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Agenda 2014 
ð Towards a Shift 
from Reaction to 

Prevention
Peace Team Forum had at least þ ve reasons to orga-
nise a seminar on prevention of violent conÿ ict:

Å to challenge the current logic and hardcore  re-  
sponses to counter the threat of terrorism

Å to explore the consequences of the Global Action   
Agenda, created and afþ rmed by CSOs in all the   
regions of the world

Å to follow up the commitment by the Swedish   
Riksdag òto engage the Swedish society and its   
international relations in making prevention of   
conÿ ict a national and international priorityò

Å to start some long-term planning to celebrate the   
year 2014 and ò200 Years of Peaceó with good   
conscience and 

Å to celebrate the 10th Anniversary of the Peace   
Team Forum (see Appendix 1).   

In July 2005 more than 900 representatives gathered 
in the UN headquarters for the Global Conference 
From Reaction to Prevention (see Appendix 2). The 
aim was to work on joint proposals for implemen-
ting a common agenda, A Global Action Agenda for 
the Prevention of Violent Conÿ ict in order òto make 
prevention the fundamental goal of collective secu-
rity arrangementsó. The Agenda has been created by 
thousands of individuals and organizations coming 
together between 2002 and 2005 in 16 different 
regions of the world.

The year 1814 was the last time Sweden fought a 
war on foreign territory. Since then the civil society 
organizations, not the least the youth organizations 
and the womenËs organizations, have mobilized 
against armament and war. In 2005 however, we are 

becoming more and more aware of the interconnec-
tedness and interdependence of the elements in the 
global system. Approaching 2014, when we hope 
to celebrate ò200 Years of Peaceó, our challenge 
is not only to keep Sweden out of war but to make 
our global neighborhood a more just, peaceful and 
sustainable place for all.

Already in 2001 the Swedish Riksdag committed 
itself to a gradual change in security policy:

óThe emphasis of the work should be on the 
þ rst two steps in a conÿ ict transformation pro-
cessé in order to contribute to working with 
conÿ icts in such a way that the use of violence 
and human suffering can be avoided. Here, the 
greatest efforts need to be pursuedó

ó The role Sweden can and ought to take on, 
together with other likeminded, is to be cons-
tructively working in order to gradually make 
politics pervaded with a conÿ ict prevention 
perspectiveó   

However, making the shift to prevention requires 
cooperation and partnership. This is a challenge to 
many stakeholders: governments, municipalities, 
civil society organizations (CSO:s) ð religious 
communities, trade unions, educational institutions, 
business and the media. 

The international community has a well-founded 
reason to expect that Sweden will be constructively 
working and will take on a leading role.
But how and why should the Swedish Government 
and Civil society organizations continue to advance 
concepts of global citizenship and the prevention 
of violent conÿ ict in the face of xenophobic natio-
nalism and fear and when others are dealing with 
terrorist threats with hard and ruthless means? 
The Peace Team Forum forwarded these questions 
to Professor Kevin Clements, a long time resource 
person for the Foreign Ministry, Sida and the Civil 
society organisations in Sweden. 
The following is a report from the seminar Agenda 
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2014 ð Towards a Shift from Reaction to Preven-
tion, in October 2005. The keynote speech (slightly 
revised) was given by Professor Clements.

The next step for all actors concerned ð jointly with 
the Swedish Riksdag ð is òto engage the Swedish 
society and its international relations in making 
prevention of conÿ ict a national and international 
priorityò.

Lotta Sjºstrºm 
Coordinator Peace Team Forum

Anne Casparsson 
Rapporteur

Margareta Ingelstam
Coorganiser

In the process of checking the þ nal text with the 
speaker we received the following PS:

óIt is vital that Sweden does not become a 

member of NATO, does not fall victim to the 

fear mongering that the rest of the west is 

succumbing to and that it continues to follow 

an outward going, politically engaged agenda 

with the South, with those who are in struggle 

and those who are seeking genuinely 

nonviolent futures for themselves.ó
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The Swedish Peace Team Forum, has done won-
derful work, over the years, in helping civil society 
organisations join forces with the Swedish govern-
ment and others to promote the early warning of 
impending violent conþ icts and creative responses 
to the prevention of such conþ ict. 

The Peace Team Forum stands in a long tradition of 
Swedish humanitarian concern . It has been inspired 
by Swedish political leaders who had a vision of 
what a better world looks like and what was needed 
to achieve it. Leaders like Raoul Wallenberg, Dag 
Hammarskjºld, Folke Bernadotte, Olof Palme have 
set the pace. They and many other Swedish ñglobal 
citizensò have made major contributions to both 
the theory and practice of non-violent approaches 
to dealing with peace and conþ ict. In particular, 
(through their individual actions and courage) they 
have created an environment conducive to deve-
lopmental altruism and an active concern for the 
promotion of stable peaceful relationships. Swedish 
neutrality, and a commitment to promoting ñthe 
common goodò along with justice and welfare for 
all, has meant that the Swedish Government and 
people have been willing ï when necessary ï to side 
with the ñunderdogò in different parts of the world. 

This historic record of altruism, however, is no 
guarantee that Sweden will always be a  good ñglo-
bal citizenò even if the probability of continuity is 
high. The reality, is that the 21st century world ( of 

which Sweden is an integral part) is being driven 
by motivations and interests that are inimical to 
justice, liberty, multilateralism, good neighbourli-
ness and nonviolence. Much contemporary foreign 
and domestic policy is being driven by xenophobia, 
fear and anxiety. Some of this is justiý able most of 
it is not. 

In recent discussions with Swedish ofý cials I dis-
cerned some disjunction between Swedenôs idea-
list past and contemporary contingencies. There 
is a feeling that Sweden cannot afford to be seen 
as an ñidealisticò nation, exercising primarily 
soft power in its relations with others when the 
rest of the world is grappling with terror and ter-
rorist threat largely by military means . 

Because of this, Sweden, along with all other 
Western states, is under great pressure to  project an 
image of hard power and deterrence instead of its 
traditionally softer citizen-based approach to poli-
tics and economics. 

It is for Swedes to determine what kind of stance is 
appropriate for the environment that they are living 
in. But it seems to me, from the relative security of 
Australia, that the global pursuit of security through 
threat based deterrent strategies is counter produc-
tive. It is counter productive because these strategies 
do not deal with the primary sources of both direct 

Professor Kevin Clements is the Foundation Director of the Aus-
tralian Centre for Peace and Conþ ict Studies at the University 
of Queensland, Australia. He previously served as the Secretary 
General of International Alert (1999 ï 2003), and prior to that as 
a director of various academic institutes for peacebuilding and 
conþ ict transformation in the United States and Australasia. He is 
an advisor to governments, CSOs and inter-governmental organiza-
tions on conþ ict and security matters and has published extensively 
on these issues.
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and indirect violence and are highly unlikely to  
result in higher levels of global solidarity, genuine 
human security or an exhaustion of non-violent so-
lutions to problems before violence is contemplated. 
Furthermore they are generating new forms of na-
tionalism which threaten to undermine the progress 
made towards multilateralism in the 2oth century. 
This neo-nationalism manifests itself in national sel-
ý shness and parochialism; in particular a reluctance 
to think in terms of the  human interest and a bias 
towards thinking solely in terms of narrow self and 
national interests. Let me illustrate this with what I 
call the pain calculus.

Pain calculus
Approximately 3,000 Individuals died in the attack 
on the World Trade Centre on 9/11/01. This was a 
tragedy and a shock to America. It made Americans 
realize that the most powerful nation in the world 
was as vulnerable as every other state in the world 
to top down or bottom up political violence. While 
each one of these deaths was a tragedy they do, 
however, need to be contextualized a little. Since 
2001, 8-14,000 Afghan Civilians and Militia have 
died since the overthrow of the Taliban; it is estima-
ted that 30,000 children die every hour of preventa-
ble diseases in the global South;  80,000 men, wo-
men and children have been killed in the Northern 
Ugandan Conþ ict; more than 100,000 Iraqi Civili-
ans have died since the US invasion and occupation 
began; 2.2 million Africans died of AIDS in 2003 
which amounts to 166,660 persons every month; 
ý nally 3.5 million have been killed, directly or 
indirectly, in Eastern Congo since 1985. Each one 
of these statistics, like all those killed in the World 
Trade Centre, is a human being. Most came from 
caring, loving families. Each one represents a cruel 
truncation of human potentiality. Each one deserves 
both our sympathy and grief. Why is it, therefore, 
that citizens of the North are more likely to grieve 
for those killed in New York, Madrid and London 
than those killed in places such as Goma, Monrovia, 
Morocco, Jakarta, or Jordon? If we have a strong 
sense of species identity each one of these deaths 
deserves to be mourned equally. Each one also 
represents unresolved problems that need to be dealt 
with if such deaths are to be avoided in the future. 

It is a cruel irony, therefore, that the foreign and de-
fence policies of many nations are being determined 
largely in response to the 3,000 individuals killed 
in the World Trade Center (and in other terrorist 

incidents since 9/11) and by the oxymoronic war on 
terror rather than by the  problems that are gene-
rating most political and development fatalities in 
the world.   Indeed, I would like to argue that most 
post 2001 foreign policies (and the domestic legisla-
tion underpinning them) are a grave misdirection of 
energy. The reality is that the vast majority of the 
worldôs population live in daily existential terror in 
terms of food, housing, clothing, safe water supplies 
and the availability of the right kinds of medicines 
to deal with preventable diseases. 

So the very ý rst thing we need to do to develop a 
culture of prevention of violent conþ ict capable 
of  dealing with both direct and indirect violence 
is to problematise the issue of terror and terro-
rism and challenge the current military respon-
ses to counter this threat. 

We need to ask whether counter-terrorist policies 
are proportionate to the problem and likely to gene-
rate stable peaceful relationships and wider levels of 
human security?

Given all the other sources of death; from preventa-
ble disease, underdevelopment, violent politics, and 
the existential terror that confronts the majority of 
the worldôs population why are Western governme-
nts so ý xated on terror?

Deconstructing Terror
Between 1991 and 2001 there were 32,264 deaths 
from terrorist incidents. 91% of all terroristsô inci-
dents in this 10 year period were national in origin 
and national in focus and accounted for 94% of the 
fatalities. This trend continues. International Ter-
rorism is not the primary source of political fatality. 
Even with The World Trade Center, Madrid, Lon-
don, Morocco, Bali and other terrorist attacks, those 
incidents, tragic though they are, have added around 
six thousands persons to that ý gure. We are loo-
king, therefore, at 38-40,000 fatalities from terrorist 
incidents, over a ý fteen year period. Because these 
incidents seem random and arbitrary, however, they 
have a capacity to induce much more anxiety than 
some of the other prime sources of political death. 
This does not detract from the fact , however, that 
on a basis of probability death from terrorist inci-
dent is extremely low, whereas death from starva-
tion, AIDS or from one of the unresolved conþ icts 
in Africa, the Middle East or the Caucasus is extre-
mely high. 
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By and large most citizens of afþ uent countries do 
not worry about or mourn the countless millions who 
lose their lives unnecessarily through structural and 
direct violence. There are no large constituencies, for 
example, mourning those who die from AIDS; nor 
( apart from their direct families) are there many 
individuals in the West mourning the 3.5 million 
people that have been killed in the Congo since 1985 
or in any of the other violent conþ icts that are gene-
rating so much human suffering. 

I want to argue, however, that each one of these con-
þ icts are as important as those that touch western 
strategic or personal interests more directly. If these so 
called peripheral or invisible conþ icts remain unre-
solved they too ï in some way or other ï will become 
a source of deeper insecurity for all of us sooner or 
later.

The sad reality is that we are unlikely to do good 
prevention of violent conþ ict, or medium to long 
term peacebuilding unless we can expand our 
boundaries of compassion and our ability to empa-
thize with all those who suffer unnecessary pain, 
death and destruction no matter where it occurs in 
the world. This is a pre-requisite for developing  a 
deeper awareness of the problems confronting us 
and a better knowledge of what needs to be done to 
make positive responses to them.  

Correlates of terrorism
In relation to terrorist threat, for example, this cur-
rent United States Administration is not even liste-
ning to its own advisors in relation to what sorts 
of programmes are likely to be most effective in 
preventing terrorist violence.

The 2004 United States Political Instability Task 
Force, (drawn from the State Department and a 
number of national intelligence agencies) tried to 
ý nd signiý cant correlates of terrorism and other 
kinds of political violence. Working with one of 
the biggest computers in the world, they crunched 
a huge amount of data and discovered four key va-
riables which were highly correlated to terrorism
and other sources of political violence. These were 
the only variables that were signiý cant in relation 
to terrorist threat. The four variables were as fol-
lows:

Å Poverty, Underdevelopment and Mal-distribu-  
tion of Resources

Å Weak regimes and Poor Governance
Å Poor Regional Integration
Å Bad Neighborhoods, where there is gun trafý ck-  

ing, drug trafý cking, human trafý cking and so 
forth.

While these correlates are not ñcausesò of terrorism. 
It is clear that if they are not dealt with positively 
and effectively it is highly unlikely that  incidents 
of terrorism will substantially diminish. We can 
conclude from this study, therefore, that the trillions 
currently being spent on military expenditure are 
unlikely to result in any dramatic diminution of ter-
rorist activity. On the contrary they may in fact even 
fuel it. As a former colleague of mine, Rich Ruben-
stein used to state ñTerrorism is violence by small 
groups claiming to represent massive constituencies 
and seeking by ñheroicò provocative attacks to 
awaken the masses, redeem their honour, and gene-
rate an enemy over reaction that will intensify and 
expand the struggleò. 

I think we can say quite unequivocally that a re-
latively small number of terrorist incidents, with 
relatively few casualties (tragic though these are) 
have indeed generated an enemy over reaction that 
is fuelling the struggle. It is vital, therefore, that 
we look at much more innovative ways of respon-
ding to these types of threats if we are to generate 
reduced levels of popular anxiety.  In all of this it 
is particularly important that states do not sacriý ce 
liberty to security, nor the rule of law for threat and 
coercive capacity.  

Terrorism is not the 
problem. The problem is 

political violence
Most of human activity is peaceful. Most people, 
most of the time live in harmony with each other, 
doing what they have to do in order to ensure in-
dividual and collective survival. There are always 
some people, however, who choose to pursue their 
political objectives through violent means. Some of 
these persons occupy positions of political power 
and choose coercive means to achieve their political 
objectives. Others do not have any political power 
and  are, very often, grappling with severe challen-
ges to their identity, or their right to exist ( e.g as is 
the case in Palestine). Or they resort to violence as 
a way of coping with instances of deep humiliation, 
rejection, marginalization and exclusion. 
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For these people violence is a way of communi-
cating grievance, generating fear and arousing a 
negative reaction in order to expand their struggle.  
Terrorism, in this instance, is a particular crime 
of the unheard. It is a crime in which the actor is 
saying through his/her own suicide or in the mur-
der of others that: ñThey are willing to sacriý ce 
their lives and take the lives of others in order 
that people and politicians will acknowledge their 
political agenda and/or their past suffering and 
humiliation.ò 
After the attack on the World Trade Center the 
United States and the world had a chance to ask 
what those particular terrorists were trying to say 
through that desperate action? While there was 
some attention to their grievances the dominant 
response from the United States was a radical 
division of the world into ñsavedò and ñ unsavedò 
, ñevil doersò and ñrighteousò and a very vigorous 
assertion of state power and military solutions. 

As President Bush stated on the evening of 9/11 
to international lawyers in the National Security 
Council. ñI donôt care about international law I 
just want to kick assò. In an environment where 
the instinct for revenge ran high, politicians in the 
United States and in most other Western countries. 
asked for and got an immediate expansion of po-
lice, intelligence, and military capability .

There were few attempts at this time to identify 
nonviolent alternatives to terror, terrorist thre-
ats and other types of violence. Politicians have 
reasserted the primacy of the state as the major 
bulwark between order and chaos through appeals 
to patriotism and national solidarity. This appeal 
has resulted in a dramatic upsurge of xenophobic 
nationalism.  

The Netherlands, for example, has built up an envi-
able political reputation for being politically tolerant, 
pluralistic and altruistic (in much the same way as 
Sweden). It only took a couple of political assassina-
tions, by disaffected Moslems, to ensure that popular 
opinion in the Netherlands became less tolerant and 
more xenophobic. This has been accompanied by 
a signiý cant diminution of tolerance in the Nether-
lands in the last four years and a willing acceptance 
of tighter border controls,  stricter controls on refu-
gees and immigration and narrower deý nitions of 
what it means to be Dutch. The tougher stances on 
immigration, refugees, and what constitutes Dutch 
identity have resulted in more inward looking poli-

ciesô a less adventurous aid and development policy 
and a foreign policy aimed more at advancing Dutch 
interests than a just and peaceful world. This kind 
of development could happen in Sweden if politi-
cal leaders succumb to policies based on fear and if 
Swedish Civil society organizations and citizens do 
not insist on more principled policies.
What history teaches is that wherever there is a reas-
sertion of military solutions to political problems 
without an exhaustion of non-violent negotiated 
solutions, citizen rights and fundamental democratic 
principles are jeopardized.  
This is epitomised most graphically in the ways in 
which counter-terrorism is being used to justify poli-
tical repression in a large number of countries. ( e.g 
Uganda, Kenya, Russia, Iraq, Afghanistan, Israel, the 
Sudan, and the United Kingdom, the United States 
and Australia as well). Repressive legislation in all 
of these countries challenges the rule of law and  
undermines many basic human rights. When it is 
coupled with tactics of rendition and òtorture lightò 
it becomes particularly egregious and undermines 
normative principles that Civil society groups and 
nations have spent many years developing. This is 
particularly worrying when such behaviour is com-
mitted by nations that are exponents of democratic 
principles with pretensions to international ñmoralò 
leadership.  

This is why it is vitally important that small and 
medium sized countries such as Sweden resist 
pressures to buy into ñThe War on Terrorò or 
military responses to terrorist threat. It was bad 
enough that Sweden assisted in the ñrenditionò of 
Arab nationals into the hand of the United States 
for transfer to states known to utilize torture. It 
would be even worse if Sweden were to abandon 
its principled neutrality and succumb to a fear 
based response to terror when it has so many other 
policy options that  have proven more effective in 
the past. 

To succumb to ñtorture lightò, alien doctrines of 
rendition, passive complicity in Guantanamo Bay 
and indifference to the continuing chaos in Iraq is 
a sure ý re way for any nation to lose its moral aut-
hority and its claim to be a civilized nation. Civili-
zed nations do not torture citizens for information 
or political purposes;they do not hold individuals 
without trial or just cause, do not suspend princip-
les of habeas corpus and do not pursue their fo-
reign policy objectives through unilateral military 
action un- supported by the United Nations. 
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It is very important, therefore, that  civil society 
groupsðwhich are key to ensuring high levels of 
accountability and civility in all societiesð hold 
themselves to higher standards than those who 
are willing to sacriý ce principle for short term 
political expedience. 

What are the 
alternatives?

The big alternative on the agenda is the rigorous pro-
motion of human security. 

 ñIn the 21st century, all states and their collective 
institutions must advance the cause of larger freedom 
ï by ensuring freedom from want, freedom from fear 
and freedom to live in dignity. In an increasingly 
interconnected world progress in the areas of deve-
lopment, security and human rights must go hand in 
hand. There will be no development without secu-
rity and no security without development. And both 
development and security also depend on respect for 
human rights and the rule of lawò 

These are the words of Koý  Annan from his 2005 
Policy document In Larger Freedom.

òIn Larger Freedom is a long term alternative vision 
to the short term repressive response to terror and 
terrorism. It was supposed to frame a new political 
agenda for the world for the Millennium Plus Five 
Summit in the Summer of 2005. It was and is a bold 
and holistic vision ï both analytically and practi-
callyï and it provided very precise benchmarks for 
nations to aspire toò.

US Ambassador John Bolton, on behalf of the US 
administration challenged and undermined this 
vision by tabling 750 amendments to the consensus 
document, one week before the summit began. Those 
of you that have been involved in multilateral diplo-
macy know that it takes years to bring these agendas 
together. In a matter of a week John Bolton took con-
sensus document apart in order to assert US national 
interests. To add insult to injury he tried to persuade 
the rest of the world that these amendments were in 
the global interest. 

The fact that the rest of the world could not prevent 
one country gathering its allies to dismantle a con-
sensus document in this way highlights something 
about the dysfunctional nature of the United Nations. 

It operates as an organization of equals in a world of 
deep political and economic inequality. Those who 
are dominant exercise this dominance within the 
system, thereby sabotaging the capacity of the global 
community as a whole to ensure that its interests are 
accorded primacy.

Human Security
Human Security requires high levels of integra-
tion and social cohesion. The UN Department of 
Economic and Social Affairs is focusing a lot of its 
attention on the ways in which such cohesian can 
be achieved through peaceful dialogue. One thing is 
sure, the recent example of big power diplomacy at 
the United Nations Millennium Plus Five Summit 
was inimical to cohesian and higher levels of global 
integration. The  challenge facing the world com-
munity is how to prevent fragmentation, exclusion 
and polarization and how to maximize cohesian, 
inclusion and coexistence at national, regional and 
global levels. None of these positive processes can 
be advanced by coercive, big power diplomacy or 
by diplomatic bullying.  On the contrary all of them 
require much more sustained attention to psycho-cul-
tural, socio-economic and socio-political processes 
that ultimately result in higher levels of cooperation, 
integration and community.  The sad reality is that 
some of the largest and most powerful states in the 
world wish to sustain the illusion that they can ac-
hieve their national interests by national means alone 
when most of the worldôs problems are trans-national 
in origin and require trans national global solutions. 

Integration and Peace 
Dialogue

For those interested in building a robust international 
community underpinned by the rule of law there is a 
need to develop policies that advance higher levels 
of integration, cooperation, and a willingness to 
cede small levels of national sovereignty in order to 
advance the global good. 

Sweden provides a very good national model of 
how to advance political communityðthere is a 
willingness, here, to sacriý ce some inequality for 
equality and to stress public welfare so that the 
basic human needs of each individual citizen can 
be satisý ed. 

This is a wonderful model for the rest of the world 
and it results in high levels of social and economic 
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cohesian. Civil society organizations, the private 
sector and the voluntary sector are absolutely key 
to the business of repairing broken societies and 
generating strong and resilient communities within 
which individuals can realize their full potentiality. 

States are not by and large very good and promoting 
community and strong community relationships. 
In fact there is a robust debate within the literature 
about the precise nature of the relationship between 
state and civil society and whether it is possible 
to develop effective and legitimate state systems 
without a strong and robust civil society based on 
strong local communities. State-systems will not be 
able to deliver real security for their citizens, until 
they have ensured that all individuals feel that they 
are an integral part of particular political communi-
ties and until their basic socio-economic and psy-
cho-cultural needs have been met.  

Prevention  of violent 
conÿ ict

The long term Structural Prevention and short term 
Operational Prevention of conþ ict both require a 
commitment to nonviolence and the promotion of 
a culture of peace rather than a culture of violence. 
This is why the current international political cli-
mate is challenging to peacebuilders. The dominant 
orthodoxy of responding to security problem with 
violent military solutions is dramatically reducing 
the numbers of non-violent options available to 
both ñtrack oneò ofý cial and ñtrack twoò unof-
ý cial actors. It is vitally important therefore that 
Civil society organizations, Governmental and Inter 
Governmental Organizations continue to keep on 
identifying non-military responses to problems in 
order to provide ofý cial policy makers and CSOs 
with a way of expanding the ý rebreak between non-
military and military solutions.

The Peace Team Forumôs work on these matters 
has made an important contribution to this project. 
Not only has it stimulated vigorous discussion on 
diverse roles that CSOs could play before, during 
and after conþ ict; it has always been committed to 
ensuring an effective division of labour between 
Government Agencies, such as defence, foreign af-
fairs and the Folke Bernadotte Academy. It has also 
worked hard to incorporate the very speciý c skills 
of groups such as the churches and universities in 
this process as well. All of this has meant that many 

Swedish CSOs have positioned themselves well for 
playing important roles with regional and global 
organizations committed to long term sustainable 
peace building. 

Centrality of the UN and 
Regional Organizations

I want to reassert the central importance of the UN 
and regional organizations in the promotion and 
maintenance of international security and in the 
effective prevention of violent conþ ict. Multilateral 
responses to national, regional and global problems 
are an imperative not optional extras. United States 
unilateralism, in the last four years, for example, 
has been an unmitigated disaster for building stable 
peaceful relationships. The war in Iraq, for example, 
is generating considerable suffering with very un-
certain future outcomes. Regional and global mul-
tilateralism has become a critical pre-requisite for 
both legitimacy and effectiveness in dealing with 
violent conþ ict. Unilateral solutions to multilateral 
problems have generated disastrous consequences in 
recent years.

UN activism over the 
past 15 years

Effective regional organizations and the United 
Nations can justiý ably take some pride in the posi-
tive achievements of the past 15 years. Since the end 
of the Cold Warthere has been a lot of good news to 
report and build non-violent activities on. The recent 
Human Security Report, for example, notes that there 
have been no attempted genocides since Rwanda.  
The numbers of political crises are diminishing and 
the total numbers of wars have been declining. The 
world in fact, despite preoccuations with terrorism, 
has become a more peaceful place. The Human Secu-
rity Report identiý es the UN as central to a good deal 
of this good news. So when President George Bush 
and others say that UN has been ineffective  the evi-
dence suggests otherwise. Over the last ý fteen years, 
there has been a six fold increase in UN preventive 
diplomacy missions to stop wars starting. A four 
fold increase in UN peacemaking missions to end 
ongoing conþ icts. A four fold increase in UN Peace 
operations to reduce recurrence of war and an eleven 
fold increase in the numbers of states subject to UN 
sanctions . All of these represent very positive achie-
vements for multilateral organizations. Many of these 
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positive results have been achieved in collaboration 
with effective regional organizations. 

The European Union, for example, has made very 
signiý cant contributions towards long term structural 
prevention of conþ ict and in recent times to short 
term crisis management as well. Similarly many 
international Civil Society Organizations (such as 
International Alert, Search for Common Ground, 
Mercy Corps, the International Crisis Group) to name 
a few have become much more professional in their 
delivery of conþ ict management/transformation ser-
vices as well. 

CSOs, progressive national governments, well 
integrated regional organizations and the United Na-
tions acting together can achieve and have achieved 
much more in joint action than they can by acting 
alone. 

Controlling Superpowers 
is a challenge for the 

Global Community

As Thucydides says: ñLarge states do as they will. 
Small states do as they mustò. Small and me-
dium sized states like Sweden, New Zealand, the 
Netherlands, Canada, and Ireland need the UN ( As 
do similar sized states in the South). Large states 
can, if they wish, choose to work within the stric-
tures of the United Nations or not. Whether they 
do or not will be determined by their own percep-
tions of their national interest. In recent years, the 
United States and some of its allies have practiced 
what I call ña la carteò multilateralism. They use 
the United Nations when it suits them and spurns it 
when it does not. This is one of the biggest chal-
lenges facing global citizens and state parties of 
the United Nations, namely how to ensure that the 
rules of the UN are negotiated by all and accepted 
by all.

 Citizens everywhere need to focus more attention 
on ways of making the UN more effective while 
demanding higher levels of compliance with its 
rulings on the part of  member states. It is a little 
unfortunate, for example, that some Civil society 
organizations are often more coherent than their 
UN organizational counterparts. They have often 
set the pace for states and regional and global orga-
nizations, in relation to prevention of violent con-

þ ict, the responsibility to protect, on early warning, 
early response, and the development of integrated 
development and peace building agendas. 

The UN could not do half of what it does without 
all the efforts of Civil Society organizations. All of 
the specialized agencies rely heavily on academics 
and CSOs for analytic advice and implementation. 
In dealing with the Pakistan/Indian earth quake for 
example, because of military impasse and logistic 
challenge neither the armies of Pakistan or India 
were capable of delivering the emergency supplies 
needed immediately after the crisis. Instead Oxfam, 
Care and UNICEF were on the ground in hours and 
days. 

This underlines a critical point which is that all 
organizations and individuals working on deve-
lopment and peacebuilding need to be much more 
aware on how we are interconnected with each 
other. Political violence, militarism, xenophobic na-
tionalism and terrorist threat will only be dealt with 
effectively if we are all mindful of the importance 
of harnessing the best private and public talents av-
ailable and developing truly cooperative processes 
capable of responding to the kinds of challenges the 
world is confronting at the present time.

There is a very nice  poem called Each Act. It is by 
a Tibetan sage called Jigme Lingpa.

ñWhen the eagle soars in the endless blue, its shadow 
races after, far below. 
Yet space does not divide; bird and shadow are linked.  
So too each act ï Each choice and 
consequence.ò

In the ý eld of non violent peacebuilding we have 
to be particularly sensitive to the unique roles that 
each one of us plays in relation to the prevention 
of violence. Each one of our activities, choices will 
have very particular sets of consequences and we 
have to ensure that these generate positive peace-
ful outcomes rather than negative violent ones. To 
develop this sort of awareness means generating 
more sensitivity to the ways in which different types 
of political and economic arrangements generate 
violent conþ ict. 

Development Challenges
A lot of what we are doing and a lot of what pas-
ses as good policy in terms of promoting national 


