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Executive Summary 
 
Through the examination of three international non-governmental organizations’ (NGO) 
operations, Linking Peacebuilding to Short-term Programming explored the challenge of 
integrating sustainable peacebuilding into humanitarian programs in conflict environments. It 
looked at the gap between the more theoretical understanding of peacebuilding and the reality of 
short-term emergency operations with an eye toward building a bridge through effective 
programming. 
 
The study was a collaborative effort between The Cuny Center1 and three NGOs, Catholic Relief 
Services (CRS), Mercy Corps International, and World Vision International. It examined the 
three NGOs’ approaches and experiences and relied on them to provide the conditions, issues, 
and organizational responses pertinent to the goal of building peace among war-affected 
population during humanitarian operations. The two-phase study included extensive interviews 
with organization staff, a site visit to each of the agencies’ operations in Indonesia, and a 
workshop that explored the findings with an audience of practitioners engaged in this subject. 
 
Research Conclusions 
 
While much has been learned in the field of peacebuilding within aid organizations—particularly 
in the realm of testing new ideas and methodologies—this area of exploration is still very young. 
Much of the learning has been context-specific, creating a strong desire to examine the 
interconnectedness of various field and organizational initiatives and the ability to replicate 
practices. Although the methodologies for intra- as well as inter-organizational learning are 
relatively weak, the hunger for greater knowledge and techniques is quite strong. The following 
eighteen conclusions of this research aim to contribute to this broadening of understanding, 
especially in relations to emergency programming. 
 
1. Organization-wide acceptance process drove learning and commitment. Each 

organization had established a global, broad-based process that resulted in a staff-wide 
recognition of the importance of peacebuilding. This was a primary force in moving the 
peacebuilding efforts forward.  

 
2. Peacebuilding programs require staff with multiple skill sets. A variety of abilities 

and experiences were pertinent to peacebuilding in short-term programming, including 
community mobilization, conflict resolution, capacity building, organizational 
management, humanitarian assistance, and sectoral technical expertise, among others.  

 
3. Peacebuilding linkages were limited between the local level and the national level.  

Field peacebuilding activities during the emergency phase generally were limited in 
scope and did not tie to programs conducted by other organizations within the country or 
diplomatic efforts at the strategic level 

 

                                                 
1 The Cuny Center, founded by and later renamed for the late humanitarian, Frederick C. Cuny, is a non-profit 
research center that endeavors to link policy, research, and practice in the field of humanitarian operations. 
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4. The organizations had a tendency to be case-oriented and situational rather than 
centered on root causes.  The peacebuilding programs were apt to concentrate on the 
particular local context and in general did not seek to examine or address the underlying 
or societal basis for the conflict. 

 
5. A significant challenge was to establish a balance between personalities and 

opportunities, and structure and mainstreaming.  Each of the organizations struggled 
with avoiding cookie cutter approaches by supporting individual staff’s capacities to take 
advantage of peacebuilding opportunities during emergencies, on the one hand. On the 
other hand, they wanted to provide structural frameworks, tools, and methodologies to 
support all of their staff.  

 
6. Tools were best suggestive, not categorical.  Tools that were inflexible risked limiting, 

rather than expanding field opportunities and also endangered biasing field assessments 
or programmatic activities towards areas of organizational strength rather than 
community or programmatic necessity.  

  
7. A mix of process and product was best. Process—the integration of peacebuilding 

into the organization’s other programs—was the most difficult. A balance between a 
peacebuilding-focused, stand-alone short-term program (product) and integrating 
peacebuilding elements into on-going technical sector emergency programs (process) 
seemed to offer the potential for the greatest effectiveness.  

 
8. Integration of peacebuilding into emergency technical programs can be cost-

effective—requires more maintenance and salary costs, less program costs. Instead 
of large operational costs, process-type programs integrating peacebuilding approaches 
into humanitarian programs primarily required salaries of peacebuilding staff, training, 
and advisory/maintenance costs.   

 
9. Local partnership can significantly leverage impact.  Partnership with local entities 

begun during the relief phase can build interest and capacity in peacebuilding that can 
have a significant long-term influence.   

 
10. Indirect but substantial peacebuilding can occur through local staff influence. 

Developing the capacity and interest of the national staff in peacebuilding can have a 
considerable and lasting positive impact on the local communities, overcoming some of 
the negatives of short-term programming.  

 
11. Engaging local institutions can support peacebuilding.  Creating a positive 

relationship between the field peacebuilding effort and the local government can further 
the prospects for sustainable peace.  

 
12. Country Directors were key peacebuilding link between field and HQ.  The CD role 

can be pivotal to peacebuilding efforts in that it serves as the conduit for both tools and 
techniques from headquarters to the field as well as disseminating the experience and 
methodologies used on the ground to HQ and other field offices.  
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13. Minimal additional effort peacebuilding activities were more accepted by relief 

staff.  The organizations integrated peacebuilding into emergency activities more if they 
considered the time pressures and priorities of humanitarian staff in an emergency.   

 
14. Establishing strong monitoring and evaluation system can 1) improve the 

effectiveness of peacebuilding efforts, 2) help convince other departments of the 
merit of peacebuilding, and 3) show donors the value of peacebuilding.  Monitoring 
and adjusting peacebuilding programs based on findings in the process of conducting 
short-term programs were critical to ensure they were effective, to prevent them from 
turning negative, and to gain greater support among skeptical staff.  

 
15. Early and long-term regional commitment was invaluable to help the transition out 

of emergency and to have greatest peacebuilding influence. Programs that began as 
short-term projects but evolved to have a long reach over time and geography seemed to 
have the greatest impact, perhaps because they established long term relationships with 
local partners and the communities, developing trust.   

 
16. Limited documentation substantially thwarted learning and development.  The 

dearth of written institutional records on peacebuilding methodologies undermined the 
development of the organizations’ approaches and made it more difficult to prove the 
peacebuilding effort’s effectiveness.  

 
17. There was significant duplication of efforts between the organizations, particularly 

in developing training, tools, manuals, and monitoring and evaluation processes.  
Each of the agencies tended to undertake the same endeavors and expend similar 
resources with the intention of addressing identical issues of peacebuilding in short-term 
programming.   

 
18. Creating an intentional, learning, exploratory environment was fundamental to 

gaining awareness.  As in many other new fields, openly debating and exploring the 
issues served to enhance the understanding and methodologies.   

 
Considerations for NGOs 
 
Given the above findings and conclusions, I offer the following considerations for non-
governmental organizations engaging in peacebuilding efforts during humanitarian programming 
as a way of moving the field forward. (By doing so, I am not suggesting that these are points 
entirely absent from current NGO activities.) 
 
Step up to the role as peacebuilders. NGOs’ growing influence worldwide obliges them to 
commit fully to the role of peacebuilder and put the required resources into refining their 
methodologies using state-of-the-art thinking and techniques—especially during conflict-related 
emergencies. 
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Base efforts on “root causes.”  Given this growing NGO influence, it is also important that they 
view the conflict from a large perspective, directing programs towards the conflict’s sources.  

 
Greater collaboration and interfield engagement is critical.  To optimize effectiveness, NGO 
peacebuilding programs should reach out to such fields as development, human rights, 
humanitarian assistance, and conflict resolution; interrelate fully with donors; collaborate 
between different types of agencies; and hold professional forums on peacebuilding. 
  
Substantial untapped potential for leveraging peace. Targeted collaboration among specific 
peacebuilding and relief entities can improve the prospects for building peace, especially if it 
joins the forces of track I diplomacy and track II non-governmental efforts and links local level 
peacebuilding programs with national level peace agreements or reconciliation endeavors.  
 
Develop local partnerships deliberately. The development and encouragement of local 
organizations towards peacebuilding during the emergency phase can infuse the area with 
committed ambassadors for peace long after the internationals have left. 
  
Establish organizational learning at the highest priority level.  Knowledge management, the 
exchange of ideas, and the improvement of practices during relief operations require senior-level 
organizational commitment and an investment of time, resources, and staff ideas. 
 
Tap into state-of-the-art training opportunities.  The innumerable types of training that address 
various aspects of peacebuilding pertinent to international NGOs can broaden the peacebuilding 
perspective and offer many practical tools for short-term programming.  
 
Opportunity and need for much greater research collaboration. The hunger for greater 
knowledge, tools, information, and analysis among emergency and peacebuilding staff, yet the 
dearth of research funds across the operational spectrum, invites greater collaboration with 
researchers and between agencies.  
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Introduction 
 
Contextual Background  
 
The rise in complex emergencies at the beginning of the 1990s forced the international 
humanitarian2 community to examine how to work in the midst of conflict. By mid-decade, 
much attention turned to the immediate post-conflict period, spurring various organizations to 
develop transition programs. Now, at the beginning of a new decade, humanitarian agencies are 
looking at an even bigger and more complex picture, that of how to promote long-term stability 
and reconciliation. While this is not a new issue to many scholars and conflict practitioners, it 
has only recently come into full focus among humanitarian organizations. As a result, it is 
currently at the seat of bilateral donor, the international financial institutions, United Nations, 
regional organizations, and many international non-governmental organizations’ (NGOs) policy 
questions. 
 
In the United States, NGOs have little venue for researching questions found in the field. These 
organizations struggle daily with such issues as the reintegration of returning displaced 
populations, localized tensions, minority human rights abuse, the psychological burden of 
history, and deep social trauma, as well as the tasks of reconstruction, building civil society and 
local capacity, and developing a culture of justice. Unfortunately, problems that arise or new 
approaches discovered in this environment rarely receive adequate attention. This becomes 
particularly important in the recognition that these organizations represent a significant and often 
the most visible as well as tangible element of the international efforts to aid war-torn societies. 
While the issue of post-conflict peacebuilding3 has been well aired in academic and policy 
circles, the translation of this knowledge to practical application is far behind. Thus, 
humanitarian organizations working in the heart of the conflict have had little input into how to 
support long-term prospects for peace as they conduct such programs as refugee return 
operations, education, food distribution, agriculture recovery, health service development, 
psychosocial trauma, shelter reconstruction, and water and sanitation rehabilitation. The 
International Development Research Centre echoes this sentiment in it’s statement, “New 
conceptual and methodological tools are urgently required to understand and respond to the 
precarious and fragile political, economic, and social environments found in conflict-torn 
countries. Policy and practice must be informed by lessons drawn from the field as well as new 
analytical approaches.”4  
 
Several humanitarian organizations have developed their own approaches to peacebuilding by 
looking at it through such lenses as conflict resolution, peace and justice, trauma rehabilitation, 

                                                 
2    The term “humanitarian” includes both relief and development components but intends to avoid the illusion of a 
relief to development continuum, as many organizations engage in both and many conflict environments entail both 
relief and development activities. 
3    The definition of peacebuilding used here is borrowed from CRS:  “a holistic approach that addresses the root 
causes of conflict and includes the processes, interventions, strategies, and methods to promote a just peace.” From 
CRS Peacebuilding Working Group definitions.  
4   The Peacebuilding and Reconstruction Program Initiative Team, “Forward” in Kenneth Bush, “A Measure of 
Peace: Peace and Conflict Impact Assessment of Development Projects in Conflict Zones.” Working paper no. 1. 
(Ottawa: International Development Research Centre, 1998), ix. 
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and civil society. However, a dearth of comprehensive research has forced the NGOs to develop 
their programs through trial and error, ad hoc efforts, and close scrutiny of their own 
experiences. At the same time, many organizations remain caught between two objectives. One 
is the philosophical underpinning and the desire to promote long-term recovery in a country, 
including the ultimate goal of reconciliation and stability. The other is the reality-based need to 
create tangible, accountable programs with the normal short-term funding and program cycles. 
The challenge, therefore, is one of timing: to link short-term activities with the goal of promoting 
the long-term social healing process. 
 
This leads to a second dilemma that humanitarian organizations face as they attempt to promote 
sustainable peace and recovery from violence: that of program content. Many humanitarian 
organizations are struggling with how to integrate peacebuilding efforts with the traditional 
emergency5 programs conducted in humanitarian operations. This requires not only a long-term 
perspective, but also a connection between the hard skill relief activities, such as improving 
health care, water and sanitation facilities, and shelter, and the soft skill social healing process, 
such as rebuilding community, conflict transformation, and local leadership empowerment. The 
link between the two is a daily challenge as NGOs confront the issues of conflict in returning 
refugees and displaced persons, traumatized populations, inadequate rule of law, and human 
rights abuses. 
 
This research, Linking Peacebuilding to Short-term Programming, delves into these challenges 
by examining them from an operational perspective. It aims to contribute to the foundation of 
knowledge and methodologies and to begin to bridge the gaps therein through the examination of 
three international NGOs’ peacebuilding efforts in conjunction with humanitarian programs. 
 
Nature of the Study 
 
Linking Peacebuilding to Short-term Programming was a collaborative effort between The Cuny 
Center researcher and research assistant and three NGOs, World Vision International, Mercy 
Corps International, and Catholic Relief Services (CRS), all of which are leaders in grappling 
with these issues in post-conflict situations around the world.6 The project centered on examining 
these three NGOs’ approaches and experiences and relied on them to provide the conditions, 
issues, and organizational responses pertinent to the question of building peace among war-
affected populations. 
 
The three NGOs were selected based on three criteria: a) each had struggled internally with the 
issue of how it could contribute to long-term stability and peace in countries in which it worked 
and had made an organization-wide commitment to pursuing it, b) each had correspondingly 
developed a Program7 that helped to integrate this larger goal with its more traditional programs 
                                                 
5     The term “emergency” is used here to denote conditions outside of normal life that require humanitarian 
attention. They include the range of conditions from immediate disaster, life-critical conditions to a recovering or 
evolving environment.  
6     Although many organizations, including bilaterals and United Nations agencies, are affected by the same 
dilemmas, most operate through NGOs as their primary field-based partner. Hence, by working directly with NGOs, 
this project hoped to influence a larger audience of organizations working in post-conflict environments.  
7     The term “Program” is used generically to mean all three NGOs’ operational programs that address 
peacebuilding. 
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such as education, relief, micro credit, agriculture, or other development programs, and c) each 
was interested in and willing to collaborate with The Cuny Center and each other to gain a larger 
understanding of the relationship between short-term, humanitarian programs and the ultimate 
prospect for peace.  
 
The following briefly describes the three Programs with which The Cuny Center worked: See  
 
Catholic Relief Services’ Peacebuilding and Justice Program.     CRS’ Program promotes 
conflict transformation and building relationships toward peace and reconciliation through 
promoting dialogue and mutual understanding, supporting individual and community healing, 
and reintegrating and reconstructing communities in ways that build relationships of mutual 
respect and a sense of shared future. Through these efforts, CRS country programs seek to 
address the prevention, mitigation, and resolution of conflict, individual and community healing 
and reconciliation, respect for human rights, and improved inter-ethnic and inter-faith 
understanding. In addition, CRS country programs are increasingly exploring how they can 
integrate such approaches into their work in various program sectors. “The challenge for CRS is 
to integrate a comprehensive peacebuilding strategy into its activities and those of its partners 
that proactively addresses the root causes of conflict while fully engaging the whole agency and 
partners in promoting peace.”8 
 
Mercy Corps International’s Civil Society Initiatives Program.     Since the late 1980s, 
Mercy Corps has made a commitment to link systematically its relief and development 
programming with the need to strengthen civil society. The knowledge that social sustainability 
and human development are inseparable motivates Mercy Corps as a humanitarian organization 
to seek to diminish the cycle of violence and its concomitant relief operations and to build more 
sustainable development through strengthening civil society. A healthy civil society includes 
active citizen participation in governance, citizen ability to hold leaders accountable for their 
actions, and the ability to mitigate conflict and create change through peaceful means. Mercy 
Corps has developed much of its civil society program through an Institutional Strengthening 
Grant from the US Agency for International Development (USAID).  Examples include, 
developing and empowering local NGOs to address issues of concern; activities that educate the 
citizenry about their duties to society, the proper exercise of their rights, concepts of liberty and 
the function of a democratic society; activities that encourage adults to reach agreement 
peacefully and resolve conflicts; and activities that build the capacity of local organizations to 
influence governmental systems and the rules of law. It is important to note that while this study 
examines the notion of peacebuilding, in Mercy Corps, this element resides within its civil 
society program and is but one of the three components.9 
 
World Vision International’s Reconciliation and Peacebuilding Program.     Since the mid-
1990s, World Vision has been energizing its partners around the world in the integration of 
reconciliation and peacebuilding within all its programs. In 1998, a World Vision Reconciliation 

                                                 
8     Annemarie Reilly and Jaco Cilliers, “Champions for Peace: The Role of CRS in Times of Violent Conflict?” A 
paper written for the CRS World Summit, 2000. 
9     This study focused on Mercy Corps’ Civil Society Initiatives program, emphasizing its peaceful change 
component. Mercy Corps, therefore, sometimes prefers the term “civil society development” to the term 
“peacebuilding” to denote the larger context it attempts to affect.  
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Commission produced a major policy document on intentional integration of reconciliation and 
peacebuilding strategies into all its programs. The Commission built its report on a thesis that the 
mission, core values, and faith commitments of World Vision as a Christian organization call for 
a holistic approach to all of its work and that reconciliation and peacebuilding must be integrated 
into the very fabric of the organization. This document has guided World Vision to 
institutionalize reconciliation within its organizational culture; to design the appropriate research 
and analysis, necessary practical tools, and participatory learning in an effort to develop best 
practices and advocacy; to commit itself to organizational capacity building in reconciliation and 
peacebuilding; to deepen its commitment and capacity to work collaboratively with other 
similarly engaged groups; and to develop organizational structures for leadership and 
management of the reconciliation vision. World Vision has initiated local and national 
reconciliation and peacebuilding efforts in numerous countries including Burundi, Colombia, 
Indonesia, Kosovo, Montenegro, Rwanda, Sierra Leone, and Sudan. 
 
Methodology 
 
Linking Peacebuilding to Short-term Programming transpired in two phases during which The 
Cuny Center collaborated with CRS, Mercy Corps, and World Vision both independently and 
collectively. The first phase began with a review of the literature on peacebuilding and 
emergency operations. It followed with a close examination of each organization’s Program 
through in-depth interviews with key headquarters staff and an intensive review of their 
organizational literature (see Interview Guide, Annex A, Interview List, Annex B, and Resource 
List, Annex C). This phase examined each organization’s nature and foundation, its relationship 
within the larger NGO body, specific Program projects, the worldwide relationships between the 
Program in the field and the organization’s conventional humanitarian programs, and the impact 
and implications of the Program on the ground. 
 
Next, The Cuny Center conducted field research with the leadership of each of the NGO 
Programs in Indonesia over the course of three weeks. Indonesia was selected based on program 
viability, pertinence, availability, and commonality among the NGOs. The field visit included 
project site visitations, review of Program-specific literature, and in-depth interviews with 
expatriate and national staff as well as partner organizations and individuals significant to the 
organization’s peacebuilding initiatives. The researchers examined the specific contextual 
aspects of the conflict as they related to each Program, Program design, relationship between the 
Program and the NGO’s sectoral humanitarian programs, and the impact of the Program. 
 
The second phase consisted of synthesizing the results from the country reviews and the 
preliminary findings and conducting a one-day workshop with a broader audience of additional 
staff from World Vision, Mercy Corps, and CRS, other NGOs, other researchers on this subject, 
USAID, and experts involved in this issue (see Workshop Agenda, Annex D and Workshop 
Participant List, Annex E). The workshop served to provide useful commentary on the findings 
to date, to introduce the issues for policy consideration to a wider audience, and to stimulate a 
broader discussion.  
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Limitations 
 
The limitations of this study lie primarily in its size. First, the field portion of the research was 
conducted in three sites in one country. The experiences of the three organizations in these 
locations in Indonesia do not necessarily represent their programs in other places. A second 
limitation is the fact that the study engaged just three international non-governmental 
organizations. The findings from these three, while leaders in their work, do not necessarily 
represent the experience of the multitude of types of humanitarian organizations or the variety of 
international NGOs grappling with the same issues. Finally, headquarters interviews included 
primarily peacebuilding and emergency staff. Thus, while their views are at the heart of the 
research, others within the organizations may have different perspectives.  
 
Layout of the report 
 
This report first discusses the primary findings from the study, looking at the commonalities and 
comparisons between the three organizations and then the constraints in five areas: intra-
organizational development, funding, program design and methodology, staffing, and local 
partnership. From this discussion, it then draws conclusions that intend to illuminate the primary 
learning. Finally, the report concludes with a number of considerations for NGOs conducting 
peacebuilding programs in emergency environments.  
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Major Findings: Commonalities and Constraints 
 
This section maps out the significant findings from the study, distinguishing common elements 
and differences between the organizations as well as the areas where the organizations lack 
skills, resources, or methodologies or come across obstacles. The section is divided into five 
substantive areas: intra-organizational development, funding, program design and methodology, 
staffing, and partnership. 
 
It is important to note that this study reflects a point in time and that all three organizations are 
still very much evolving and growing their peacebuilding capabilities and understanding. 
 
I.  Intra-Organizational Development 
 
 
Commonalities and Comparisons 
 
Each organization has spent significant human and financial resources and time on developing 
the internal conceptual and operational basis of its peacebuilding program. While the three 
differed substantially, each reflects aspects of the growing literature and changes within the 
greater peacebuilding, humanitarian, and aid communities.   
 
Foundation of peacebuilding program 
 
All three NGOs have a fundamental, agency-wide peacebuilding objective. This provides a 
substantial interest base that supports the peacebuilding staff and programs both at headquarters 
and throughout the world and makes such actions as the use of core funds for peacebuilding 
accepted by virtually all staff members.  
 
The groundwork for this organization-wide support began in the mid-nineties when many aid 
agencies were troubled by the growing occurrence of intra-state conflict that thwarted 
development and required humanitarian assistance.  Each agency started what would become its 
peacebuilding program at that time and over the ensuing years built concerted organization-wide 
support, which seemed to hit critical mass in the year 2000.  That year, each organization had a 
significant event that moved its program dramatically forward.  Mercy Corps held its Edinburgh 
Leadership Conference wherein civil society became a significant organization-wide theme.  
World Vision International created the position of Coordinator for Reconciliation and 
Peacebuilding and specified peacebuilding, disaster mitigation, and response to HIV/AIDS as the 
organization’s primary aims for addressing threats to transformational development.10 In October 
2000, CRS held its World Summit that concluded a global consensus building process of CRS 
staff stating that, among other things, peacebuilding would be one of five main priorities, 
building on the justice lens that began in the mid nineties.  

                                                 
10     World Vision International’s Peacebuilding Core Business Plan states that the peacebuilding program’s 
purpose is “to enable World Vision to establish a bias for peacebuilding and reconciliation in World Vision’s 
transformational development, relief and advocacy ministries and encourage and support targeted peacebuilding 
initiatives.” Much of this vision evolved out of the senior-level Reconciliation Commission established in 1995. 
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These efforts did two things.  First, they created a foundation of support from the top level that 
was rooted in the field. That is, each organization, established peacebuilding as a necessary 
element of its programmatic work. Peacebuilding is a part of each organization’s objectives, 
mission statement, and public information (to varying degrees). The desire throughout was to 
establish a bias or lens that influenced all of the organizations’ actions.  Second, while some staff 
still resisted the peacebuilding mandate, these actions generated a greater desire on the part of 
many individuals in other program areas to learn more about and incorporate peacebuilding into 
their activities.  For some, this stems from the understanding of the importance of peacebuilding 
and for others it is a necessary inclusion due to the organization’s embrace of peacebuilding. At 
CRS, for example, all managers must develop justice principles to incorporate into their 
programs. 
 
Each organization has a different methodology of advancing the peacebuilding mandate. Both 
World Vision and CRS have been developing structures to support the learning and 
institutionalization of peacebuilding. World Vision established two Centers of Learning in SE 
Asia and a Peacebuilding Initiative that includes collecting case studies and merging 
peacebuilding into transformational development.  World Vision has also formed peacebuilding 
networks in parts of the world with high incidents of conflict. CRS, in cooperation with Eastern 
Mennonite University (EMU), established the Mindanao Peacebuilding Institute11 in the 
Philippines. In addition, CRS offers several short-term study fellowships at the University of 
Notre Dame where it also conducts a Summer Peacebuilding Institute for 30 staff and partners 
worldwide. The Institute both helps CRS refine its strategic framework and offers field staff the 
opportunity to engage with each other and academics on the subject of peacebuilding. Mercy 
Corps has taken a less structural, more informational approach by working more closely with 
staff to create a general understanding of civil society and peacebuilding and their potential to 
have positive impact in the field. The differences, in part, are due to the size variances and the 
amount of internal funding available within each organization to develop the program. See below 
for more on peacebuilding funding.  
 
 
Inter-departmental relations 
 
All three organizations have a close relationship with the emergency department.  They also all 
agree that the communication and integration between the emergency and peacebuilding 
programs are critical to both.  For CRS and World Vision, this may be in part because both have 
embraced the Local Capacities for Peace (LCP) process as fundamental to both their 
peacebuilding and humanitarian assistance approaches.12 Both CRS and Mercy Corps have 
conducted joint emergency response - peacebuilding projects. The relationship between the two 

                                                 
11      The Mindanao Peacebuilding Institute is a Philippines-based learning center run by CRS and the Mennonite 
Central Committee wherein international, local, and partner staff come for training, discussions, and information 
sharing on peacebuilding.  It is also the locus for pilot studies and exploring new methodologies. 
12      The Local Capacities for Peace Project (LCP), also referred to as Do No Harm, is a product of the 
Collaborative for Development Action. It helps humanitarian organizations analyze relief operations in conflict 
environments for their potential to promote peace or further war. For more information see 
http://www.cdainc.com/noframes/lcpp-description.htm.  



 14

elements in all three organizations is an open, yet informal arrangement where each feels it has 
access to the other, though none take advantage of it as much as they both would like.  
 
That said, there is still a felt divide between the emergency and peacebuilding departments at 
times that both would like to bridge.13 In some instances, this may stem from an attitudinal gap 
where the traditionalist relief workers do not see the added value of including a peacebuilding 
perspective in emergency operations designed to save lives and are therefore more resistant to 
such programs as LCP. For most, however, it comes from a very real time dilemma in 
emergency situations where the immediate priority of saving lives demands 100 percent 
concentration and the addition of other concerns or activities is seen as a lesser priority. At 
headquarters, as well, time is a limiting factor for developing closer partnership and joint 
activities. 
 
The relationship between the peacebuilding department and the non-emergency programs of the 
organization varies.  Some have made inquiries to the peacebuilding staff and are more engaged 
than others.  CRS’ peacebuilding staff has a closer connection with education (CRS has a peace 
education staff), for example, while World Vision has a greater association with the advocacy 
office and transformational development.  As mentioned earlier, staff from other departments in 
all three organizations are eager to learn more about peacebuilding, but the connection depends 
in part on the capacity of the other programs to take on the subject.  Much of the interface 
appears to be uni-directional where the peacebuilding staff teaches other departments about 
integrating a peacebuilding perspective into their programs and does not include a great deal of 
deliberate assimilation about the issues of other sectors into the peacebuilding program.  
 
Not all relations between the peacebuilding programs and other departments are entirely 
favorable; each program seems to have differences with some individuals within its organization 
who simply are not yet entirely convinced of the value peacebuilding can bring.  World Vision 
finds the connection between peacebuilding and the Marketing and Public Relations staff 
somewhat tenuous because the latter has been focused on raising funds for concrete projects and 
find the “soft” side of peacebuilding difficult to market.  In addition, it is ponderous to develop 
meaningful, simple, and effectual public relations messages that truly get at the heart of building 
peace. At CRS, while the peacebuilding department tries to sell the advantages of including 
peacebuilding in the design of other programs, some within the organization are reluctant to buy 
in, seeking greater evidence of the effectiveness of peacebuilding. In that regard, all three 
organizations emphasize the importance of demonstrating to other parts of the organization that 
peacebuilding, in addition to having value in its own right, will improve the quality of all other 
programs. 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
13      All three NGOs’ emergency departments have quick response teams that deploy to crises around the world at a 
moment’s notice. CRS has an Emergency Response Team (ERT), World Vision has a Rapid Response Team (RRT), 
and Mercy Corps has a Global Emergency Operations team (GEO).  It is these teams that deal directly with the 
programmatic aspects of integrating peacebuilding into short-term, emergency programming.  
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Internal communication and learning 
 
Clearly one of the biggest issues all of the peacebuilding programs face is how to support 
organizational learning without becoming prescriptive. A sub component of this is how to 
provide fresh, context-specific peacebuilding support to the field.  
 
Intellectual foundation.     CRS has tackled this question by developing a strong intellectual 
base. Through its Summer Peacebuilding Institute and the work of the peacebuilding program, it 
articulated 10 peacebuilding principles that are designed to help direct program activities.14 
These principles aim to provide a backdrop for implementing peacebuilding programs in the 
field and integrating peacebuilding into other programs within the organization. Mercy Corps 
similarly has formulated a framework for understanding civil society and its three components—
one of which is peacebuilding—and the actors engaged.15 Mercy Corps, however, uses its 
framework more to generate a general understanding of civil society and how it works, than to 
offer a methodology for program design. In part due to its de-centralized structure, World Vision 
has not created a separate, organization-wide approach to peacebuilding. It has developed a core 
concept of reconciliation, with a theological underpinning that applies peacebuilding and 
reconciliation to six areas of conflict. These include, 1) inner healing from trauma, 2) conflict 
among friends, family and near neighbors, 3) conflict with those who are “other” including 
across ethnic and religious differences, 4) conflict with the environment, 5) spiritual conflict, and 
6) organizational and institutional conflicts.16  
 
Information sharing.     All three organizations are trying to find ways to share information and 
learning within the organization. In each, there is a hunger from staff within other departments to 
learn more, a demand for peacebuilding tools, an expressed need for more research and exposure 
to current thinking, and therefore a desire to interface more with conflict specialists. Especially 
in the field environment, each organization found that it must be careful with its choice of words, 
depending on the local context. The use of the terms “peacebuilding,” “justice,” “reconciliation,” 
or even “civil society” could be inappropriate or dangerous at times, especially in the more 
volatile situations. 
 
The intra-organizational methods for communication and learning about peacebuilding fell into 
five general categories. The first is publications and/or regular communication networks.  Both 
                                                 
14       CRS’ 10 peacebuilding principles are, “Peacebuilding for CRS: 1) Responds to the root causes of violent 
conflict, including unjust relationships and structures, in addition to addressing its effects and symptoms.  2) Is 
based on long-term commitment. 3) Uses a comprehensive approach that focuses on the local community while 
strategically engaging the middle-range and top levels of leadership.  4) Provides a methodology to achieve right 
relationships that should be integrated into all programming. 5) Builds upon indigenous non-violent approaches to 
conflict transformation and reconciliation. 6) Requires an in-depth and participatory analysis. 7) Is driven by 
community-defined needs and involves as many stakeholders as possible. 8) Is done through partners from the local 
Church and other organizations that represent the diversity of where we work and with whom we share common 
values.  9) Strategically includes advocacy at local, national and global levels to transform unjust structures and 
systems. 10) Strengthens and contributes to a vibrant civil society that promotes peace.”  
15       Mercy Corps’ three principles of civil society are participation, accountability, and peaceful change and the 
three principle actors are government, business, and civic organizations.  
16      Through case study analysis and close work with the field, World Vision is in the process of integrating 
disaster mitigation, HIV/AIDS, and peacebuilding into a development approach that will include tools for use in the 
program planning cycle, tools used to predict conflict or disasters, and theory and policy of development.  
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Mercy Corps and World Vision produce newsletters that help disseminate information on 
peacebuilding efforts and approaches throughout the organization.  CRS has an Intranet and list 
serve that provide continual updates on peacebuilding activities and new thinking. World Vision 
also has a web site for peacebuilding that has an intranet section for field staff to access policies, 
documents and resources. All three organizations are in the process of or envision developing 
greater electronic information sharing mechanisms such as digital libraries, discussion chat 
rooms, web-based information, distance learning courses, lessons learned data bases, and 
electronic results of monitoring and evaluation efforts. 
 
A second method is intra-organizational committees. Both CRS and World Vision have broad-
based, internal working groups on peacebuilding that include staff from throughout the 
organization. This offers individuals in other departments the opportunity to participate in 
developing the organization’s peacebuilding approach and to receive input on their own efforts 
to include peacebuilding.  
 
Third, all three organizations have peacebuilding advisors and reference persons who channel 
peacebuilding information, help field staff integrate peacebuilding into programs, and continue 
to build on the organizations’ methodologies and approaches. Within CRS, peacebuilding 
advisors throughout the world play a significant role in regional and country strategy 
development as well as programmatic design inclusive of peacebuilding efforts. Mercy Corps 
and World Vision International both have peacebuilding staff integrated into country and 
regional programs, particularly in major conflict areas.17 
 
Fourth, each organization attempts to bring together staff members from both field and 
headquarters to share experiences and discuss programming and direction. This takes the form of 
regional meetings, cross-visits of staff from one country to another, or global gatherings. Both 
World Vision and CRS have held periodic regional meetings, for example, and both use the 
Mindanao Peacebuilding Institute as a locus for Asia-based peacebuilding discussions.  In 
addition, CRS brings staff from around the world every year to participate in its Summer 
Peacebuilding Institute.  In 2002, CRS also held a peacebuilding technical commission meeting, 
which brought together all of the peacebuilding technical advisors and other regional 
representatives.  Mercy Corps held a Transition Summit with its international staff in 2001 on 
exploring developmental relief, navigating transitions, and working in a conflict-ridden world.  
 
Finally, all three peacebuilding programs have engaged with external entities to help them 
develop their skills and capacities in peacebuilding.  World Vision is working closely with the 
Collaborative for Development Action (CDA) in training staff on the LCP process as well as 
with CDA’s Reflecting on Peace Practices Project that has been studying peacebuilding practices 
and their effectiveness. World Vision has also worked with Responding to Conflict and with 
independent consultants in developing macro conflict analysis tools and training. The Conflict 
Management Group, a conflict resolution organization, has been helping Mercy Corps build 
conflict resolution and analysis skills within the organization. Mercy Corps has also been 
working with the University of Washington on an Assessment of Emergency and Transition 
Situations (Assets) tool to help it analyze field conditions and design programs. CRS is perhaps 
                                                 
17     Mercy Corps’ civil society program has “advisors” worldwide who also work on promoting peaceful change. 
Its Balkans advisor, however, is specifically oriented toward peacebuilding. 
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engaged the most with external actors, including several prominent academics, the University of 
Notre Dame where the Summer Peacebuilding Institute is held, Eastern Mennonite University, 
and American University. Both CRS and World Vision are engaged in peacebuilding seminars at 
the Mindanao Peacebuilding Institute.  Finally, all three organizations are participants in the 
Transitions, Peace, and Conflict Working Group (TCP) at InterAction, which explores issues and 
acquires knowledge on the transition from war to peace among US relief and development 
NGOs. 
 
Training.     Training is a catch all for learning about peacebuilding. In many respects, the staff 
of all the organizations seem to turn to training as an answer to how to overcome nescience about 
peacebuilding.  CRS and World Vision have “Tutor Disseminators” or training of trainers for 
disseminating the LCP approach throughout their staff. CRS is also conducting a training of 
trainers using its new peacebuilding manual jointly produced with Caritas Internationalis.  In the 
field, each organization has a multitude of size and type of training that relate to peacebuilding. 
Training in all three organizations is used not for teaching, but as a method of exposing staff to 
the subject as well as a discussion tool. The field staff, in particular, in all the organizations are 
hungry for much more training. 
 
Another method of learning is documenting case studies, practices, and lessons learned. Each of 
the three organizations is making efforts to write case studies and record field experiences to 
share with others.18 Nevertheless, each continuously struggles with having adequate time and 
resources (both human and financial) to document its work.  As a result, there is desperately little 
written material on peacebuilding efforts from which the organizations can develop improved 
methodologies and share learning—either within the agency or with others. 
 
Monitoring and Evaluation.     M&E is another method for communicating and learning about 
peacebuilding within the organizations, if the results are shared.  For all three agencies, this is a 
significant outstanding issue, in part for its role in demonstrating that peacebuilding makes a 
difference on the ground and improves the quality of other programs.  Each one is currently 
conducting a concerted effort to establish well-founded M&E practices, including such elements 
as peacebuilding indicators, best practices, and lessons learned.  However, each of these efforts is 
taking place independently and requires a great deal of time, resources, and research on 
evaluation standards and current peacebuilding indicators that none of the organizations have in 
abundance.  
 
Constraints 
 
The task of developing peacebuilding capacities within the organizations revealed a number of 
obstacles, gaps, and challenges. One such common issue is the difficulty peacebuilding programs 
have in sustaining outreach to other parts of the organization. This is primarily a function of 
being a small department with many other departments with which to connect and a generally 

                                                 
18      World Vision has completed five case studies of peacebuilding efforts.  CRS has written several case studies 
for the Reflecting on Peace Practice Project of CDA as well as justice case studies for its Justice Lens initiative. 
CRS also has a peacebuilding activities booklet that describes what it is currently doing in the realm of 
peacebuilding.  Mercy Corps wrote a case study on its Maluku program and recently finished a case history of the 
development of its civil society program.  
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high demand for input.  Consequently, the ability of peacebuilding staff to learn about other 
programs as much as other programs to learn about peacebuilding is less than adequate.  
 
Another major obstacle to the expansion of peacebuilding competence within the organizations is 
the ad hoc or underdeveloped nature of the organizational learning systems. While all the 
agencies are expressly keen on expanding their knowledge base and understanding of 
peacebuilding, structural approaches to institutional learning are vestigial.  All of the agencies 
lack investment in consistent and sophisticated forums for sharing information, documenting 
experiences, or engaging in educational processes. Moreover, while various efforts—many quite 
substantial—are being made to make information available, as stated above, there are few 
organizational incentives to pursue it. While desirable, learning is less of a priority and more of a 
luxury.  Much of this problem stems from a lack of human and financial resources as well as 
time, a problem that permeates the private voluntary community. 
 
A third difficulty that hinders institutional development is the realities of field and emergency 
conditions.  Inadequate technical capacity in the form of access to the Internet can prevent field 
staff from taking advantage of electronic information sources in some countries.  In addition, the 
enormous travel distances and therefore costs often make regular personal visits and conferences 
functionally prohibitive. All three organizations indicated that the lack of time and precedence of 
other priorities prove to be major stumbling blocks in integrating emergency and peacebuilding 
programs. Humanitarian relief programs are more concerned with inputs than impacts, said one 
emergency team leader. In field conditions, it is often difficult to stay abreast of new resources, 
ideas, and learning simply due to the workloads common especially to emergency situations.   
 
One of the most apparent missing elements was the lack of well-developed monitoring and 
evaluation processes for peacebuilding.  This is particularly true in the need to demonstrate long-
term peacebuilding impact from the methods and programs introduced with short-term programs. 
Although all three organizations are researching such processes, they each struggle with the 
current need to be able to measure qualitative change, to define interim steps and benchmarks 
along a long term course toward peace, and to examine best practices and lessons learned in a 
systematic way.  Such a process would be a methodology that goes beyond a questionnaire, 
involves stakeholders from the outset, and examines essential indicators. While the development 
of such a process will undoubtedly be continually evolving, it is essential to have some 
mechanism with which to demonstrate accountability—within the organization, with its partners, 
to its beneficiaries, and to its donors.  One of the difficulties inherent in developing such a tool is 
the inability to demonstrate causal effect in an ever-changing and chaotic environment.  
 
The design of M&E methodology needs to include a close look at what currently exists in the 
emerging evaluation standards for both peacebuilding and humanitarian assistance.  Nothing of 
this magnitude exists today and yet the learning from such an effort has great potential to change 
the way the organizations function. Moreover, sharing of evaluation experiences between 
organizations can further increase the collective effectiveness.19  Unfortunately, the 

                                                 
19      CDA’s Reflecting on Peace Practices Project is just concluding its study of the effectiveness of peacebuilding, 
including effectiveness criteria and offers some pertinent observations from 26 case studies of peacebuilding efforts. 
See www.cdainc.com/rpp-index.htm. See also Towards Better Peacebuilding Practice: On Lessons Learned, 
Evaluation Practices and Aid & Conflict, A. Galama and P. van Tongeren, eds. European Centre for Conflict 
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organizational investment required to develop such a well-researched and effective M&E 
methodology is beyond the scope of most organizations’ budgets. 
 
Finally, for each agency to be a learning organization, its management and financial systems 
need to support the investment, time, and effort necessary to enable the staff to assimilate the 
principles, learning, evaluation processes, and tools generated. 
 
 
II.  Funding  
 
Commonalities and Comparisons 
 
Funding is an issue for all three agencies. It determines how long the organization will stay in the 
area and whether it will conduct peacebuilding programming or not. Each of the three 
organizations received funding for its peacebuilding programs from different sources. 
Comparatively, World Vision and CRS have substantially more unrestricted money20 and direct 
support from donor countries with which to fund peacebuilding staff and programs than does 
Mercy Corps.  Ultimately, World Vision also generates resources from its child sponsorship 
programs to fund peacebuilding within the context of its development programs. Mercy Corps 
has relied heavily on a series of Institutional Development Grants from USAID’s Office of 
Private Voluntary Cooperation to develop its civil society program. Mercy Corps and World 
Vision have also raised funds through foundation grants and national fundraising efforts. The use 
of discretionary funds for peacebuilding has wide staff acceptance within all the agencies. 
 
It is also clear within all three organizations, that having sustainable, long term funding is critical 
to incorporating peacebuilding into the agencies’ operations. Foundations and donors that are 
interested in funding peacebuilding are relatively rare; those who are usually fund in small 
amounts and for short periods.  This factors differently into each organization. Because Mercy 
Corps has relatively limited internal money to allocate towards peacebuilding, the lack of 
funding continuity weighs heavily on its decision to remain in a given conflict area. Mercy Corps 
also specializes in countries in transition and conducts fewer enduring development programs, 
while both World Vision and CRS, on the other hand, consider themselves long-term 
development organizations and plan on an extended in-country presence. Each of the latter have 
minimum 15- and 10-year commitments respectively to stay engaged in a country once they 
enter, again relying on internal financing when necessary.21  
 

                                                                                                                                                             
Prevention, 2002 for a synopsis of evaluation practices gleaned from conflict practitioners around the world at a 
conference by the same name. 
20      Unrestricted funds are those that are not allocated to a specific program or country and therefore can be used to 
support activities as decided by management.  These moneys typically derive from individual donations or church 
contributions. Both CRS and World Vision’s church-based foundation affords them considerable funds for such 
priorities as peacebuilding staff and programs.  
21      CRS’ 10-year minimum commitment to stay engaged in an area is not necessarily a commitment to continue to 
fund programs. CRS uses the term “accompaniment” instead, meaning it may simply continue to support, 
encourage, visit, or otherwise provide non-financial aid to the region. This is currently being implemented in the 
Balkans. World Vision’s commitment is towards developing a sustainable Area Development Program. 
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Each organization has devised other means for raising funds for peacebuilding. CRS, for 
instance, is considering developing a peacebuilding fund over the next five years that will 
finance peacebuilding activities. World Vision has a Peacebuilding Fund that is used to leverage 
other funding, regional networks and staff development in peacebuilding. It is also suggesting 
that all conflict-related emergency proposals include the stipulation that 70 percent of funding is 
spent on the emergency programming and 30 percent is used for peacebuilding and other 
transition programming over the ensuing three years.  All three organizations are conducting 
strong advocacy efforts towards donors to apply these initiatives and to increase both the 
flexibility and length of funding to include greater application towards peacebuilding.  

 
 
Constraints 
 
As has been well documented over the years, internal structures within many donor organizations 
create institutional barriers towards funding programs that fall outside of the traditional 
boundaries of humanitarian assistance and development.  While several efforts have been made, 
the problem remains fundamental to financing peacebuilding and any other activity either in the 
“transition from conflict to development” time period or in nontraditional sectors. All three 
organizations labeled this issue as a critical limiting factor to their peacebuilding initiatives.  
 
Interestingly, each of the agencies finds that the staff’s perception of the difficulty in obtaining 
funding has become an internal obstacle.  The belief that financing peacebuilding would be 
inherently difficult limited the effort on the part of some staff to generate ideas for and include 
peacebuilding in their programs. Whether related or not, attempts to integrate peacebuilding into 
other programs tended to be short term.  
 
Moreover, the funding issue seems to cloud the agencies’ expressed desire to view both 
relationships with partners and programming from a long-term perspective.  Each of the 
organizations in various ways demonstrated that programming, to a large extent, is still funding-
based and the exit timing and programmatic direction is dependent on the type and duration of 
funding. Therefore, particularly when finances are restricted, there is little long-term perspective 
on the development of partners, communities, or society as a whole to carry on the objectives of 
the program after the NGO is gone.22  
 
One example of this was the CRS program in West Timor. While the broader organization had a 
stated 10-year commitment to the area, the end of funding for food distributions to which its 
peacebuilding efforts were tied, abruptly changed the relationship between CRS and its 
counterpart organizations. The funding drove the project and the project drove the relationships. 
This created a dilemma. CRS was reluctant to continue to take the time of its partners when it 
had no program or financial resources to offer. More importantly, despite the fact the original 
program was intended to help improve relationships between the local population and refugees, 
the lack of something “tangible” to provide prevented CRS staff from visiting the two groups 
and continuing the relationship building. The question arose, when is the adage “one can not 

                                                 
22       For an interesting discussion of this, see Towards Better Peacebuilding Practice, mentioned above, Part 2: 
Lessons Learned in Peacebuilding, pp. 121 – 154.  



 21

discuss peace on an empty stomach” pertinent. This case illustrates, among other things, the 
dilemma of using food based programming for peacebuilding initiatives. 
 
Closely associated with the lack of funding problem is the inadequacy of monitoring and 
evaluation indicators and standards.  Without the ability to measure the impact of peacebuilding 
on the ground, it is more difficult to convince foundations and donors of its value. As aid 
organizations become increasingly aware of the fact that all aid has impact, positive or negative, 
it is even more crucial to understand what the ultimate efficacy of peacebuilding activities has 
been and to use the limited resources more efficiently and effectively.  
 
 
III. Program Design and Methodology 
 
Commonalities and Comparisons 
 
The process of planning and implementing peacebuilding programs is at the heart of all three 
organizations’ efforts. At the same time, it is probably the most difficult and consequently the 
least developed aspect of their peacebuilding programs. The review of this section is broken into 
four sub-categories: conflict analysis, training and tools, method of program design, and program 
content. 
 
Conflict Analysis 
 
All three organizations recognize the importance of the conflict analysis itself as well as its 
essential prerequisite to program design, particularly in relationship to developing and 
conducting humanitarian operations.  
 
While all the organizations are developing additional analytical processes, the most prevalent 
conflict analysis method used is the Local Capacities for Peace model, mentioned above. It 
includes a categorization of local contextual issues into those aspects of common life that 
connect people and those aspects that divide them.23 All members of the emergency teams from 
each of the three organizations have received training in the LCP process and consider it a 
significant part of their analytical framework.  World Vision and to a somewhat lesser extent 
CRS rely heavily on LCP to interpret the local context and lay the foundation for their 
programming. Mercy Corps’ emergency team considers the LCP methodology but is less 
rigorous in its use. In reality, however, all three emergency response teams use a combination of 
resources, including systematic conflict analysis such as the LCP, experience, and intuition to 
analyze the conflict and local conditions.  Underlying this seemingly ad hoc, superficial, or 
disorganized process are often tremendous skill and practiced judgment that the organizations 
have not quantified.  
 
While the programmatic conflict analysis is conducted at the local level, at the national level, 
each organization’s country strategic planning process requires some form of conflict analysis. 

                                                 
23      For more information on the LCP analysis process, see Do No Harm by Mary B. Anderson, Lynne Rienner 
Publishers, 1999.   
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Depending on the office, this may or may not employ any specific analytical approach or 
necessarily include collection of analysis, literature, or research from outside organizations or 
academics. The strategic planning process is usually conducted annually and provides a more 
generic view of the larger context, rather than a localized view.  
 
Two interesting observations are noteworthy. First, initial assessments generally hold greater 
import than do subsequent analyses, especially when time is limited. None of the organizations 
appear to conduct regular and systematic follow-up analyses during the humanitarian phase, but 
instead rely on the continual informal flow of information garnered from working in the conflict 
context. Second, the emergency staff tend to place more emphasis on general program-based 
analysis than on a study of the wider geographic conflict. In that respect, the strategic planning 
conflict analysis process at the national level does not routinely look at the potential 
programmatic impact of the organization’s actions on the conflict as a whole. While the intention 
is to influence positively the country’s conditions through directed programs, the in-depth 
understanding of the conflict’s course; regional, national, and local influences; and untapped 
potential human resources for peace does not appear to be a normal part of the organizations’ 
assessments, though it is a growing interest among them.24  
 
Peacebuilding Tools 
 
The question of supporting field practitioners without becoming prescriptive inevitably comes 
around to the issue of tools. All three agencies have developed tools to help staff learn about and 
apply peacebuilding approaches in the field, including training manuals, conflict assessment 
techniques, CRS’ list of principles, and case studies (including guidelines for the case studies).  
Mercy Corps is designing the Assets tool in partnership with the University of Washington, for 
example, which is an aid in conducting assessments and designing programs that incorporate a 
civil society lens. World Vision has designed an Emergency Response Disaster Mitigation Tool 
Kit25 for its Rapid Response Team that offers additional analytical tools and will help insert more 
complex analysis into the LCP process. It has also recently published a manual of conflict 
analysis tools known as Situations of Chronic Political Instability. As in CRS and Caritas’ 
peacebuilding training manual, which includes a comprehensive module on conflict analysis, 
each agency is also conducting its own training or developing its own training manual (in 
addition to LCP). 
 
In all three organizations, emergency team staff expressed the desire to have more peacebuilding 
tools at hand. At the same time, both peacebuilding and emergency staff are concerned about the 
potential for tools becoming superficial, cookie cutter, or simply check lists. While containing 
valuable information, field staff in particular, have found that manuals and “how to” material run 
the risk of being too obtuse and unwieldy.  They also are concerned that the response to an 
                                                 
24 Interestingly, the Reflecting on Peace Practice Project has recently concluded that that the cumulative impact of 
separate peacebuilding efforts is often negligible unless the individual initiatives link to the larger context. This 
challenges the long held assumption within the peacebuilding community that “it all adds up.”  
25 The Emergency Response Disaster Mitigation Tool Kit includes an LCP framework graphic diagram, a resource 
transfer and implicit ethical messages diagram, the six-step process of LCP, diagrams for power and tensions for 
analyzing risk (a type of conflict analysis) and key players (e.g. spoilers, power, opposition), a CEO briefing paper 
on LCP, and policy papers on working with military and the implicit ethical message, as well as web sites, 
resources, and policies. 
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emergency would tend to center on those areas about which the organization has written a 
handbook, which may or may not correspond to the actual local needs. When looking at tool 
design, all of the organizations are contemplating the type of tool that is most useful, who should 
use it, under what conditions, and whether tools should be suggestive or instructive. 
 
Methodology of Program Design 
 
How peacebuilding programs are conceived and developed is a very intangible area for all three 
organizations. Although none of them follows a specific process, each is struggling with defining 
the best approach.  CRS and World Vision rely heavily on their internal structures, including the 
institutionalized LCP process and the regional peacebuilding and learning centers in formulating 
their program designs.  Each level of CRS’ peacebuilding and development strategy 
development informs the next lower tier, from the regional to the national to the local. The 
emergency response, however, often precedes these strategies, leaving the peacebuilding 
program somewhat further behind the programmatic curve.  
 
Mercy Corps’ process is admittedly more intuitive and significantly less structured.  Mercy 
Corps is working with the Conflict Management Group to help it define its program design 
methodology more clearly.  It uses its USAID civil society Institutional Strengthening Grant as 
one foundation and examines successful programs for aspects that it can replicate in other 
locations. The program design process developed in Ambon, Indonesia, for example, has been a 
modeled in southern Afghanistan. Outwardly, Mercy Corps uses the term “social entrepreneur” 
to describe its design process, which relies on its staff to see and take advantage of openings to 
develop opportunistic programming. It eschews the notion of dogma dictating programs and 
prefers local conditions and innovation to direct local action. 
 
Similarities in the design process between the organizations include the attempt to integrate 
peacebuilding at all stages in the program and to base it on participation and community-defined 
needs. In principle, all the programs are community-driven under the notion that supporting 
community empowerment to help the community address its own needs rather than addressing 
the needs directly is more conducive to both peacebuilding and development. It is an ongoing 
challenge, however, for decisions to be made actually on community wishes and not by staff 
decision, especially in emergency situations. Integrating gender equality while maintaining 
cultural respect, for instance, is a dilemma for all three in certain regions.  For Mercy Corps, the 
local community engages in the decisions pertaining to the program design, but not those related 
to the continuation of the program—those tend to be funding driven. While most of the field 
projects do not originate in headquarters, upon request, the peacebuilding departments provide 
comments or guidance on locally developed projects.  In that sense, the peacebuilding directors 
play a support or advisory role in the program design process.  
 
Entry Points.     The question of when an organization needs a programmatic pretext to establish 
a relationship with a community is an important—though not necessarily pointed—issue among 
all three.  Emergency or other sectoral programs can serve as an entrée into a community that 
then can expand to include other activities, including more explicit peacebuilding. This can be 
especially important in areas where tensions are high and trust is limited, even of external actors. 
Besides serving a presumed need, it provides the NGO with a perceived legitimacy by beginning 
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the relationship with an offering. In Indonesia, for example, Mercy Corps established itself as an 
organization that addressed the immediate humanitarian needs through grants to local NGOs. It 
was aware of the dangers of even mentioning the word “peacebuilding” and thus focused on non-
controversial activities such as provision of safe water and reconstruction of housing.  It only 
later engaged the local NGOs more openly in discussions of peace.  
 
As noted above, the downside of basing a relationship with a community on a specific program 
is when the program ends or funding runs out, the relationship can be in jeopardy. This was the 
case with CRS in West Timor. The staff felt it was too difficult, and indeed dangerous, to “talk to 
people on an empty stomach,” especially about peacebuilding. In the larger organizational 
picture, however, CRS encourages accompanying its partner beyond the funding cycle for a 
minimum of 10 years—whether it is actively conducting programs or not. This idea, articulated 
in the peacebuilding principles, implies that CRS is committed both to the longer term 
development of the country and to its partners’ development. If a program or even CRS’ 
presence were no longer advantageous, it would still retain a supportive relationship with its 
partner throughout the 10-year period.  This establishes a long-term relationship regardless of 
funding.  While the concept is very appealing, in West Timor, it was difficult for the staff to put 
into reality.  
 
In North Maluku, World Vision’s initial entry point was a humanitarian food distribution 
program, which clearly established its relationship with the displaced populations.26 After the 
initial food program, however, it conducted a Participatory Learning and Action (PLA) appraisal 
process, which clearly deepened its relationships with the communities.  The PLA, then, became 
a secondary entry point rather than an operational program. Based on the results of the PLA, 
World Vision then went on to conduct shelter and other transition programs within the same 
communities.  
 
Thus, in Indonesia, none of the three organizations openly established peacebuilding programs at 
the onset, but instead used humanitarian relief as its entrée into the communities.  The concept of 
first investing time into building a mutual relationship with a partner or community and then 
bringing in resources such that the relationship could continue between and after programs in a 
hand-holding sense thus far has been largely untried. The question of the necessity and 
appropriateness of entry points for building trust and legitimacy is still up for discussion. 
 
Exit Strategies.     Each of the organizations expressed a theoretical interest in conceptualizing 
its planned time and manner of operational disengagement. While CRS’ ideal of a decade-long 
commitment and World Vision’s 15 year development engagement puts their programs in a 
substantially different perspective, funding seemed to be a major consideration for all three in 
their decision on maintaining a presence in an area.  Mercy Corps, because of its relatively 
minimal discretionary financial reserves as well as its predilection toward transitional 

                                                 
26      Before the recent conflict, World Vision had had a 20-year development program in North Maluku that worked 
only with the Christian communities. The program was wiped out with the fighting, which prompted tremendous 
internal review. The current program is radically different from its predecessor in that it works with both Christian 
and Muslim communities and is humanitarian-based.  World Vision hopes to re-establish a development program in 
North Maluku, but do so on fundamentally different grounds, serving both communities and including a 
peacebuilding component. 
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programming, is more likely to disengage earlier.  If renewed funding is not available, Mercy 
Corps will likely close its operations.  The organizations have seldom transitioned their programs 
to a wholly separate local organization.27 World Vision’s concept of 15 years with an Area 
Development Program is now entering its lasts few years in some of the earliest programs. 
Therefore, the issue of transition, phase out, or redefined partnerships with local organizations is 
a point of major discussion. 
 
Interface with Other Departments.      In principle, the peacebuilding program design process 
engages the growing relationship between the peacebuilding and the emergency departments in 
all three organizations.  However, all of them struggle with how to integrate peacebuilding 
components routinely into emergency sectoral programs such as emergency food distribution or 
supplemental nutrition. Several of the emergency program staff have suggested including a 
peacebuilding person on the emergency teams as a matter of course to provide a peacebuilding 
influence to the emergency program design process, though none have done it.  On a more ad 
hoc basis, the organizations nevertheless try to integrate the two. Mercy Corps’ Global 
Emergency Operations team, for instance, designed the initial emergency program with a larger 
peacebuilding focus in Maluku, based on the Conflict Management Group’s initial conflict 
analysis.  Development staff taught the World Vision emergency and peacebuilding staff how to 
conduct the PLA that was used in North Maluku, as another example. 
 
Interface with Other Organizations.      None of the three agencies has a policy or routine 
practice to engage with other organizations on their design process or to leverage programs with 
others.  This proprietary nature of organizational programming is clearly rooted in part in the 
competition for sparse funding. However, even organizations not directly contending for the 
same resources, such as local NGOs, international organizations, bilateral agencies, or 
contracting firms are not consulted or regularly included in program design or decision making. 
There are periodic localized efforts to interact, however, as evidenced in a new informal meeting 
of organizations working on peacebuilding in Indonesia. In addition, one of World Vision’s five 
key strategic processes for integrating peacebuilding with development calls for “working in 
coalitions beyond commonly recognized boundaries.”  This could help peacebuilding push the 
other humanitarian programs to collaborate more with other organizations. 
 
Program Content 
 
Closely related to program design methodology is program content. Each of the organizations 
wrestles with the question of what types of short-term activities and conduct best influence long-
term peace. Imbedded in this question is whether peacebuilding should be the highest or a 
secondary priority in an emergency. At the same time, CRS and World Vision in particular 
consider not only the transition from relief to development and how peacebuilding can influence 
the sustainability of a long-term development program, but the transition from development to 
relief.  The role of the peacebuilding department in helping development staff understand how to 
integrate peacebuilding into its overall program as a prevention effort is very much on the minds 
of World Vision staff in Indonesia, particularly after conflict so quickly extirpated its 

                                                 
27      World Vision’s decentralized structure often means that World Vision International works with a national 
World Vision as its local partner, which, in turn, sometimes partners with indigenous organizations.  CRS similarly 
often hands over to a local branch of its sister organization, Caritas Internationalis. 
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development program in North Maluku. While this discussion is beyond the scope of this study, 
it nevertheless illustrates the increasing insinuation of peacebuilding into all aspects of 
organizational programming. 
 
All three organizations inherently use a combination of “product” and “process” peacebuilding in 
their programming. Product programs are those wherein the program’s overriding objective is to 
promote peaceful relations; the peacebuilding intention is explicit.  In contrast, process 
peacebuilding implies the use of peace-enhancing measures to conduct programs in other sectors, 
such as emergency health care, seeds and tools, or food distribution; peacebuilding is an implicit 
goal within programs. While both elements are a part of each organization’s programming, there 
is continued debate as to which is more effective, which is more appropriate, and which better 
expresses the mandate of the organization.  The distinction between the two is sometimes blurred 
and several activities fit into both categories. 
 
Product.     While not expressly stated, each of the organizations attempts to address the conflict 
head on through projects that endeavor to jump start or renew relationships by bringing people 
from across the lines of conflict together.  These are not direct negotiation efforts, nor are they 
necessarily aimed at the causes of the conflict. Rather, these projects attempt to build social 
capital, to “get the message out” that people can work and live together in peace. Each 
organization had such a program in Indonesia.  World Vision conducted a two-month peace 
promotion program called “Peace Among Us” that brought women, Muslim and Christian 
leaders, and children together in sports, dialogue, and a symbolic peace procession.  Mercy 
Corps opened an NGO center wherein local NGOs from both religions could meet, train 
together, and coordinate in a neutral space.  CRS collected stories of peacemaking from 
individuals and community leaders to demonstrate the resolve and capacity of communities in 
West Timor to live in peace and to inspire others to engage in peacebuilding, as well.  All of 
these programs have an open peacebuilding objective and all of them have shown some 
immediate, outward display of improved relations.  
 
There was discussion in Indonesia, however, about the implications of conducting such an overt 
undertaking towards peace in the event it backfires. The question becomes what is the liability of 
the organization, the potential fallout, the risk, and the implications for its other programs. Each 
of the organizations considers the negative association and the fact that the staff, partners, and 
even participating communities could be placed in jeopardy should a peacebuilding effort be 
received poorly or sabotaged.  
 
In an interesting similar dilemma, while each of the organizations would like to increase the role 
of advocacy both within the country and through its headquarters, each also struggles with the 
larger question of whether an international non-governmental organization should openly 
advocate for peace.  By placing itself in the political discussion through such a statement, no 
matter how seemingly obvious for an organization founded on humanitarianism, it in some ways 
removes the agency from its openly neutral stance.  At the same time, increasing the organization 
and its partners’ voices as members of civil society is a visible manifestation of peacebuilding 
and helps raise the issues from the local level to the national and international.  Mercy Corps has 
considered this issue intensely in Indonesia and has opted on the side of not making such overt 
statements. 
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As mentioned above, training as a part of the peacebuilding program is a repeated theme 
throughout all the organizations and at all levels.  There is a strong desire for more training 
across the board, seemingly in part to simply appease the hunger for more knowledge and skills.  
However, as a product, training is also a part of all the agencies’ program content as an activity 
that brings together diverse groups to focus on a problem together and to generate ideas for 
further peacebuilding development.  Mercy Corps’ NGO center in Ambon, for example, is open 
to all the local NGOs as a location for training on everything from proposal writing to emergency 
needs assessment to gender awareness to an integrated approach to care for the internally 
displaced persons.  Participants include local government officials, educators, and local and 
international NGOs.  
 
The following is an illustration of several peacebuilding program “product” activities found 
among the organizations in Indonesia: 
  
Bringing people together to build cross-identity relationships. World Vision’s previously 
mentioned “Peace Among Us” campaign in North Maluku used the attraction of sports and 
public events to bring religious leaders, women, and children together.  When Mercy Corps 
explicitly brought local NGO staff from both religions together for training at the NGO center, it 
openly encouraged inter-religious relationship building.  A final example, all three agencies 
capitalized on the close timing of Muslim and Christian religious holidays in December 2001 to 
hold joint holy days celebrations.  
 
Supporting the existing structure to make peace efforts.  In Indonesia, all three organizations 
explored the role of the religious institutions and government in promoting peace.  Through its 
partnership, CRS engaged the Catholic Church in Kupang in refugee assistance.  World Vision 
regularly met with the local government chamats, or governors, to discuss ways in which they 
might mediate disputes, appeal to the provincial government to be more religiously inclusive, 
and hire staff from across religious lines.  One particular chamat was exceptionally proactive and 
worked closely with World Vision in its efforts to broaden the beginnings of peace in the area.  
Through meetings between local organizations and the government in Ambon, Mercy Corps 
initiated what grew into an important, open relationship. The organizations also sought to 
empower civil society, military, and community leaders, or anyone in leadership roles—
particularly with an established moral authority—and to support their endeavors through 
cooperation and information exchange. 
 
The organizations also placed an emphasis on mutual cultural, historical, or literary interests and 
used them as a way to gain entry into a community.  An interesting element of this was the adat, 
the traditional brotherhood mediation system and the pela-gandong or brotherhood system in the 
Maluku Islands that had reigned for years and was particularly strong on an island south of 
Ambon.  These systems rely on long-held inter-religious relationships that demanded mutual 
respect and forgiveness.  Mercy Corps staff exploited this system to begin cross-religious 
dialogue, which eventuated in the return of many displaced populations to their communities. 
Similarly, while none of the agencies explored the traditional conflict management mechanism in 
Indonesia very far, supporting the adat system is another potential way organizations encouraged 
the existing structures to make peace efforts. 



 28

 
Providing tools and resources to local populations and partners.  A relatively obvious “product” 
type of activity in which each of the organizations engaged is the provision of such tangible 
items as peacebuilding manuals, books and literature, materials to make peace signs, t-shirts with 
peace slogans, and the like. Mercy Corps, for example, established a library within the NGO 
center in which local NGOs could research peacebuilding and collect resources and ideas. 
 
Process.      Within all of the agencies, but especially among emergency staff, there is a strong 
desire to integrate peacebuilding into sectoral programs—to develop the implicit messages of 
peacebuilding.  Peacebuilding tools and training are especially in high demand as a method of 
instilling a peacebuilding lens into all organizational programs.  Each of the peacebuilding 
programs is still grappling with how to go about insinuating itself into other programs without 
disrupting the well-established methodologies inherent to each sector.  To help in this regard, 
CRS in West Timor hired a peacebuilding advisor to aid the staff in applying the CRS 
peacebuilding principles to its Transition Assistance Program and agriculture program. 
 
The following list exemplifies some of the three organizations’ peacebuilding program “process” 
activities in Indonesia: 
 
Creating opportunities for cross-identity mixing.  While similar in some ways to the above 
mentioned bringing people together to build cross-identity relationships, the focus here is 
centered formally on the activity, and the interplay between the various groups is secondary.  
This can be particularly useful under conditions in which express efforts to intermix are 
dangerous or unfeasible. One of the requirements of World Vision’s shelter program in North 
Maluku, for example, is to include members of each religion in the reconstruction of each house.  
A sub component of this type of initiative is the notion of searching out the areas of everyday 
activity in which there is cross-conflict inter-reliance and supporting these mutually dependent 
situations.  CRS, for instance, saw the classic opportunity to take advantage of the joint need for 
income as well as products by developing markets that mutually-benefited the refugees as well as 
the local population.  
 
In a more fundamental illustration, Mercy Corps and World Vision’s hiring of inter-religious 
staff created a mixed office environment.  This action is compounded when both organizations 
paired individuals from different religions together on teams.  In Mercy Corps’ Ambon office, 
especially, the impact is impressive.  The entire staff has developed extremely close friendships 
and turns to each other during periods of increased fighting as well as times of personal 
celebration.  
 
A final example is that of the use of neutral space in Mercy Corps’ Maluku program.  The initial 
establishment of the office in what was then very limited neutral territory has been a central 
component of Mercy Corps’ program.28 It has not only permitted the hiring of mixed staff, but 
has allowed individuals and organizations across the spectrum to visit the office.  This, and the 
opening of the NGO center in the neutral zone, opened up a large range of potential opportunities 
for people from both religions to meet.  Other international organizations having difficulty 
                                                 
28 During peaks in the conflict, the office was forced to split into two separate sites in order to continue 
programming. 
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crossing boundaries, serving both communities, and employing mixed staff took Mercy Corps’ 
lead and opened mixed-staff offices in the neutral zone.  Soon, nearby markets, seeing the 
opportunity to double their clientele, moved into the fringes and gradually the neutral space 
within the city of Ambon has expanded and continues to grow.   
 
Modeling.  The idea of demonstrating through action the ability to live peacefully and generously 
with people from all backgrounds is fundamental to the process part of peacebuilding. An 
important element of this for all three organizations is that of maintaining a neutral posture 
towards the conflict.  Another is developing healthy relationships with local officials and 
supporting good governance. Transparency, as a model for government, is meaningful in and of 
itself, but becomes even more so in a conflict setting.  CRS works closely with its local partners 
in West Timor who have long standing relations with the local government to encourage good 
governance and right relationships.  Similarly, for all the agencies, the willingness to coordinate 
with other NGOs, local authorities, and United Nations efforts and to support broader 
coordination provides examples of transparency and behavior conducive to peacebuilding. 
 
Establishing open policies toward funding, hiring and promotions, project selection, evaluation 
processes, and the like in each of the Indonesian programs demonstrated the behavior the 
organizations’ hoped to inspire.  The explicit display of religious acceptance through mixed 
teams had particular impact in the communities and with the organizations with which World 
Vision and Mercy Corps worked.  Stories of initial fear on the part of both the staff and the 
community members shifted to one of openness and genuine friendship.  
 
Expanding information sharing.  Through their connections with a host of villages generated 
through projects, all three organizations served as ambassadors and relaters of information to 
isolated communities.  A prime example is when the World Vision mixed teams first began to 
venture into areas of North Maluku cut off from the rest of the island during the conflict.  
Initially suspicious of the mixed representation, they later began to rely on their visits to provide 
insight into what was occurring and the sentiments held in other communities.  Just as relations 
were beginning to improve, a malicious rumor about a village to the south had begun circulating 
in the community.  The World Vision team visited with the village and investigated the premise 
behind the rumor.  When it returned to the community and not only related the false foundation, 
but brought good wishes from the village population, relations improved substantially.  
 
Another method of increasing dialogue, is the use of organizational neutral, “good offices.” 
Mercy Corps’ NGO Center provides public space for congregating, for example, which 
encourages interaction and information sharing between individuals and groups. 
 
Using and developing the media is another way of expanding information sharing. None of the 
organizations tapped this resource or explored options for more public forms of explaining 
humanitarian programs, advertising relief services, or congregating various elements of civil 
society within the context of peacebuilding. Having said that, CRS did distribute newspapers 
from East Timor among the refugees in West Timor to provide local information and help dispel 
rumors. In Ambon, a joint media center, funded by the British government, opened in the neutral 
zone and conducted reporting using both Christian and Muslim journalists, though Mercy Corps 
was not involved. Tapping into this resource is one way international organizations can support 
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the development of local advocacy campaigns, something all three organizations state they 
would like to pursue further. 
 
Constraints 
 
The challenges international organizations face in designing and conducting peacebuilding 
programs are substantive and there remains much room for growth.  At the heart of the 
peacebuilding endeavor, the visibility of both the successes and failures places pressure on 
peacebuilding staff to produce tangible, effective methodology—something that is particularly 
difficult with limited budgets.  Nevertheless, the efforts have clearly had good results as well as 
pose opportunities to learn further.  The following are areas of difficulties where greater 
organizational attention, research, or simply recognition of conditions may improve 
peacebuilding programming. 
 
Internal organizational policy.     One of the more significant internal issues with which the 
agencies struggle is the question of neutrality and impartiality.  This is a particularly poignant 
point within World Vision and CRS as religious-based organizations that work in conflicts 
engaging Christian or Catholic elements.  In North Maluku, for instance, World Vision 
dramatically changed its entire operations when its Christian-centered development program was 
destroyed in the inter-religious strife.  While its new approach embraces people of both religions, 
World Vision Indonesia is now struggling with how to apply the concept of impartiality to 
integrating Muslim staff into a Christian organization. It also grapples with how to apply its 
Christian values to clear evidence of wrongdoing when, at times, they clash with the notion of 
neutrality.  In West Timor, CRS worked with both the mostly Catholic refugee population and 
the minority Protestant local population as well as in some areas of majority Muslims. Although 
religion did not play a fundamental role in the conflict in Timor, CRS’ Catholic Diocese partner 
had the ability to influence how the local population accepted the refugees through its long-
standing reputation in the community and its own display of bias or lack thereof.  The 
relationship between its faith-based orientation and its work in communities of all religions is an 
ongoing discussion within each organization. 
 
A related issue all three agencies discuss is how to introduce advocacy into their peacebuilding 
programs without jeopardizing their neutral or impartial position on the conflict.  Helping local 
populations, civil society, or partners organize and voice their opinions about the peace process 
can play a decisive part in the development of democratic peacebuilding.  The advocacy and 
neutrality debate become even more complex when the headquarters of an organization openly 
advocates to the US government, UN, or other policy makers for specific action with regard to 
the conflict.  Such actions can potentially threaten relationships or programs in the field.  While 
all of the organizations express the desire to include advocacy more into their programming, 
none have clear policies that help either field or headquarters staff sort out the implications of 
various advocacy efforts.  CRS does, however, work closely with the US Catholic Conference of 
Bishops in formulating policy, taking into consideration local partner concerns. World Vision 
has a set of policies and advocacy protocols that help field and headquarters staff grapple with 
the implications of advocacy efforts. It also works with PAXnet, a network of advocacy and 
peacebuilding staff as a forum for working through the issues. 
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A second internal issue is that of how to keep momentum and enthusiasm going while working 
with short-term programming.  The necessary staff development, program design, resources, and 
energy put into a program can have a dampening effect when the funding and program are 
understood to be very time-constrained.  In the three Indonesia project sites visited, all offices 
began with emergency relief and are attempting to transition into longer-term programming.  
World Vision and CRS are moving from emergency into transition programs; World Vision 
intends to continue on into development, while CRS is centering more specifically on 
agriculture.  Mercy Corps’ next programmatic focus is economic development.  
 
Much of World Vision’s emergency food distribution staff was essentially replaced when it 
moved into the shelter transition program.  Many of the transition staff are equally aware of the 
potential job loss when the current program ends and the development phase begins.  This makes 
it difficult to continue to motivate staff and generate ideas for peacebuilding.  Moreover, the 
changes in staff also mean such training and institutional development as the LCP process does 
not remain with the organization and continue on to the next phase.  One part of the hiring 
problem is the dearth of long-term funding to sustain jobs through the transition phase.  Another, 
however, is the need to evolve staff based on changing programmatic requirements.  These both 
lead to the inevitable challenge of maintaining a local presence and longer-term sustainability 
when short-term funding and programming is all the organization has available. 
 
The question of entry points, as discussed above, is a third issue that warrants greater internal 
discussion.  What has worked for the organization in the past and under what conditions?  How 
can CRS, for example, help the field staff actualize its accompaniment policy?  When is it 
appropriate to use a PLA as the entrée into a community in lieu of a commodity- or service-
based program and can it be conducted routinely in the context of emergencies?  In light of this 
discussion, several emergency staff members requested that the peacebuilding department help 
them prioritize activities and issues during the relief stage. 
 
Fourth, all three organizations have found ready-made programs are not successful.  Not only are 
they ineffective, but the notion of parachuting in a project, methodology, or approach from 
outside the local context runs counter to the participatory, bottom-up philosophy of the NGOs.  
Mercy Corps realized this after the Conflict Management Group brought a pre-packaged conflict 
analysis process to Indonesia and it failed to meet its potential.  Flexible and context-specific 
programming is essential. 
 
Finally, the lack of substantial inter-organizational collaboration diminishes the level of impact 
that the collective peacebuilding efforts could have through sharing methodologies, building 
mutual relationships among the local populations, and complementing programs.  The absence of 
a coordination policy similarly appears to reduce the collective influence the organizations could 
have on donors and their understanding of the value of peacebuilding initiatives. 
 
Research needs.     Several of the obstacles can be considered simply the need for greater 
knowledge.  For example, an oft-repeated gap is the need for more training topics outside of 
conflict resolution.  Because conflict resolution training in negotiation and mediation is relatively 
common and well developed, the assumption is often that conflict resolution is peacebuilding. It 
is clear within these organizations, however, that there is significant demand for training that 
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goes beyond conflict resolution and into such areas as 1) the integration of peacebuilding into 
technical emergency programs such as food and nonfood item delivery, emergency health and 
shelter programs, and camp operations; 2) general peacebuilding strategies and options for 
program managers; 3) integrating PLA into fast-paced emergency assessments; and 4) rapid, yet 
broader and more in-depth conflict analysis. 
 
A research requirement related to the latter training topic, is how NGOs might use and profit 
from developing integral measuring mechanisms that help the organization conduct mid-course 
adjustments and learn from the process as the program unfolds.  While all of the NGOs conduct 
some form of assessment and are developing stronger evaluation methodology, the need for, 
potential learning benefit, and evaluation value of a more formal Peace and Conflict Impact 
Assessment29 process is high. A more complex system of measurement adapted to the 
organization’s structure and working conditions would reflect the complexities of the 
relationships and local issues and could play an important role in increasing the sophistication 
with which the agency designs its programs. Such greater attention to the learning process and 
unpacking how most of the emergency staff intuitively assess conditions and design programs 
could substantially boost the collective learning of the field. This has nominally been called 
“Action Evaluation,” that centers on defining, monitoring, and assessing success throughout the 
project using a participatory and collaborative methodology.30  
 
Such a stronger, more active evaluation and monitoring process could also enhance the 
understanding of cause and effect and thus help organizations prioritize entry points and the most 
effective peacebuilding tools for a given situation. CRS sees one of the most challenging aspects 
of evaluation is ensuring that the staff understands the need to include all stakeholders in the 
process in order to ensure their ownership over the program. Developing a systematic approach 
to such inclusion is another challenge. 
 
Another research requirement suggested by the NGOs is establishing a list of core skills for 
peacebuilding, so they have something against which to train, hire, and design tools. The toolbox 
itself is also inadequate and the need to define, develop, and test new ones is a high priority 
among the NGOs. What is less clear is what types of tools are most needed and for what types of 
circumstances—or even who would be the tool users.   
 
At the same time, the organizations do not adequately access the rapidly growing accumulation 
of research and case studies informing the peacebuilding discipline. This slows the knowledge 
transfer about new discoveries, insights, or approaches to the operational sphere and perpetuates 
the underdevelopment of field methodologies. 

                                                 
29      A Peace and Conflict Impact Assessment is a generic name for an evaluation and assessment tool that 
specifically examines how the operational effort impacts the conflict, as well as how the conflict may impact the 
program.  For more information on PCIA methodology and the state of the learning, see Conflict-Sensitive 
Approaches to Development: A Review of Practice by Cynthia Gaigals with Manuela Leonhardt, 2001, 
http://www.international-alert.org/publications.  
30       For more on Action Evaluation, see Action Evaluation in the Theory and Practice of Conflict Resolution by 
Marc Howard Ross, 2000, or http://www.aepro.org. 
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IV. Staffing 
 
This section on staffing and the next one on partnership represent ways beyond programming in 
which peacebuilding attitudes and methodologies can be grown and shared.  These can multiply 
the program efforts and have potential long-term influence throughout the communities and 
countries in which the organizations work. 
 
Commonalities and Comparisons 
 
Staffing is a central issue among the peacebuilding programs—both for its potential impact and 
for its difficulties.  Mercy Corps and World Vision both see staff recruitment and development as 
having a critical role in the success or failure of a project.  Mercy Corps’ Maluku program 
illustrates the central role staffing can play in local peacebuilding.  Mercy Corps has placed 
significant importance on building team cohesion amongst its religiously mixed staff.  
Consequently, staff members have become very close friends and a high degree of trust and 
mutual respect has grown between members from both religions in complete contradiction to the 
surrounding context.  Mercy Corps recognizes the positive effect this has had on individual staff 
members, the majority of which have personally been victims of the conflict, and continue to be 
or have relatives who are subject to violence.  A mutual experience of the crisis has grown out of 
this sense of unity, despite the individuals coming from opposite sides of the conflict. They have 
also served as quiet but significant models of religious tolerance for the rest of the community. 
 
Selection and retention.     In the larger picture of selection of headquarters and management 
peacebuilding staff, particularly expatriate regional advisors, finding individuals who have both 
peacebuilding and operational field experience is difficult for all three organizations.  World 
Vision and CRS’ staff tend to come from a conflict resolution/international relations background, 
whereas Mercy Corps’ tends to stem more from community mobilization.  Peacebuilding, as a 
relatively new addition to international programs, has not yet generated a cadre of individuals 
with an intellectual understanding in such areas as conflict analysis and programmatic impact on 
conflict who also have experience in short-term operational programs such as emergency 
assistance.  The staff from these three organizations, therefore, is on the leading edge of defining 
and developing such expertise. 
 
None of the organizations has specific guidelines for hiring across identity lines; hiring is 
considered a local decision.  Nevertheless, at the operational level, all the agencies are aware of 
the desirability of having mixed staff and generally attempt to consider it in their hiring practices. 
This reflects an underlying, though unspoken principle of having a local staff that mirrors the 
makeup of the indigenous population, thus making a subtle statement about the unbiased as well 
as grass roots nature of the organization.  In both the Mercy Corps and World Vision programs 
visited in Indonesia, having a mixed staff is fundamental to their peacebuilding programs. As 
explained earlier, the World Vision dilemma of hiring Muslim staff within a Christian 
organization now puts it in the quandary of having to look at the promotion prospects for 
Muslims.  This is part of a larger discussion of being a Christian-run organization within a 
majority-Muslim country.  
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Staff turnover and retention is a fundamental problem for all three organizations.  The short-term 
nature of emergency programs establishes an atmosphere of impermanence that contributes to 
high turnover.  This not only reflects the broader chaotic context of war, but is exacerbated by 
the high unemployment rates and faltering economy that usually accompany conflict.  To make 
matters worse, when multiple international organizations operate in the same conflict 
environment, agencies often hire staff away from each other, offering better pay or positions.  
This is particularly true where qualified local staff is rare and serves to exacerbate the staff 
retention problem as well as inflate salaries.31  On a local basis, the organizations have all 
established “no poaching policies” from time to time, but do not have such an agency-wide 
policy. Significant poaching can have negative implications on national staff development, since 
other agencies then reap the benefit of organizational investment in staff.   
 
Staff Structure.     The staff schematization within the peacebuilding initiatives differs 
significantly between the agencies.  World Vision International’s decentralized construct has 
generated a loose network of peacebuilding-related staff.  Since the Peacebuilding Director has 
no line authority, the interchange between him, regional advisors, and peacebuilding program 
staff is built on mutually consultative relationships.  CRS, on the other hand, has a more 
organized schematic involving peacebuilding strategic frameworks and program officers in most 
countries.  CRS headquarters staff play an advisory role while its Peacebuilding Regional 
Technical Advisors coordinate peacebuilding efforts within each region and provide technical 
assistance to the country program offices. Since Mercy Corps’ field staff are largely connected 
through the Institutional Strengthening Grant, staff have ongoing relationships both between 
field offices and individually with headquarters.  There are many other staff throughout the 
world, however, who are more loosely connected with the civil society program that do not 
necessarily have the same level of communication on peacebuilding issues. 
 
Country Directors/Representatives appear to play a potentially significant linking role between 
the headquarters peacebuilding program and the field application of peacebuilding.  They serve 
as middle constituents who can transfer knowledge and perspectives both up and down the 
organization.  This role seems to be largely undeveloped in the three organizations, in terms of 
enhancing the profile of peacebuilding as a component of all country programs. 
 
Within a country’s operations, whether an expatriate or a country national fills a position is 
generally inconsistent within organizations.  While Mercy Corps generally employs expatriates 
as managers, for instance, the level of equality between expatriate and local staff tends to vary, 
depending on the country.  Mercy Corps would like to study this issue more closely, examining 
the local situation and unrecognized biases.  Among the three agencies, the decision to hire a 
country national or an expatriate for a specific peacebuilding position appears to be based on 
several implicit or explicit considerations: 1) the availability of local individuals with the 
requisite peacebuilding background, 2) the availability of individuals who can portray a 
nonpartisan position with respect to the conflict, 3) the relationship that the individual will have 

                                                 
31      A bigger problem is the fact that one of the qualifying criteria for staff selection is usually the ability to speak 
English.  Consequently, many organizations get staff from schools and universities, depleting the education system 
of qualified instructors.  In peacebuilding this may be even more prevalent as often professors are seen as less 
partisan than other elements of the population and are more likely to have had exposure to peacebuilding concepts.  
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to local and national authorities, and 4) the ability of the individual to interface with other 
operational components within the organization.  
 
None of the agencies has given the placement of expatriate vs. national staff a great deal of 
thought at the organizational level.  These tend to be local decisions and the consistency of 
deliberation on this issue, like many others, varies according to the leadership and conditions. 
 
All the organizations see particular roles that expatriates can play within a peacebuilding 
program.  One such role is that of advisor or mentor to local staff or partners.  An international in 
this role usually does not violate local issues of social status or competition (though it can bring 
up other status questions).  At the same time, he or she may bring ideas and methodologies 
gained from other conflict settings to the local environment.  An important value of expatriate 
staff is the ability to serve as a neutral entity, particularly in areas or conflicts where trust is 
limited and all elements of the local population are considered biased, simply by virtue of local 
identity.  The ability to be one step removed from the conflict can increase the credibility of the 
program itself, especially when national staff cannot always be objective due to their own 
ethnicity or religion and history. CRS also notes that its regional expatriate peacebuilding 
advisors can periodically visit programs throughout the region without disrupting the 
organizational dynamics. Finally, expatriates with experience are valuable when writing 
peacebuilding proposals and negotiating with funding agencies. A combination of expatriates 
and nationals seems important in dealing with the outsider and insider issue of peacebuilding. 
 
How the peacebuilding program is configured at the local and national level has implications for 
its integration into other sectoral programs.  In examining the layout in all three agencies, it is 
clear that the establishment of the peacebuilding staff as a linking element between sectoral 
programs reduces the competition between technical fields and promotes the integration of 
peacebuilding into all aspects of the organizations’ programs.  Peacebuilding staff, then, become 
resources for all other programs, and do not create a sector unto themselves.  CRS in West Timor 
set up the organizational structure in this way by hiring a peacebuilding specialist to help the 
office integrate peacebuilding into all its programs. 
 
In Mercy Corps Indonesia’s effort to model peaceful change and right relationships within its 
own structure, it established the practice of integrating all the program staff into the design and 
implementation process.  This not only provided a working example of participatory 
development but helped to spread the concept of peacebuilding through the staff’s own vision. 
 
Several individuals within the three organizations have contemplated the idea of establishing 
global peacebuilding teams much like each of the agency’s emergency response teams to help 
sectoral programs integrate peacebuilding.  Although this could conceivably improve the ability 
to transfer ideas and capacities within the organization, it could also be considered top down.  An 
alternative suggestion is to have a peacebuilding specialist on the emergency team itself. 
 
Staff Development.     The practice of growing the capacity of the local peacebuilding staff both 
as individuals and as a group is inchoate, although all of the organizations stress their 
commitment to staff development and training.  Each agency struggles with how to empower and 
develop the local staff to enable them to promote peace most effectively.  Mercy Corps tries to 
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transfer the larger Mercy Corps vision of peaceful change through its expatriates.  World Vision 
and CRS in the Asia region use the Mindanao Peacebuilding Institute as a training venue to 
inspire those national staff who attend. World Vision also uses the Asia pacific PAXnet 
mechanism as a tool for coordinating all its regional staff training in peacebuilding. Other efforts 
include helping them to design their own tools and programs, supporting their innovation, 
building personal support mechanisms, working in teams, and training.  The latter, as in the 
training discussion above, whether formal or informal, is a major focus of all the organizations.  
CRS has found that there seems to be a process of “getting it,” of grasping the notion and value 
of peacebuilding after staff and partners have received training.  
 
 
Constraints 
 
A difficulty for all three organizations, especially for field operations, is hiring the right type of 
staff in the beginning of the program, especially during an emergency. Recruiting the appropriate 
individuals lays the foundation for the peacebuilding process from the beginning and, given 
continual funding, provides continuity throughout the life of a project.  Early establishment of 
peacebuilding staff improves the likelihood of a continual peacebuilding focus even if programs 
center on health or agriculture. However, as discussed above, finding qualified peacebuilding 
experts is difficult.  Moreover, when funding from one program ends and another has yet to 
begin, the organizations are unable to continue to employ staff full time.  While many of these 
staff selection problems are the bane of short-term programming, some of them stem from 
inadequate attention given to refining organizational hiring policies and practices with these 
issues in mind. 
 
Problems with staff retention also warrant a close examination of human resource practices. 
Many of the international staff in Indonesia are concerned about staff retention and development 
and are hindered by inadequate funding or policies.  This issue can be pertinent to both 
international and national staff, with variances between them. Several emergency team staff 
commented that the fact that their agencies repeatedly send them to difficult environments at a 
moment’s notice with insufficient concern for their personal lives caused them to feel a bit used 
and burned out. This made them somewhat less than eager to commit to the organization over a 
long period of time.  The role of training in such areas as peacebuilding and other personal 
support mechanisms can play an important role in retaining these team members. 
 
Training as a rule, in fact, tends to be of an ad hoc nature itself.  The minimal peacebuilding 
training for local staff and the inconsistent application of training for expatriates is a constant 
thorn in the side of the organizations. More concerted attention on training requirements and 
incentives could help overcome some of the problems and avoid training simply for training’s 
sake.  
 
 
 
 
 



 37

V. Partnership 
 
Like staffing, the selection and development of local partners, as a path towards peacebuilding, 
relies a great deal on the human component.  It is up to the organizations to select, develop, and 
work with the existing organizations and personalities in an area. 
 
Commonalities and Comparisons 
 
While partnering with local organizations is a general policy in all three NGOs, the application 
differs somewhat between them.  Both Mercy Corps and CRS see partnership participation as an 
important component of peacebuilding.  CRS’ stated approach is always to partner when 
conducting peacebuilding programs.  Its long-standing relationship with Caritas and the Catholic 
Church, in particular, provides ready-made partners in many instances, such as in West Timor 
where CRS partners with the local Catholic Diocese.  Even though CRS has hundreds of 
Catholic partners worldwide and the Church is the partner of choice, the majority of CRS’ 
partners are not related to the Catholic Church.  Mercy Corps’ policy is always to partner with a 
local NGO in all its operational programs.  Except for the disparity imposed by funding realities, 
it constantly tries to maintain an equal relationship with its local partners.  In light of Mercy 
Corps’ several umbrella grant programs around the world, the agency is currently exploring the 
difference between local partnership and local sub-grantee relationships.  World Vision has a 
basic inclination, but not a policy, to partner with other local organizations and thus sometimes 
conducts programs independently. This is true of its program in North Maluku where World 
Vision Indonesia found very few local NGOs when it began its emergency program and thus 
conducts its programs directly.32  
 
Despite each espousing the larger principle of partnership, none of the organizations has fully-
developed its concept of partnering and they all struggle with the definition of and the principles 
behind partnership.  Ideally, a long-term relationship with an operational counterpart that begins 
during the emergency period (or is carried over from development into an emergency) is one of 
hand holding and inter-dependence and one that is sustained through the comings and goings of 
various programs and funding.  In reality, however, the relationship varies tremendously from 
situation to situation. As described earlier, when CRS’ refugee assistance program ran out of 
funding in West Timor, CRS’ active relationship with its emergency partners diminished to 
avoid taking the partners’ time when CRS had no money or program to offer. For similar 
reasons, CRS did not continue to meet with the local refugees or populations with whom it had 
developed relationships, and thus discontinued its relationship-bridging and peacebuilding 
efforts. Without funds for food distribution, CRS felt it could not conduct peacebuilding 
programs, siting the adage that one cannot talk about peace on an empty stomach.  While 
understandable, this program-defined affiliation limits the potential for an ongoing development 
relationship and close communication on all local issues—including that of return—in such a 
supportive way that builds empowerment and indigenous capacity for peace. 
 

                                                 
32 World Vision has two organizational structures in Indonesia, one of which is an indigenous development 
organization and the other is an international NGO. 
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None of the organizations uses an agency-wide partnership selection process, though CRS has a 
partnership toolbox that helps elicit outcomes and objectives in partnering and Mercy Corps’ 
Assets tool offers a partnership selection snap off instrument.   
 
Similar to the other elements of partnership, capacity building has not received a great deal of 
concerted attention in any of the organizations, particularly as an investment in local 
peacebuilding capacity and concerns.  Many of the activities are informal and often one-off 
efforts. The CRS peacebuilding department, however, tries to emphasize training with its 
partners either as a trainer or as a conduit for training. The Caritas peacebuilding training manual 
is designed specifically for this purpose. In some cases, it is the local partner that conducts the 
training for CRS and its staff. Mercy Corps does not emphasize partner training in the formal 
sense.  Although it views its partners’ ability to understand and integrate civil society principles 
into its actions as important, it does not routinely promote it explicitly.  While not necessarily 
representative of its programming, in Ambon, Mercy Corps stressed organizational development 
among its many grantee organizations. World Vision’s support offices place a heavy emphasis 
on and invest large amounts of funding in building the capacity of World Vision national offices 
in general. The World Vision International Peacebuilding Fund specifically supports 
peacebuilding capacity development. 
 
Constraints 
 
As noted, overall, the partnership selection and development processes within the organizations 
are underdeveloped.  All of the agencies express a need for greater concerted focus on the 
appropriate role and development of partners, in general, and in the peacebuilding field, in 
particular.  Several aspects of this stand out.  First, how should organizations consider and plan 
for the partners’ financial self-reliance?  With so much attention on the organization’s own 
financial situation and sustainability, little concern is given to assisting partners to find or create 
their own funding mechanisms.  This is particularly evident in the program transition process or 
at the end of an organization’s presence in a country.   
 
A second aspect of partnership, as discussed, is how to be more deliberate about the partners’ 
own development.  The minimal attention given to capacity building and training does not reflect 
the real value added partners can bring to peacebuilding over the long-term.  Skills, interest, 
methodologies, staff, and participation can all be enhanced through greater concerted focus on 
partner development.  A final consideration is how to help partner organizations grow their 
philosophical conviction toward peacebuilding.  The strong peacebuilding underpinnings of the 
three agencies, and, indeed their own philosophical development process, are not readily shared 
with their partners.  Other than personal or religious conviction, the organizations struggle with 
how to develop a peacebuilding bias within their partners, much as they are doing within their 
own organizations.  
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Research Conclusions 
 
While much has been learned in the field of peacebuilding within aid organizations—particularly 
in the realm of testing new ideas and methodologies—this area of exploration is still very young.  
Much of the learning has been context-specific, creating a strong desire to examine the ability to 
replicate practices to other settings and the interconnectedness of various field and organizational 
initiatives.  While the methodologies for intra- as well as inter-organizational learning are 
relatively weak, the hunger for greater knowledge and techniques is quite strong.  The following 
eighteen conclusions of this research aim to contribute to this broadening of understanding, 
especially in relation to emergency programming. 
  
1. Organization-wide acceptance process drove learning and commitment.  The fact 

that each organization had established an internal, global, broad-based process that 
resulted in a staff-wide recognition of the importance of peacebuilding was a primary 
force in moving the Programs forward. It expanded the understanding of conflict and its 
relationship to the organizations’ relief and development programs and created a desire 
for greater peacebuilding input among the staff worldwide. 

 
2. Peacebuilding programs require staff with multiple skill sets.  The study found it 

difficult to pinpoint the specific skills peacebuilding staff require.  Instead, it seemed that 
a variety of abilities and experiences were pertinent to peacebuilding in short-term 
programming, depending, in part, on the conditions and the organization’s programmatic 
direction.  Useful skills or background included community mobilization, conflict 
resolution, humanitarian assistance, capacity building, organizational management, and 
technical expertise in areas such as water and sanitation, health, or agriculture.  

 
3. Limited linkages between individual peacebuilding efforts and between the local 

level and the national level.  Field peacebuilding programs during the emergency phase 
generally were limited in scope and did not tie to other peacebuilding programs 
conducted by other organizations within the country or to diplomatic efforts at the 
strategic level. They thus tended to be somewhat isolated both is scope and in geography. 

 
4. Tendency to be case-oriented and situational rather than centered on root causes.  

Similarly, the peacebuilding programs were apt to center on the particular local context 
and in general did not seek to examine or address the underlying or societal basis for the 
conflict. The preferred approach seemed to be to create immediate circumstances for 
greater integration, more than to examine and address the sources of friction. 

 
5. Challenge to establish balance between personalities and opportunities, and 

structure and mainstreaming.  Each of the organizations’ peacebuilding programs 
struggled with avoiding cookie cutter approaches on the one hand, yet providing 
frameworks, tools, and methodologies to its staff on the other.  The question became 
vivid: should it err on the side of supporting the type of personality that can seek out 
peacebuilding opportunities and design unique and context-specific programming?  
Alternatively, should it develop specific peacebuilding tools and methodologies that can 
be transferred via training and other mechanisms throughout the organization?  While it 
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was well understood that prescription does not work, complete improvisation lacked 
transferability or reliability and control—which could prove quite dangerous in conflict 
environments.  Each organization labored over its own way of providing a support 
structure that offered ideas and learning but not a prescription.  

 
6. Tools are best suggestive, not categorical.  Tools that were inflexible risked limiting, 

rather than expanding the field opportunities and chances for success.  Such tools that 
dictated specific action also endangered biasing field assessments or programmatic 
activities towards areas of organizational strength rather than contextual or operational 
necessity. They could create blinders to local conditions and limit the staff’s ability to see 
the full picture, including culture, staffing attributes, localized conflict, and programmatic 
conditions. 

  
7. Mix of process and product is best, though integration within the organization’s 

other programs is most difficult.  The organizations each grappled with the balance 
between a peacebuilding-focused, stand-alone short-term program (product) and 
integrating peacebuilding elements into on-going technical sector emergency programs 
(process).  The combination of product and process peacebuilding activities seemed to 
offer the potential for the greatest effectiveness.  The product activities could inject 
necessary energy for peace into the local community with an immediate and visible 
impact and was also often simpler to conduct. On the down side, stand-along programs 
could potentially backfire, jeopardizing the other programs and organizational staff and 
were potentially short-lived. The process approach—when integrated into all programs—
was necessary for the longer-term and could profoundly affect the organization’s staff 
and its local partners, though was much more complex to design and implement. 

 
8. Integration of peacebuilding into emergency technical programs can be cost-

effective—requires more maintenance and salary costs, less program.  Inserting a 
peacebuilding perspective into short-term programs such as water/sanitation and 
emergency health was an important and potentially efficient peacebuilding strategy.  
Instead of large operational costs, they primarily required salaries of peacebuilding staff, 
training, and advisory/maintenance costs.   

 
9. Partnership can significantly leverage impact.  Partnership with local entities begun 

during the relief phase can build interest and capacity in peacebuilding that can have a 
notable long-term influence.  This study found that, while there were clear exceptions, the 
organizations did not consistently use this leverage to overcome the problems inherent 
with short-term programming to have lasting impact on the prospects for peace. To do 
this, they needed to invest attention and resources routinely into building partnership 
capacity. At the same time, the organizations had developed such partnership techniques 
as accompaniment, modeling, and building civil society and government relations. 

 
10. Indirect but substantial peacebuilding can occur through local staff influence. 

Developing the capacity and interest of the national staff in peacebuilding can have a 
considerable and lasting positive impact on the local communities, overcoming some of 
the negatives of short-term programming.  In addition to the benefit it served the 
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organizations’ programs, it provided skilled, stimulated individuals who remained in the 
area, whether working for the organization or not, thereby influencing friends, family and 
the community.   

 
11. Engaging local institutions can support peacebuilding.  Creating a positive 

relationship between the field peacebuilding initiative and the local government can 
further the prospects for sustainable peace. Such a relationship can promote good 
governance while generating local legitimacy for the authorities.  This can be especially 
important in the absence of other positive influences and can counteract the lack of 
consistency inherent in short-term programming.  In the study, this kind of 
communication between the international organization and the local institutions also 
helped build connections between the government and the organization’s local partners, 
thus contributing to the empowerment of civil society.  

 
12. Country Directors/Representatives are key peacebuilding link between field and 

HQ.  The role of the Country Director/Representative can be pivotal to peacebuilding 
efforts both in relief and development in that it serves as the conduit for both tools and 
techniques from headquarters, and the experience and methodologies used on the ground.  
The study found that Country Directors/Representatives were somewhat underutilized in 
this capacity.  Targeted peacebuilding training and sensitization of Country 
Directors/Representatives and the importance of country-wide leadership to 
peacebuilding might have resulted in greater effectiveness during the emergency phase.  

 
13. Minimal additional-effort peacebuilding activities are more accepted by relief staff.  

The enormous time and resource pressure typical in emergency situations limited the 
amount of staff effort available.  The research found that peacebuilding was integrated 
into emergency activities more if it considered the time pressures and priorities of 
humanitarian staff in an emergency.   

 
14. Establishing strong monitoring and evaluation system can 1) improve the 

effectiveness of peacebuilding efforts, 2) help convince other departments of the 
merit of peacebuilding, and 3) show donors the value of peacebuilding.  Monitoring 
and subsequently adjusting peacebuilding efforts based on the findings were critical in 
the process of conducting short-term programs not only to ensure they were effective, but 
also to prevent them from turning negative.  Inclusion of peacebuilding methodology as a 
process within other, more technical humanitarian programs was much less risky but 
more difficult to measure.  By showing effectiveness, the peacebuilding community can 
potentially gain greater support both within the organizations as well as from donors.  
The study showed very little monitoring or evaluation of peacebuilding programs and 
those that existed seemed to lack the participation and bottom-up approaches standard in 
development evaluations.  This is largely because the monitoring and evaluation 
methodology of peacebuilding programs—such as the creation of indicators of 
effectiveness and measuring qualitative change—simply has not been developed.  

 
15. Early and long-term regional commitment invaluable to see through transition and 

have greatest peacebuilding influence.  In the peacebuilding programs, it was highly 
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beneficial to establish a commitment to the local area over a long period of time.  
Programs that began as short-term projects but evolved to have a long reach over time 
and distance seemed to have the greatest impact, perhaps because they established on-
going relationships with local partners and the communities, developing trust.  
Unfortunately, this kind of development mindset and capacity was frequently hampered 
by the lack of long-term funding that besets peacebuilding programs. 

 
16. Limited documentation substantially thwarts learning and development.  As is a 

common in all parts of international NGO work, documentation of practices and efforts 
were quite weak.  This undermined the development of the organizations’ methodologies 
and made it more difficult to prove the peacebuilding efforts’ effectiveness.  The high 
staff turnover in emergency programming required even better documentation to serve as 
the institutional memory.  The lack of written records consequently limited the resource 
material available for new staff or for those in other departments. 

 
17. Duplication of efforts, particularly training, tools, manuals, M&E process between 

organizations.  Each of the agencies tended to undertake the same efforts and expend the 
same resources with the intention of addressing the same issues of peacebuilding in short-
term programming.  While there were many reasons for this, the limited funding and 
resources available for international NGOs to pursue peacebuilding methodologies would 
suggest a much stronger collaborative effort among them.  Their cooperation in this 
research was a tremendous step forward in that regard. 

 
18. Creating an intentional, learning, exploratory environment is fundamental to 

growing awareness.  As in many other new fields, openly debating and exploring the 
issues served to enhance the understanding and methodologies.  Relating these learnings 
and new developments in peacebuilding to the field, especially during humanitarian 
emergencies, was a necessary challenge. 
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Considerations for NGOs 
 
Given the above findings and conclusions, I might offer the following considerations for non-
governmental organizations engaging in peacebuilding efforts during emergency programming 
as a way of moving the field forward. By doing so, I am not suggesting that these are points 
entirely absent from current NGO activities.  
 
Step up to the role as peacebuilders.  
 

NGOs’ increase in numbers and influence worldwide demands that they take their role as 
peacebuilders very seriously—especially during conflict-related emergencies. In conflict 
zones where other international players and national governments often do not exist, 
NGOs can be particularly influential and play a large part in a country’s prevention of or 
recovery from conflict. Given their importance, NGOs need to commit fully to this role 
and put the required resources into refining their methodologies using state-of-the-art 
thinking and techniques. In so doing, NGOs will continue to evolve their image as 
charitable organizations into one of formidable entities capable of transforming 
conditions within countries.  

 
Base efforts on “root causes.”   
 

Given this growing NGO influence, it is also important that they view the conflict from a 
large perspective, directing programs towards the conflict’s sources. Economic issues, for 
example, are usually fundamental to conflict and lend themselves to NGO type of 
activities, such as livelihood and youth employment programs.  To examine the conflict 
from a country or regional perspective, NGOs will likely need to develop more 
sophisticated conflict analysis and to avoid the tendency to view conditions through a 
programmatic lens.  

 
Greater collaboration and interfield engagement is critical.   

 
To optimize effectiveness, NGO peacebuilding programs need to reach out to a large 
number and variety of peripheral players.  For one, the integration of such fields as 
development, human rights, humanitarian assistance, and conflict resolution is becoming 
increasingly important as the conditions become more complex. Second, NGOs and 
donors are necessarily requiring greater collaboration on how to prevent and recover from 
conflict. This is not only for the purpose of generating greater funding sources for 
peacebuilding, but to develop joint or compatible methodologies and to share resources 
and knowledge. Third, particularly since NGO resources for peacebuilding are relatively 
scarce, increasing the partnership with a large variety of organizations can avoid 
duplication and optimize the resources available. This holds true for advocacy efforts, 
research, and field projects, as well as methodologies and tools. Finally, holding 
professional forums for discussing and sharing state-of-the-art techniques among a 
variety of actors improves the overall capacity to build peace. 
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Substantial untapped potential for leveraging peace.   
 
NGO peacebuilding initiatives are often relatively isolated activities in emergency 
situations. Targeted collaboration among specific peacebuilding and relief entities can 
improve the prospects for building peace, especially if it joins the forces of track I 
diplomacy and track II non-governmental efforts. This is a new area of cooperation that 
has substantial potential—especially to make significant linkages between local level 
peacebuilding programs and national level peace agreements or reconciliation endeavors.  

 
Consciously develop local partnerships.    

 
Partnerships with local entities who will remain in the area indefinitely hold the promise 
of significantly influencing local conditions over the long run. The development and 
encouragement of local organizations toward peacebuilding during the emergency phase 
can infuse the area with committed ambassadors for peace long after the internationals 
are gone.  To manage the partnership relationship effectively requires substantial 
attention and investment of resources, time, and experience. The relationship should be 
more than simply a functional mechanism with which to conduct programs. It should be a 
relationship in its most fundamental definition—that of interdependence, mutual learning, 
and support.  

 
Establish organizational learning at the highest priority level.   

 
Knowledge management, the exchange of ideas, and the improvement of peacebuilding 
practices during relief operations require a commitment from the highest levels of the 
organization. This, in turn, requires investment of time, research, resources, and ideas to 
enable staff to assimilate the latest discoveries as well as established peacebuilding 
principles and to adapt them to programs and local conditions. This affects the culture of 
the organization, its philosophical approach, and its core competencies. 

 
Tap into state-of-the-art training opportunities.   

 
Today there are innumerable types of training that address various aspects of 
peacebuilding pertinent to international NGOs. They include conflict resolution, such as 
problem solving, negotiation, and dialogue; organization of non-violent advocacy 
campaigns and social movements; leadership development; democratization strategies at 
the grass roots; information and public awareness campaigns; Participatory Rural 
Appraisals in conflict environments; community organizing; rights-based approaches to 
relief and development; justice approaches including rule of law and root causes of 
injustice; organizational capacity building and institutional development for local NGOs; 
and participatory monitoring for emergency or peacebuilding staff; among others. These 
can broaden the peacebuilding perspective and offer a variety of practical tools for short-
term programming. 
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Opportunity and need for much greater research collaboration.    
 
Until recently, NGOs have not typically accessed the plethora of studies conducted by 
academics or engaged in their own research. Academics and practitioners, however, are 
slowly closing the gap between them, opening up new opportunities to conduct field-
based action research that is directly pertinent to NGOs’ programs. The hunger for 
greater knowledge, tools, information, and analysis among emergency and peacebuilding 
staff, yet the dearth of research funds across the operational spectrum invites greater 
collaboration between agencies and with researchers. The following topics are but five 
within a long research agenda: 1) more substantive conflict analysis, expanding the depth 
and breadth to connect local conditions with the national picture; 2) linking isolated 
peacebuilding activities to others across the spectrum of peacebuilding efforts; 3) the 
integration of peacebuilding into technical emergency programs such as food and 
nonfood item delivery, emergency health, shelter, and camp operations; 4) general 
peacebuilding strategies and options for program managers; and 5) integrating 
participatory appraisals into fast-paced emergency assessments. 
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Linking Peacebuilding to Short-term Programming 
 

Annex A. 
 

Interview guide 
 
 
1. The nature and foundation of the Program 
 
The Program’s inception and history of development, past iterations of the current Program 

 What was the incentive or impetus (philosophical, operational, etc.) that generated the beginnings 
of the program? Was there an epiphany or point of departure? 

 What were the programmatic foundations for the initial program? How was it supported within 
the organization? 

 How has peacebuilding thinking/programming evolved within NGO since its first application? 
 Have there been particular hurdles or accomplishments in the program development process? 
 Has the organization built relationships (formal or informal) with other organizations/institutions 

that specialize in peacebuilding? What is NGO’s goal in pursuing such relationships? How do 
they fit into NGO structure? Are activities undertaken jointly?  

 
Current staffing structure 

 What is the program organizational structure (HQ and field)? Where are field staff? 
 What are the general backgrounds and qualifications of the staff?  
 How much and what kind of human resource support does the program receive? 
 Difficulties in staffing? 
 What are Program Director’s specific functions?  

 
Internal Program funding arrangements 

 Where does the Program funding come from (e.g. discretionary, additional overhead charges, 
other departments, grants—foundations, USAID, UN, etc.) 

 How is the PB funding viewed within the rest of the organization?  
 Are there particular problems or successes attributed to PB funding? 

 
Program design 

 What is the basic design of the Program? 
 Is it product or process driven or both? 
 What specific products has the Program produced or developed (e.g. manuals, tools)? 
 Does it include guidelines for incorporating PB into its traditional programs? 

 
Goals and objectives 

 Does the Program have a specific mandate, mission statement? 
 

Locations of operation world-wide,  
 Where are the Program operations? Why were are they there? 
 Are others being developed?  

 
Typical length of in-country commitment 

 What is the duration of a Program’s operations in country? 
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Current and future plans,  
 What is the direction the Program is taking? 

 
Measurement and evaluation process 

 How does the Program measure and evaluate its efforts? 
 Are there efforts afoot to design specific M&E specs for PB? 

 
2. The Program’s relationship within the larger NGO body 
 
Incorporation in the organization’s mandate 

 Is the PB program formally incorporated into the organization’s mandate? Is the PB “mission 
statement” included in the larger organization mission statement?  

 Is the program and its goals known and understood by staff, senior management, Board 
throughout organization? 

 What is the relationship between the PB Program and the emergency response division? 
 
Support (financial and philosophical) among senior staff members and the Board of Directors 

 Are there major advocates or opposition to the Program?  
 With which divisions does the PB program have the closest relations? 
 Where is the biggest resistance/debate (financial, operational, quick response)?  
 What internal gaps/blocks impede the full integration of PB into traditional programs? How are 

they being addressed? 
 
Discussions within the organization about the Program’s role as it relates to other programs  

 Has senior management or the PB sponsored formal discussions on the Program?  
 Have there been specific relationship-building endeavors between PB and emergency response?  
 How is organization disseminating PB values and goals throughout organization? How effective 

have these efforts been? What factors affect effectiveness?  
 
Lines of authority between the Program Director and other organization staff and accompanying decision-
making processes 

 Does the Program Director have a formal direct working relationship with the emergency 
division? Other divisions? 

 
How are lessons learned/experiences disseminated throughout organization?  

 How does the PB Program keep other divisions up to date on its methodologies? 
 

3. Specific Program projects worldwide  
 
Conflict analysis process 

 Is this process used elsewhere? 
 How often and who conducts it? 

 
Program designs  

 How is a specific approach decided on for a particular situation? 
 What was the assessment and design process? 
 Were local CSOs, CBOs, or populations involved?  
 How has PB been incorporated into the design of traditional  programs? 
 Is there replication between countries or models for design? 
 Have there been significant successes or problems in the design process? 
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 Is organization dealing with issues of neutrality/impartiality in program 
targeting/interactions/beneficiary participation/staffing? 

 
Activities 

 Are indigenous peacebuilding approaches considered and incorporated? 
 What PB activities have been most successful in emergency programs? 
 How engaged is the local population in implementing the program? 
 Which activities have proved most successful and by what measurement? Any major problems? 
 Do peacebuilding activities take into account different stages of conflict, or change as the conflict 

evolves/regresses? 
 What problems does organization face in  implementing and integrating PB activities, both at the 

local level and the country level? 
 
Duration of Program 

 What factors determine the program duration (contingent upon meeting certain objectives, 
achieving an end state, funding time frames, pre-determined phases, etc.) 

 
Funding sources 

 Was there any consideration on matching funding? 
 Are the sources sustainable? 

 
Monitoring and evaluation 

 What M&E methodologies have been used and how effective have they been? 
 
Staffing structures 

 Are there particular placement of individuals based on e.g. ethnicity or background? 
 Have there been any problems surrounding staffing structure? 
 Any particular successes? 

 
Relationships between local and international staff 

 Is there a sense of equality? Have there been tensions? 
 Does the staffing structure support the PB mission statement? 

 
Staff selection and training 

 Are there guidelines for hiring personnel of differing ethnicity/faith? 
 Are there gender considerations when hiring? 
 Does NGO have guidelines for dealing with issues/differences among staff? 
 What type of training do staff receive? All staff or only particular staff? What about staff who 

don’t receive formal training? 
 Is training done on an ad hoc basis or does organization have a training plan? If plan exists, what 

is it? Is training done in a timely fashion? 
 How are staff evaluations conducted? 

 
Techniques for identifying and selecting change agents or local partners 

 What process was used and how useful was it? 
 What was the relationship between organization and change agents (e.g. mentor, advocate, equal 

partner, student/follower)? 
 Did the PB Program train local partners in peacebuilding techniques?  

 
Relationships or partnerships with local organizations 

 How has any financial exchange affected the relationship? 



 49

 Has the relationship caused a change in the local organization (e.g. growth, development, internal 
disputes, adjustment in mandate)? 

 
Relationships with local authorities 

 Problems encountered? Degree of support/resistance? Factors that affect relationships? 
 
Processes and procedures conducted in each community 

 Are there particular steps taken when initially entering each community (e.g. have an introduction 
through someone, speak with the community leaders, go through a church representative, hold a 
community gathering, develop a committee through which to work)? 

 Is there a check list or guideline of essential actions before, during, or after the program? 
 
Engagement of local populations 

 If a PRA, conflict analysis, or assessment was conducted, who was involved? How were they 
determined? 

 What is the ongoing communication arrangement with each community? 
 Who makes the program-related decisions? 
 How community-driven is the program?  
 How are conflicts between community and Program staff resolved? 

 
Capacity building activities 

 What is the content of capacity building activities (e.g. organization development, 
economic/livelihood development, skills building, advocacy, indirect spin off)  

 What have been the results of capacity building efforts? 
 Have there been inherent difficulties encountered? Particular successes? 

 
Future plans 

 What is the long-term strategy (program, funding, staffing, design)? 
 Who was engaged in designing the future plans (e.g. HQ, local partner) 

 
Exit or transition plans 

 What are the factors involved in determining the exit strategy (e.g. funding, organization 
departure, political acceptance, end state reached, local appropriation capacity) 

 Who was involved in determining the plan? 
 What process is/was used to transition responsibility to local partner/beneficiaries? 

 
Inter-organizational coordination 

 Does NGO coordinate with other organizations with programs in the area that may or many not 
have peacebuilding components in order to leverage its own efforts and those of other 
organizations? 

 
4. Relationship between the Program in above countries of operation, and the organization’s 

traditional humanitarian programs  
 
Inter-program interface 

 How closely linked is the PB program with traditional programs? How? 
 How much of the linkage is influenced by HQ vs. field leadership?  
 Are there particular areas of exceptional cooperation or divergence? 

 
Activities 
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 How much of the PB program is product (activities, projects) and how much is process 
(relationship building, mentoring, example-setting)? 

 How much of the PB program is project oriented and how much of it is intended to help 
traditional programs incorporate PB methodologies? 

 What have been the most successful joint PB-traditional programming elements? 
 What have the emergency programs incorporated to include a PB component or approach? 
 To what extent does NGO engage in formal or informal advocacy? How is advocacy being 

reconciled with traditional humanitarian neutrality? 
 
Influence 

 Does the PB program have influence in the design and operation of other programs? Are PB staff 
input solicited? 

 How has focus on peacebuilding affected choice of local partners or altered selection criteria? 
 
Staff collaboration 

 How closely do the PB Program Managers and other Program Mangers (particularly emergency 
programs) cooperate on activities and program objectives? 

 How much has the assessment, design, and implementation process been one of joint 
collaboration and mutual input? 

 
Level of acceptance 

 To what degree is there interest and understanding of the PB complimentarity to other programs 
among the staff? Which staff? 

 Has the traditional program staff ever felt that the PB program has jeopardized its operations or 
relationships?  

 
Joint vision 

 To what extent do the staff envision a common state for the country/region? 
 
 
5. Impact and implications of the Program in above countries of operation  
 
Previous evaluations and impact analyses 

 How long after program end were they performed and how reliable are they believed to be? 
 What were most important lessons learned?  
 Which activities/approaches were deemed effective/ineffective? 
 Where has PB been most successfully integrated into country programming? What factors 

determined that success? What factors have hindered successful integration? 
 
Ongoing efforts to design and measure benchmarks 

 What progress has been made toward developing M&E tools for peacebuilding? Have any been 
tested? How useful? How accurate? 

 How is the organization evaluating and monitoring the long-term effects of short-term 
programming?  

 Any attempt to design long-term development program evaluations in a way that can examine 
effects of previous short-term programs? 

 Problems identified? How solved? 
 
Assessments of local impact on peacebuilding in the communities and region 

 If local impact assessments have been conducted, who was involved? 
 What were the significant findings? 
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Issues pertaining to being a faith-based organization 

 How has having a Christian or Catholic foundation been a help or hindrance in gaining trust and 
building relationships in countries of operation? 

 In areas of interfaith conflict where one party is Christian or Catholic, how has the organization 
overcome biases? 

 How has the organization dealt with interfaith prejudices within its field staff? 
 
Projections of long-term impact 

 Has the organization predicted specific long-term impact from its PB efforts in specific cases? 
 Have there been formal or informal evaluations of the integration between traditional 

humanitarian efforts and peacebuilding? Lessons learned? 
 
Staff responses to Program 

 What feedback/criticisms has NGO received from field staff/beneficiaries/others about the 
effectiveness of peacebuilding activities? Are they being addressed? At what level? 
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Annex B. 
 

Interview List 
 
Headquarters 
First Name Last Name Title Organization∗ 
Matthew Breman Former Country Rep CRS 
Jaco Cilliers Senior Advisor, Justice and Peacebuilding CRS 
George Devendorf Director, Global Emergency Operations Team MC 
Mara Galaty Acting Director, Civil Society Initiatives MC 
Robin Gulick Peacebuilding Program Specialist CRS 

Amy Hilleboe 
HQ Liaison Officer, Emergency Response 
Team CRS 

Mark Janz Associate Director, Emergency Response WVI 
Nancy Lindborg Executive Vice President MC 
William Lowrey Coordinator, Reconciliation and PeacebuildingWVI 
Paul Miller Director, Strategic Issues CRS 
Reina Neufeldt Specialist, Justice and Peacebuilding CRS 
Anne Marie Reilly Director, Emergency Response Team CRS 
Karen Scriven Director, New Initiatives MC 
 
Indonesia 
First Name Last Name Title Organization, Location 
Arkingelius Asa Director Catholic Church, Soe, W. Timor 
Mercy Barends Program Director  LPPM, Ambon, Maluku 
Agil Bashmid Subdistrict Leader (Camat) Malifut Subdistrict, Malifut, N. Maluku 
Dayna Brown NGO Development Officer MC, Ambon, Maluku 
Darwis Bugis Director  PER, Ambon, Maluku 
Peter Christiansen Agricultural Program Manager CRS, Kupang, W. Timor 
Amaro Dias Camp Coordinator  CRS, Soe, W. Timor 
Krispinus Drijodemite Peacebuilding Officer  CRS, Kupang, W. Timor 
Michael J. Frank Country Representative CRS, Jakarta  
Allen Harder Peacebuilding Advisor WV-I, Jakarta 
Ny. Irene L. Hayat Director IBI, Ambon, Maluku 
Apolinaris Heatubun Zone Leader, Zone II WV-I, Kao-Malifut, N. Maluku 
Thomas E. Hensleigh Country Director MC, Jakarta 
Konrad Huber Emergency Officer UNICEF, Jakarta 
Jacobus 
(James) Koen 

Program Manager, N. Maluku Rehabilitation 
Program WV-I, Ternate, N. Maluku 

Kanisius Kusi Program Coordinator Yapenskak, Kupang, W. Timor  
Romo Aloysius 
Arkingelius Lake Director Yapenskak, Kupang, W. Timor 
Pak Nelson Layang Development Coordinator  WV-I, N. Maluku 
Nick MacDonald Emergency Preparedness & Response Officer MC, Ambon, Maluku 

                                                 
∗  WVI = World Vision International, WV-I = World Vision Indonesia, CRS = Catholic Relief Services, MC = 
Mercy Corps International 
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Paul Majarowitz Acting Program Manager MC, Ambon, Maluku 
Am. Mardisih Representative Yapenskak, Kupang, W. Timor 
Stephen Ray 
Leon Mathias Senior Program Assistant MC, Ambon, Maluku 
Jane McGory Peacebuilding Coordinator CRS, Central/East Java 
Rury Moenandar Executive Director LPPM, Ambon, Maluku 
Ir. Hein Namotemo Subdistrict Leader (Camat) Tobelo Subdistrict, Tobelo, N. Maluku 
Rosina Odu Administrative Operational Officer-Zone II  WV-I, Kao, N. Maluku 
Sabtu Ohoirai Head of Office MC, SE Maluku 
Willem Openg Program Coordinator CRS, Kupang, W. Timor 
Veneracion Pancho TAP Manager CRS, Kupang, W. Timor 
Haji Usman Paoh Director, TTS District Majlis Ulama Indonesia, Soe, W. Timor
Shelly Pattipeiluhu Project Coordinator MC, Ambon, Maluku 
Laurie Pierce Program Manager OTI/DAI, Jakarta 
Jacobus  Purrileihalat Director Manusela, Ambon, Maluku 

Arifah Rahmawati Trainer  
Center for Security and Peace Studies, 
Jakarta 

Simon Sadi Field Monitor CRS, Kupang, W. Timore 
Florentino Sarmento Field Office Director  CRS, Kupang, W. Timore 
Janet Sawaya Program Officer OTI, Jakarta 
Graham Strong Disaster Management Department Manager WV-I, Jakarta 
Joko Subanarto Peacebuilding Coordinator CRS, Jakarta 
Ivan Tagor Team Leader  WV-I, Kao, N. Maluku 
Pdt. E.D. Telnoni Director Protestant Church, Soe, W. Timor 
Denty Thani Field Staff Kantor Yapenskak, Soe, W. Timor 
Thoriq Heridro Tomo Zone Operational Officer WV-I, Malifut, N. Maluku 
Erik Torch Regional Peacebuilding Advisor CRS, Davao, Philippines 
Wayne Ulrich Technical Advisor for Emergency Response CRS, Jakarta 
Pitta Uly Finance Officer WV-I, Ternate, N. Maluku 
Fadli Usman Zone Operational Officer  WV-I, Kao, N. Maluku 
Rob Watson Peacebuilding Program Coordinator CRS, Central/East Java 
Anna Young Former Program Manager MC, Ambon, Maluku 
Achmad  Zone Leader  WV-I, Tobelo, N. Maluku 
Dedang  Staff WV-I, Kao, N. Maluku 
Fadley  Zone Officer  WV-I, Kao, N. Maluku 
Hendro  Zone Officer  WV-I, Tobelo, N. Maluku 
Iksan  Staff WV-I, Kao, N. Maluku 
John  Staff  WV-I, Kao, N. Maluku 
Joseph  Logistics Officer  WV-I, Tobelo, N. Maluku 
Polli  Zone Leader  WV-I, Kao, N. Maluku 
Rava  Staff WV-I, Kao, N. Maluku 
Sugeng  Senior Staff MC, Ambon, Maluku 
  Representatives Midwives Association, Ambon, Maluku
  Representatives LPPM, Ambon, Maluku 

  Representatives 
Musa Ira NGO Consortium, Ambon, 
Maluku 

  Representatives Mama Baku Dapa, N. Maluku 
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Annex C. 
 

Resource List 
 
 
• Anderson, Mary B. 1999. Do No Harm: How Aid Can Support Peace-or War. Boulder, CO: Lynne 

Rienner Publishers. 
 
• Collaborative for Development Action. 2001. Reflecting on Peace Practice Project (RPP). RPP Issue 

papers www.cdainc.com. 
 
• Galama, Anneke and P. van Tongeren, eds. 2002. Towards Better Peacebuilding Practice:  Lessons 

Learned, Evaluation Practices and Aid and Conflict, European Centre for Conflict Prevention 
 
• Lewer, Nick. October 1999. “International Non-Governmental Organisations and Peacebuilding—

Perspectives from Peace Studies and Conflict Resolution” Working Paper 3, University of Bradford. 
  
• Lund, Michael and A. Mehler, principle contributors. 1999. Peacebuilding & Conflict Prevention in 

Developing Countries A Practical Guide. Conflict Prevention Network. 
 
• Malik, Ichsan. January 15, 2002. “People’s Participation is the First Condition of the Genuine 

Resolution Process of the Maluku Conflicts.” Presented at a meeting on “Sharing the Peace,” held by 
Catholic Relief Services. 

 
• Parikh, Monika K. 2000? “Conflict Resolution And Human Rights In Indonesia: A Mapping Of 

Current Efforts And Prospects For Finding A Nexus.” Rockefeller Foundation. 
 
• Reflecting on Peace Practice Project (RPP) and the Liu Centre for the Study of Global Issues. 

February 13, 2002. “Report on Joint Workshop: What Works in Peacebuilding? Testing Lessons from 
the RPP Project.” 

 
• Reychler, Luc and T. Paffenholz, eds. 1999. Peacebuilding: A Field Guide. Boulder, CO: Lynne 

Rienner. 
 
• Stiefel, Matthias. 1996. “Participatory action research as a tool for peacebuilding: the WSP 

experience”. In Peacebuilding: A Field Guide. L. Reychler and T. Paffenholz, eds. Boulder, CO: 
Lynne Rienner Publishers, Inc., Pp. 265-276. 

 
• UNICEF. April 29, 2001. “Proposed UNICEF Project Priorities for Supporting Muslim-Christian 

Cooperation in Maluku Province”  
 
• ____. August 2001. “UNICEF Responses in Conflict Situations: Challenges Posed in Indonesia” 

Internal UNICEF paper. 
 
• War Torn Societies Project. 2001. An Overview of WSP Experience.  
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Note: The following organizational documents are listed in alphabetical order by title. Unless otherwise 
noted, the organization designation is the author.∗ 
 
Catholic Relief Services Documents 
 
• “Applying the Justice Lens to Programming: Ideas, Examples, & Initial Lessons” An Occasional 

Paper prepared by the Program Quality and Support Department.   
 
• “Applying the Justice Lens” Workshop Summary, 4-7 March 2001, CRS Headquarters, Baltimore, 

Maryland.   
 
• Catholic Relief Services 2000 Annual Report. 
 
• Catholic Relief Services Peacebuilding Activities. Booklet and paper. October 2001.   
 
• “Champions for Peace: The Role of CRS in Times of Violent Conflict?” A paper written for the CRS 

World Summit by Annemarie Reilly, Team Leader, Emergency Response Team, and Jaco Cilliers, 
Peacebuilding and Justice Senior Advisor.   

 
• CRS World Summit Report. 2000. 
 
• CRS Strategic Humanitarian Response Plan (SHARP), FY 01-03. 
 
• “Developing and Living Out a Just Workplace” memorandum, 26 April 2001.  
 
• “Explicit and Implicit Peacebuilding: Catholic Relief Services in Mindanao, Philippines and Bosnia-

Herzegovina.” A Case Study Prepared for the Reflecting on Peace Practice Project by Reina Neufeldt, 
Sarah McCann, Jaco Cilliers. Draft. September 21, 2000. 

  
• Fuel for Change, The Newsletter of the Catholic Relief Services Extractive Industries in Africa 

Initiative, October 2001. 
 
• “Justice Case Study: HQ—Operationalizing Justice: Strengthening Civil Society and Global 

Solidarity in Central America after Hurricane Mitch.”   
 
•  “Justice Case Study: LACRO—CRS Nicaragua. Conflict Transformation in the Justice and Peace 

Commissions: A Case Study on Moving Towards Structural Change.”   
 
• “Justice Case Study: WARO—Applying the Justice Lens to Programming in Post-war Liberia: The 

Farm Belt Phase III Case.”   
 
• “Mission Statement and Statement of Activities for the Year Ended September 30, 2000.” Written by 

CRS USCC Inc. 
  
• Peace by Piece: Good Practices in Peacebuilding in Central Java, Indonesia.  
  
• “Peacebuilding Indonesia, A Summary of Our Strategy.”  
                                                 
∗  Dates are listed when available. 
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• “Quarterly Report for USAID Endowment for Peacebuilding Indonesia, July-September 2001.”  
  
• “Relief-Development Integration Working Group: Interview with Amy Hilleboe.” Capstone 

Developmental Relief Project. 
 
• “Relief-Development Integration Working Group: Interview with Jaco Cilliers.” Capstone 

Developmental Relief Project. 
 
• “Report of Sampit Peacebuilding Workshop: Problem Analysis and Program Design,” by Diah 

Dusumaningrum, 1 October 2001.  
 
• “Six-week Assessment Report of the Peacebuilding Capacity and Staff Needs,” Justice and 

Peacebuilding Department, CRS Kupang Field Office.  
 
• “Social Harmony Impact Assessment Tool” by Joe Bock. 
 
• “Strategic Framework, FY 2002-2006,” April 2001   
 
• “Summer Institute on Peacebuilding Book of Readings,” 2001.  
 
• “Summer Institute on Peacebuilding Executive Summary,” 2001. 
 
• The Partnership Toolbox: A Facilitator’s Guide to Partnership Dialogue, 2001. 
 
• Training Peace Agents: A Caritas Manual Draft May 31, 2001. 
 
• “What Does Justice Require: Implications and Recommendations from the Justice Lens Case Study 

Process.”   
 
• Working for Reconciliation: A Caritas Handbook. 1999.   
 
 
World Vision International 
 
• “A Common Voice: Partnership Positioning on International Issues.” Written by the Ministry Group. 

17 May 1999. 
 
• “The Anjungan Peace Road. Case Study of a World Vision Indonesia ADP Project in West 

Kalimantan Province.”  
 
•  “Case Design—Peacebuilding in Transformational Development.” 
 
• “Core Peacebuilding Principles and Resources During a CHE.” 
 
• “Day 1: People at the Center.” Working Draft of Leader’s Notes by Bill Lowrey. 
 
•  “Mitigation of the Armed Conflict between Laymes and Qaqachacas—Case Study, Bolivia.”  
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•  “North Maluku Assessment Report, 19-27 April 2001,” by Allen Harder.  
 

• “North Maluku, Indonesia.” PowerPoint presentation for Asia Relief Forum. 2001.  
 

•  “Operational Policy: Cooperating with Peace Keepers and Other Military.” 13 August 1999. 
 
•  “Partnership Advocacy Principles.” General historical document written by WVI Board, 20 Sep 

1991. 
 
• “Partnership Advocacy Protocols.”  
 
• “Partnership Project—Proposal Summary Form, Reconciliation and Peacebuilding” (Fiscal Year 

2002).   
 
• “Peacebuilding in Transformational Development: A Case Study of Gulu and Kitgum Districts.” 

September 2001. Written by Paul Nyende, Department of Mental Health and Community Psychology, 
Makerere University Institute of Psychology and James Odong, World Vision Uganda.  
 

• “Peacebuilding in Transformational Development: Building Confidence in Brcko District, Bosnia-
Herzegovina.” Case Study.  

 
• PLA Result, World Vision PLA Survey, N. Maluku, July 3 – 20, 2001. 
 
• “Reconciliation Commission Recommendations.” September 1998. 
 
• “Relief-Development Integration Working Group: Interview with Bill Lowrey” by Anita Malley.  

Capstone Developmental Relief Project. March 13, 2001. 
 
• “Relief-Development Integration Working Group: Interview with Dayton Maxwell” by Anita Malley.  

Capstone Developmental Relief Project. February 23, 2001. 
 
• “Relief-Development Integration Working Group: Interview with Mark Janz” by Anita Malley  

Capstone Developmental Relief Project. March 20, 2001. 
 
• “Roofing Kit Program Survey Report.” WV, North Maluku, Indonesia. 

 
• “Strategic Processes and Success Indicators for Integration of Disaster Mitigation, Peacebuilding, and 

HIV/AIDS response with Transformational Development.” 
 
• “Track III—Integration of Disaster Mitigation, including HIV/AIDS and Peacebuilding in World 

Vision’s Transformational Development Programs.” Record of meeting of Core Group, 26-27 July 
2001, Nairobi, Kenya (Draft, 3 August 2001).  

  
• “Track III: Operational Definitions of Peacebuilding.” Revised.  
 
• “What People Bring.” Notes for internal workshop. 
 
• “World Vision’s Peacebuilding Efforts in Zamboanga del Sur, Mindanao: A Case Study, by Cecil 

Laguardia (WVDF) and Abikok Riak (WVADPMO).  
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•  “WVI Peacebuilding Core Business Plan (2003-2005).”  
 
 
Mercy Corps International 
 

• Assessment of Emergency and Transition Situations: Guidelines to Using Assets. Draft.  

• The Bridge Mercy Corps Civil Society Newsletter, second quarter 2001. 

• The Bridge Mercy Corps Civil Society Newsletter, third quarter 2001. 

• “Bridging the Relief to Development Gap.” 

• “Civil Society and Development” Organizational Capability Statement.  

• “Economic Empowerment Funding Guidelines.” 2001. 

• “Gema Mercy Corps: Keswui Dan Teor Saat Ini.” Newsletter for the NGO community, Ambon, 
Maluku. Janaury 2002. 

• Mercy Corps International Annual Report 2000. 

• Mercy Corps Maluku Presentations, Compact Disk.  

• Mercy Corps Maluku Shelter/IDP Assessment. August 31, 2001. 

• “Mercy Corps Summit on Comprehensive Assistance Strategies.” July 21 – 24, 2001. 

• “NGO Community Center Final Report.” November 30, 2001. 

• “Primary Activities of Mercy Corps Indonesia.”  

• “Relief-Development Integration Working Group: Interview with Claire Sneed.”  Capstone 
Developmental Relief Project. February 22, 2001. 

• “Relief-Development Integration Working Group: Interview with Mara Galaty.”  Capstone 
Developmental Relief Project. April 16, 2001. 

• “Training and Technical Assistance for Community Reunification in Ambon.” Final Report. April 15, 
2001. 
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Linking Peacebuilding to Short-term Programming Workshop 

 
The Cuny Center 

 
May 28, 2002  
10:00 – 5:00 

 
United States Institute of Peace 

1200 17th St, Suite 200, Washington, DC 
 
 
 

Agenda 
 
 

 
10:00  Welcome 
 
10:15  Overview of Study 

Findings 
 
12:15  LUNCH 
 
1:00  Breakout groups  
 
2:45  Break 
 
3:00  Report back, discussion 
 
4:30  Wrap up, final thoughts 
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Linking Peacebuilding to Short-term Programming Workshop 
 

The Cuny Center 
 

May 28, 2002  
10:00 – 4:00 

 
United States Institute of Peace 

1200 17th St., Suite 200, Washington, DC 
 

Participant List 
 
 

CARE Jock Baker 
InterAction/Transition Working Group Shawn Bardwell 
Princeton University Rick Barton 
Catholic Relief Services Mathew Breman 
Catholic Relief Services Gaye Burpee 
International Rescue Committee Cecilia Ciepiela  
Catholic Relief Services Jaco Cilliers 
Mercy Corps International George Devendorf 
World Vision US Jules-Lynn Frost 
Mercy Corps International Mara Galaty 
Catholic Relief Services Robin Gullick 
Notetaker Jacqueline Harned 
CARE Laura Henderson 
Communiy Housing Foundation Rick Hill 
World Vision US Ashley Inselman 
Notetaker Duane Karlen 
Chemonics Bob Kramer 
The Cuny Center Kimberly Mancino 
The Cuny Center Kim Maynard 
Notetaker Nicole McGee 
Chemonics Marialisa Miller 
Tulane University Nancy Mock 
Catholic Relief Services Reina Neufeldt 
World Vision US Adrienne Paul 
George Mason University Mary Hope Schwoebel 
Mercy Corps International Karen Scriven 
Catholic Relief Services Chantal Stecker 
Church World Service Jane Strachen 

 
 


