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Executive Summary

The Current Picture

Progress in peacebuilding, particularly in the immediate aftermath
of conflict, has been measured. While there has been progress on
developing a set of tools to address peacebuilding, there are still

difficulties in using them to implement strategies and plans. Overall,
participants believed that even though individual member states and
intergovernmental organizations (IGOs) such as the United Nations, the
World Bank, and the International Monetary Fund (IMF) have accepted
the rhetoric or language of peacebuilding, this task has not been signif-
icantly operationalized in practices on the ground. Peacebuilding still
competes against more high-profile conflict and crisis situations in
capturing the interests of the Security Council, and in this regard tends
to be viewed as an ancillary issue on the UN agenda.
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Nonetheless, there was an atmosphere of measured optimism among
the participants in regards to the future potential evolution of the PBC
and PBF, specifically in regards to their ability as strategic instruments
to transcend the narrower political and institutional prerogatives of
nationally-led, bilateral foreign aid programs. Many participants
agreed that the PBC is a 21st century creation that distinguishes it from
other UN structures, one that more accurately reflects the political,
economic, and social realities of the world. Participants saw the results
of the 2005 Summit Outcome Document as an explicit acknowledge-
ment by the world of the unique challenges of a post-conflict envi-
ronment, which led several to argue that within the next decade,
peacebuilding has the potential to become a core pillar of the United
Nations, along with peace and security, development, human rights,
and humanitarian affairs.

For instance, issues which are undermining peacebuilding efforts
today were all challenges that the humanitarian field faced twenty-
odd years ago. Today, however, humanitarian aid is delivered effec-
tively, and the international community should look at this example
and aspire to achieve the same results for peacebuilding.

Further, numerous participants agreed that on-the-ground efforts have
made identifiable progress in the last few years. In particular, they
pointed to successes in Sierra Leone and Burundi. Sierra Leone has
successfully transitioned from a conflict to a post-conflict society that
is actively consolidating sustainable peace and fostering economic
growth and social progress. There have been real reforms in the secu-
rity and justice sectors, including the creation of key institutions for
anticorruption and human rights. In Burundi, there has been extensive
progress in the peace process and the nurturing of an inclusive polit-
ical dialogue.

The “Principles of Peacebuilding”

Several participants argued that peacebuilding is about setting up emer-
gent processes of cooperation and mediation in the target society; i.e.,
speaking directly to “how things are done” within a country. Because
of this reality, the international community must accept peacebuilding

as an “integrated infusion of intense engagement.” While the interna-
tional community cannot fully address historical, deep-seated, struc-
tural grievances in the short term—and arguably cannot even be the
main enforcer in the long term, either—international actors can, and
should, fund and shape “emergent interactive capabilities” at the
domestic level for accomplishing discrete, short-term tasks via inter-
group cooperation. International funding should encourage more
cooperation, mediation, and conflict management, rather than less,
between contending domestic groups.

Finally, to be done right, peacebuilding should not be viewed or used
as an “exit strategy” for a peacekeeping and humanitarian mission
that has not gone as planned.

The Advantages of the United Nations in Applying the Principles
of Peacebuilding

A preplanned, strategic, and inclusive peacemaking-cum-peacebuilding
approach does put pressure for performance on the recipient of aid. The
United Nations was seen as “naturally advantaged” as an external
player since all parties viewed it as a more neutral judge (at least in
comparison to the often equally-parochial special interests of individual
donor states and other external parties.) The United Nations is the only
forum where the country concerned is not the object of discussion, but
rather, the subject. The United Nations also has the capacity to conduct
an integral peacebuilding mission from the start as well as the ability to
bring a full range of actors from the humanitarian, justice, development,
and security sectors.

Further, the unique composition of the PBC reflects the variety of
actors that can be brought together to promote a more strategic discus-
sion on peacebuilding: the PBC was deliberately constructed to repre-
sent major troop contributing countries (for peacekeeping), major
financial donors, three main UN organs (ECOSOC, the UN General
Assembly [UNGA], and the UN Security Council [UNSC]), countries
representing regions, and finally, governments from among those coun-
tries receiving assistance (or which had gone through peacebuilding in
the past). This political, regional, financial, and military representation



is unique among all the world’s bodies—although as many participants
noted, this reality has not yet led to widespread agreement on the roles
and modalities of PBC decision making and action.

Impediments to Peacebuilding Within and Outside the United Nations

Discussions about the above “principles” of peacebuilding natu-
rally led many participants to ask: What’s impeding peacebuilding?
Where’s the resistance?

One problem is that donors want conditionality, effectiveness, and
more rather than fewer constraints on how aid is precisely used, while
the receiving countries want (and objectively need for purposes of
building sustainable peace) national ownership, flexibility, and speed.

Another global conceptual division (evident among the assembled partic-
ipants) is the question of reliance on Official Development Assistance
(ODA) versus qualitatively new approaches and instruments. For
instance, one participant proposed using Millennium Development
Goals (MDGs) as realistic objectives and indicators of success for
countries emerging from conflict, and others noted that ODA is
increasing for fragile/post-conflict states. One participant expressed
general optimism about the recent adoption of the Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development’s (OECD) Principles of Good
International Engagement in Fragile States and the Accra Agenda for
Action, which advance the concepts of national ownership and partner-
ship in peacebuilding work. Others were encouraged by the increasing
focus on the security-development nexus in bilateral aid programs, and
pointed to an expansion in mandates for ODA funding toward child
combatants and de-mining. Overall, 38 percent of all ODA in 2007
went to projects that tackled issues dealing with security and develop-
ment. In general, some believed that it is in the international commu-
nity’s best interest to broaden the definition of ODA and not to place
restrictions on what can be accomplished with ODA funding (i.e. to
include peacebuilding as part of ODA).

However, in response, others contended that ODA and peacebuilding
funding are not the same. According to one participant, “we fail to

recognize the political nature of development aid in the context of an
immediate post-conflict situation,” where money, technical advice,
and provision of security can have the effect of skewing benefits and
legitimizing and empowering some actors over others. As noted by
another participant, “Our humanitarian and developmental perspec-
tives lack political sophistication in the countries concerned; we are
afraid to deal with local interests and politics head on because they
constitute awkward issues.”

For instance, numerous participants pointed to national ownership as
a core function that is instrumental to effective peacebuilding—but,
despite its importance, it is too often compromised by the desperate
needs of countries to secure any aid they can get. One participant
claimed that when the PBC/PBSO (Peacebuilding Support Office) goes
in to create a “whole of country plan” with a capacity-building
strategy, it inherently cuts across, threatens, and creates friction with
existing donor projects and their rules and imperatives. These donor-
driven projects are not “nationally owned”—as per the “principles of
peacebuilding”—and in virtually no donor-country ODA program is
there a real, top-down, strategic “state capacity-building plan” in
place. Instead, ODA is nearly always narrowly “project driven,” with
specific infrastructure or small-scale, institution-building goals based
on narrow metrics for that one project.

Some participants commented on the ongoing confusion over the rela-
tionship between peacebuilding and peacekeeping and suggested
establishing a small peacebuilding mission at the start of every peace-
keeping mission. On this point, one participant pointed to the
Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC) as a case where the relapse
into violence could be partly attributed to the lack of peacebuilding
efforts dedicated to security sector reform (SSR), justice reform, and
economic revitalization for demobilized soldiers. Overall, participants
argued that peacekeeping missions should not alienate themselves
from issues pertaining to social and economic development.

Several participants noted that the degree to which peacebuilding is
conducted in parallel and in coordination with peacekeeping depends
on the Security Council recognizing and mandating a peacebuilding



operation alongside a peacekeeping mission, and that, thus far, the P-5
(five permanent members of the UN Security Council) still take a
narrow “pure security view” of such operations. The heavy influence
of, and emphasize on, expensive peacekeeping missions in countries
such as Sudan was viewed as detracting from a more holistic approach
to crisis states and post-conflict societies. This leads to heavy reliance
on peacekeeping missions that are military in character, and which can
and do have the perverse effect of creating receiving-country depend-
ence on armed peacekeepers for basic domestic safety, security, and
justice needs, rather than developing their own public security systems
in a truly sustainable, capacity-building sense.

Summarizing Alternative Visions for PBC Goals and Role

In addressing these impediments and challenges, several alternative
strategic visions for the role, purpose, and structure of the PBC were
advocated by participants. One participant put it well: “This is an
‘identity moment’ for the PBC. Is it purely a gap filler, a speedy funder
for early peace dividends? Or, is it rather a leader in mainstreaming
peacebuilding in the United Nations, and even in the world?”

First, there was majority agreement that an obvious area for “PBC’s
valued-added” is as an advocate, leader, and attention-getter for
undersupported and underrecognized cases of post-conflict fragility.
As put by one participant, “The PBC is confronting an organization
[the United Nations] that was not created for prevention or state
building. Therefore, the PBC must be a voice for peacebuilding
within the system.”

Second, there was majority support for the PBC and PBF to focus on
quick-impact “peace dividends” in the immediate “early recovery
period” of peacebuilding, which was generally defined as the first two
years. There was, thus, majority support for the argument in the SG’s
report that the international community must, at the very least,
become more effective at leveraging the immediate window of oppor-
tunity after a peace agreement, as well as become more effective at
shoring up the legitimacy of such agreements via specific projects that
the public can concretely see and feel on the ground.

However, agreement proved elusive beyond this area of work.
Overall, there seemed to be two visions for the PBC: (1) a body that
complements the work of other UN organs and agencies, and many
other international actors, by filling the much-needed role of a flexible
and fast provider of peace dividends in the early recovery period; and
(2) a body that more ambitiously informs the Security Council of
needs and potential crises at a strategic level, mainstreams peace-
building throughout the UN system, raises far more funds than is
currently the case for peacebuilding needs, integrates peacebuilding
with other existing “pillars” in the UN system (peacemaking, peace-
keeping, development), and even acts as a top-down unifier of other
global actors via the strategic peacebuilding plan produced by its own
country-specific meetings (CSM) mechanism.

For some participants, there was a firm belief that the CSM strategy
and planning process of the PBC is crucial in cases where viable
domestic institutions do not exist, i.e., where the international commu-
nity is dealing with cases of extreme fragility, in which there is a “sover-
eignty gap” and peacebuilding is therefore not a normal development
exercise. For these participants, the strategic process of the CSMs of
the PBC can and should include the peacemaking efforts of the UN
Department of Political Affairs (DPA), and together, this represents a
short-term substitute for the lack of domestic state institutions.

In this regard, some advocated that the PBC should make sure that
all external efforts in a post-conflict state are directed toward the
unified peacebuilding plan, not the often parochial concerns of the
external donors. Many believed that the PBC is needed to “fuse” the
European Commission (EC), OECD, international financial institu-
tions (IFI), and regional development banks, all of whom have their
own strategy in countries such as Burundi. As a positive example, one
participant noted that the PBC successfully set the agenda for
Disarmament, Demobilization, and Reintegration (DDR) in Burundi,
bringing together in a coherent fashion a slew of development, finan-
cial, and security actors on the ground.

For these participants, it was important that the PBC not be seen or
treated as a subsidiary body to the Security Council (SC); it must be



seen as an independent advisor in order to gain notoriety, credibility,
legitimacy, and add more adherents to the peacebuilding cause.

To fulfill this more ambitious role, the PBC must create the country-
specific strategy for peacebuilding through effective engagement of a
fractured and divided country via an intensive, continuous, flexible,
but short-term process that starts with the peacemaking efforts of
the DPA. This “strategy process” would be key to achieving final
national ownership.

According to this viewpoint, peacebuilding as a discipline should
hold individual countries to account for their promises to align with
an integrated strategy for peacebuilding in a particular country,
whether that strategy is put forward by the PBC’s single-country
process or by some other actor. Furthermore, the PBC could and
should act as a “quality control agent” for the question of a country’s
“graduation” from peacebuilding mandates. (But, for this to happen,
several participants noted that the P-5 must be more receptive to the
PBC’s strategic advice).

Some participants argued that there is a lack of a strategic,
purposeful approach by the UN organs and agencies to the “rising
middle countries” such as the “India’s, Chile’s,” and others like them.
For participants advocating a stronger PBC role, this group of
middle-to-rising countries could potentially be key to bolstering PBF
catalytic funds, and thus, pursuing this group of rising nations could
be part of a new strategic orientation for the PBC in terms of its
value-added within the global system. This would include dialogue
with emerging regional powers.

Other participants, however, were more measured in their views, with
some advocating a middle ground of informing the UNSC and UNGA
more thoroughly and funding some sharp, focused projects in the early
recovery period, so as to avoid negative competition with UNSC
mandates and the use of foreign aid by individual major donor coun-
tries as a form of influence. For instance, one participant admitted that
the Security Council does not consult adequately in its decisions in
making its peacekeeping and donor-development mandates. Therefore,

the PBC can and should continue to bring the Security Council’s atten-
tion to “good information from all relevant actors” involved in some
way with peacebuilding in specific cases, whether other donor coun-
tries, IFIs, or IGOs.

Strengthening the “Peacebuilding Pillar” at the United Nations

Regardless of opinions about the ideal future roles and capacities of
the PBC and PBF, many participants cited the concrete and practical
challenges that must be overcome for these new instruments and
mechanisms to be effective. The list included:

• Dealing frankly with a badly fractured and fragmented agency-domi-
nated UN system. Many participants believed that 40+ different parts
of the United Nations simply cannot be sent in to a small country
such as Haiti or Burundi to make the initial peacebuilding strategic
plan; there must instead be a small team who spend weeks or even
months there, interacting with both the government and society. In
short: the creation of the peacebuilding strategy for a specific
country cannot be “agency driven.” In addition, rapid finance for
the strategy team’s efforts is key to any effort to keep the 40+ agen-
cies from dominating in the short term, during the early recovery
period. Despite some early and ongoing successes in inter-institu-
tional dialogues, the PBC needs to concentrate on improving its
coordinating role, because partnership among external actors is a
critical element of national ownership. It is important for a country
to know that it has external partners that are willing and able to
work with each other in realizing the objectives the country itself
aims to achieve.

• Addressing the tremendous shortfalls of the UN staffing system, or in
other words, dealing openly with the ineffectiveness of the UN human
resource system via direct political dialogue in the UNGA and else-
where. One participant summarized the issue by saying that more and
more rules have been incrementally added to what is ultimately a
“rotten foundation,” which has created a situation of “slower rather
than faster” as the main ethic of UN human resources. Incentive
systems for personnel throughout the United Nations are still siloed,



which feeds into the fragmentation noted above.

• Becoming more efficient and effective at “rapid coherence” in the
early recovery period, even if that means questioning the current
contracting systems, methods, and guidelines of key UN agencies
that the PBF still relies upon to turn the “fast funds” into actual,
implemented activities on the ground. PBF efficiency is paramount,
if it is to gain more funds and more requests for aid. It cannot be less
efficient than traditional agencies and IFIs. As noted by one partici-
pant, even after the SG approved $1 million for Port-au-Prince in
Haiti, and other monies for Guinea-Bissau, there were delays in
finding and tasking contractors. Another participant commented on
a gap in PBF disbursements for Burundi that strapped the govern-
ment of cash, leaving it unable to pay its civil servants.

• Connecting better with international support from the regions.
Participants encouraged the PBC to organize regional tours where
countries that have benefited from the PBC are able to share their
experiences, and to better link up with conferences and dialogues now
being planned in the Asia-Pacific, in Indonesia, and in Latin America.

• Diversifying “entry points” to the PBC and PBF for countries in post-
conflict situations. Participants questioned why countries emerging
from conflict were not allowed to write directly to the General
Assembly or the Security Council to be included on the PBC’s agenda.

• Addressing the hard reality of diminishing interest in the PBC from
countries emerging from conflict. When the concept of a peace-
building commission was being floated around the United Nations,
countries clamored to be included on the agenda. Today, this enthu-
siasm has largely been lost. There is a great deal of uncertainty over
what the PBC can deliver.

• Correcting widespread negative (mis)perceptions about the nature
of PBF funding and spending rules, as well as negative political eval-
uations about the PBC’s capacity to take on “hot cases.” For
instance, some countries which are natural candidates for the PBC
do not come onto the commission’s agenda because of the percep-

tion that they may lose bilateral or IFI aid. However, as some partic-
ipants pointed out, money from the peacebuilding fund is additional
and complementary to other sources of financing. The aim of the
peacebuilding funds is to mobilize resources for situations seen as
risky by traditional development actors—but, currently, there are a
great deal of misperceptions held by many different actors on this
score, and more needs to be done to change such perceptions.

• Focusing on national ownership by the post-conflict society.
Because of the central importance of national ownership of the
domestic capacity-building process after conflict, the PBC needs to
ensure that its priorities are akin to those of the country concerned
so that the PBC acts as an enabler of national ownership. This
means respecting the peacebuilding priorities of legitimate domestic
actors rather than imposing top-down lists of priorities created in
New York.

• Coordinating with other actors to avoid and prevent “spillover
effects” across regions of insecurity. Given porous borders and
fragile environments, coordination among national leaders of neigh-
boring countries to protect the escalation of instability is critical. For
instance, Sierra Leone will remain fragile if there is no coordination
with the leadership in Guinea Bissau.

Next Practical Steps

To respond to these problems, several participants expressed the need to
look closely at the institutional gaps in the Organizational Committee,
which is the PBC’s operational “committee of the whole.” Due consid-
eration has not been given to all five constituents making up the
committee. Indeed, confusion still reigns about “who does what” within
the PBC. The Organizational Committee should do more to pool all its
members to conduct its own assessments. Thus far, while the committee
is called upon as an advisory board, it has not been given (or has not
taken) the opportunity and time to do its own analysis.

To support these goals, the future chair of the Organizational Committee
could remain at the helm for two years, instead of one, so that he/she can



work more effectively with ECOSOC and all other relevant actors.
Additionally, member states could do more to empower the PBC Chair
by providing funds for his or her work, including trips to regions and to
states being treated by PBF funds. At present, no such funds exist, and
the chair must rely on his or her own country’s national resources.
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