Bringing peace into the post-2015 development framework
A joint statement by civil society organisations
21 September 2012 - International Day of Peace
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Supporting change in conflict affected and fragile states is now the
central challenge in international development. Given the need to link
conflict prevention and peacebuilding with development in conflictaffected areas – and to prevent violent conflict in all societies – the
endorsing organisations jointly urge UN member states, the High-Level
Panel, System Task Team on the Post-2015 UN Development Agenda
and all other stakeholders involved to include conflict prevention and
peacebuilding commitments in the post-2015 development framework.
To do so the post-2015 framework should:


Include commitments to address key drivers of conflict – not only its symptoms



Go beyond including a single ‘peace’ goal defined solely in terms of the absence of
violence



Build on the framework for addressing drivers of conflict articulated in the Peacebuilding
and Statebuilding Goals (PSGs) and other credible peacebuilding frameworks



Define peace and development as best upheld by states that are inclusive, responsive, fair
and accountable to all their people



Include commitments to address regional and global factors that fuel conflict



Ensure the indicators used to measure progress are disaggregated, so that unequal levels
of progress between different social groups can be recognised and tackled



Draw on the indicators being developed under the International Dialogue on
Peacebuilding and Statebuilding (IDPS) for establishing post-2015 indicators



Be based on a consultation process that actively includes people and civil society from
conflict-affected states and seeks out robust evidence of how to address drivers of
conflict



Avoid making commitments to peace optional -establish global commitments to pursue
sustainable peace
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We call on all stakeholders to develop a holistic post-2015 framework that
will require development stakeholders to help fulfil the right of billions of
people around the world to enjoy peace, security and human rights as
part of sustainable development
The great value of the existing Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) has been to focus
attention on and motivate progress toward global targets. The MDGs expressed global
commitments in a clear, highly accessible way. This clarity and accessibility have been key to the
success of the MDGs in motivating governments, aid agencies and civil society toward joint
efforts for development around the world.
Nonetheless, no low-income fragile or conflictaffected country has yet achieved a single MDG, and
32 of the 46 countries at the bottom of the UNDP’s
human development index are conflict-affected or
fragile. The UN System Task Team on the Post-2015
UN Development Agenda (UN Task Team)has rightly
affirmed that ‘Violent conflict has become the largest
obstacle to the MDGs’. We support its assertion that
‘peace and security, development and human rights’
are ‘interlinked and mutually reinforcing’, and that
‘This applies not only in areas affected by armed
conflict… but in all societies’. We call for a post-2015
framework that builds on the vision of the
Millennium Declaration and upholds the right of all
people to enjoy peace, security and human rights as
essential elements of sustainable development.
1. Include commitments to address key drivers of
conflict – not only its symptoms
When making the case for the post-2015 framework
to include peace and security as one of four
dimensions, the UN Task Team asserts that,
‘Addressing the sources of conflicts requires a
multidimensional approach where development,
human rights, peace, security and the rule of law are
interrelated dimensions of well-being.’ This paves the
way to the right approach: to be effective in
advancing peace, the new framework should address
a diverse range of key drivers of conflict.1

The view from Burundi
“It is clear that peacebuilding is a
concern of government and non-state
actors because experience will show
that the conflict has kept Burundi from
reaching the MDGs. Right now, lack of
dialogue between political, social and
economic actors is at the heart of the
country’s
governance
problems.
Strained relations between public
authorities and non-state actors are
characterized by arbitrary arrests,
enforced disappearances, extra-judicial
killings, attempts to restrict public
freedoms, private impunity for crimes
and the seizure of judicial power by the
executive power. This situation both
impoverishes the population and poses
serious risks to the peace and stability
of the state: as in the Arab Spring, it
could force people to attempt an
uprising that would undermine all the
past sacrifices the people have made,
and the combined efforts of the
international community to restore and
consolidate peace and strengthen the
state.”
Evariste Ngendakumana, Réseau
Femmes et Paix, Burundi

The UN Task Team also makes the case that ‘protection against the specific manifestations’ of
violence and abuse should be placed at the heart of the new agenda. Many of the
manifestations listed are grave and tragic: ‘trafficking in human beings, torture, organized crime,
the press-ganging of children, drug-related criminality, sexual abuse and labour exploitation’. It
is critical to address these manifestations of violence, and global norms of protection need to be
upheld. At the same time, protection frameworks alone cannot bring about the kind of holistic
1

The report goes on to highlight several excellent examples of areas for progress that respond to drivers of
conflict, for example: ‘horizontal, vertical and gender equality, justice, relevant education and employment
opportunities, sound management of natural resources, human rights protection, political inclusion and low
levels of corruption[…] A legal system ensuring freedom from threat of all types of violence, including against
minority groups, women and children; freedom from abuse, coercion and harassment; security of property;
and confidence that effective investigation and criminal justice will follow any victimization’.
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stability and development needed to prevent conflict and achieve lasting transitions out of
fragility. Accordingly, during their further consultations, the designers of the post-2015
framework must prioritise addressing the drivers of conflict in order to stop violence at its
source.
2. Go beyond including a single ‘peace’ goal defined solely in terms of the absence of violence
The absence of violence does not equate to just and sustainable peace. A single goal related to
peace, a clear, concise and measurable target on violence, and indicators on battle-related
deaths and intentional homicide, as considered by the UN Task Team,2 would not be sufficient
to foster just and sustainable peace.
The view from South Sudan
Peace-related elements of the new
“Community protection, reintegration of exframework must be based on evidencecombatants, poverty reduction, security and justice
based dialogues asking ‘what are the sector reforms, and accountability in extractive
elements of just and sustainable peace?’ industries: these challenges constitute a legacy of the
As there are not one but many mutually decades of armed struggle that has prevented South
supporting
elements,
targets
for
Sudan from making remarkable progress in achieving
addressing them need to be woven the MDGs, and they are also the issues that are
critical for the stability of the new nation.
through the post-2015 framework rather
than brought together under a single
UN Human Development Reports have been
peace goal.
indicating an appreciable level of increase in the GDP
3. Build on the framework for addressing
drivers of conflict articulated in the
Peacebuilding and Statebuilding Goals
(PSGs) and other credible peacebuilding
frameworks
To help define appropriate peace-related
elements of the post-2015 framework
that address core, globally applicable
peacebuilding priorities, the High Level
panel and member states can draw on a
range
of
evidence
and
policy
frameworks.3A
particularly
valuable
starting point for the debate has been
provided by the International Dialogue on
Peacebuilding and Statebuilding (IDPS).4
The IDPS has endorsed five PSGs:




Legitimate Politics - Foster
inclusive political settlements and
conflict resolution;
Security
Establish
and
strengthen people’s security;
Justice - Address injustices and
increase people’s access to
justice;

of Sudan; however, there was no corresponding
improvement in the lives of citizens. Basic services
remained unavailable to a larger section of the
country. There was institutionalized inequality in all
spheres of governance including representation,
justice and economic opportunities. There existed no
frameworks for citizens to have a say on how the
country’s resources should be exploited and the
revenue used. The Southern part of the country
remained the most underdeveloped part of the
country. Not surprisingly, this was also the part of the
country which saw persistent uprisings and armed
struggle for over two decades. Beyond the loss of
over 3 million lives in the decades of the civil strife,
there was a total breakdown in infrastructures - and
displacement, poverty, hunger, illiteracy and child
mortality rose up significantly. As the rest of the
world was moving up the MDG achievement scale,
South Sudan was treading the opposite path. The
MDGs - standing outside of peacebuilding and
statebuilding - mean very little to a country like mine.
Besides general development aid, if my country is not
helped to build institutions that will guarantee equal
freedoms, justice and accountable distribution of the
country’s resources, it is bound to repeat mistakes of
the past.”
Geoffrey L. Duke, Coordinator, South Sudan Action
Network on Small Arms (SSANSA)

2

UN Task Team, ‘Peace and Security – Thematic Think Piece’, May 2012.
For analysis of the core themes running across 6 well-known peacebuilding frameworks see Saferworld,
‘Approaching post-2015 from a peace perspective’ (September 2012).
4
Since 2008, the IDPS has been a process through which members of the g7+ group of fragile states, donor
governments and civil society organisations discuss how to address the development needs of fragile states
more effectively through new objectives and different ways of working. These are set out in the IDPS’ three
major outputs: the ‘Dili Declaration’, ‘Monrovia Roadmap’ and ‘New Deal for International Engagement in
Fragile States’.
3
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Economic Foundations - Generate employment and improve livelihoods;
Revenues & Services - Manage revenue and build capacity for accountable and fair
service delivery.

These goals enjoy the support of 37 governments around the world and several multilateral
institutions including the UNDG, the World Bank and the European Commission. The endorsing
civil society organisations welcome the PSGs, and ask member states, the High-Level Panel and
all other stakeholders involved to include commitments in these five issue areas in the post2015 framework.
Although the PSGs are progressive, in order to be accepted by UN member governments, the
framing of issues such as ‘legitimate politics’ and ‘security’ could be modified in favour of more
widely acceptable terminology, such as ‘inclusive dialogue processes and accountable decisionmaking’. Likewise, measures to address important drivers of conflict that are not addressed
within the PSG framework, such as how land resources are regulated and shared, should also be
considered for inclusion in the post-2015 framework. Consensus on such issues may take time to
build, but it is vital if a holistic framework is to be achieved that commits to progress in all of the
areas that are vital for upholding peace.
4. Define peace and development as best upheld by states that are inclusive, responsive, fair
and accountable to all their people
The substantive vision that underpins the PSGs is that of healthy state-society relations, based
on a functioning social contract between people and the state. In all aspects of public life – from
selection of leaders, peace processes and policing, to promoting opportunity, providing justice,
schooling, water and healthcare –peace and development can be upheld by states that are
inclusive, responsive, fair and accountable to all of their people.5 This is the vision for better
state-society relations that the post-2015 development framework should articulate, incentivise
and measure.
5. Include commitments to address regional and global factors that fuel conflict
Whereas the PSGs focus on tackling drivers of
conflict at the national level, the post-2015
framework should recognise that many of the
challenges
that
shape
conflicts
are
transnational. The post-2015 framework
should add commitments to address the
regional and global factors that can trap
countries and regions in vicious circles of
violence. The World Development Report 2011
and current work by the OECD-INCAF network
on global factors offer useful reference points
for identifying the key issues at stake. These
should include measures to tackle illicit
trafficking in drugs, conflict diamonds and
arms, illicit financial flows, unfair trade
barriers, irresponsible arms transfers and
irresponsible commercial practices such as
infringement of indigenous/customary land
rights. Although some initiatives exist in these

The view from West Africa:
Statebuilding goals alone are not enough to
build sustainable peace and development in
West Africa. The sources and effects of conflicts
in this region are not bound by state borders.
At the regional level, the availability of small
arms and the vast pool of young people
prepared to act as foot soldiers for armed
groups and criminal gangs have provided
fodder for conflicts. Porous borders allow the
free flow of fighters and arms across the region,
undermining peace and development efforts. In
the Mano River Union, conflicts have originated
in neglected border areas, which remain
vulnerable to insecurity. And development
efforts and commitments now need to cater to
new, emerging regional security threats, such
as drug trafficking, terrorism and piracy, which
have regional and cross-boundary dimensions.
Janet
Adama
Mohamed,
Conciliation
Resources

5

Two major studies substantiating this point from around the world were published in 2011: World Bank,
‘World development report 2011: Conflict, security and development’ and Institute for Economics and Peace,
‘Structures of peace: identifying what leads to peaceful societies’.
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areas,6 they have not been nearly conclusive enough.
6. Ensure the indicators used to measure progress are disaggregated, so that unequal levels of
progress between different social groups can be recognised and tackled
The way the new framework is monitored offers an important opportunity to address the
drivers of conflict. The UN Task Team suggests that new targets ‘should be tracked with data
disaggregated by sex, age and geography (including rural-urban location)’. Disaggregation of
data – by sex, age, geography, ethnicity,
religion, caste and income group -is indeed “Peacebuilding, when applied appropriately, will
ensure that the over 300 ethnic groups and
important for looking across the new goals to
cultures will participate equally and get their fair
analyse the fairness of access to resources,
share in the Nigerian state”
services and benefits. Doing so is crucial,
Theophilus Ekpon, National Peace Summit
because fairness, and the perception of it
Group, Nigeria
between different social groups, is very often
a key driver of enmities that fuel conflict.
7. Draw on the indicators being developed under the International Dialogue on Peacebuilding
and Statebuilding (IDPS) for post-2015 indicators
The work underway in the IDPS to develop indicators to measure progress towards the PSGs will
be a valuable contribution to the post-2015 debate. The group of CSOs engaged in the IDPS
indicator development process will continue to share independent views on the strength of the
indicators emerging from the IDPS.7 These views and the indicators produced by the IDPS should
be considered by the UN Task Team, High Level Panel, member states and any future working
group established on post-2015 indicators.
8. Base the new framework on a consultation process that actively includes people and civil
society from conflict-affected states and seeks out robust evidence of how to address drivers
of conflict
The 2012 UN General Assembly will set the parameters for negotiating and finalising the post2015 framework. It should stipulate a process that upholds the ‘democratic ownership’ of
development processes, as agreed in The Busan Partnership for Effective Development
Cooperation. The process for negotiating consensus on a new framework needs to include civil
society representatives, who should have status in the negotiations concordant with the
commitment to ‘implement fully our respective commitments to enable CSOs to exercise their
roles as independent development actors’ – as agreed by 158 countries in Busan.
It is also vital that the intergovernmental negotiations on the new framework that will begin in
2013, and any new working group on indicators for the post-2015 framework, are indeed open
and inclusive, as the UN Task Team has recommended. Civil society from conflict-affected and
fragile contexts – where there is often a very challenging enabling environment for civil society
engagement, and weak civil society capacity to engage in national, let alone international, policy
processes – must be able to take full part in the second step of negotiations.
To integrate the right set of peacebuilding commitments into the post-2015 framework, an
open-minded review of evidence from around the world will be required. Among other things,
this review of evidence should:


Illustrate the common factors that drive conflict across the broadest possible range of
contexts;

6

Such as the Kimberley process to stem the flow of conflict diamonds, the Stolen Asset Recovery Initiative
(StAR) to end safe havens for corrupt funds and the Programme of Action to Prevent, Combat and Eradicate
the Illicit Trade in Small Arms and Light Weapons.
7
For example, the group’s August 2012 position paper ‘Fulfilling New Deal Commitments’ is available from
the websites of network members including Interpeace and Saferworld.
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Articulate what combination of priorities has successfully addressed drivers of conflict in
different contexts;
Explain which factors shape success in some contexts and failure in others; and
Examine the different peacebuilding and development experiences of governments that
have not yet endorsed the New Deal for Engagement in Fragile States, in order to support
policy dialogue on the links between peace and development with these stakeholders on
their own terms.

Given the very limited development results in conflict-affected and fragile states, this dialogue
and review of evidence must be truly open - not restricted to conventional thinking and
approaches. All actors in conflict-affected contexts have vested interests and specific
perspectives – but an open dialogue bringing in fresh ideas, generating new evidence, and
listening to people’s perspectives, can help us all to see beyond our particular interests.
9. Avoid making commitments to peace optional - establish global commitments to pursue
sustainable peace
We believe in flexibility – to allow each country to address unique challenges with tailored
solutions – as a cornerstone of conflict sensitivity. At the same time, the motivational power of
the post-2015 framework depends on its clarity. This must not be undermined by its form and
content. Global goals, targets and indicators are needed, because they allow the scale of the
challenge to be compared across contexts. Where challenges are greatest, this would also pave
the way for increased and better-focused international support.
By contrast, allowing each country to tailor its own targets after 2015would jeopardise the
success of the framework in two key ways: first, it would undermine the crucial clarity of the
shared global vision for progress; second, it would provide scope in some cases for the bar of
success to be set too low. This is a particular risk in contexts where unwillingness to tackle
sensitive issues has led to poor development progress in the past. Global standards could be
most valuable for contexts where participation in decision-making and access to security and
justice have been the key issues sustaining conflict and holding back development progress.
Flexibility for each country to plan how it will progress towards common standards of
sustainable peace and development is crucial. Country-level benchmarking would enable
countries to identify where they stand in relation to shared global standards and indicators;
country level planning processes that integrate conflict analysis could then help articulate a
context-specific strategy for achieving progress, including on peacebuilding issues where
relevant. The new global development framework should not interfere with context-specific
approaches, but it must set out clearly a new consensus on what common factors lead to and
sustain peace. Commitments to pursue peace by addressing these factors should not be optional
but for all to uphold.

The purpose of this document is to encourage an effective integrated approach to peacebuilding, human
rights and sustainable development in the post-2015 development framework. This document has been
jointly prepared and endorsed by the following NGOs and CSOs.

3P Human Security (US)
ACPPP (Africa CSO Platform on Principled Partnership)
AFELL (Liberia)
African Youth Peace Initiative (Uganda)
Alliance for Peacebuilding (US)
Avangard (Caucasus)
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CARE Center for Applied Research in Education (Palestine)
CDA Collaborative Learning Projects (International)
CECIDE (Guinea)
CEMIRIDE (Kenya)
CENGAIN (Nigeria)
Center for Justice and Peace Studies (Liberia)
CIVICUS: World Alliance for Citizen Participation (International)
Conciliation Resources (International)
Cord (International)
CORDAID (International)
FECCIWA (West Africa)
Federation for Social Defence – BSV (Germany)
Gadet Pentagon (South Sudan)
Gender & Economic Alternatives Trust (Zimbabwe)
GPPAC, international
IHRHL (Nigeria)
Institute for Democracy (Caucasus)
Interpeace (International)
Just Peace Initiatives (Pakistan)
Kosovar Center for Security Studies (KCSS)
Life & Peace Institute (Sweden)
LINNK NGOs Network (Liberia)
MARWOPNET (Liberia)
Mediation Center International (Nigeria)
NARDA (Liberia)
Nonviolent Peaceforce (Belgium)
NPSG (Nigeria)
ODDI (Guinea)
Open Forum for CSO Development Effectiveness (Belgium)
Partners for Democratic Change International (International)
Partners-Jordan
Peace and Conflict Resolution, DRC
PREGESCO (DRC)
REFEADES -MAKOBOLA (Women in Action Network for Social Development) (DRC)
Refugee Law Project (Uganda)
REPAOC (Senegal)
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RFP (Burundi)
Rotary Club Of Ortigas East (Philippines)
Rural Women Peace Link (Kenya)
Saferworld (International)
Splendors of Dawn (Ghana )
SSANSA (South Sudan)
The Populace Foundation-Uganda (Uganda)
TIRI (International)
TransConflict (UK)
UFPACI (Cote d'ivoire)
Uganda Harm Reduction Network (Uganda)
United Network of Young Peacebuilders (International)
World Vision (International)
Youth Association for Development (Pakistan)
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