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PREFACE

When CDA was asked by AFSC to undertake a “global evaluation” of the Quaker International Affairs Representative Program, we had the usual questions: Do we have the time? Do we have the right skills? Who should be involved? Is AFSC serious? Why us? Do we have anything particular to offer? Will doing this make any difference in the world? In the end, the opportunity and challenge were simply too great, too intriguing, to say “no.”  

Some of us knew AFSC well. Four of the five of us are Quakers; two of us have served on AFSC staff and/or committees over many years; another has worked closely with QPS/QPSW; another worked with AFSC in the Middle East for a summer internship; all have been active in international peace efforts.

In addition, one of the reasons that AFSC approached us was due to our work, for over three years, with several hundred peace activist agencies in the Reflecting on Peace Practice Project (RPP).
 This experience with RPP sparked our interest in engaging with one of the oldest and best-known peace organizations in the world in a serious review of one of its longest standing and most honored programs. AFSC’s QIAR work has its own reputation and supporters among the international community of diplomats and peace activists. We welcomed the opportunity to take a concentrated look at the current work and to try to assess whether and how it “adds up” in a global sense.

In addition, we knew that AFSC is a place where collaborative learning is appreciated and possible. As an organization, CDA never sets out to judge the work of other people. Our approach is to work closely with people on “the ground” doing the job—to look backwards and forwards to ascertain how the programs are progressing and why.  We enjoy the purposeful process of taking stock, discovering why and how decisions were made, and thinking together about the outcomes of previous efforts and we believe that this learning can benefit all of us who engage across borders in work intended to improve the circumstances in which people live.

As we moved through the various stages of this work, it became clear that the terminology of “evaluation” was in part a misnomer.  With agreement from AFSC, we began to refer to our work as a “program review.” Rather than judging the quality of individual QIAR programs, this review focuses on the overall impacts of the global QIAR effort. The review retains elements of evaluation in the sense that it considers the impacts of the program on the broader situation as well as whether and how it adds up.  These two thrusts—the review of the program and the attempt to assess its cumulative impacts—will be clear in the report which follows.

Many people helped with the review and the assessment. In total, we calculate that we had over 400 conversations with people who know the QIAR program in one way or another. Many of these are currently involved in specific regional activities; others have been involved in the past. Interviewees included former QIARs, current and former committee members, staff of other Quaker programs (international and domestic), and people involved in similar activities for other peace and/or development agencies.  People with whom we spoke represent the full range of people with whom the QIARs work, from members of local and grassroots organizations to diplomats and other officials in governments or United Nations agencies. 

Our team visited QIAR programs in East Asia, Southeast Asia, Central and Southern Africa, the Middle East (both Amman, Jordan and Jerusalem), Central America and in the Andes Region of Latin America. In addition, we visited the QUNO/NY program for two days. We were unable to visit the QIAR programs in Vietnam, Cuba and Europe.  Even in the regions where we visited, however, our opportunities for conversations varied widely. In some, we were able to meet with many groups involved with the QIARS; in others, we met fewer people. In all, however, we feel that we gained useful insights into program activities and thoughtful commentary on their merits.

Although we touched the ground in many regions, none of the individual visits was long enough or thorough enough to constitute an individual program evaluation—which we knew and made clear from the beginning. The purpose of these brief program visits was to hear the analysis and commentary of many partners about the programs they know. As we did this in multiple locations, we listened for common themes that cross all regions as well as for specific, unique issues that might arise in each area. From the composite overview that we thus gained, we have developed an understanding of the cumulative impacts of the QIAR programs, and the global issues with which they deal. The result, we hope, is an overview which the QIARs, their immediate and higher supervisors, and oversight committees seldom get of the QIAR program as a whole. At the same time, we have provided separately our reflections to individual QIARs, based on our contacts with their programs and partners.  

The report that follows is, therefore, an overview of our findings, drawing on our encounters with the multiple QIAR programs, rather than a report regarding each individual program.  

We found the unfolding story fascinating. We hope that those who are directly involved in it day-to-day also find it so, and that they, as we, are challenged by the actual and potential adding up of the individual programs into a greater whole. The existing QIAR programs each demonstrate excellent elements, as well as areas for improvement and/or missed opportunities.  And, with the benefit of cumulative learning, we feel that they can and should take on greater focus and synergy that will result in more, and more lasting, positive impacts for the people with whom and for whom the QIARs work.  The evidence suggests that AFSC can make a greater impact on the achievement of peace and justice worldwide. We hope this report helps contribute to that process. 

Mary B. Anderson, President, CDA

Diana Chigas, Co-Director, Reflecting on Peace Practice Project, CDA

Marshall Wallace, Director, Do No Harm Project, CDA

Sue Williams, Consultant to the RPP Project, based in N. Ireland

Peter Woodrow, Co-Director, Reflecting on Peace Practice Project, CDA
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 “It’s not wrong for a small organization to think big.” 

—QIAR program review interview

I.  BACKGROUND/TERMS OF REFERENCE

AFSC’s invitation to CDA to carry out this Evaluation/Program Review outlined the primary goal of the QIAR program in the following words that are quoted from A Global Quaker Peace Program (QIAR), Proposed Program of Work for 2004-2005 (p.4.):

To provide opportunities for people to solve problems nonviolently through dialogue and participation in the decisions that affect them – 

as well as to promote new, positive alternatives to current inequalities.

It went on to specify that the program works toward:

· An international system strengthened in its ability to be an effective force in international conflict prevention, resolution, and healing as well as social and economic development;

· Regional networks of decision-makers who share perspectives and work to solve regional conflicts and address other regional issues together;

· National policies that effectively address fundamental human needs rather than short-range national political interests;

· Participation of ordinary people to ensure just policies and security of livelihood.

AFSC specified two purposes for the Program Review:

1. To ascertain the impact and effectiveness of the current work in relation to the stated goals and objectives of the Quaker International Affairs Program, and

2. To make recommendations about the design and implementation of the QIAR program in relation to the goals and strategies of AFSC’s strategic Plan.

With these purposes in mind, CDA suggested three Program Review Objectives:

1. To provide an opportunity for current QIARs and those associated with the QIAR program to reflect on the activities, successes, challenges and potentials of the current QIAR programs.

2. To contribute to a fresh reflection on the possibilities and potentials for the QIAR program and for AFSC contributions to peace.

3. To recommend options to monitor, track and evaluate QIAR work in the future.

CDA proposed to visit as many of the regional QIAR programs as possible, and we have visited nine of the twelve. In addition, we agreed to interview in person or by telephone as many as possible of former QIARs, committee members, others who know AFSC, others who know QIAR work, Quakers involved in the programs, people working in related organizations and current or former staff of other AFSC or Quaker agencies.  

As we began our work, we reviewed many documents related to proposals for QIAR work, as well as specific reports of activities carried out in the regions. We also held meetings with Philadelphia-based AFSC staff from the relevant administrative departments, the central unit of International Programs, the Regional Directors who supervise the QIAR activities, and members of the Development Unit who are involved in raising funds for the QIARs.  We met with of these individuals, both as the review began and, later, to provide preliminary reflections on field visits and to test what we were finding with Philadelphia colleagues who know the programs well.  Finally, three of our team met with the QIARs, some of the administrative staff, Regional Directors, the AFSC Board Clerk, and others during two days of their retreat at Woodbrooke, UK in early December.  This provided another important opportunity for the team to report on some of our preliminary findings and to reflect with this group on issues and challenges.  Much of what follows in this report reflects these discussions.

In all, the Program Review Team had about 400 interviews with people who are close to the QIAR program in one way or another. 

When we took on the challenge of this Program Review, the CDA team wrote: “We know that intelligent people, working in areas of uncertainty, juggle many things and make the best possible decisions given the context and considerations at the time. The real pleasure of a program review comes from the ‘enforced’ time and space to look back and see, in retrospect, what happened as a result of these decisions and to ask, if we knew then what we know now, would we do the same thing or something else? Program reviews also allow time and space for asking the not-often-asked questions about, in the ideal world, would we do what we are doing now or something else (even if what we are doing now is good – is there something even better that we might do?)”

It is in this spirit—appreciating the dedication that shows in the specific QIAR programs and, at the same time, enjoying the luxury of time to step back from these specifics in order to take a broader and longer view—that we report on what we have heard, read, observed and found in the past few months of reviewing the QIAR program.

The focus of our inquiry is on the global program.  The essential questions which we will be asking are: Does the overall program add up to more than the sum of its parts?  Is there a global QIAR program, and does this translate into an observable increase in program effectiveness?

II.
REVIEW OF PROGRAM OBJECTIVES FOUND IN QIAR DOCUMENTS 

Before beginning the regional visits, we looked at a large number of the QIAR proposals prepared for donors as a way of gaining a sense of the overall goals of the program. These results of this review were puzzling. We found it difficult to identify an over-arching statement of the goals or objectives of the QIAR program. The one quoted in the Program Review Terms of Reference above (preceding page of this report), from the 2004-2005 Program Proposal, is the clearest statement of intent we could find but, in our opinion, it is still too broad and too general to be useful as the basis for decisions about the focus and design of program activities.  

Further, in the sections describing each of the regional programs, there was unevenness regarding major thematic areas and associated objectives.  We expected that “themes” would refer to areas of concentration whereas “objectives” would refer to actual intended programmatic outcomes that would shape what activities should be undertaken. However, we found instead that some themes describe program activities and that “objectives” are often listed in one or two word headings that appear to be sub-themes. 

In other cases the objectives refer more expansively to processes to be undertaken, rather than to a desired and achievable end state that would result from undertaking that process.  For instance, many begin with words such as “support,” “promote,” “build,” “challenge,” “address” “facilitate,” “strengthen,” or “create.”  Such process objectives confound evaluation in that, if the process is undertaken, the objective is achieved by definition. Performing stated program activities becomes the goal, rather than assessing how any particular activity actually changes anything.

Further, the range of themes and of objectives is extremely broad. For example, in one single year, the following themes were named in the donor proposal: (For the full list, including also the Objectives under each theme, see Appendix B).

1. Peace and Social Change

2. Community Building and Governance

3. Reconciliation and Human Rights

4. Economic Justice

5. Youth and Women Leadership Formation

6. Peace and Social Action

7. Governance and Media

8. Economic Justice and Development

9. Civic and Economic Education

10. Engagement among Organizations and Individuals in East Asia

11. Active or Imminent Conflicts

12. Militarization and the Proliferation of Weapons

13. Community Security

14. Ethnic and Inter-religious Pluralism

15. Globalization and Regional and National Security

16. Ethnic Minorities

17. Youth

18. Migrants

19. Grassroots Education and Organizing

20. National Poverty Alleviation Plans

21. Access to and Effective Engagement in Policy Social Dialogue

22. Build Civil Society

23. Economic Policy/Sustainable Development

24. Reconciliation: U.S. Policy

25. Children and Armed Conflict

26. Control of Small Arms and Light Weapons in the Region

27. Regional Dialogue on Arms and Security Issues

28. Control of Small Arms and Light Weapons in Palestine

29. Regional Dialogue on a Comprehensive Israeli-Palestinian Peace Settlement

30. Creating a People’s Movement Dedicated to Nonviolent Direct Action as a Strategy to End the Israeli Occupation

31. Building a Global Movement for the Promotion of a Just Peace between Israel and Palestine

32. Strengthening the Movement of Conscientious Objectors in Israel and Other Groups and Individuals who Refuse to Serve in the Occupied Territories

33. Peace

34. Development

35. Disarmament

36. Human Rights

37. Youth

While there is some coherence and repetition across these themes, the list shows that QIAR programs are scattered across many sectors, that they articulate the same themes differently, and that they reflect a range of priorities.  Given this broad listing of areas of work it is not surprising that we found many people involved in the QIAR program are uneasy with its lack of a common focus.

Relation to AFSC’s Strategic Plan and First Focus Goals

The Program Review team also assessed how the QIAR themes and objectives fit with the major areas of the AFSC Strategic Plan: 1) Peacebuilding and Conflict Resolution, 2) Migration and Human Mobility, 3) Economic Justice, 4) Social Justice, 5) Youth, and 6) Humanitarian Assistance. Although a number of the QIAR programs currently address Peacebuilding and Conflict Resolution, which is one of the First Focus Goals, they do so in a quite disparate manner that lacks the coherence hoped for through the strategic planning process.  And, over half of the program objectives are associated with non-peacebuilding issues, spread mainly across economic and social justice. 

We found that the QIAR program objectives could be categorized as follows under the Strategic Plan areas (some relate to more than one area):

Peacebuilding and Conflict Resolution:  18

Migration and Human Mobility: 2 

Economic Justice: 8 

Social Justice/Human Rights: 4 

Youth: 3 

Humanitarian Assistance: 0 

Other: 4

Of the twelve QIAR locations, nine have some programs in the area of Peacebuilding and Conflict Resolution (reconciliation/dialogue (7), demilitarization/arms control, small weapons (4), nonviolent action/security (3), conscientious objection (1), child soldiers (1), and general peace issues (2)). Five have work on Economic Justice (trade, debt, genetically modified organisms, sustainable development, natural resource conflicts). Four address social justice issues, almost always framed as human rights work, but these are not related to AFSC’s domestic social justice programs, which place a priority on criminal justice.  Two address migration issues linked to human rights concerns.

The AFSC Strategic Plan was intended to promote coherence among AFSC programs.  Among the six broad areas listed above, two were chosen as First Focus Goals: Peace​building and Conflict Resolution and Migration and Human Mobility. 

For Peacebuilding and Conflict Resolution, the overall goal of AFSC is stated as:

Nonviolence and conflict resolution and transformation are accepted by society in the U.S. and specific other countries.  Fear, insecurity and destructiveness created by war and militarism are exposed and mitigated.

The current plan for the First Focus Goals then specifies two objectives: 

1. By 2009, challenge the “war on terror” and the U.S. doctrine of unilateral preemptive war by exposing the human consequences and true costs of specific wars.

2. By 2009, nurture and strengthen civil societies and institutions to effectively use conflict resolution, transformation and reconciliation methods; and promote strategic non-violent action for social change in specific conflict or post-conflict communities.

Only one QIAR program explicitly addresses the global war on terror (but it does not focus on exposing the human consequences and costs). Of the other QIAR programs that deal with peacebuilding and conflict resolution, three do directly promote nonviolent action. Others focused on dialogue and exchange may be loosely interpreted to “nurture and strengthen civil societies and institutions to effectively use conflict resolution…”  However, the objective itself is so broad, that it is difficult to tell how individual programs will contribute to more defined societal impacts. 

The second First Focus Goal receiving priority within AFSC now is Migration and Human Mobility, with a focus on developing immigrants, migrants, refugees and displaced persons as leaders in advocacy for their human rights and public policies that affect their communities.  As noted above, only two QIAR programs address migration issues now, one of these specifically focused on internal migration, and both emphasize the links of migration to human rights concerns.
Overall, then, the QIAR programs are spread quite thinly across multiple broad goal areas, and, within those broad areas, are also scattered widely.

III.
FIELD VISITS AND RELATED INTERVIEWS: PROGRAMMATIC FINDINGS

In our many interviews in the field and with others connected in a variety of ways with QIAR programs (past and present), a number of common themes emerged.  These themes express widely shared assessments, as well as areas of real disagreement. They emerged in multiple specific locations and in relation to specific regional programs and, cumulatively, reveal our understanding of the overall directions and impacts of the global QIAR program.

Elements Widely Appreciated

Certain appreciative comments were made again and again about the QIARs’ work in all regions.  The repetition of these themes and the phraseology in which they were expressed tell a lot about the content and the style of the QIAR programs.  Further, in many instances, these comments were couched in terms of “uniqueness.” That is, these are the things about the QIAR’s work that were appreciated in part because the person speaking noted that they “are not done by anyone else.” 

· The QIARs helped get things started that “no one else” could start

· They are the “only people” who can get us all together

· They are the “only people” who can get us to meet on this issue (examples included child soldiers, conscientious objection, nonviolence, elimination of small arms, migration policy, etc.)

· They bring up important questions/issues not raised by others, not yet on the agenda

· They help us link, network, build bridges (they are the “only people” who can link: 

· Across levels (grassroots to international policy)

· Across groups

· Across sectors or activities and from activities to policy

· They don’t speak for people but put people forward to speak for themselves

· QIARs have a record of work, a reputation built up over many years

· They provide thoughtful, analytical reports (or, when they do not, we miss them)

· They work on many issues, are not limited to one issue

· They don’t have their own agenda as everyone else does

Contradictory Opinions and Dilemmas

Across the many regions where QIARs work, and among the many groups with whom they work, we also heard mixed opinions and ideas.  The range of opinions captured in these illustrate a) the challenges that QIARs face from different constituencies to meet their particular expectations (you cannot please everyone all of the time!); b) the varied experiences and opinions of people with whom we talked, and c) dilemmas now before the global QIAR program that need to be addressed and resolved.

	Some Say
	Others Say

	QIARs stay with an issue for a long time. They are committed and do not drop an issue in mid-stream.
	The QIAR programs are intermittent, fragmented and short run, changing priorities too often (sometimes related to the changing of individuals who hold the QIAR position in a region).

	We like that they stay with us for a long time.
	We like that they get us started on dealing with an issue and then they move on, leaving us to continue on our own.



	We like that they help strengthen grass roots organizations.

We wish they would do more work with us at the grass roots level.
	We are glad that they do not concentrate on grass roots organizations since everyone else does that, and AFSC should do more important things/at different (“higher,” “policy”) levels.

	We appreciate the fact that they do not have an agenda and this helps bring many people in.
	We are frustrated by their non-directiveness and elicitive style.

	We appreciate the fact that they respect us and listen to us to set the agenda.
	We wish we knew what they think, because we waste a lot of time with their attempts to listen to us.

	We appreciate their responsiveness to issues that arise in the specific field locations where they work.
	We wish the overall program had more common focus, more power across regions.


As is clear from these juxtaposed opinions, different people have different concepts about what the QIAR program should/can be. There was no consistent pattern of which type of interviewee would favor which point of view. The opinions seemed shaped by individual preference and analysis more than by location, experience with current or former QIARs, or any other identifiable aspect of the contexts from which people came.

Larger Questions/Issues

Some larger issues arose in multiple conversations.  These represent a widely-held yearning for greater program effectiveness, more programmatic impacts, a clearer program focus, and a larger, shared QIAR purpose.  This desire was expressed as often by the QIARs themselves as by others. 

These issues reflect a sense that AFSC, a major Quaker organization with many years of experience in many places, should play a more central and defining role in efforts to achieve international peace and justice.  The current work is respected.  But many people feel that more is both possible and required.  We heard five basic questions that pointed to the urge to improve the QIAR program:

1. Even if a QIAR program is good, even excellent, is it the best or most effective program?

2. Should the emphasis in QIAR programs be on Quaker, on International Affairs, or on Representative (and if so, representative of what – AFSC? Quakers? Nonviolence?)? 

3. Should the focus be on affecting/changing US foreign policy, on linking to AFSC domestic programs, on addressing peace and justice concerns in the QIAR regions or on listening and responding to the ideas and urgings of local people in the QIAR regions?  

4. Is the QIAR Program a peace program or, more broadly, an international affairs program that can address many global issues (including the various programmatic areas in the AFSC Strategic Plan)? Should the program seek greater focus or should it continue to address many different issues?

5. Do the QIAR programs, good as they are within their regions, add up to more than the sum of their parts? Is there a global program? Is there enough of a global program?

These issues, drawn from our many conversations, demonstrate that those familiar with the QIAR programs share the concerns that motivated the program review regarding the global impacts of the QIAR program. Clearly people involved with the QIAR program are ambivalent (multi-valent?) about its primary goals and foci.  The Program Review team became convinced that resolution of these larger questions and the issues embedded in the contradictory opinions reported above is important if the QIAR program is to realize its potential for greater impacts and effectiveness.  We also believe that such a refocused program will be better able to find consistent funding.

Shared Commitment to Values-Based Programming

At a meeting of the Program Review Team with QIARs and other AFSC staff, the Review team invited people to meet in small groups to name the values on which they base their programming. In reporting back, small groups identified over thirty values! (See Appendix C for the full list.) 

The message of this was strong—namely that the commitment to a values-driven basis for work is shared across all regions and among all QIAR programs. Further, although the list is long, certain values were named by all groups: peace, nonviolence, respect for all human life, equality, justice, diversity, respect for human dignity, reconciliation.

On the other hand, the length of the list indicates that there is no clarity either about which values assume priority across QIAR programs or about terminology that best expresses QIAR core values.  Again, this feeds into the general finding that there is more variety than coherence among programs although all can claim, rightly, to be based in “core” values. 

QIAR Approach: Relationships as Primary 

Our review revealed that the primary approach of the QIARs in all regions involves establishing and nurturing relationships.  QIARs make contacts across a range of local actors, they listen to multiple viewpoints, they invite broad participation in QIAR-initiated/sponsored events, and they regularly consult and re-consult with a broad range of people regarding program directions and priorities. The QIARs value relationships as the “currency” of their programs. QIAR field partners also repeatedly point to the ability of QIARs to make and maintain relationships across actors and levels as the approach that enables them to contribute positively in any setting.

Because this approach is so central to QIAR work, anything that interrupts or undermines relationships is seen, by both QIARs and their field partners, as deeply damaging to program impacts/effectiveness.  We heard many commentaries about factors that had caused such undermining effects, including lack of timely or proper hand-off from one set of QIARs to their successors, failure to keep and transmit records of key contacts, extended gaps between QIAR assignments, budgetary missteps leading to cancellation or postponements of partnership activities, and unexpected closure of QIAR programs. 

Often, the relationships that people cited as important were with QIARs as individuals, rather than with AFSC as an organization.  This is not surprising, as centrally important relationships are typically established among specific individuals. However, because the purpose of the QIAR relationship-building focus is to establish and sustain programs of conflict resolution/peace building (etc.) over time, it is important that the QIARs develop organizational as well as personal relationships.  When personal relationships are emphasized over organizational ties, this can fragment cohesion among QIAR programs and over time.  Relationship-building and nurturing as the central approach of the QIAR program requires certain commitments both from individual staff who hold specific QIAR assignments for a time and from AFSC as a body.  Processes need to be developed and honored that transform personal into organizational relationships and maintain these organizational relationships over time. 

Single-Country QIAR Programs

AFSC asked the Program Review team to gather evidence, if possible, about the value of single-country QIAR programs.  We were able to have a brief meeting with the former Angola QIAR and review documents from that assignment. We did not visit either Viet Nam or Cuba, the other two single-country programs. From our limited contact with Angola, plus the overall review, we offer a few comments on QIAR work in such focused locations.  

Many people point to the QIAR work in Angola as a crucial contribution to the peace process in that country. They also say that this particular individual was able to perform this service because of his extensive personal contacts throughout the region and in Angola itself, his country of origin. The critical contacts for his work were the result not only of his personal history in Angola, but also of his previous work in the region with other important organizations. Similarly, we know from many sources that the QIAR in Viet Nam built an extensive network through many years of work there, and that people value her unique contributions, achieved over her years of involvement.  Both programs are, at the same time, criticized by some local and some outside people for being “too personal” rather than building the connection to AFSC as an organization.  

Though they represent a small “sample,” these two examples suggest that quite valuable work can be done, in the manner of QIARs, in many types of situations. The advantage of working in limited geographic space is the advantage of depth—one person can establish deep and ongoing relationships with relatively frequent contact and become deeply involved in specific issues.  In some cases, such depth may provide unique opportunities to support specific peace efforts.

It is likely that the AFSC will be presented with future opportunities to play this kind of crucial peacebuilding role in specific contexts, particularly in places where a QIAR program has established relationships of trust with key players. Although the QIAR programs have generally taken a regional approach, the evaluation team sees no intrinsic reason why AFSC should not engage in focused opportunities to support specific peacebuilding processes.  In fact, such efforts may offer opportunities for AFSC both to support intergroup connections that are critical to the achievement of peace in a specific area and, also, to link such processes to broader, regional issues that are connected with specific local conflicts. It is likely, however, that decisions about how long to keep one QIAR in place and about when and how to close programs will be more directly linked to the definition of the QIAR job to be done and the assessment of when this primary role has been fulfilled.

IV. PROGRAM REVIEW TEAM’S REFLECTIONS ON THESE FINDINGS

Having found areas of agreement and areas of disagreement about the QIAR programs, as well as a widely-held view that a lack of coherence and unity of purpose weakens overall program effectiveness, the Review Team needed to find a way to sort among the conflicting findings and to clarify how to move ahead on issues of program effectiveness.   This Section is therefore organized in three parts.  To set the stage for understanding what the AFSC QIAR program has to offer the world, we first look at the changed context of QIAR work—how the field of peacebuilding has changed over recent decades, as this can affect QIAR choices. We then discuss what the Findings, outlined above, tell us about current QIAR strengths and weaknesses.  Finally, we review some of the lessons learned through the Reflecting on Peace Practice Project (run by CDA) and use these to explore where and how QIAR Programs could have additional positive impacts.

The Changing Context of QIAR work

The QIAR program is not the same as it was forty or fifty years ago. Neither is the arena in which it works. The general fields of peace and conflict studies (at the academic level) and peacebuilding and conflict resolution work (in the practitioner realm) have also changed. Appendix D outlines these changes and provides detail regarding how they came about.

The importance of the changed environment for the QIAR Program cannot, we believe, be overemphasized. This is because, often as a flattering recognition of the power of past QIAR work, many individuals and organizations now work in areas of conflict, seeking to bring together groups who are divided and to help them find common ground on which to build systems of greater justice and peace.  Whereas AFSC began to work for peace when few others were involved, now the field is crowded.

There is another reason why it is important for AFSC/QIAR to recognize changes in the peace/conflict field.  More and more groups of individuals and agencies that are concerned with peacebuilding are joining together in coalitions and collaborations through which they gain from each other’s varied experience, learn together, combine for additive impacts, and model inclusiveness and positive recognition of the value of differences.  By and large, AFSC at the headquarters level has not so far joined such efforts (although in some regions, individual QIARs do engage with such collaborations).  The result is a loss on both sides.  Too often, most people involved with the QIAR program seem unaware of methods and concepts produced by these efforts that could enhance its work.  Likewise, the joint efforts do not benefit from the breadth and depth of AFSC experience which would add to overall learning.

Similar to the developments regarding peacebuilding and conflict resolution, the past several decades have witnessed considerable activity regarding nonviolent action, and many agencies, mostly development and human rights groups, are individually and collectively struggling with programming that balances the promoting of peace and the realization of justice. AFSC has remained largely on the sidelines of these activities, neither benefiting from nor contributing to them.  It is important for AFSC to recognize that it is not the only agency grappling with these issues and there is much to be gained from working with others who are doing so.

What the Findings Reveal about QIAR Effectiveness 

The findings reported above (from our review of QIAR documents, our comparison of these to AFSC’s Strategic Plan and First Focus Goals, and our field visits and interviews) point to a widely held sense that, as it now exists, the QIAR Program is not adding up as it can and should.  QIARs and others who know the program seek more clarity and definition of QIAR purpose and activities in order to realize greater effectiveness and additional positive impacts.

The findings above about the mixed and contradictory opinions on QIAR work help explain the sense that more is possible if greater clarity and focus could be achieved. These findings indicate that there are real areas of disagreement regarding what a QIAR should be or do or how a QIAR should work.  

The QIAR conundrum is how to remain responsive to particular contextual realities, needs and interests and, at the same time, achieve sufficient programming confluence across locations so that the programs begin to combine into something with greater global impact. Nobody likes the variety as it now exists, because it also reflects a lack of coherence and focus. At the same time, few (if any) want to establish a QIAR program profile that is identical in all places. Everyone appreciates the importance of shaping program priorities in response to regional issues.  

To deal with this conundrum, we should keep in mind the program strengths that all agree that QIARs have.  

First, many see the QIAR role as connectors among groups and issues as uniquely useful. Using a framework developed by others,
 connecting can be understood in four dimensions: 1) bonding involves strengthening internal cohesion within a group with common interests; 2) bridging entails supporting contact or engagement between different communities, often those in conflict; 3) linking concerns supporting engagements and relations across vertical levels of society; and 4) mixing involves bringing individuals of different groups together to explore common as well as divergent needs and interests. QIAR roles were appreciated in all of these areas, although not necessarily equally in all.  Historically, the QIAR role that has been identified as most important is the role of bridging—improving contacts between groups in conflict.

Second, the list of things appreciated shows that QIARs are seen as uniquely able to anticipate and identify important issues not taken up by others.  When these issues are seen to be important, the QIAR role in helping bring them forward and putting them on the agenda for collective work is seen also to be crucial. But, not all issues were important. When the issues were seen as peripheral, judgments regarding QIAR’s work vary from “they are spending time on the wrong issues” to “although these are not the most important issues, they are the ‘right’ ones for the Quakers” (a comment that is unsettling in its acceptance of Quakers as marginal).

Third, many regard the style and approach of QIARs as having special qualities, including the ability to connect with multiple groups who are not able to connect themselves and to gain their trust, so they will join efforts with others. In part, the trust is derived from the fact that QIARs are seen to have no personal agenda but, instead, help people work toward their own agendas.  

In summary, with a broad sense that the QIAR Program can add up to more than it now does, and in spite of significant areas of disagreement on what constitutes the most effective QIAR role, there is agreement that QIARs should perform, and are able to perform, critical connecting roles.  Further, there is broad agreement that they are uniquely able to identify and mobilize action regarding issues that others will not or cannot take up.  Both of these functions depend on a QIAR approach to building relationships that gains trust from varying groups so that they become involved together in working on the issue(s).  

Lessons Learned through the Reflecting on Peace Practice Project Regarding Cumulative Impacts 

During the past four years, CDA has worked with several hundred individuals and agencies engaged in peace practice—activities intentionally designed to help end conflicts and promote just and sustainable peace—in a collaborative learning project, the Reflecting on Peace Practice Project (RPP) cited above (and see Appendix A). The purpose of this effort was to examine the vast array of experience of these agencies and, by analyzing and comparing it, to learn what it means to be effective in peace work.

Many of the lessons learned are relevant to AFSC and to QIAR activities. In this section, we report on these lessons and discuss how they help in understanding and assessing the global QIAR program.

Lessons Learned through RPP

Context Analysis.  Many peace practitioners emphasize the importance of knowing the context where one works.  One person noted, “Context analysis is not optional for peace workers. It is essential.”  However, we found that many people do effective work even though they do not thoroughly analyze their context. Given this, we then looked for the minimum questions that, from experience, were the essential ones. We asked, “What does experience show to be the most important aspects of context that, if not understood, mean that peace work fails?” 

The evidence was clear: there are four questions that are central to effective peace work. In any setting, experience also shows that much more needs to be known; these four questions are necessary, but not sufficient, for effective work. The four questions are:

1. What needs to be stopped? Peace workers often focus on creating conditions for sustainable peace, in the hope that they will demonstrate a convincing alternative to conflict.  However, experience shows that some people gain from the continuation of every conflict. If we do not identify these driving factors of the conflict and develop strategies to stop them, we can build all the good alternatives we want and still fail to bring peace. Experience shows that many peace agencies, even if they focus on stopping something are un-strategic in their choice of focus.  They focus on stopping factors that are marginally contributing to conflict, rather than centering in on the driving factors.
2. What is the conflict not about?  We found that there is a tendency to identify all aspects of life—economics, ethnicity, social structures, political systems, etc.—with the causes of conflict. Everything is seen as contributing to conflict and, thus, every area can be a focus for peace work.  However, if we turn the question around and ask what any given conflict is not about, we soon discover that (for example), although a conflict may be fought along ethnic lines, it is really not about hatred between such groups; or although there are economic dimensions to a conflict, it is not poverty per se that is the cause of the conflict.  This process of defining what is not central to a conflict helps avoid undertaking “peace programs” that simply miss the mark. To work on poverty alleviation is an important thing to do for its own sake but, if in a given situation poverty is not driving the conflict, we would be wrong to equate economic work with peace work.  Asking what a conflict is not about also helps identify social capacities which have not been caught up or destroyed in the conflict, and which can serve as entry points for working on the central problems.

3. Who is and who is not involved in the conflict?  By asking who is not involved in a conflict, it becomes possible to identify who is involved and, even, to sort among groups as to who has which interest in which aspects of continued conflict. It is also important to identify who has the power and authority to make change—and who is in a position to block or resist change towards peace. Again, this allows for better focusing of peace efforts.  Experience shows that many peace programs are un-strategic about who they work with, often working with people who are easy to reach, rather than with those who are central to stopping conflict, creating alternatives.

4. What are the international and regional dimensions of the conflict? Virtually all conflicts have dimensions outside the area of the actual fighting, or beyond national boundaries. Yet, often, peace workers go to the site of fighting as if all peace work must occur there, by the people directly affected. Or they attempt to address a conflict as though it was limited by the boundaries of the nation state. Often, there are missed opportunities for working effectively on a regional or international basis.

These four questions have proved extremely helpful in focusing peace work (and social change work) on the issues that, in context, drive conflict and to be of central importance in developing strategic approaches to peace/conflict/justice work.

Relevance of RPP Context Analysis Lessons to QIAR Programs

Our review of the QIAR programs shows that the primary focus of context analysis is in the specific locations where the QIARs live and work.  In this realm, there is a rather wide variation in what is analyzed and how strategic these analyses seem to be.  The widely shared commitment to listening to local people and identifying issues that matter to them is, it seems, often in tension with a more strategic analysis of what is, and is not, important in bringing about a reduction in conflict and the promotion of a just peace.  

Of course, this is not always the case—in some instances, local people have themselves done a strategic analysis and QIARs are asked to join work that is focused and relevant.  In one field program, partners noted that the particular asset of the QIAR work was that they, alone, identified critical issues before others did and were able to start work around these matters early enough to have a strategic impact that would not have been realized without them.  However, this assessment was heard in only one region. In others, partners recognized the importance of the issues that the QIARs work on, but often noted that they were not, in any strategic sense, the most important issues in that region for the achievement of peace or social justice.

Further, the Program Review team found that many QIAR programs focus on stopping some factor that is seen to contribute to social injustice or conflict (small arms, recruitment of child soldiers, for example), but that few have done a strategic analysis of the central driving forces of the conflict and, as a result, focused their work directly on this.  We do not know whether this kind of analysis, in each region, would result in new program foci, but the broader experience gathered through RPP suggests that greater impacts can be achieved if/when the question is analyzed and programs selected in direct response to the analysis.  Even if the focus of programming does not change, sometimes the focus on stopping driving factors changes the strategy for working on a specific focus.

QIAR programs vary in their constituencies and in the analysis they have applied to decide how to set priorities among possible constituencies to include in their work.  Some have reached out to include people who are essential in that context for achieving systemic change in real time. Others have worked with groups who are ready to work on given issues. Sometimes these people are the first to express and interest in an issue and, thus, are easy to get involved, but they cannot, by themselves, achieve the desired program outcome.  When programs work with easy to reach constituencies (who are already convinced), and do not have a strategy to go beyond these groups to the hard to reach, they limit their effectiveness.  In their own analysis of their programs at Woodbrooke, QIARs often indicated their intention to move beyond their current program focus, or constituency, to have broader effect – in the future.  Few had already taken the steps they intended to take to achieve great impacts.

The question regarding international and regional dimensions of conflicts suggests a very special, and currently missed, opportunity for the global QIAR program.  The advantage of having people located across the world, and in regular communication with AFSC staff in Philadelphia, is that many perspectives can be brought into a global context analysis that could inform, and be informed by, the regional analyses.  We imagine that a system could be developed by which the collective QIAR program staff would identify global issues that have immediate and important implications for each region (although these will vary depending on the specific regional contexts).  A joint analysis of this sort would help shape (not determine) the work in each region and how it is approached.  Areas where several programs can reinforce and strengthen each other by joint programming or exchange of experience could be identified and supported. Relations of local experience to international policy would, more naturally and more frequently, be identified and pursued, such as QIARS with QUNO or with FCNL or with AFSC’s domestic peace programs.

To illustrate: Today’s world is, at the global level, experiencing polarization, between Muslim/non-Muslim; “West”/”non-West;” (terminology is even difficult because of the schisms).  This polarization has immediate impacts and implications in each of the QIAR regions we have visited. At the same time, many regions experience strong impacts from the global “war on terror,” through U.S. foreign and military policies, as well as the corresponding policies of other governments. A joint analysis of these international dynamics may suggest to the group of QIARs and other AFSC staff potent programmatic responses that could be undertaken either in specific regions or globally by all.  Many of the current QIAR activities could/would be continued, but the additive thrust of the work with a shared focus could be greater. (As stated above, work on the “war on terror” is embedded in the First Focus Goals as well.).

RPP Lessons Regarding Strategic Linkages and Approaches to Peace Practice

The RPP examined a broad range of programs types. (Yes, even broader than the range of QIAR approaches!). At the beginning of the process, we found it difficult to compare one type of work (such as revision of grade school curricula to incorporate peace messages) with starkly divergent types (such as Track II off-the-record dialogues involving senior governmental actors).  With much discussion, however, we found a simple way of understanding how all of these relate.

We found two basic approaches to peace work that are shown as columns on the four-cell matrix below.  The first approach is a “More People” approach based on the belief that, to bring peace, one must involve lots of people, through building mass movements, changing public opinion, etc.  The second approach is a “Key People” approach based on the belief that numbers do not matter so much as who is involved. People pursuing this approach identify people whose involvement is necessary for ending conflict/make peace/bring desired social change. These are people or groups who either have the power to make decisions or take actions that bring peace or social justice closer—or have the strength/influence to block or undermine a peace (social justice) effort. 

We found also that there are two essential levels at which most work is focused. These are shown as the rows of the four-cell matrix.  The first is a focus at the Individual/Personal level, based on the belief that making peace involves changing attitudes, perceptions, personal behavior and relationships.  Alternatively, a second focus is on the Socio-Political level, based on the belief that peace is only possible through institutional, structural changes that support the conditions for peace in the form of informal social relations, or more formal laws, policies, and social structures. 

RPP found that all kinds of social action/peace work can be located on this simple matrix. The lines between boxes are dotted to indicate that these are not rigid categories, but they are suggestive of basic strategies of work. 
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Plotting their programmatic starting points on the matrix and tracking program developments and stages across the different quadrants reveals elements of a peace agency’s program strategy. This also makes explicit a program’s implicit assumptions (theories) about how change occurs, how peace is built. 

Using the matrix to assess the programs that were examined through the RPP process, we found that activities that remained only at the Personal/Individual level, and that did not in any way connect to or translate into the Socio-Political sphere, had no discernible impact on peace/social change.  Such efforts may be good programs and they may benefit those who participate in them. But, unless they have some direct and visible connection to actions/activities undertaken in the public sphere, they do not result in the desired change. This does not mean that effective actions cannot start at the Personal/Individual level. Sometimes work at this level is critical as a step in a social change process.  The point is that many activities begin—and end—at this level with the “hope” that they will somehow translate into social action. RPP found that, without some concerted and conscious strategy to make this connection, programs do not contribute to effective social change. 

Further, using this matrix, RPP found that strategies that work on More People but that do not reach and affect Key People, and strategies that work with Key People but do nothing to bring along More People, lose momentum and ultimately fail.  For dynamic social change, for effective strategies to work toward the building of peace, it is necessary to establish some strategic linkage between More People and Key People strategies.  

These two findings about effectiveness, about adding up for significant change, are shown on the matrix by the arrows.
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Implications of RPP Findings regarding Linkages for QIAR Programs

One of the QIAR roles most appreciated by others is their ability to make connections among people, issues and levels. 

Some current QIAR programs focus on individual change—in skills, attitudes, behaviors and relationships.  These often intend for the changes which occur at the personal level to be transformed into socio-political action. However, so long as this transformation remains only a vague intention, without a concrete action plan for moving into the socio-political realm, the effectiveness of the programs is limited.

A good number of current QIAR programs focus on the Socio-Political level.  Some work with More People, others with Key People.  Some also explicitly work to connect More and Key People.  Where we have seen programs that actually achieve these connections, we have been impressed by their effectiveness. Some QIARs have been strongly praised for their effectiveness in supporting actions undertaken by grassroots groups that link to and cause change in the policies of governments or international entities, such as the World Bank.  

More often, however, through the self-analysis of QIARs, it appears that establishing these linkages is not done.  QIARs often report that they are in an early phase of their work and intend, over time, to make these linkages.  RPP refers to such intended connections as “hope lines,” referring to drawing program lines on the matrix that do not exist in reality, but represent a hoped-for outcomes.  The findings both from RPP in general and from our review of QIAR activities show that more can and should be done to make these connections to build strategic linkages for systemic social change.

The matrix provides additional insight into some QIAR activities. In some areas, QIARs have become involved in operational activities, sometimes because of previous programs which they inherited, sometimes because local partners have urged them to do so. By “operational activities” we mean efforts that require a great deal of time in coordination, organizing, resource gathering, and implementation of specific activities. In some cases, they become the long-term sustainers of networks they initiated. In these cases, it seems to us that they are sinking energy into efforts that are not central to the QIAR function—which forfeits the special advantages of the QIAR role. Of course, there is a dilemma here, as some operational roles may be crucial at certain times—and the difficulty is in discerning when the involvement has crossed a line and become an unnecessary distraction. (We will return to this below, but want to flag the problems of becoming project implementers here as we highlight the importance of strategic linkages for effective social change.)

One additional observation is in order with regard to the QIAR roles as connectors.  The evidence shows that in many places, QIARs have effectively helped groups bond internally, through promoting group identity and solidarity for addressing wrongs. They have helped mix groups to work together on issues of common interest, and they have helped link groups across levels (grassroots to policy) for effective action.  We found fewer examples of QIARS currently performing the bridging function where they have helped individuals or groups come together across lines of division.  Interestingly, it is this latter function—bringing groups together who are in conflict—on which the international historical reputation of the QIAR program is based. Yet, in today’s programs, this seems to receive less emphasis.

Many of the people with whom we spoke expressed regret that current QIAR programs do not emphasize the bridging role.  A number were concerned that a tendency to implement programs (often, because of a perception that such activities can more easily find funding) reduces the unique effectiveness of the QIAR program as it has been seen to function in the past.  Some said, “Many people do international projects. This is not the best role for QIARs. The world needs them to stay focused on issues, and on working to bridge divisions, in ways that others are less able to do.”  Another noted, QIARs can end up “putting energy into organization-building or contact-creation that may be only very distantly related to the actual goal.”

V. 
ADMINISTRATION AND ADMINISTRATIVE ARRANGEMENTS 

As we reviewed programs, it became clear that we must also assess administrative arrangements and factors that affect these programs. Some of these are obvious. For example, in our first interviews, AFSC staff opened questions about the hiring arrangements for QIARs.  People suggested that we look into the processes of deciding on qualifications, on recruitment approaches, on interviewing and selecting, on orientation and training, etc.  Behind each of these aspects of the hiring process lie the judgments (often varying) about what the QIAR role is about: its essential functions and qualifications.  The intermingling of the administrative with the programmatic, therefore, is unavoidable.

In the sections that follow, we report our findings with regard to administrative issues and, based on these findings, provide commentary and recommendations from the CDA team.

Context of the Program Review: Staff and Program Changes

The timing for our Program Review meant that we began just as several significant and painful changes in QIAR programs and staff were implemented. One QIAR assignment was terminated early for special reasons. In three other cases, contracts were ending, and were not renewed, although some received an extension to enable the completion of work underway. One program was terminated due to lack of funds (see discussion below on financial issues). Because staff and programs are so intertwined, in several of the cases where QIAR contracts were not renewed, this also involved a hiatus in program. However, decisions about the future of these programs have not yet been made, and there is every reason to expect that, upon review, they will continue.

As a result of the changes we found a high degree of uncertainty and anxiety among QIARs, who felt that they did not understand the rationale for elimination of other QIAR programs (or, in one case, their own). Therefore they worried about the criteria for judging the programs in which they are directly involved.  If others could be “fired,” (this was the terminology used by the QIARs although headquarters noted that non-renewal of a contract is very different from firing) and the decision-making process and criteria for doing this were not clear to everyone, could they be next?  This anxiety was understandable.

Anxiety translated into mistrust and suspicion.  From the field-based QIARs’ point of view, not understanding why the changes had been made fed into a sense of grievance, vulnerability, and mistrust.  From the Philadelphia Administrative point of view, making the decisions and carrying them out had been painful and difficult.  They felt strongly that decisions involving personnel should honor confidentiality and not be widely discussed.  The negative reactions of other QIARs fed the Administrators’ sense of being under attack, of being questioned by people who “do not know all the facts,” and thus, to a sense of being wrongly mistrusted.  Regional Directors sympathized with the QIARs, felt excluded from the decisions regarding terminations and were also worried for their own jobs and the programs they oversee.  

Communications among the three QIAR Program levels (central Administration, Regional Directors and field-based QIARs) were at a low point.  People at all levels felt aggrieved (“I have tried to communicate; I do not understand why they cannot understand me.”)  It was not surprising that there was deep disagreement on interpretations of events and processes; astonishingly, there were also deep differences in statements of facts.  People simply did not agree on whether a meeting occurred or not, who was present or not, who talked to whom on the phone or not, etc.  It would be possible, we assume, to sort out the “truth” of what occurred by a review of memoranda and further interviews.  However, our sense was that this was not really important.  The dynamics of disagreement seemed significant to us because, knowing that no one was intending to lie, they signaled the depth of confusion of communication that must be addressed.

Further, because the program review was launched in this context, many questioned the review itself and CDA’s role. One rumor, reported to us, captured a broader feeling: “AFSC has hired a group of non-Quakers to kill the QIAR program.”  We knew this not to be true.  Four of five of us are Quakers, and we were not instructed, nor encouraged, to find fault with the QIAR program. Rather, we felt we were asked to take a hard look at it to highlight the aspects that are valuable and to help focus the program toward its greatest strengths.  

Even with this potentially difficult atmosphere, the CDA team was fortunate that the QIARS in the field and all of the AFSC staff at headquarters with whom we spoke were extremely helpful and honest as we went about our work.  

Agreements among Administration, Regional Directors and Field-based QIARs 

In our interviews, conversations and visits, not surprisingly we found many areas of common concern, interpretation and agreement between headquarters and field.  (We should note that, while some committee members, field-level partners and others knew of some of the administrative difficulties, most of the findings below are based on AFSC staff interviews rather than a broader inclusion of people outside of this group. Most outsiders were not aware of these issues.) We found that everyone agreed: 

1. There is a real problem of communication and trust and we need to deal with it

2. We want to do what is necessary to change these dynamics

3. We are exhausted and feel as if we areunder attack

4. We want to work this out so we can focus on our real work

Further, at the QIAR Retreat at Woodbrooke, we conducted an exercise in which each group outlined their needs from the other groups. This also revealed a great deal of agreement. Each group wanted:

1. Greater clarity on budgeting and financial reporting processes and requirements and easier, more timely compliance 

2. To build a sense of a “team” working together

3. More face-to-face meetings where we discuss substantive issues

4. Clearer job descriptions, clarification of roles

5. Problem-solving systems for dealing with serious disagreements and conflicts (possibly including mediation)

6. Agreed criteria for judging effectiveness of our programs

7. A way to do joint political analyses as a basis for the programs

8. Good partners, peers from other AFSC staff and programs

9. Good ways to develop and review programs together

10. Better reporting systems 

11. Loyalty to AFSC as a whole

12. Enthusiasm, vision, leadership, good ideas

13. Appreciation and to be valued by others

14. Trust for and from each other

15. Problem-solving approaches to handling financial difficulties

The QIARs and Regional Directors had several other areas of agreement. They wanted:

1. To be included in decisions, understand decision-making processes, feel as if our voices are heard

2. Consistent access to our supervisors, sense that this links us across the three levels of the QIAR program (administration, regional directors, field)

3. Enough time and flexibility to experiment, to redesign programs, to let things evolve, to handle crises (financial and otherwise)

4. Training, exposure to new ideas, latest learning, ways to improve our skills

The CDA team believes that, with this much agreement, it should be possible—even probable—that things can be sorted out quickly and significant improvements devised to clarify roles and create positive team efforts for the QIAR program. 

Disagreements among QIARs, Administration and Regional Directors

Our team, also not surprisingly, found real disagreements among the three levels of the QIAR program with regard to why communication is difficult, and whether/how things have been done badly, in the past.  As noted above, many of these disagreements reflected different interpretations of events, priorities, values, etc.  Many arose because different people were working with different facts.  Most disagreements are focused backwards—on what has already happened that people see in different lights.

Looking forward to a joint commitment to improve relations and re-establish a strong global QIAR program, however, we see far fewer disagreements.  We can identify two areas that may (or may not!) prove to be problematic as steps are taken to move forward.

Decision Making. The first serious disagreement concerns issues regarding decision making on a wide range of questions: establishment/termination of a QIAR position/program, budget and fundraising processes, program priorities and direction/redirection, performance review, and office locations within a region, among others. While everyone agrees that there is a lack of clarity about who decides what, there is disagreement, sometimes at a philosophical level, about who should have input, at what stage and with what degree of influence. The lack of clarity is exacerbated by inconsistency: sometimes the very same type of decision is made with full collegial exchange and consensus-building; at other times, the same type of decision is made by a few people, rapidly and with little or no consultation. 

Much of the decision-making controversy arises from differences of opinions as to the proper role of Administration. Whereas all agree that it is important to bring more order and regulation into the financial and reporting systems used by AFSC (for example), they disagree about how this should/can be done and where decisions should be made about these issues.  

The Administration is concerned with establishing systems and gaining compliance with these from all parts of the organization soon. They are motivated in this direction, in part, by serious fundraising and budgetary issues (“We have more donors over 90 than we have under 40 years of age”) and concern with the survival of the overall organization. AFSC’s budgeting requires that the Development Office raise $38 million per year simply to keep current programs running.  Philadelphia AFSC staff feel this pressure and become frustrated when it seems that they meet resistance from other parts of the organization. 

Others, some of them QIARs, are concerned about “top-down” decision-making, and “command and control” systems, which they see in the financial and reporting mechanisms and in some personnel and program decisions.  They feel that such systems are inimical to AFSC values of participatory decision-making and consultation. This, then, points to the possible philosophical issue regarding what should constitute AFSC’s decision-making process. 

Transparency. The second area of disagreement has to do with transparency.  While everyone agrees that more open, and inclusive, information-sharing will improve relations (and limit rumors), in actual practice it may be difficult for all to agree on what is the right level of transparency about a given topic.  Administrative staff are concerned with protection of privacy and confidentiality, especially on issues that have to do with personnel decisions.  Others are worried that, without openness, criteria for judgment and evaluation are blurred and, thus, can be misused.

In both of these areas, as well as in many where there is agreement, confidence can be rebuilt, we think, primarily through development of clear job descriptions as well as regular, ongoing chances for face-to-face discussions. Many people reported having difficulty with email communication, either because they could not always access it, or because it was so easy for someone to send a hasty or unclear message, which contributed to the spiral of misunderstanding and mistrust.

Specific Administrative Issues of Concern:

Communication Styles

We said above that a strength of the QIAR program is in its value base and in the fact that all those involved in the program are motivated by strong values.  However, in dealing with each other in areas of disagreement, the interpersonal actions of staff at all levels often contradict the core values of respect, dignity, honoring of diversity and transparency.  Everyone blames the “others” for not acting “nonviolently.”  There is an unhealthy amount of talking about other people and their motivations rather than talking with each other to understand why there is disagreement and to find common ground.  People who in their programmatic lives demonstrate remarkable skills at crossing lines of conflict, listening carefully to all points of view, respecting differences and finding ways to work with them and affirming “that of God in everyone” fail to interact by these same standards when dealing with their fellow AFSC staff.  We found no exceptions to this. 

Fundraising

Many of the tensions between Philadelphia and field staff arise from and revolve around money. Issues specific to fund-raising have to do with differently remembered and/or interpreted efforts—and failures—to raise funds in the past.  Increasingly, field-based QIARs are expected to help raise funds for their programs. However, there are limits to this that come both from Philadelphia and from the field.  From the Development office’s side, there is concern that field staff not approach funders who are already being courted by Philadelphia or other field sites—at least not without clearance and consultation.  Further, the Development folks are concerned with the quality of fundraising. They want to ensure professionalism and care, no matter where the activity is occurring. To this end, they have developed a somewhat elaborate process of training and support for QIARs on fundraising.

Nonetheless, QIARs are in general confused and burdened by the expectations that they should do fundraising, within unclear limits and without sufficient training and support.  In some instances, QIARs report having successfully initiated a contact with a donor only to be told by Philadelphia that they should not pursue it. In other cases, Philadelphia feels that QIARs have dropped the ball on promising donor contacts.

From the field side, even with the efforts of the Philadelphia Development Office, there is a great deal of confusion about what they can and should do, and how they should do it.  QIARs report that they are sometimes quite willing to raise funds within the region, particularly for program activities, but find it difficult to approach acquaintances for their own core support, feeling that this skews relationships or competes with partner organizations.  At the same time, many of the QIARs feel that Development staff do not know enough about either their programs or their situations to be able to raise funds optimally for the work.  Clarity is needed here from all sides.

Financial Reporting

The other money-related realm where tensions arise has to do with financial reporting.  The Administration has a system for reporting which the field people report feels onerous. In some instances, the field staff feel that the questioning of expenses from Philadelphia expresses mistrust, and misunderstanding of the programs they are running.  Philadelphia-based staff feel that if field people would simply take on and learn the financial reporting system, it would not only feel simple but would also greatly reduce the amount of time spent in reporting. That is, it would work to the advantage of field staff as well as Administrators.

Again, this is an area where communication has not clarified expectations or procedures.

QIAR Qualifications, Recruitment, Orientation and Support

Everyone agrees that there is a lack of clear criteria by which QIARs are now hired. In part, this lack of clarity comes from a real disagreement about who should be QIARs and what their jobs should be. (See outline of Field Findings re Conflicting Opinions above.)  Some believe that QIARs should be from the U.S., and that a primary focus of their work should be to transmit information from the field to the U.S. public and, at times, to affect US foreign policy.  Others feel that QIARs should, with few exceptions, be recruited from the regions of the world where they will work.  “We have many people here who have the skills required for QIAR work. Why should you send an American to fill this position when the skills and experience are locally available?”  Further, many argue that knowledge of the region—often best embodied in people from that region—is critical for effective work, while others feel that this knowledge can be acquired, but that QIARs “who just learned to spell Quaker yesterday” cannot effectively play a nonviolent, reconciling role among divided groups.

Criteria for Selection and Evaluation of Programs/Who Is Involved and How

Similarly, there is no standard, agreed-to process, nor any set of agreed-to criteria, for selection of QIAR program activities.  This issue has both programmatic and administrative dimensions.

Programmatically, there is an often-articulated bias in favor of “listening to local voices” as the basis for selection of direction, but, at the same time, we heard a number of comments that challenge the usefulness of this approach. For example, local partners in the field noted with appreciation the initiative-taking role of QIARs who identified important issues “before we did.”  In other cases, people expressed some frustration that QIARs only listened to them and did not bring out issues they considered important. In some field locations, partners noted that AFSC was not focused on the “important issues” but, for a variety of reasons, they were comfortable with the QIAR focus on the less-important. Still others suggested that AFSC, with a global reach, can make a contribution by bringing information and perspectives from other regions or from an international level that would be valuable to exploration of local issues, and even help determine local program priorities. 

Administratively, the question is one of decision-making structures that involve, not only staff at all levels, but also committees.  In general, in our interviews, committee members expressed frustration with their roles, or with the lack of clarity of their roles.  In one case, one remarked that, “We are really more of a cheerleading section than anything else.”  Another said, “We spend time on small issues (having to do with property for example). We have very little to do with direction or content of the program.” We also found a great deal of inconsistency with regard to whether and how Philadelphia-based regional committees were involved with important programmatic decisions. Some committees were directly and regularly involved with decisions about the thematic focus of QIAR programs. Others passively received reports from the QIARs (sometimes after long delays), but never discussed the program or its direction. 

It may be that committees, as they are currently used, cannot provide solid, useful advice on programming. We see two reasons why this may be true. First, committee members share the generalized lack of clarity on what the QIARs program are and are not. We heard, for example, of one committee member who criticized a QIAR program, noting, “People in the region are dying and this QIAR only seems to have meetings.” If it were clear that one important focus of QIAR work is on a bridging function and the approach is to establish relationships, as described above, then arranging and going to meetings –if these were engaging people who are in conflict—would be appreciated as important work that is focused on stopping violence and dying. Without agreed criteria for assessing program effectiveness, committee members (and others!) feel free to judge QIAR work according to any criteria they might chose to assert. It would be useful for committees to discuss QIAR programs, but such deliberations should be informed by agreed criteria and program focus 

The second reason why programmatic support from committees may be difficult to achieve has to do with the types and uses of reports. QIARs told us that they seldom (some said “never”) receive feedback on the reports they write and they believe that these are seldom read. With this feeling, they write reports that recount what they have done, but not much about why they chose these activities, how they see them adding up to a strategy for social change, who was involved in the choices they made, where problems lie, etc. Yet, if committees are to be helpful, they need to have fuller information about the thinking that is behind the activities reported. Clarification is needed both about the program, but also about the purposes and uses of program reports.

Further, there is confusion about the relationships between regional committees in Philadelphia, IPEC, and local advisors. In many sites, QIARs told us they have been discouraged, by Philadelphia, from establishing a local committee. In some instances, they do, however, have an informal group of advisors on whom they rely and, in many cases, this provides a valuable immediate reference point for decisions. 

Even though each QIAR has found some way to juggle the various levels of committee involvement, it seems to us that greater clarity about roles and, therefore, about what is needed to help committees fulfill their roles, could result in more support for programs and more helpful analysis about effectiveness.

Regional Directors

The roles of Regional Directors are unclear both to the Directors, themselves, and to others. Our team found examples where the Directors had contributed to misunderstandings and polarization among QIARs and between the Administration and QIARs in the field.  Some QIARs in the field complain that their Directors do not “advocate” for them adequately.  Administrative personnel complain that the Directors do not convey their concerns sympathetically and accurately.  The Regional Directors report that they feel caught in the middle, they are concerned for their own jobs and uncertain about Administrative decision-making, and they feel out of touch (in some instances) with the field programs.

It is not an easy job, but it is crucial. And the role cannot be over-valued.  If the Regional Directors function well as facilitators of program, they serve as clarifying conduits of communication between headquarters and the field.  They can spot difficulties and possible misunderstandings long before they become problematic, and through personal communication and listening and interpreting, enable increasing understanding and sharing among levels.  

Further, working as a team with the Associate General Secretary for International Programs, they can lead the process of achieving coherence and synergy among QIAR programs.  They might also regularly disseminate new thinking and interesting insights about international politics to their field staffs, and they should immediately read, and provide feedback, on every field report they receive.  There were many instances in which observers of the QIAR program, QIARs themselves, and committee members felt that some of these jobs are not clearly defined and are not clearly performed.

VI.
RECOMMENDATIONS OF PROGRAM REVIEW TEAM 

We set out below a set of recommendations in three categories—those having to do with program directions and focus, those having to do with administrative arrangements and those having to do with cross-over issues that relate both to program and administration.

Program Recommendations:

The recommendations that follow with regard to the QIAR programming focus are based on our findings reported above. They reflect the opinions of many with whom we talked, but we clearly have chosen among the variety of opinions we heard as we made our own judgments regarding what will be most effective in the future.

Our judgments come from our assessment of the strengths of past and current QIAR programs and of the weaknesses brought to our attention and described earlier in this report:

· QIARs’ unique ability to connect people and issues where others cannot and to mobilize people around issues others will not take up;

· Concerns that QIARs not be diverted from their most appreciated and important functions by becoming overly involved in implementing project and/or by taking on too many, varied activities

· Concerns that being responsive to local issues might weaken the overall QIAR program impacts.

With these often-repeated comments in mind, our team recommends:

Recommendation 1: Clarify the Primary Goal of QIAR Programs 

The review team recommends that the primary goal of the QIAR program be clarified by all involved (IPEC, Regional Panels, AFSC and IP Administration, Regional Directors, and the QIARs).  

Option 1A: Our team recommends that QIAR’s primary goal be explicitly named as pursuing peace with justice.  Within this very (too!) broad goal, a more specific and definable frame would need to be agreed to.  It should, at a minimum, concentrate on working in areas and on issues around which people have strong disagreements that are dangerous—that either are currently causing intergroup violence or have a high probability of doing so.  The focus would be on AFSC’s role in bridging among groups in conflict.  With such a definition, the focus of all activities would be on linking from the grassroots to international levels and on bridging among divided groups.  

If this were agreed to, the criteria for deciding on program activities would become clearer. They would focus on bringing grass roots experience to bear on the establishment of policies that affect peace/justice, and linking decision-makers and policy-makers to practical peacebuilding on issues that now deeply divide people and result in intergroup violence/conflict.  Over time, this focus would also help determine priorities of locations for QIAR programs. In addition a system should be established to ensure the fit of future activities with the established peace focus criteria 

Option 1B: At a minimum, we recommend that a process be undertaken that does achieve more clarity than now exists in the program. The broad range of themes and objectives now recorded across regional programs must be reduced.  We are not suggesting that commitments that have been made suddenly be dropped! We are proposing instead that an overarching theme be agreed, by which work in each region can be connected to that in the other regions. 

We refer back to our illustration above that “the war on terror” or global polarization could provide a connecting theme that has ramifications for programming in all regions. Regular communication between programs and regular QIAR meetings (once or twice a year) would be used to reflect on the various programmatic angles being dealt with and to analyze how they are related and can beneficially reinforce each other for broader impact.  

As noted above, the QIAR program goals and objectives do relate, in several cases, to the First Focus Goals in Peacebuilding and Conflict Resolution and, in two instances, to Migration and Human Mobility. As part of the process of achieving greater focus and clarity, the programs could also consider how they contribute to the overall AFSC goals in this area. However, the planning process itself will need to give greater weight to the potential international program role in meeting the stated objectives. 

Recommendation 2: Create a QIAR-without-Portfolio Position

The review team recommends that a “global QIAR” or “QIAR without portfolio” position be created to serve as a linkage among regional QIAR programs and to help maintain the ongoing global analysis that informs each program.

It seems clear that unless someone is specifically made responsible for maintaining the analytical and practical programmatic link among programs, the multiplicity of opportunities and interests in the regions will continue to cause themes to proliferate and scatter.  Therefore, we suggest that an individual be hired to provide this linkage and provide leadership in connecting local analysis to global analysis. S/he would travel regularly among regional QIAR programs, providing each with new ideas and insights gained from the others, carrying considerable experience in QIAR-type assignments, and able to suggest new areas or approaches for QIARs to consider. In addition, this individual could take on special assignments if/as need arises. For example, one person we interviewed noted how useful it would be if there were a QIAR capacity, now, to be traveling regularly in and out of Iran and Iraq, establishing contacts across the political spectrums within each of these countries, simply to be listening and hearing the issues as they appear to those inside these factions. Such an individual would also provide a direct linkage of the QIAR programs, as a whole, into the AFSC domestic programs as appropriate.

We make this recommendation in response to the dilemmas posed in the Contradictory Opinions described above. These highlighted the conundrum posed by the importance of focusing on local needs and interests while, at the same time, establishing a global program that has broader, more lasting impact. With the establishment of a global QIAR alongside the current, well-grounded regional QIAR programs, both dimensions of the program—local and global—could be addressed simultaneously.

Recommendation 3: Link QIAR Programs to Systems of Government

The review team recommends that QIAR programs more explicitly link civil society activities to existing systems of governance, with the aim of increasing both governments’ accountability and responsiveness of governments to the welfare of the people, and civil society’s awareness of its own responsibilities in upholding standards of governance.

The team makes this recommendation in response to our observations of current QIAR programs. These reflect a tendency we have seen in many other agencies and locations, namely the tendency to work with civil society without attention to the importance of linking it to improved governance systems. Too often, in areas of conflict or post-conflict, there is high suspicion of government. Many civil society groups eschew interactions with governmental bodies, fearful that they may be co-opted or tainted by association. However, unless such groups engage with and work with governments, (rather than by-passing them or interacting only as outside lobbyists/ pressure groups), the latter will never reform and become responsible/responsive. Our team believes that this area is one where the value base from which AFSC staff work can provide new and critical approaches to linking civil society and government systems.

Recommendation 4: Establish a Protocol for Program Decisions

The review team recommends that a protocol for program decisions be established that is used in all regions and by all committee levels. Such a protocol must identify the locus of decision-making for various types of programmatic issues, including: whether to establish a new QIAR program or lay down an existing one; the essential issue-focus of each QIAR program, and changes therein; major new program initiatives; consideration of linkages among development, relief and peacebuilding efforts—and linkages to U.S.-based programs and units; global themes and issues to which all QIAR programs are asked to relate. In such decisions, what are the roles and authorities of the field staff, desk officers, IP administration, AFSC administration, IPEC and regional committees? 

In addition, the review team suggests that such a protocol contain a series of questions that must be specifically answered before a new program activity is taken up. These could include, among others:

· Has the proposed activity ever been tried before? If so, what was the result?

· Who else is doing this or something similar now? 

· How does the proposed activity relate to the QIAR global theme (if one is agreed)?

· What is the relation of the proposed activity with AFSC planning priorities?

· How does the proposed activity relate to U.S. foreign policy?

· How does the proposed activity fit with local priorities? Whose priorities?

· Who is included in the local constituency? Who is not included?

· What is the relation to previous Quaker activities, in the area? Elsewhere?

· If the emphasis of the activity is on individual change, what is the plan for linking this activity to change in the socio-political realm?

· How will the program link “more people” and “key people” strategies (in the RPP sense)?

With a serious attempt to assess any activity in relation to these questions, the criteria for selection of some things over others should become rigorous and transparent. (As noted above, this will ease efforts to raise funds as well.)

Recommendation 5: Establish a Honorable and Consistent Process for Laying Down Programs

In addition to establishing a protocol for deciding what to do, the review team recommends also that AFSC establish criteria for deciding when a QIAR program should end and develop a process for carrying out such endings.  This needs to be carefully done whether the reason for ending is that goals have been effectively achieved, or that there are problems and the work is not going well. That is, processes for ending things should be honorable whether they occur because of “success” or “failure.”  Particular attention should be given to how the program and AFSC honor the relationships with program partners in the field and with long-term program friends and advisors.  Such a process should include a system for communicating the decision and the criteria by which it was made to all concerned, and should provide for a period of transition after a firm decision to end has been reached. Where possible, specific activities or projects should be devolved to other organizations. 

Administrative Recommendations

Recommendation 6: Establish Agreements regarding Decision Making Using an Outside Facilitator

The review team recommends that an outside facilitator be engaged to work with all levels of the QIAR program (field staff, Regional Directors, IP Administration and AFSC Administration) to sort through the disagreements about decision-making and transparency. This work would build on the good effort started at the Woodbrooke QIAR consultations in December. 

The Program Review team is convinced that there is good will and readiness among all to improve communications and to focus on team building for greater QIAR impact.  However, because communications have become burdened with emotionally laden history, it seems only prudent to engage a skilled outsider who can work with all concerned to re-establish healthy patterns for going forward. 

Recommendation 7: Address Certain Other Key Issues with an Outside Facilitator

The review team recommends that a facilitator, working with staff and committees where appropriate, in addition to working on the general issue of decision making, should address specific issues needing attention, such as 1) articulation of QIAR job descriptions and qualifications; 2) compliance with financial reporting systems; and 3) establishment of problem-solving mechanisms that can be invoked as needed, including mediation. Each of these key issues is explained further below. 

Job Descriptions and QIAR Qualifications

The Program Review team recommends that there be broad and inclusive consultation regarding the appropriate qualifications for QIARs. With such consultation, ideas can be put forward and tested for their appropriateness in each region, then appropriately modified until there is broad agreement on the universal qualities required.

We suggest (from our interviews) the following as a starting point (note, many of these are now included in job descriptions; broad consultation around these criteria should add “meat” to the concepts, specifying what is meant by each):

· Awareness of and demonstrated commitment to core values of Quakers

· Desire to further peace and justice, within the region and globally

· Proven ability to serve as catalyst and link to encourage new combinations of people to work together to transform problems

· Proven ability to engage with others to draw on their experiences and insights while connecting these to guiding values and principles

· Demonstrated independence and interdependence which informs working with others in respectful ways that, nonetheless, remain true to Quaker values

· Demonstrated ability to identify themes and analyze relationships among themes for global strategic impacts

Compliance with Financial Reporting Systems

The Program Review Team recommends that all parties agree to try the existing system for financial reporting for an agreed period of time (e.g., six months) and then evaluate it rigorously. At that time, it can be appropriately modified, based on experience and the variety of needs included in AFSC programs. It would be important for everyone to agree, in advance of the trial period (facilitated by the outside facilitator) on the criteria for evaluating the system.

At the same time, each QIAR program should write up and circulate to all concerned (other QIARS, Regional Directors, and appropriate Administrative staff) a one-page analysis of their program and a one-page description of possibilities and constraints for fund-raising for their program. Regional Directors and Administrators could also write down and circulate the possibilities and constraints from their viewpoints. These papers, taken together, will provide a basis for clarifying disagreements and conflicting expectations and coming to agreement on next steps.

Problem Solving Mechanisms/Mediation

The Program Review team recommends the development of a regular set of procedures for problem-solving and conflict resolution. Such a system should be able to address a range of problem types (program, budget, fundraising, interpersonal dynamics, communi​cations, reporting, performance, etc.) and involve various types of people (field staff, desk staff, administration, and even committee members if appropriate). The procedures should emphasize handling issues early, before they become entrenched and difficult. The procedures could include use of an outside mediator at certain stages and for certain types of particularly challenging problems, based on an agreed procedure for calling on such a person.

The new problem-solving/conflict resolution system should be conceived and tested through broad consultation.
 While similar mechanisms may be needed elsewhere in AFSC, IP has specific needs and challenges (such as distance), and can be used as an experimental arena.  

Recommendation 8: Regularize the Orientation Process for New QIARs

The Review team recommends that a system of orientation be established for newly hired QIARs.  Such orientation should include meetings with people familiar with QIAR programs in many regions, people with knowledge of the region where the QIARs will be placed, members of AFSC committees that provide oversight to QIAR programs, Development office staff and financial reporting staff, and theorists and practitioners in nonviolent analysis and conflict transformation.  In addition, newly hired QIARs should visit one or two other QIAR locations before taking up their own posts. 

Recommendation 9: Develop a Program of Training for Regional Directors and QIARs

The Review team recommends that training be provided to all Regional Directors and QIARs in response to their expressed interests. Specific programs (requested at Woodbrooke) include supervision (for Regional Directors) and management, facilitation skills, political analysis and fundraising. We would add report writing! Such training should be provided whenever a need is identified and not only once.

Recommendations with Both Programmatic and Administrative Dimensions

Recommendation 10: Hold Bi-Weekly Meetings of IPEC Director and Regional Directors

The team recommends that Geri and the Regional Directors hold regular 2-hour meetings every other week to discuss substantive issues, bring in new learning, read an article together, etc. as a part of the team-building process. Never use these for administrative discussions.  The articles and notes of these meetings should be shared with all QIARs and invite responses. Field QIARs should feel welcome to suggest topics for discussion or to attend these meetings if in Philadelphia at appropriate times. These meetings should occur even if some are absent. 

Recommendation 11: Arrange More Frequent QIAR Meetings

For two years, arrange semi-annual meetings of all QIARs, Geri and Regional Directors to hold similar discussions. We recommend this intense investment of time and money in order to address the issues enumerated elsewhere in this report, to explore greater programmatic confluence, and to continue the process of reestablishing trust and communication. After the initial two-year period, evaluate the process and determine how to continue with regular meetings. These meetings would be the venue for performing global analysis, as a first step towards creating/pushing for global impacts. Each QIAR program could assess its own field activities in relation to the global analysis, and discuss with colleagues how to enhance the impacts of the global program on emerging themes and possibilities. Other Quaker organizations, such as QUNO, FCNL and international sister bodies could be invited to participate as appropriate.

Recommendation 12: Clarify the Roles and Purposes of Regional (and Other) Committees

Since AFSC is organized so that Committees oversee every program, it is important to develop a committee system that is satisfying for committee members and useful for staff and program development. We see several possibilities that could be considered in the process of clarifying their role and purposes (not mutually exclusive): 

1. Lay the Regional Committees down and establish other mechanisms for gaining advice or decision-making on specific kinds of issues

2. As one possible mechanism with #1 above, organize annual “visiting committees” of two to three IPEC members with regional experience to travel to the region and participate with field staff and Regional Directors in an annual internal program assessment and planning process—and report back to IPEC

3. Continue the Regional Committees, but give them a clear job description and a regular role in the AFSC planning cycle

4. Reduce the size of the Regional Committees and incorporate them into IPEC as true subcommittees to be convened when a specific program need regarding a region arises.

Recommendation 13: Carry out Regular Program and Personnel Evaluations

The review team recommends implementation of regular (at least annual) personnel evaluations and internal program evaluations.  The AFSC protocols for both types of evaluation should be examined to make certain that the two types of evaluation are clearly distinguished. From our interviews, it appears that several problems persist in this area: 1) personnel evaluations are performed irregularly and inconsistently; 2) only the Regional Director is involved in personnel evaluations—with the result that serious critiques from other administrators are not communicated, leading to “surprise” personnel actions; 3) personnel and program reviews are entangled, resulting in unclear decision making. 

Recommendation 14: Connect to the U.S. and Regional Conflict Resolution, Peacebuilding and Nonviolent Action Networks

Our review team believes that AFSC should reconnect its peace work, and the QIAR Program in particular, to collaborative efforts involving other peace, conflict resolution and nonviolent action organizations, both in the U.S. and in the regions of activity. This would serve the regional QIAR programs and the global program by providing access to a broader base of knowledge and experience about the effectiveness of peace/justice work.  

APPENDIX A: DESCRIPTION OF THE REFLECTING ON PEACE PRACTICE PROJECT 

A Collaborative Learning Project of Agencies Involved in Working on Conflict 

The Reflecting on Peace Practice Project (RPP) is an experience-based learning process that involves agencies whose programs attempt to prevent or mitigate violent conflict. Its purpose is to analyze experience at the individual program level across a broad range of agencies and contexts. Its goal is to improve the effectiveness of international efforts to help in "other people's conflicts." 

Building on Earlier Phases of RPP Work

From 1999 though early 2003, RPP engaged over two hundred agencies and many individuals who work on conflict around the world in a collaborative effort to learn how to improve the effectiveness of peace practice.  They volunteered time and effort to gather past experiences in attempting to move societies away from war and toward peace. By analyzing these experiences through case studies and consultations with practitioners, RPP was able to clarify why some things work, and others do not. 

The findings from this three-year effort, published in Confronting War:  Critical Lessons for Peace Practitioners, are available at www.cdainc.com/rpp. Lessons have been identified in three specific areas that, if applied, can improve effectiveness:

1. Factors critical to conflict analysis as the basis for effective peace programming; 

2. Approaches to setting appropriate goals and planning programs that are closely linked to criteria for improving effectiveness; and

3. Systems for monitoring and assessing outcomes and impacts of peace efforts to determine (and improve) effectiveness.

RPP gained additional useful insights in relation to:

· The relationship between the means used and the ends achieved in peace practice; 

· The importance of and ways to improve partnerships between “insiders” who work to resolve conflicts in the areas where they live and “outsiders” who cross borders to work with those who suffer from conflict; 

· Possible negative outcomes from peace work;

· Specific programming approaches that are often used (dialogues and training); and 

· The impacts of donor policies and approaches on the effectiveness of peace practice.

Agencies and individuals involved in RPP consultations suggested that we should next enable peace practitioners to apply the findings and techniques developed, through some form of direct engagement in the field.  In response, RPP has developed a two-pronged strategy that is disseminating and encouraging broad adoption and utilization of RPP lessons by a number of peace agencies.  The intent is, first, to improve the effectiveness of existing and ongoing peace programs through integration of the RPP learnings, and, second, to continue the process of gathering lessons to improve the impacts of subsequent peace practice.

The Approach

Field Work. RPP-Utilization Phase is providing staff liaisons that work directly with international and local NGOs engaged in peace practice in specific regions of the world. Initially, RPP has selected four regions experiencing ongoing conflict (Central Africa, West Africa, Balkans, and Asia).  

The liaisons work with field staff in the four selected regions employ the lessons learned through RPP.  The liaisons present RPP ideas and lessons to NGO field staff, and then work with them to devise practical strategies appropriate in their areas and to integrate these lessons into their ongoing operations.  Liaisons visit each field site three to four times a year over a two-year period in order to help field staff monitor, assess, and develop strategies for improving program impacts in light of the RPP lessons. 

RPP also recognizes that field workers and headquarters personnel from other regions are also interested in learning about the RPP findings and practical applications. Therefore, staff provide a variety of workshops or consultations to people from other areas outside the four selected regions.

Consultations.  Periodically, RPP organizes consultations among the individuals and agencies involved in using the RPP approaches, as an opportunity to exchange experiences, compare notes, help each other solve problems, share good ideas and, in general, continue to collaborate to improve the effectiveness of their work.

Outcomes/Products:

As people gain experience utilizing the RPP findings, CDA will systematically collect and share this additional learning with collaborating agencies.  This will be presented in ongoing, informal publications, and/or on the CDA web site, as mechanisms for exchanging experience.  At the end of the two years, CDA will publish a variety of materials designed to help field practitioners in peace work to use RPP findings—in the form of case studies exploring the application of RPP concepts, training exercises, compendiums of lessons learned, and so forth.

APPENDIX B:  QIAR PROGRAM THEMES AND OBJECTIVES

Coded regarding fit with the AFSC Strategic Plan 2003-2008: 

· Peacebuilding and Conflict Resolution (PBCR)—First Focus Goal
· Migration and Human Mobility (MHM)—First Focus Goal
· Economic Justice (EJ)

· Social Justice (SJ) = Human Rights (HR)

· Youth (Y)

· Humanitarian Assistance (HA)

	Region
	Themes and Objectives
	Strategic Plan Area

	Angola

(2003)
	Peace and Social Change

Objectives:

· Conflict transformation (prevention, management and resolution) 

· Reconciliation and reconstruction 

· Demilitarization and disarmament 
	PBCR

	
	Community Building and Governance

Objective: Faith, partnership and nation building: promote policies that sustain nation building and regional integration
	Other: institution building

	Central Africa (pro​spective)
	Reconciliation and Human Rights

Objective: Civil society groups, particularly religious organizations in the region, create new definitions of, and approaches to, the culture of peace and democracy
	PBCR/HR

	
	Economic Justice

Objective: National and regional organizations working on cutting-edge economic justice will enhance their skills and capacity for advocacy and lobbying at the policy level
	EJ

	
	Youth and Women Leadership Formation

Objective: The participation of youths and women in decision-making processes as they challenge the custodian of culture and power at national and regional levels increases in Central Africa
	Y + Woman

	Southern Africa
	Peace and Social Action

Objective: National poverty reduction campaigns will address the need to reduce military budgets as an integral part of the strategy to improve economic and social conditions for their populations
	PBCR/EJ

	
	Governance and Media

Objective: Governments and civil society actors will implement democratic processes that ensure peaceful and legitimate transition of power in Zimbabwe, Zambia, Malawi and Lesotho
	PBCR?

	
	Economic Justice and Development

Objective: A platform of faith and community-based organizations and research activities will lobby for just and non-violent programs of land reform and redistribution in Zimbabwe
	EJ

	
	Civic and Economic Education

Objective: A regional economic literacy network will engage in productive dialogue with policy makers to effect national budgets to provide adequate social services for the majority of the people
	EJ

	East Asia
	Engagement among Organizations and Individuals in East Asia

Objective 1: To encourage mutual understanding and equitable and sustainable development across the East Asia region by facilitating and supporting engagement among organizations and individuals on questions of peace and socioeconomic justice

Objective 2: to raise public awareness by sharing the analysis and experiences of the East Asia QIARs with a broad audience

(Note: within this area, the QIARs are now working on issues of migration and mobility, and human rights for young women workers.)
	SJ/HR

(MHM)

	
	Active or Imminent Conflicts, where avenues for reconciliation are blocked

Objective 1: to support Koreans in preparing for increased contact and communication between people in the north and the south, and sponsor activities related to conflict resolution

Objective 2: to improve and increase the dialogue between the DPRK and the U.S. and increase communication between people in the DPRK and other countries….
	PBCR

	
	Militarization and the Proliferation of Weapons

Objective: to support the efforts of national organizations to reduce militarism and advocate for the elimination of weapons of mass destruction and reduction in military bases
	PBCR

	South East Asia
	Community Security

Objective: Enhancing community security: to build awareness of alternatives to violence and of local, national, and regional strategies to enhance the security of local communities, including the use of active nonviolence and related approaches to achieve justice.
	PBCR

	
	Ethnic and Inter-religious Pluralism

Objective: to encourage ethnic and inter-religious tolerance
	PBCR

	
	Globalization and Regional and National Security

Objective: to enhance dialogue between leaders of civil society peace organizations in the region and government officials charged with security responsibilities. 
	PBCR


	Andean Region 
	Ethnic Minorities: facilitate the building of inclusive societies that respect and appreciate differences, in which ethnic minorities can live free from discrimination, racism and exclusion

Objective 1: Facilitate the building and strengthening of strong local, national and regional organizations and movements of indigenous, Afro-Andean, Roma and other ethnic minority peoples. 

Objective 2: Support initiatives from indigenous, Afro-Andean, Roma and other ethnic minorities geared towards the defense, protection and promotion of their human rights. 
	SJ/HR

	
	Youth: create social conditions in which youth are appreciated, their rights respected, and in which they have the opportunity to contribute to the building of more just societies. 

Objective 1: Facilitate the building and strengthening of strong local, national and regional organizations and movements of youth with a particular focus on tackling issues of discrimination and racism. 

Objective 2: Facilitate …organizations of youth and partner organizations tackling the issues of Conscientious Objection and Child Soldiers
	Y

	
	Migrants: ensure respect for the rights, dignity, welfare, and return of displaced, refugee, and migrant peoples and those at risk of becoming so. 

Objective 1: Facilitate the building and strengthening of local, national and international organizations of migrants and/or partner organizations geared towards defending their rights

Objective 2: support initiatives by these organizations to prevent and solve the causes of displacement and migrations and to make possible the return of migrating populations. 
	MHM

	Central America
	Grassroots Education and Organizing

Objective: Educate the vast range of grassroots constituencies on trade and development issues and the threats posed by the current model
	EJ

	
	National Poverty Alleviation Plans

Objective: strengthen and build capacity at the local level to create and advance concrete proposals for development projects and programs that will be fed into a comprehensive poverty reduction plan
	EJ

	
	Access to and Effective Engagement in Policy Social Dialogue

Objective 1: organize, educate and empower the vast range of grassroots constituencies for effective mobilization…to bolster social dialogue processes in policy arenas to prevent adoption of damaging legislation on trade and development and to present alternative legislation…

Objective 2: support the articulation …of comprehensive alternative plans of development…

Objective 3: support the access and effective engagement of civil society leaders to spaces of policy-level decision-making spaces 
	EJ

	Cuba
	Build Civil Society

Objective: To strengthen non-governmental organizations as a positive force in Cuba and Cuba’s evolving understanding of the role of civil society. 
	Other: Institution building

	
	Economic Policy/Sustainable Development

Objective: To encourage in Cuba, in collaboration wit local partners, exploration of economic policy options that encourage sustainable and equitable development
	EJ

	
	Reconciliation: U.S. Policy

Objective: to provide information and analyses to policy-makers and the U.S. public in order to encourage challenges to and constructive changes in U.S. policy towards Cuba. 
	PBCR

	Middle East (regional)
	Children and Armed Conflict

Objective 1: Campaign & Advocacy: securing regional ratification and adherence to the Optional Protocol to the Convention on the Rights of the Child, that is lifting the age of participation into armed conflict from 15 to 18.

Objective 2: Research and Monitoring: Facilitating and contributing to regional research and capacity for monitoring. 

Objective 3: Coalition Development & Capacity Building: strengthening the regional and global network of partners to the CSC and promoting its long-term sustainability
	PBCR

	
	Control of Small Arms and Light Weapons in the Region

Objective 1: To widen the knowledge among government and civil society of the many dimensions of small arms control. 

Objective 2: To identify and link interested NGOs and government representatives. 

Objective 3: To promote participation in regional small arms control activities. 

Objective 4: To facilitate the development of specific field programs as requested by governments or civil society organizations. 
	PBCR

	
	Regional Dialogue on Arms and Security Issues

Objective 1: To identify government officials and civil society experts who can advise on likely subjects of interest, and possible contacts and participants for an ongoing series of informal, track II seminars and meetings on issues related to regional arms control and security. 

Objective 2: To build a firm, well-informed national base in four countries for ongoing regional dialogue. 

Objective 3: To enable interested government decision makers and expert academics to meet for off-the-record dialogue on a regional basis. 
	PBCR


	Shared ME Regional and Jerusalem
	Control of Small Arms and Light Weapons in Palestine

Objective: promote the safe, responsible, legal and controlled possession, handling and use of weapons. 
	PBCR

	
	Regional Dialogue on a Comprehensive Israeli-Palestinian Peace Settlement

Objective: To explore openings for use of informal, off-the-record discussions in preparation for and support of formal talks among regional governments. 
	PBCR

	Jerusalem
	Creating a People’s Movement Dedicated to Nonviolent Direct Action as a Strategy to End the Israeli Occupation

Objective: To empower the Palestinian society to confront the Israeli occupation through nonviolent direct action.
	PBCR

	
	Building a Global Movement for the Promotion of a Just Peace between Israel and Palestine

Objective: to contribute to create a coordinated lobby for a just peace in the Middle East, aimed at international parties involved in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, such as the U.S., U.N., E.U. and Arab League. 
	PBCR

	
	Strengthening the Movement of Conscientious Objectors in Israel and Other Groups and Individuals who Refuse to Serve in the Occupied Territories

Objective: Promote the concept of CO or partial refusal and personal responsibility as a feasible option for Israeli citizens who are conscripted for army service or are already serving in the army. 
	PBCR

	Quaker United Nations Office (NYC)
	Peace

Objective: To enhance the UN’s capacity to address issues of international peace and security through peaceful prevention and non-military alternatives, including greater cooperation with civil society. To help make the prevention of violent conflict politically and practically possible in the UN system. 
	PBCR

	
	Development

Objective 1: Economics and Peace: to develop an understanding of the inter-linkages between unequal distribution of financial resources, poverty, and the use of natural resources and sustainable peace, and focus on existing agenda items within the UN system to highlight these linkages. 

Objective 2: Sustainable Development Issues: to encourage the successful implementation of Agenda 21 formulated at the Rio Conference, 1992, and the re-envisioning of the task of integrating environmental, developmental, social and human rights concerns into the work at the grassroots, national and regional and global levels. 
	EJ/PBCR

	
	Disarmament

Objective: Small Arms and Light Weapons: to carry one, over the next three years, the work of the office on small arms and light weapons, with special attention on developing understanding of demand issues, in conjunction with QUNO-Geneva.
	PBCR


	
	Human Rights

Objective: Indigenous Peoples and Issues: to encourage significant engagement by the UN with indigenous peoples and issues as a cross-cutting concern affecting many UN bodies, programs and agencies, with particular attention to the impact of violent conflicts on indigenous peoples. 
	SJ/HR

	
	Youth

Objective: To facilitate an exchange of knowledge, skills, and experiences between QUNO, its work and young people. 
	Y


APPENDIX C: LIST OF VALUES ON WHICH QIARS BASE THEIR PROGRAMMING

The Peace Testimony

Equality

Justice

Peace

Learning through experience

Discovering and working on the root causes of conflict

Speaking truth to power

Respect for differing cultures

Nonviolent/direct action

Respect for human dignity, for individuals, for others, for all human life

Simplicity

Truth

Courage to do what is right

Forgiveness

Transparency

Clarity

Service/being of service

Diversity

Responsiveness to the people we work with

That of God in every person

Inclusiveness

Transformation

Continuing revelation through experience

Humility

Accompaniment

Non-discrimination

Relationship between means and ends/importance of how we work as well as what we do

Love/the power of love

Reconciliation

The importance and value of silence, of listening

APPENDIX D: The Context for the QIAR Program: Developments in Peacebuilding, Conflict Resolution and Nonviolence

The QIAR program is not the same as it was forty or even fifty years ago; the program has evolved and changed over time. At the same time, various elements of peacebuilding and conflict resolution have also been developing in parallel with AFSC’s programmatic efforts in this area. This section will attempt a brief overview of those developments and discuss the implications for the future of global QIAR work. 

First, it might be useful to make a distinction between the development of an academic field and the evolution of an accepted set of practitioner skills. The first generally involves the articulation of theoretical frameworks and ideas, and a rigorous research program to continue the process of theory development and testing. The second, while frequently allied with academic work and sometimes included in university programs, entails the identification of and training in core competentcies necessary for engaging in applied work in the world. In academic programs, these skills are often taught in separate courses from their theoretical counterparts, and developed through practicums, labs, and internships. In addition, many organizations offer training programs and on-the-job mentoring outside of academia. 

The field of peace and conflict has seen developments in both the academic and practitioner arenas. 

Peace Studies
In the 1950s, those interested in international conflict, war and peace generally studied international relations, usually a sub-field of political science. In the 1960s, the field of peace studies emerged, often as a separate inter-disciplinary program allied with sociology, political science, economics and social psychology, with strong connections to area studies. In most cases, these programs were engaged in research and writing about peace processes and the nature of conflict. These programs were often in tension with the more traditional fields of international relations and security studies, largely for ideological reasons.
 

Conflict Resolution/Transformation
By the early 1970s, conflict resolution began to emerge as an area of study and practice in its own right. Unlike peace studies, whose personnel generally came from a background in peace advocacy, conflict resolution practitioners were often motivated by other concerns: the inefficiencies of the court systems, the damage caused by court-based divorce mechanisms, the inability of courts and policy makers to deal effectively with important environmental conflicts. The field of alternative dispute resolution emerged from these concerns, and generally included the development of negotiation, mediation, and facilitation skills—and the institutional mechanisms in which such skills were applied.
 In addition, the concept and practical programs for restorative justice (such as the Victim-Offender Reconciliation Program/VORP) emerged, championed primarily by Mennonites. 

By the early 1980s, with the publication of several seminal works (such as Getting to Yes) and the maturation of research and practical experience, the conflict resolution field began to come into its own. Law schools began to include course in negotiation regularly, and schools of business and government included courses on conflict management. Research institutions began to examine the experiences of skilled negotiators and mediators. By the end of the 1980s, free-standing graduate programs in conflict resolution began to appear at universities. By the early 1990s, George Mason University’s Institute for Conflict Analysis and Resolution and Eastern Mennonite University’s Conflict Transformation Program were established and the first doctorates in the field were awarded. 

These new academic programs were, from the start, strongly allied with practitioners and saw themselves as both serving the practitioner community and preparing new practitioners for entry in this rapidly expanding field.  Whereas the number of academic programs in the field could be counted on one hand, at present they number in the hundreds in the U.S. alone. Anyone interested in becoming a mediator can usually find a training program and a volunteer community mediation program almost anywhere in the U.S., while a vast number of schools (primary, secondary and colleges) across the country are training students and teachers in peer mediation. 

In terms of national networks, the first National Conference on Peacemaking and Conflict Resolution was held in 1983, an organization that has shifted and changed considerably over time, and is now called the Network of Communities for Peacemaking and Conflict Resolution or PeaceWeb (www.apeacemaker.net). By the late 1980s, the Society for Professional in Dispute Resolution was established as a national trade association for mediators, facilitators and arbitrators. Now called the Association for Conflict Resolution, it includes active sectoral groups the family, environmental, international, labor, organizational, community, and criminal/restorative justice arenas, among others (www.acresolution.org). 

Peacebuilding and International Conflict Resolution/Transformation 

While many people engaged in the emerging conflict resolution field were focused on domestic issues in the U.S., there was always a considerable group who were concerned with international applications. In fact, the earliest academic programs at EMU and GMU had a strong emphasis on international issues and many international students. In fact, many of the more visible founders of the field (Roger Fisher, Herb Kelman, Chris Mitchell, Louise Diamond, John Paul Lederach) were deeply concerned with a range of international conflicts and were working hard to address those issues directly. In addition to efforts to address international conflicts and inter-ethnic, inter-religious conflicts within societies, the field also began to work on cross-cultural adaptation of conflict resolution institutions and mechanisms, as applied in the family, organizational, and environmental areas. Internationally, practical programs in conflict resolution training have also emerged, such as Responding to Conflict based at Woodbrooke in the U.K., as well as university-based entities, such as INCORE at the University of Ulster and the Centre for Conflict Resolution at the University of Cape Town. 

In parallel to the development of academic programs, organizations began to emerge that were specialists in international conflict resolution, and organizations that had been working in domestic conflict resolution began to respond to requests for services in other countries from NGOs and governments. By the mid-1990s some twenty-five of these organizations formed a national network, which is now called the Alliance for International Conflict Prevention and Resolution (www.aicpr.org). It includes over thirty organizations making active efforts in applied conflict resolution, including free-standing NGOs and academic programs, departments, or institutes. Internationally, AICPR is allied with a rapidly expanding network of local and regional networks, such as the European Platform for Conflict Resolution and the West African Network for Peacebuilding. 

In recent years, several organizations more traditionally dedicated to humanitarian assistance and development have increasingly engaged in peacebuilding and conflict transformation work, either in addition to or integrated into their work in complex emergencies. Recognizing this change in program approaches, InterAction established its Transition, Conflict and Peace Working Group, which is actively working to establish norms and evaluation methods, increasingly in cooperation with AICPR members.  

Broadly, this field (variously referred to as conflict resolution, conflict management, conflict transformation, and peacebuilding) is now a recognized field of professional practice with growing areas of accepted practice strongly allied with academic programs dedicated to advancing our understanding of conflict and its transformation. Internationally, governments, NGOs and international organizations are asking the field to help discover alternatives to armed conflict. Skeptics are plentiful, and the young field has yet to prove itself in many regards. Nevertheless, it appears to be a fact of international life in the 21st Century. 

Nonviolent Action

The movement for the use of nonviolent action to promote societal change usually cites Gandhi, Martin Luther King and Cesar Chavez as giants in its development in the 20th Century. The 1980s and 1990s saw a dizzying array of dramatic transformations brought about largely through nonviolent means across the globe, in the Philippines, throughout Eastern Europe, Indonesia, and South Africa (the latter a mixed picture, of course), among others. Nonviolent action in the U.S. is credited, at least in part, to curbing the worst abuses by U.S. forces in Central America in the 1980s. More recently, the anti-globalization movement has generally used nonviolent means in attempts to influence policies, although a faction committed to violence (at least property destruction) has gotten media attention.  

In AFSC history, nonviolent action was used extensively during the civil rights movement of the 1950s and 60s and during the anti-Vietnam War era in the 60s and 70s. Since then, civil disobedience has been used on occasion, but not as a regular part of AFSC program strategies. In fact, on the international front, promotion of nonviolence was deliberately avoided as the unofficial doctrine of “Nonviolence: Not First for Export” prevailed. This philosophical position, expounded by Jim Bristol (long-time Peace Education staff member) in an essay by that name proposed that AFSC should not impose nonviolence on third world liberation movements. Meanwhile, the AFSC’s official statement of policy regarding nonviolence remains a strong endorsement of the strength of those means for achieving social justice and peace. 

For many years, while AFSC has been a consistent voice for adherence to principles of nonviolence in national and local demonstrations, it has been a minor player in the promotion of nonviolent action as a regular tool for social change. Quite recently, several QIAR programs have begun to work directly to promote nonviolent action and nonviolent alternatives for resolving conflicts. 

Meanwhile, research on nonviolent action from a non-philosophical point of view, spearheaded by Gene Sharp, has produced a body of literature and theory that explored how nonviolence works. Nonviolence training, which had started in the U.S. during the civil rights campaigns, developed greatly. In the mid-1970s, the Alternatives to Violence Program was created, initially as a program for prisoners. Quakers were active in founding and developing the Alternatives to Violence Program, and many continue to be active in it.
 During the following decade, AVP took off and spread around the world—mainly as an introduction to personal nonviolence. The HIP (Help Increase the Peace) program for youth, a version of AVP, caught on as well, and several AFSC domestic regions use it in their youth programs. 

Starting in the 1980s various groups, including some Quakers, developed the concept of Peace Teams—and some such teams were deployed to conflict zones around the world. Similarly, the idea of nonviolent “accompaniment” emerged and attained some successes in specific settings. In recent years, a proposal for an international nonviolent peace force has been developed and promoted. An initial project of the peace force is being implemented in Sri Lanka. While the concept and implementation of the nonviolent peace force remains controversial, even among those most committed to the principles of nonviolence, this movement appears to be sustained.  

Relation to Quakers, Quaker Institutions and AFSC

Individual Quakers have been active leaders in the emergence and development of the conflict resolution field, including (among many others): Elise and Kenneth Boulding, Adam Curle, Chris Mitchell, Chris Moore, and Simon Fisher. 

On the other hand, Quaker organizations and even academic institutions have not been in the forefront of these developments. In sharp contrast, Mennonite organizations have been active supporters of the development of both practical applications and academic programs, including the Victim-Offender Reconciliation Program, the Mennonite Conciliation Service, and the Conflict Transformation Program at Eastern Mennonite University. While some Quaker colleges have Peace Studies programs, these Quaker institutions have not been active in promoting the conflict resolution and peacebuilding programs of recent years. 

Despite a strong practitioner focus in the conflict resolution and peacebuilding field, AFSC has not become involved or, more importantly, learned from this field whose goals are so close to those of the QIAR programs and to AFSC’s interests in peace more generally. 

On the nonviolent action side, since the early 1970s, AFSC has been essentially absent from all of the developments described above regarding nonviolent action and its use in social change, toppling of regimes, and, most recently, as a non-official force for peace in war-torn societies. Although at least two QIAR programs have recently engaged in direct promotion of nonviolent action, generally, AFSC has avoided direct involvement with any of these developments. Although, it may be wise to steer clear of endorsing specific methods and movements, they do present a reality regarding the context of AFSC’s work. AFSC staff could remain informed about these activities and, when appropriate, seek to influence them.

From a more business, programmatic and fundraising perspective, AFSC and its QIAR programs now face stiff competition in the peacebuilding arena. This competition comes from the specialized organizations that are involved with the development of the field as a serious professional endeavor, and from the less formal movements for nonviolent action.  In terms of organizations with a primary mandate for the promotion of international conflict resolution, most of them are found in the Alliance for International Conflict Prevention and Resolution (AICPR). The humanitarian and development organizations now vigorously engaged in conflict resolution and peacebuilding work are active in InterAction’s Transitions, Conflict and Peace Working Group. Both of these groups are committed to learning about what is working and what is not in order to increase the effectiveness of peacebuilding efforts.  AFSC would be welcome in any of these forums
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�  One member of the team, Peter Woodrow, is also a member of the AFSC Board of Directors. This potential conflict of interests was acknowledged and discussed early in the process. The General Secretary and Board clerk were consulted and, on balance, felt that the advantages of his participation seemed to outweigh the risks of conflict of interest. In compliance with the Board’s Conflict of Interest Policy, Peter wrote a letter of disclosure to the Clerk. 


� The Reflecting on Peace Practice Project is a collaborative learning project among peace practitioners around the world. For a more complete description of RPP, see Appendix A.


� Sue Williams building on ideas developed by Responding to Conflict.


�  Any proposed conflict resolution process should not compete with or contradict existing union contracts involving national office staff. 


�  Extracted and compiled from “A Global Quaker Peace Program, Proposed Program of Work 2004-2005”


� In terms of national networks, these programs formed the Consortium on Peace research, Education and Development (COPRED) and the Peace Studies Association (PSA), which merged in 2001 into the Peace and Justice Studies Association (PJSA) � HYPERLINK "http://www.peacejusticestudies.org" ��www.peacejusticestudies.org�.


�  The field drew on the older experience of labor mediators and labor relations in academia, although it should be noted that labor mediators learned almost entirely through mentoring with experienced mediators, not through formal training programs or any undergirding theoretical base.


� AVP was started through an initiative associated of New York Yearly Meeting, but quite soon became an independent entity.
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