation). Utstein’s peacebuilding palette (fig.1) captures Almond’s inputs and outputs 

functions under political framework which is populated by civil society actors. This paper is 

anchored on the structural-functionalist theory because it highlights the place of functions 

(rather than actors and forms) performed by structures to support the survival of the system. In 

this context, the forms of structures (CSOs) performing system survival functions are not the 

main focus. This perspective provides a unique framework for the assessment of CSOs based 

on their functions. 

 

A Functional look at CSOs in Peacebuilding 

The relevance of civil society organisations to peacebuilding is gauged by the functions they 

play in strengthening peacebuilding efforts. An approach that focuses on CSO’s functions, 

instead of actors and forms, can help direct attention to understanding their capacity, expertise 

and can help in better defining outcome indicators for CSOs engagements by partners as well 

as improve the planning process. An approach that is considered appropriate in mapping CSOs 

contributions to peacebuilding revolves around the functions they perform. This perspective is 
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drawn from CSOs functions derived mainly by German Political Scientists from 

democratization and transformation processes in Eastern Europe (Paffenholz, 2003:5; Lauth 

2003; Croissant et al. 2000; Merkel and Lauth 1998). 

 

Table 1:  Seven Civil Society Functions in Peacebuilding  

CSOS 

FUNCTION 

ACTIVITIES 

Protection  Protecting citizen life, freedom and property against attacks from state and 

non-state actors. 

 

Monitoring/early 

warning 

Observing and monitoring the activities of government, state authorities 

and conflict actors. Monitoring can refer to various issues (human rights, 

corruption), particularly those relevant for drivers of conflict and early 

warning.  

 

Advocacy/public 

communication 

Articulation of specific interests, especially of marginalized groups and 

bringing relevant issues to the public agenda. Creation of communication 

channels, awareness raising and public debate. Participation in official 

peace processes.  

 

Socialization Formation and practice of peaceful and democratic attitudes and values 

among citizens, including tolerance, mutual trust and non-violent conflict 

resolution.   

 

Social cohesion Strengthening links among citizens, building bridging social capital across 

societal cleavages.   

 

Intermediation/faci

litation 

Establishing relationships (communication, negotiation) to support 

collaboration between interest groups, institutions and the state. Facilitating 

dialogue and interaction. Promoting attitudinal change for a culture of 

peace and reconciliation.  

 

Service provision Providing services to citizens or members can serve as entry points for 

peacebuilding, if explicitly intended.    

 

Source: Sustainable Development Network (2006) 

 

This functional perspective highlights seven main functions that CSOs can play in 

peacebuilding. While these functions cannot be said to be exhaustive, there however, lay a 

foundation for a broader exploration of the functions of CSOs in peacebuilding. It can be 

gleaned from the Table that the functions of CSOs are closely related, as a result, CSOs may 

be active in one or more functions, providing lead role in some and supportive roles in others. 

The State for instance, is mainly responsible for protection of lives and property and 

socialization does not only occur in voluntary associations but also in the family, classroom 

and political parties. The Social Development Network (2006) declares that CSOs tends to 

have a comparative advantage in functions related to socialization, culture of peace and social 

cohesion. Protection, monitoring and accountability, and advocacy and public communication 

functions tend to be complementary and their effectiveness depends on collaboration with other 

actors. In line with Utstein (2004) peacebuilding framework, CSOs takes on different functions 
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and roles in the transition from conflict to peace, and in different conflict phases. During 

conflict or its immediate aftermath, priority tends to be on protection, monitoring, and 

advocacy and public communication. Reconciliation, culture of peace, and peace education 

functions are more long term, and thus likely more relevant in the post-conflict phase. As 

conflicts end and public institutions gradually recover, the dynamics between citizens, CSOs, 

and the state tend to change. Overall, the capacity of CSOs to function properly is shaped by 

internal institutional factors including international partnerships and the enabling environment 

in which CSOs operate. This functional perspective is further given clarity by isolating them 

for individual discussion below. 

 

CSOs Protection function 

Although the function of protection of lives and property is the primary responsibility of 

government, CSOs have often been supporting government in contexts where it is unable to 

perform this primary function as a result of armed conflict. Civil society initiatives frequently 

emerge during conflict and its aftermath to protect citizen life, rights and property against 

threats by conflict actors or the state. Protection functions are generally performed by 

International Non-Governmental Organisations (I-NGOs) that support domestic civil society 

either indirectly, through their presence as monitoring watchdogs (Orjuela 2003), or directly 

through international accompaniment. Barnes (2005); Orjuela (2004); Eviota (2005) notes that 

Peace Brigades International, for example, sends outsiders into conflict zones to protect 

national peace or human rights activists. Other examples are communities in the Philippines 

and Colombia that have negotiated zones of peace where no arms are allowed. TRESA (2005) 

also declares that another aspect of protection is support to security-related interventions such 

as demining, small arms control, and disarmament, demobilization, and reintegration of ex-

combatants. In Mozambique, churches launched a follow-up demobilization campaign after 

the official UN demobilization process had ended. More frequently, however, CSOs 

collaborate with government or donor-led efforts. The capacity of CSOs to perform the 

protection function is limited by contexts with high level of violence and coercive state with 

dysfunctional rule of law institutions. 

 

CSOs Monitoring and Early Warning Function  

The primary provider of services (including health and education) in any state is government. 

To enhance provision of such services, CSOs have to monitor the actions and policies of 

government to ensure it stays faithful to government’s core objective of providing the greatest 

happiness to the greatest number of people. In conflict contexts, CSOs observe and monitor the 

activities of conflict actors as a means to enhance accountability and a precondition for the 

protection and the advocacy/public communication functions of civil society. The main focus 

of monitoring during armed conflict is on human rights violations. International and local 

groups can monitor the conflict situation and make recommendations to decision makers, 

provide information to advocacy groups, and provide inputs for early warning. This civil 

society function is relevant in all conflict phases and its impact is maximized when all actors 

coordinate closely. To strengthen the early warning function, there is increasing cooperation 

between local, national and I-NGOs but also with regional organizations. In Nepal for instance, 

national human rights organizations cooperate with local groups and maintain close links to 

Amnesty International. These international ties provide a safer space for local groups to 

perform their monitoring tasks. In the Horn of Africa, early warning systems of regional 

organizations (CEWARN) cooperate with local civil society groups in monitoring. In West 

Africa, United Nations Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (UNOCHA), 

Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS) and West Africa Network for 

Peacebuilding (WANEP) have signed a memorandum of understanding for joint early warning. 
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The major constraint against effective monitoring is the state restrictions put on CSOs or that 

imposed by other conflict parties as well as the extreme levels of violence. 

 

CSOs Advocacy and Public Communication Function 

Advocacy according to (Aall 2001; Paffenholz 2003) is one of the core functions in 

peacebuilding and primarily a role for domestic civil society. Civil society can articulate the 

interests of social groups, especially marginalized groups, and create communication channels 

to raise public awareness and facilitate the inclusion of issues in the public agenda. Most 

peacebuilding schools assume that the influence of civil society on conflict management is 

indirect and generally limited to an advocacy and communication role, as well as applying 

pressure on negotiating parties and advocacy for specific issues. Advocacy is not only very 

relevant to peacebuilding but is also mainly conducted in many instances by CSOs with high 

levels of effectiveness. Advocacy is relevant in all phases of conflict, but its nature will vary 

according to conflict phases. During conflict, civil society tends to advocate for peace 

agreements, against violence and human rights violations, for broad based participation in the 

peace process, and for specific issues. Information campaigns and opinion polls can link the 

public at large with official negotiation processes (Accord 2002) or official parallel civil society 

forums can provide a more direct link to Track 1 negotiations (Stanley and Holiday 2002; 

Armon et al. 1997). In the post-conflict phase, civil society advocacy tends to focus on 

implementation of the peace agreements, or specific conflict issues such as violence, gender, 

or the need for a culture of peace (Orjuela 2004; Jeong 2005). 

 

Independent media play an important role in peacebuilding by reaching a broad range of the 

population, facilitating public communication, expanding the audience for advocacy 

campaigns Richmond (2006) and raising awareness on the need for and feasibility of non-

violent solutions. Disseminating objective and non-partisan information (on mass killings, 

human rights violations, and truth and reconciliation efforts) is a critical media contribution to 

peacebuilding. Richmond (2006) also declares that the media, however, can also be used to 

perpetuate ethnic stereotypes and fuel further hostilities and violence. In Rwanda, for example, 

radio Milles Collines preached hatred and helped orchestrate the genocide. The most effective 

form of advocacy is mass mobilization for large scale change, such as the end of war or 

authoritarian rule. The main limiting factors for advocacy are linked to the shrinking space for 

CSOs to act and a highly restricted media. 

 

CSOs Socialization Function 

The socialization function is not exclusively performed by the civil society as leadership for 

socialization is provided by other institutions including the school, church, political parties and 

the family.  The socialization function of civil society aims to inculcate a culture of peace in 

divided conflict societies by promoting attitude change toward peaceful conflict resolution and 

reconciliation. Most activities tend to adopt a conflict resolution approach and include dialogue 

projects, reconciliation initiatives, peace education, exchange programs and peace camps, 

conflict resolution training and capacity building.  Research (Anderson and Olson 2003; 

Paffenholz 2003) suggests that civil society initiatives which support attitude change and a 

culture of peace are only effective when they can reach a critically large number of people. The 

precondition for effectiveness of socialization initiatives is low level, or the absence of, 

violence. The civil society in supporting the socialization process, engage with influential pre-

existing institutions such as schools. The main limiting factors for socialization revolves around 

the shrinking of space for CSOs to act and policies against freedom of association.  
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CSOs Social Cohesion Function   

It is logical for conflict contexts to be sharply divided between different groups that often 

transcend the main adversarial groups. Enhancing social cohesion is therefore, an important 

civil society function in peacebuilding, as conflict usually destroys bridging social capital. 

Restoring bridging social capital can help to curb inter-group violence, and revitalize group 

interactions, interdependency and solidarity (Jeong 2005; Orjuela 2004; Paffenholz 2003). 

Putnam (2002) maintains that engagement and participation in voluntary associations has the 

potential to build and strengthen social capital, but rather than building bonding ties within 

groups, the aim should  be to build bridging ties across adversary groups i.e., a ‘conflict 

sensitive social cohesion’  function. Research by World Vision (O’Reilly 1998) confirmed the 

importance of bridging social capital, identifying how development projects helped increase 

levels of contact, interaction and communication across geographic, religious, ethnic, cultural 

and class divides. This in turn led to improved cooperation, unity and interdependence between 

groups. Although systematic evidence is lacking, it is possible that CSOs conflict sensitive 

social cohesion initiatives have greater potential to influence peacebuilding. Research in India 

(Varshney, 2002); found that ethnically mixed organizations were effective in building 

bridging ties across ethnic groups, leading to an institutionalized peace system that facilitated 

the control of violence. The precondition for the effectiveness of social cohesion initiatives is 

again a low level, or absence of, violence. The effectiveness of social cohesion is enhanced 

when initiatives are aimed at bringing people together for a common cause. The main limiting 

factor for social cohesion is extreme levels of violence.  

 

CSOs Intermediation and Facilitation Function 

An important civil society function is to intermediate between interest groups and the state. 

Local facilitation by CSOs is highly relevant during all phases of conflict peacebuilding. This 

is often performed by community leaders (such as traditional or religious leaders) or by 

Community-Based Organisations (CBOs) who facilitate dialogue between conflict parties and 

the community or between community and returnees. In peacebuilding, intermediation and 

facilitation can take place not only between the state and citizens, but also between conflict 

parties, within groups and on different levels of society. The main activities within this function 

are facilitation initiatives (formal or informal) between armed groups, and between armed 

groups and communities or development agencies. Intermediation can be performed by 

international and/or domestic civil society. Paffenholz (1998) declared that domestic civil 

society tends to have little involvement in direct facilitation between conflict parties, especially 

when it involves actual peace negotiations, as this role is primarily played by external parties, 

especially governments (Norway in Sri Lanka) or multilateral agencies (UN in Guatemala).  

 

He further revealed that in some instances, this role can be taken up by international CSOs as 

in the case of Comunita di Sant’Egidio in Mozambique or the Geneva-based NGO Center for 

Humanitarian Dialogue which facilitated the first negotiations in Aceh (Paffenholz, 1998). 

Domestic CSOs can play a facilitation role at a number of levels including between civil society 

and conflict parties at the village or district level (e.g., civil society representatives negotiated 

the release of citizens by armed groups in Nepal); to bring conflict parties to the negotiation 

table (e.g., the Inter-Religious Council in Sierra Leone managed to get government  and rebels 

to agree to peace talks in  the late 1990s), to negotiate peace zones or violence-free days (e.g., 

the churches in El  Salvador negotiated peace days in order to carry out a child vaccination 

campaign; between aid agencies and conflict parties to deliver services directly to communities 

(Orjuela 2004). Jeong (2005) revealed that in some conflict zones, local civil society acts as 

mediators or facilitators where government or foreign aid structures cannot operate (e.g., 

Nepal) or where national or I-NGOs need facilitation to better understand the local context. 
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According to Sustainable Development Network (2006), civil society can also play a role by 

engaging different actors in dialogue processes in preparation for formal peace negotiations. 

This may be especially useful in building trust before formal processes begin and in ways that 

would not be possible for government actors or even difficult for international facilitators or 

mediators (e.g., Pax Christi’s past and current role in the process leading to peace negotiations 

in Northern Uganda). A high level of violence or intimidation from the conflict parties is the 

main limiting factor for CSOs facilitation initiatives though; cooperation between I-NGOs and 

local CSOs has in many instances enhanced facilitation effectiveness. 

 

CSOs Service Provision Function 

Service delivery is a contested function of CSOs peacebuilding initiative. It is considered CSOs 

peacebuilding function only when used as an entry point for other CSOs peacebuilding 

functions. Direct service provision to communities or their members is an important function 

for most CSOs, particularly in weak states and during conflict, CSOs complement or substitute 

the state in service provision. However, the extent to which service delivery is seen as a 

function of peacebuilding is contested in the literature. Some authors (SIDA, 2005) see public 

service delivery as a separate civil society function because it saves lives and reduces suffering, 

which is needed to achieve peace. CSOs can not only be more efficient than the state, but they 

may also be more effective in reaching excluded groups which may be at the roots of the 

conflict.  There is no doubt that as the state weakens during conflict, service provision by CSOs 

is not only extremely important for war-affected population, but it is only relevant for civil 

society peacebuilding if peace is an explicit objective. A major limiting factor to CSOs service 

delivery is the intensity of violence and service delivery when heavily funded can divert 

energies and resources from other CSOs activities. 

 

Concluding Remarks 

Civil society has unique potential in peacebuilding, but analysing CSOs from an actor-oriented 

perspective denies one a deeper understanding of its contributions to peacebuilding. A 

functional analysis of CSOs in peacebuilding brings to focus the Utstein peacebuilding palette 

and demonstrates the relevance of CSOs in supporting peacebuilding initiatives from the four 

components of the palette which is identified to include: security, socio-economic foundations, 

political framework and reconciliation and justice. The civil society has proven to be a major 

actor in delivering the objective of peacebuilding from this perspective. The main enabling and 

disenabling conditions for CSOs peacebuilding functions comes from the possibility of a 

coercive state, the level of violence, and level of influence from strong regional actors. Thus, 

the engagement of the international community in initiatives that can reduce violence and 

enhance protection and supporting initiatives that can strengthen the creation of an enabling 

environment can secure the fundamental precondition for CSOs to act. 

 

An appropriate starting point for a more effective engagement of CSOs in peacebuilding is that 

civil society be viewed not from an ‘actor-oriented’ perspective but from the perspective of 

their functions. In view of this, the strategy must therefore seek to build the capacity of the civil 

society sector as much as those of their government and must emphasize a sustained rather than 

ad hoc engagement. The basis for this strategy should be structured to promote mutual benefit 

and respect and seek to draw on their wide outreach and mobilizing capacity to support 

peacebuilding initiatives. Ultimately, it should be based on recognition of the fact that in order 

to sustain peacebuilding efforts, all available capacities in the polity need to be mobilized. The 

civil society sector is clearly a critical resource in this regard. In spite of the functions of CSOs 

in peacebuilding, its support cannot replace political actions particularly in the areas of 

protection, socialisation and service delivery. 



International Journal of Social Sciences and Management Research Vol. 4 No. 6 2018 ISSN: 2545-5303 

www.iiardpub.org 

 

 

IIARD – International Institute of Academic Research and Development 
 

Page 36 

References  

Aall, P. (2001). “What Do NGOs Bring to Peacemaking?”  In: Crocker, C., F. Hampson, and 

P. Aall, eds., Turbulent Peace, 365-83. Washington D.C.: United States Institute of 

Peace Press. 

Accord. (2002). “Owning the Process, Public Participation in Peace Making.” Accord Series , 

Reconciliation Resources, London. 

Almond, Gabriel (1963), “A Developmental Approach to Political Change.” World Politics.  

Vol.xvi. no.2. 

Anderson, K., and D. Rieff (2004). “Global Civil Society: A Sceptical View”. I n: Anheier, H., 

M. Glasius, and M. Kaldor, eds,. Global Civil Society 2004/5. London: Sage. 

Anderson, M. B., L. Olson, and K. Doughty (2003).  Confronting War: Critical Lessons for 

Peace Practitioners. Cambridge, MA: The Collaborative for Development Action. 

Armon, J., R. Sieder, and R. Wilson (1997).  Negotiating Rights. The Guatemalan Peace 

Process . London: Conciliation Resources. 

Bailey, S. (1985). “Non-official Mediation in Disputes. Reflections on Quaker Experience.”  

International Affairs, 61 (2), 205-22. 

Barnes, C. (2005). “Weaving the Web: Civil-Society Roles in Working with Conflict and 

Building Peace.” In: P. van Tongeren, et al., eds., People Building Peace II, Successful 

Stories of Civil Society, 7-24. Boulder CO: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 7-24. 

Bayart, Jean-Francois (1986). “Civil Society in Africa” In Patrick Chabal (Ed): Political   

 Domination in Africa. Oxford University Press. 

Belloni, R. (2001). “Civil Society and Peacebuilding in Bosnia and Herzegovina, Journal of 

Peace Research, 38 (2), 163-80. 

Boutros-Ghali, B. 1992. An Agenda for Peace. Accessed on July 29th 2016 at 

http://www.un.org/Docs/SG/agpeace.html. 

Birle, P. (2000). Zivilgesellschaft in Südame rika. Mythos und Realität. In: W. Merkel, 

Systemwechsel 5. Zivilgesellschaft und Transformation, 231-71. Opladen: 

Leske+Budrich. 

Cardoso, H.F. (2003). “Civil Society and Global Gove rnance,” Contextual Paper for High 

Level Panel on UN-Civil Society, New York. 

Carnegie Commission (1997).  Preventing Deadly Conflict: Final Report. Reports the Findings 

of the Commission's Work Over Three Years. 

Challand, B. (2005). “The Power to Promote and to Exclude: External Support to Palestinian 

Civil Society,” PhD. thesis submitted at the European University Institute Florence.   

CIVICUS (2011), Civil Society Index for Guinea. Guinean Civil Society: Between Activity and 

Impact. World Alliance for Citizen Participation 

Clark, J. (2003). Worlds Apart, Civil Society and the Battle for Ethical Globalization. 

Bloomfield CT: Kumarian Press. 

Collier, P., L. Elliott, H. Hegre, A. Hoeffler, M. Reynal-Querol, and N. Sambanis (2003). 

Breaking the Conflict Trap. Civil War and Development Policy. New York: Oxford 

University Press. 

Croissant, A., H. Lauth, and W. Merkel (2000). „Zivilgesellschaft und Transformation. Ein 

internationaler Vergleich.“ In: W. Merkel,  Systemwechsel 5. Zivilgesellschaft und 

Transformation, 9-49. Opladen: Leske+Budrich. 

Debiel, T., and M. Sticht (2005). “Towards a New Profile?: Development, Humanitarian and 

Conflict-Resolution NGOs in the Age of Globalization,” Institute for Development and 

Peace INEF Report No. 79, Duisburg. 

Diamond, Larry, Juan Linz, Seymour Martin Lipset (eds) (1998). Democracy in Developing 

Countries. Boulder: Lynne Reinner 

http://www.un.org/Docs/SG/agpeace.html


International Journal of Social Sciences and Management Research Vol. 4 No. 6 2018 ISSN: 2545-5303 

www.iiardpub.org 

 

 

IIARD – International Institute of Academic Research and Development 
 

Page 37 

Douma, N., and B. Klem. (2004). “Civil War and Civil Peace. A Literature Review of the 

Dynamics and Dilemmas of Peacebuilding through Civil Society,” Netherlands 

Institute of International Relations ‘Clingendael.’ Unpublished Report. 

Ekeh, Peter (1998). “Civil Society and the Construction of freedom in African History.” Paper 

presented at the Wilberforce Conference on Civil Society in Africa.  

Eviota, D. (2005). “Grassroots and South-South Cooperation: Bantay Cease-Fire in the 

Philippines.” In: P. van Tongeren, et al., eds., People Building Peace II, Successful 

Stories of Civil Society, 388-93. Boulder CO: Lynne Rienner. 

Foley, M. (1996). “Laying the Groundwork: The Struggle of Civil Society in El Salvador,” 

Journal of Inter-American Studies and World Affairs, 38 (1), 67-104. 

Gingrich, P. (1999), Functionalism & parsons. Unpublished manuscript, Department of 

Sociology and Social Studies, University of Regina, Regina, Canada. Accessed 27 

July 2016 at: http://uregina.ca/~gingrich/n2f99.htm 

Hall, John (1995). Civil Society: Theory, History, Comparison. London. Polity Press.  

Harpviken K., and K. Kjellman (2004). “Beyond Blueprints–Civil Society and Peacebuilding. 

PRIO International Peace Research Institute, Concept Paper commissioned by the 

Norwegian Agency for Development Cooperation (NORAD), Oslo. 

Hoffman, J. (1992). “Third Party Mediation and Conflict Resolution in the Post-Cold War 

World.” In: J. Baylis, and N. J. Rengger, eds.,  Dilemmas of World Politics. Clarendon 

Press, Oxford. 

Ibeanu, Oke (2006), Civil Society and Conflict Management in the Niger Delta: Scoping Gaps 

for Policy and Advocacy. Lagos: Monograph Series No: 2. CLEEN Foundation. 

-----------------(n.d), “Insurgent Civil Society and Democracy in Nigeria: Ogoni encounters 

with the State, 1990 -1998”. Research Report for ICSAG Programme of the Centre for 

Research and Documentation (CRD), Kano 

Jeong, H. (2005).  Peacebuilding in Postconflict Societies, Strategy and Process. Boulder, 

London: Lynne Rienner. 

Lauth, H. (2003). „Ambivalenzen der Zivilgesellschaft  in Hinsicht auf Demokratie und soziale 

Inklusion,“  Nord-Süd aktuell, 2/2003, 223-32. 

Lederach, J. P. (1997). Building Peace. Sustainable Rec onciliation in Divided Societies. 

Washington, D.C.: United States Institute of Peace Press. 

Lipnack, Jessica and Stamps, Jeffrey (1982). Networking: People Connecting with People, 

Linking Ideas and Resources. Garden City, New York: Doubleday. 

Judge, Anthony J. (1994). NGOs and Civil Society: Some Realities and Distortions. A paper 

presented at a Seminar on State and Society at the Russian Public Policy Centre, 

Moscow (6-8 December). Brussels: Union of International Associations. 

Kaldor, M. (2003). Global Civil Society: An Answer to War. Cambridge, UK: Polity Press 

Kukah, M. H. (1999), Democracy and Civil Society in Nigeria. Ibadan, Spectrum books Ltd. 

Lewis, D. (2002). “Civil Society in African Contexts. Reflections on the Usefulness of   a 

Concept,” Development and Change, 33 (4).  

Merkel, W. and Lauth. H. (1998), ‘‘Change of system and civil society- Which civil society   

               needs democracy "? Journal of Politics and History, 6 (7). 

Merkel, W. (1999). System transformation. Eine Einführung in die Theorie und Empirie der  

Transformations for  schung. Opladen, Leske+Budrich. 

Obi, N. Neji (2016). Civil society and the consolidation of peace in the Republic of Guinea. 

Ph.D. Thesis. Institute for Peace and Strategic Studies (IPSS), University of Ibadan. 

Nigeria. 

-------------- (2011). ''Civil Society and Democratic Governance in Nigeria'' in Akanji et al (eds) 

Challenges of Democratic Governance in Nigeria. Society for Peace Studies and 

Practice (SPSP). Ibadan, John Archers Publishers Ltd. 

http://uregina.ca/~gingrich/n2f99.htm


International Journal of Social Sciences and Management Research Vol. 4 No. 6 2018 ISSN: 2545-5303 

www.iiardpub.org 

 

 

IIARD – International Institute of Academic Research and Development 
 

Page 38 

Orjuela, C. (2004). “Civil Society in Civil War, Peace Work and Identity Politics in Sri Lanka,” 

Ph.D. Dissertation. Department of Peace and Development Research, University 

Göteborg. 

O’Reilly, S. (1998). The Contribution of Community Development to Peacebuilding: World 

Vision’s Area Development Programs. World Vision. 

Paffenholz, T. (2003). Community-Based Bottom-Up Peacebuilding.  The Development of the 

Life and Peace Institute's Approach to Peacebuilding and Lessons Learned from the 

Somalia Experience (1990-2000). Uppsala: Life and Peace Institute. 

------------------ (2001). “Western Approaches to Mediation.” In: L. Reychler and T. Paffenholz, 

eds., Peacebuilding. A Field Guide , 75-81. Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner. 

---------------- (1998).  Konflikttransformation durch Vermittlung. Theoretische und praktische 

Erkenntnisse aus dem Friedensprozess in Mosambik (1995-1996). Mainz: Grunewald. 

Parsons, Talcott (1975), “The Present Status of Structural Functional Theory in Sociology” in 

Talcott Parson’s Social Systems and the Evolution of Action Theory. New York: 

The Free Press. 

Patrick, I. (2001). “East Timor Emerging from Conflicts: The Role of Local NGOs and 

International Assistance,” Disasters, 25 (1), 48-66. 

Pouligny, B. (2005). “Civil Society and Post-Conflict Peacebuilding: Ambiguities of 

International Programs Aimed at Building ‘New’ Societies,” Security Dialogue, 36 (4), 

495-510. 

Putnam, R.D. (1993).  Making Democracy Work: Civic Traditions in Modern Italy. Princeton 

NJ: Princeton University Press. 

------------ (2002). Democracies in Flux: The Evolution of Social Capital in Contemporary 

Society. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

-------------- (2000), Bowling Alone: The collapse and Revival of American Community. New 

York: Simon and Schuster. 

Radcliffe-Brown, A.R. (1952), Structure and Function in Primitive Society: Essays and 

Addresses. London: Cohen and West. 

Ropers, N., and T. Debiel (1995).  Friedliche Konfliktbearbeitung in  der Staaten- und 

Gesellschaftswelt . Bonn: Dietz Verlag. 

Rupesinghe, K. (1995).  Conflict Transformation. London: St. Martin's Press. 

Salamon, Lester M. and Anheier, Helmut K. (1997). "The Civil Society Sector." Society. 34(2).  

January-February. John Hopkins Comparative Non-profit Project. Manchester 

University press. 

Seligman, Adam B. (1992). The Idea of Civil Society. Princeton University Press 

SIDA. (2005). Sida’s Policy for Civil Society: The Objective of Sida’s Cooperation with Civil 

Society. Accessed 26 July 2016 at: www.sida.se 

Skocpol, Theda. (2003). Diminished Democracy. From membership to management in 

American civic life, Norman, Oklahoma: University of Oklahoma Press. 

Social Development Department (2006). Civil society and peacebuilding: Potential, 

Limitations and Critical Factors. The Sustainable Development Network, Document of 

the World Bank. 

Spencer, Herbert (1896), ''Principles of Sociology.” Fair Use. Mind. Volume 1 No. 1. 

Stanley, W., D. Holiday (2002). “Broad Participation, Diffuse Responsibility. Peace 

Implementation in Guatemala.” In: S. J. Stedman, D.  Rothchild, and E. Cousens, eds.,  

Ending Civil Wars. The Implementation of Peace Agreements , 421-62. Boulder, CO: 

Lynne Rienner. 

Stedman, S. J. (1993) “The End of the Zimbabwean Civil War.” In: R. Licklider, ed., Stopping 

the Killing. How Civil Wars End, 125-63. New York: Oxford University Press. 

http://www.sida.se/


International Journal of Social Sciences and Management Research Vol. 4 No. 6 2018 ISSN: 2545-5303 

www.iiardpub.org 

 

 

IIARD – International Institute of Academic Research and Development 
 

Page 39 

TRESA (2005). “Civil Society Action on Small Arms and Light Weapons Control,” Training 

and Education on Small Arms (TRESA), BICC, Bonn. 

UN. (2003). “UN System and Civil Society: An Inventory and Analysis of Practices,” 

Background Paper for the Secretary-General’s Panel of Eminent Persons on Unit ed 

Nations Relations with Civil Society, May. 

----------- (2001). Prevention of Armed Conflict. New York, NY: United Nations. 

Utstein (2004). The Synthesis Report of the Joint Utstein Study on Peacebuilding. Towards a 

Strategic Framework for Peacebuilding. Oslo: Peace Research Institute Oslo.  

van Tongeren, P., M. Brenk, M. Helle ma, and J. Verhoeven eds. (2005). People Building Peace 

II. Successful Stories of Civil Society. Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner. 

Varshney, A. (2002). Ethnic Conflict and Civic Life: Hindus and Moslems in India . New 

Haven: Yale University Press. 

World Bank (2005). Engaging Civil Society Organizations on Conflict-Affected and Fragile 

States. Three African Country Case Studies . Washington, D.C.: World Bank. 

 


