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6. Sustaining peace and sustainable 
development in dangerous places

Overview

Peace and development are continuous processes that require constant culti-
vation and may necessitate decades of effort before their benefits are realized. 
This chapter introduces current conceptualizations of peace and development, 
and how they relate to the new United Nations framework of ‘sustaining peace’. 
Relevant key events of 2016 and their implications for sustaining peace are con-
sidered in four sections.

Section I introduces the concepts of negative peace and positive peace and 
locates them on a spectrum ranging from violence to peace. It describes eco-
nomic development concepts related to path dependency and expectations 
about the future to explain how security and peace objectives of the present may 
not always align with development objectives of the future.

Section II traces the development of the UN’s sustaining peace framework 
over 2016. After a brief introduction to the concept, the context for sustaining 
peace is described: pockets of violence concentrated in the world’s dangerous 
places; ongoing complex humanitarian emergencies; and limited capacities for 
preventing, responding to, managing and recovering from conflict. Sustaining 
peace is further linked to the sustainable development agenda and the princi-
ples of national ownership and inclusivity.

Section III examines several important mechanisms and events of 2016 in the 
fields of preventing violent extremism, humanitarian action, and the women, 
peace and security agenda. These fields reveal some of the mechanisms through 
which the concept of sustaining peace is being integrated into global peace and 
development practice.

The chapter concludes in section IV with discussion of the concept of conflict 
prevention. While prevention remains mostly aspirational, several develop-
ments in 2016 can be interpreted as investments in sustaining peace and possible 
paths for a positive peace, addressing the increasingly complex, interdependent 
and unprecedented challenges of sustainable development today.

marina caparini and gary milante





sustaining peace and sustainable development   213

I. Peace and development

gary milante

Introduction

The United Nations officially launched the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable 
Development on 1 January 2016, defining sustainable development and the 
17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) as socio-economic and human 
development that ‘meets the needs of the present without compromising the 
ability of future generations to meet their own needs’.1 This is perhaps the 
broadest official interpretation of development that has ever been adopted: it 
includes economic growth, but also social inclusion, peace, justice and good 
governance, job opportunities and social and environmental protection, as 
well as an implicit valuation of the future in terms of development, invest-
ment and consumption decisions taken today.

The SDGs reflect a global set of goals for all countries—low-, middle- and 
high-income—to meet over the next 15 years (by 2030). The time frame for 
the SDGs is consistent with the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), 
which preceded the SDGs with goals set for 2015 at the turn of the millen-
nium. This reflects the fact that development is a continuous, gradual pro-
cess that is never truly completed and often requires at least a generation to 
yield results.2 Because development, particularly sustainable development, 
requires years of planning, consultation and adaptive delivery, it can be diffi-
cult to reconcile with the pressing needs of today. As a result, the time neces-
sary for development and the time frame of the development practitioner is 
fundamentally different from that of the diplomat or the soldier.3

Generational planning is particularly difficult to reconcile with the day-to-
day demands of complex environments confronted by insecurity, instability 
and uncertainty—what are referred to as ‘dangerous places’ (see section II). 
It is difficult for the policy makers of today to invest in an uncertain future. 

1 United Nations, General Assembly, ‘Transforming our world: the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable 
Development’, A/RES/70/1, 21 Oct. 2015. For an in-depth discussion of the SDGs and the challenges 
of development in countries affected by conflict see Milante, G. et al., ‘The challenges of relief and 
development in dangerous places’, SIPRI Yearbook 2016, pp. 343–88.

2 Because development is a continuous process on a spectrum of human conditions, this chapter 
eschews the terms ‘developed country’, which would be no countries, and ‘developing country’, 
which would be all countries, and refers rather to ‘more developed countries’ and ‘less developed 
countries’. Development is a continuous process, so while the text here may refer to ‘successful 
development’, this does not suggest that development is ‘complete’, but that a particular milestone 
has been reached or a period of progress was observed.

3 For many years, economic development was synonymous with development, and many develop-
ment concepts remain linked to economic concepts. Where applicable, these terms are described in 
footnotes in the text that follows. Similarly, the shorthand term ‘leader’ is used for senior national 
policymakers (presidents and ministers), and ‘diplomats’ and ‘soldiers’ are used generally in this 
chapter to refer to those who work in the diplomacy and defence/security domains.
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Those working in dangerous places (planners, leaders, diplomats and sol-
diers) have to navigate the day-to-day challenges of creating security and 
building peace, as well as stay on course to bring about sustainable develop-
ment in the future.

Thus, peace and development are about time: reconciling the demands 
and priorities of today with the goals of tomorrow. This section introduces a 
violence–peace spectrum and the concepts of positive and negative peace, to 
inform analysis that follows in the remainder of the chapter. Some achieve-
ments of 2016 are contributing to sustaining peace and sustainable devel-
opment, while others appear as setbacks for these ambitious agendas (see 
section II).

The violence–peace spectrum

Violence is well understood and documented.4 Peace is not simply the 
absence of violence: in 2016 there were a variety of types of peace in the 
world, reflecting a broader spectrum of the quality of peace. A ceasefire can 
create peace even if it is temporary, as happened with the Syrian ceasefire 
in December 2016.5 A peace agreement can create a different sort of peace, 
something more inclusive and with pathways to reconciliation, as repre-
sented by the Colombian Government agreement with the Revolutionary 
Armed Forces of Colombia (FARC) in November 2016.6 Peace can follow 
victory by one side, or the purge or silencing of opponents, as in Turkey fol-
lowing the failed coup attempt of July 2016.7 Meanwhile, there is a sort of 
peace in Ferguson in the United States, as local officials attempt to meet US 
Justice Department demands for police reforms following the fatal shooting 
of Michael Brown in 2014.8 Iceland, in contrast, has a different form of peace, 
with homicide rates of 0.3 per 100 000 people (far less than the global aver-
age of 6 per 100 000).9

Johan Galtung, founder of the Journal of Peace Research and influential 
peace researcher at the Peace Research Institute Oslo (PRIO) differentiated 
between two forms of peace outcome: ‘positive peace’ and ‘negative peace’.10 
Negative peace, simply put, is the absence of violence (negative refers to the 

4 See e.g. chapter 2 in this volume and the various conflict chapters in other volumes of the SIPRI 
Yearbook.

5 On the conflict in Syria see chapter 3, section I, in this volume.
6 On the peace agreement in Colombia see chapter 2, section II, in this volume.
7 Pierini, M., ‘Turkey’s gift from God’, Carnegie Europe, 30 Jan. 2017. On the coup in Turkey see 

also chapter 4, section III, in this volume.
8 Salter, J. and Tucker, E.,‘Ferguson missed deadlines in deal with Justice Department’, Associ-

ated Press, 27 Jan. 2017.
9 Calculated using data from the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC), Crime 

and Criminal Justice/Homicide Counts and Rates, <https://data.unodc.org>, updated 18 May 2016.
10 Galtung, J., ‘An Editorial’, Journal of Peace Research, vol. 1, no. 1 (1964), pp. 1–4.
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quality of the peace). People living in periods of instability during a contested 
election or a constitutional crisis, under oppressive if non-violent authori-
tarian rule, in fear, and even in the shadow of ceasefires enforced by foreign 
peacekeepers are living in a negative peace. In a negative peace, the ‘shadow 
of the future’ looms large, time horizons are short as people live from day to 
day and vicious cycles of disillusion and distrust fuel instability. Actors may 
also be less likely to collaborate and more likely to defect from cooperation.

Positive peace is a thriving peace, one that is collaborative, complex and 
inclusive, and allows, in Galtung’s words, ‘the integration of human soci-
ety’.11 A positive peace is self-sustaining; it creates virtuous cycles where 
actors are willing to work towards a common future, because they expect 
to share in the outcome. This is, again, where the quality of the peace has a 
temporal element: when people trust in each other and the government, they 
have longer time horizons and are willing to invest in the future—they invest 
in a positive peace.12 A positive peace has all of the elements reflected in the 
concept of human security, including freedom from fear and want.13 Perhaps 
a positive peace is idealistic or unattainable.14 Even people living in some 
of the most developed and peaceful countries, who live under the fear of 
nuclear war, do not enjoy a fully positive peace as long as they are hostages to 
mutually assured destruction. Perhaps no one enjoys a truly positive peace 
but it nevertheless remains an aspiration.

Violence, negative peace and positive peace can manifest in several ways, 
often dependent on the conditions, context, legacy of conflict, access to 
resources for conflict including weapons, institutions that can be used to 
resolve conflict, and many other factors that are studied in peace research.15 
This constitutes a spectrum, from political violence—including wars, geno-
cides, mass killings, terrorism and other violent manifestations of conflict—
through manifestations that represent a negative peace, often unstable or 
fragile, to those manifestations more representative of a positive and sus-
tainable peace (see figure 6.1).

11 Grewal, B. S. and Galtung, J., ‘Positive and negative peace’, School of Social Science: Auckland 
University of Technology, vol. 30 (Aug. 2003), pp. 23–26.

12 For economists, a long time horizon means a low discount rate. Knowing that their persons and 
investments are physically secure and will not be threatened by others or the state leads people to 
value the future more and discount it less. The shadow of the future is the effect that future planning 
and time horizons have on decisions today, and can be positive or negative depending on expecta-
tions about the future.

13 Human security goes beyond the definition of security at the state level to address the broader 
concept of security in terms of the welfare of ordinary people. For a thoughtful critique of the term 
see Paris, R., ‘Human Security: Paradigm shift or hot air?’, International Security, vol. 26, no. 2 (Fall 
2001), pp. 87–102.

14 Grewal and Galtung (note 11).
15 For more on the complex and diverse drivers of conflict see World Bank, World Development 

Report 2011: Conflict, Security and Development (World Bank: Washington, DC, 2011).
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The violence–peace spectrum and the examples shown in figure 6.1 are 
illustrative and are not meant to be cardinal or ordinal (this list is neither 
complete, nor is it meant to suggest that e.g. terrorism is always more violent 
than drone attacks, gang violence or domestic violence). Rather, the mani-
festations shown are themselves outcomes and indicative of the quality of 
the peace: they are warning flags of underlying negative peace or structural 
violence. For example, capital flight and increased levels of migration (pos-
sibly forced) during a political crisis can be indications of a negative peace.16 

16 Capital flight is the movement of capital (currency, investment) out of a national economy. This 
is often related to dissaving (negative saving), as during conflict or instability, actors often respond 
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While there may not be violence, such a peace is less resilient than a posi-
tive peace with investment, trust in government and social cohesion. These 
manifestations signal where a path to a positive peace is closed or closing.

It should be noted that a negative peace is not necessarily a bad thing. 
Where violence is rampant, a negative peace in the form of elite pacts and 
bargains may be necessary. The peace deal agreed by the Afghan Govern-
ment with Gulbuddin Hekmatyar and his militant group Hezb-i-Islami in 
September 2016, for example, resulted in the lifting of sanctions against the 
warlord.17 It remains an open question as to which elements of positive peace 
(social cohesion, trust, reconciliation) may emerge from this arrangement.18

Negative peace, positive peace and time

The definitions of positive peace and negative peace above demonstrate 
the temporal elements of the concepts: the quality of the current peace is 
embedded in the expectations that actors have of its sustainability and how 
they see themselves contributing to and benefiting from this peace in the 
future. In other words, the quality of the peace today (positive or negative) 
is often a present realization of the shadow of the future.19 Not all actors may 
share the same expectations about the future peace and this can itself be a 
source of conflict, violent or otherwise. Furthermore, just as many security 
and development actors work with different time frames, not all peace actors 
(planners, diplomats or soldiers) necessarily work towards the same peace. 
The violence and negative peace outcomes of today can affect what peace 
outcomes are possible in the future. Hence, these possible futures are ‘path 
dependent’ on the present.20

As a result of path dependence, there can be sustainable and positive 
peace outcomes in the future that are precluded by the choice of a nega-

by liquidating assets. Forced migration, similarly, reflects the movement of people in response to 
threats. In situations of instability, dissaving, forced migration and elite capture can be accompa-
nied by currency crisis as many actors attempt to exchange local currencies for ‘hard currencies’ or 
other assets that can be easily moved (e.g. gold), creating a glut of domestic currency. This is another 
way that the future is tied to the peace of today: the value that people place on national currency is 
directly tied to their belief in the currency’s future value and their faith and trust in the government 
that issues the currency.

17 Nordland, R., ‘Afghanistan signs draft peace deal with faction led by Gulbuddin Hekmatyar’, 
New York Times, 22 Sep. 2016.

18 On legitimacy and dealing with armed non-state actors see Blair, R. and Kalmanovitz, P., ‘On 
the rights of warlords: legitimate authority and basic protection in war-torn societies’, American 
Political Science Review, vol. 110, no. 3 (Aug. 2016), pp. 428–40.

19 For a mathematical treatment of the shadow of the future on the quality of current peace, and 
the willingness of actors to invest in that peace, see McBride, M., Milante, G. and Skaperdas, S., 
‘Peace and war with endogenous state capacity’, Journal of Conflict Resolution, vol. 55, no. 3 (June 
2011), pp. 446–68.

20 Path dependence is the quality of outcomes today conditional on knowledge and decisions in 
the past.
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tive peace today. Some general examples of these types of negative peace 
include: hurting stalemates (where neither side is willing to make peace, but 
both sides, and usually others, suffer from prolonged fighting or threats of 
fighting); elite capture (corruption) and the plundering of a state such that 
the institutional capacity is hollowed out and is no longer viable; ceasefires 
that are only negotiated to rearm fighting forces; the unjust imprisonment 
of enemies; and forced displacement. While no violence is observed in these 
cases, these examples of a negative peace may still hinder progress towards a 
future positive peace and several were prevalent in 2016. For example, more 
countries showed regression rather than improvement on the Transparency 
International Corruption Perceptions Index from 2015 to 2016.21 This is 
reflected perhaps most significantly in the release of the Panama Papers, 
which have led to at least 150 investigations in 79 countries, including of 
high-profile politicians and celebrities.22

Not all negative peace is internal to the developing state. Many events in 
2016 were global or transnational, but can contribute to negative peace in the 
form of uncertainty or global instability for less-developed countries. For 
example, the impact of growing populism, nationalism and attendant iso-
lationism on international donors could lead to reduced global aid budgets 
in the future and limited engagement with developing countries at risk of 
conflict (see section II). Meanwhile, there has been an increase in regional 
powers acting unilaterally to intervene in local conflicts (e.g. Saudi Arabia 
in Yemen) as civil wars have become more internationalized over the last 
decade.23 This can (but may not always) have the unintended consequence of 
perpetuating or intensifying conflicts and result in longer periods of conflict 
and recovery, impacting pathways to positive peace.

Another external threat to future positive peace is the global effort to 
accommodate the movement of people, particularly forced migration. 
Forced migration especially taxes the limited resources, opportunities and 
services available in less-developed countries, including nearly 10 million 
refugees (1 in 6 of global refugees) hosted in just 10 countries: Turkey, Paki-
stan, Lebanon, Iran, Ethiopia, Jordan, Kenya, Uganda, Democratic Republic 
of the Congo and Chad.24 These are all middle- or low-income countries 
and many are considered fragile, lacking the systems to accommodate the 
stresses associated with large inflows of displaced people. Where these 
stresses overwhelm fragile systems, they can cause lasting damage to the 

21 Transparency International, ‘Corruption Perceptions Index 2016’, 25 Jan. 2017.
22 Fitzgibbon, W. and Diaz-Struck, E., ‘Panama Papers have had historic global effects, and the 

impacts keep coming’, Center for Public Integrity, 1 Dec. 2016.
23 Gleditsch, N. P., Melander, E. and Urdal, H., ‘Introduction: patterns of armed conflict 

since 1945’, eds D. Mason and S. McLaughlin Mitchell, What Do We Know About Civil Wars?  
(Rowman & Littlefield: Lanham, MD, 2016), pp.  15–32. On interventions in the Middle East and 
North Africa see chapter 3, section I, in this volume.

24 See chapter 7 on forced displacement in this volume.
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prospects of sustainable peace. However, where systems are reinforced and 
risks mitigated (e.g. in Jordan), they can contribute to the building of sys-
tems and a government more resilient to future shocks.25

Development action requires a continuous investment, whether in edu-
cation, the environment, infrastructure, or institutions and governance. 
Indeed, while it has been claimed that there can be ‘no development with-
out security and no security without development’, this tells only half the 
story.26 Security (peace) is necessary, but not sufficient for development, as 
the quality of the security (peace) itself can affect whether development 
succeeds and if it is sustainable. The prospects for a future peace discussed 
in the remainder of the chapter are often linked to the current manifesta-
tions of negative peace. An increase in levels of violence and displacement in 
countries with existing high levels of violence and displacement suggests a 
concentration of violence, structural, political and otherwise, in the world’s 
most dangerous places.

It is vital to get peace right: a typical civil war lasts 7 years and requires 
14 years to recover from economically, chances of relapse are high and it 
can take 25 years to rebuild lost state systems and institutions to the level 
of ‘good enough’ governance.27 Only in the last ten years have Cambodia, 
Laos and Viet Nam started to take off economically after decades of conflict 
and then decades of recovery. This suggests that the ongoing conflicts and 
dissolution of the state in Libya, South Sudan and Yemen will, on average, 
engender another 15 to 25 years of lost development. Global commitments 
like the Paris Agreement and the 2030 Agenda and the positive peace that 
they represent will be nearly irrelevant in these contexts for many years to 
come.28

25 See the Jordan Response Platform for the Syria Crisis, <http://www.jrpsc.org/>.
26 United Nations, General Assembly, In Larger Freedom: Towards Development, Security And 

Human Rights For All, Report of the Secretary-General, A/59/2005, 26 May 2005.
27 World Bank (note 15).
28 The Paris Agreement, adopted by consensus on 12 Dec, 2015, entered into effect on 4 Nov. 2016, 

builds on the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change and commits all nations to 
undertake efforts to combat climate change and adapt to its effects, <http://unfccc.int/paris_agree-
ment/items/9485.php>.
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II. Sustaining peace: the new overarching United Nations 
framework

marina caparini and gary milante

An introduction to the concept of sustaining peace

This section examines the concept of ‘sustaining peace’, which was pro-
moted in two influential reviews of United Nations activities concluding in 
2015: the Report of the Advisory Group of Experts for the 2015 Review of the 
United Nations Peacebuilding Architecture (AGE Report); and the Report 
of the High-Level Independent Panel on United Nations Peace Operations 
(HIPPO Report). The concept was then confirmed in 2016 as the UN’s over-
arching conceptual framework for building peace, through identical reso-
lutions issued by the UN Security Council and the UN General Assembly.1 
According to the resolutions, sustaining peace is both ‘a goal and a process 
to build a common vision of a society, ensuring that the needs of all segments 
of the population are taken into account’ in ‘activities aimed at preventing 
the outbreak, escalation, continuation and recurrence of conflict, addressing 
root causes, assisting parties to conflict to end hostilities, ensuring national 
reconciliation, and moving towards recovery, reconstruction and develop-
ment’.2 The concept of sustaining peace calls for better linkages between 
the UN’s three foundational pillars of peace and security, development, and 
human rights, in addition to humanitarian action. It replaces what until now 
has been a sequential approach to conflict that often resulted in silos—nota-
bly silos of prevention, humanitarian action, peacekeeping, peacebuilding 
and development—and calls for better linkages and sharing of instruments 
across these different sets of responses.3

In sustaining peace, the imperative for a long-term vision of building a 
common, inclusive vision of society should be considered at all points within 
the conflict cycle—not only in post-conflict reconstruction and reconcilia-
tion, but also and no less importantly in early prevention efforts of address-
ing the ‘root causes of conflict’ as well as in ‘prevention of the outbreak, 
escalation, continuation and recurrence of conflict’.4 Sustaining peace thus 

1 See United Nations, General Assembly and Security Council, The Challenge Of Sustaining Peace, 
Report of the Advisory Group of Experts for the 2015 Review of the United Nations Peacebuilding 
Architecture, A/69/968–S/2015/490, 30  June 2015; and United Nations, General Assembly and 
Security Council, Uniting Our Strengths For Peace: Politics, Partnerships And People, Report of the 
High-Level Independent Panel on United Nations Peace Operations, A/70/95–S/2015/446, 17 June 
2015.

2 United Nations, General Assembly, Resolution 70/262, 27 Apr. 2016; and United Nations, Secu-
rity Council, Resolution 2282, 27 Apr. 2016, Preamble.

3 The authors would like to thank Gizem Sucuoglu for this insight.
4 United Nations, General Assembly (note 2); and United Nations, Security Council (note 2), Pre-

amble.
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encompasses an array of interventions, including strengthening the rule of 
law, promoting sustainable economic growth, poverty eradication, social 
development, sustainable development and national reconciliation. Some 
of the means and principles by which these interventions are pursued are 
inclusive dialogue and mediation, access to justice and transitional justice, 
accountability, good governance, democracy, accountable institutions, 
respect for human rights and gender equality.5 Built on principles of human 
security, integrating an understanding of the root causes of conflict, and 
the protection of human rights, sustaining peace is inextricably linked with 
sustainable development.6 The recognition that sustaining peace is ‘the pri-
mary responsibility of national governments and authorities in identifying, 
driving and directing priorities, strategies and activities’ and an emphasis 
on ‘inclusivity in national peacebuilding processes and objectives’ are rein-
forced by the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, which stresses 
the key role of national ownership in achieving sustainable development, 
and which aspires to ‘peaceful, just and inclusive societies’.7 The process by 
which sustaining peace emerged as the key UN framework is examined in 
further detail below, as are its links to the Sustainable Development Goals 
(SDGs) and the central principle of inclusivity.

The emergence of sustaining peace as a key framework for the UN is 
also consistent with the concept of positive peace.8 On the peace–violence 
spectrum (see section I), sustaining peace is the action that enables ‘positive 
peace’. In other words, positive peace is the objective of sustaining peace, 
while negative peace is a useful, occasionally necessary, intermediary out-
come. Ceasefires, instability, the threat of violence without the realization of 
violence and the ‘post-conflict’ period are all examples of a negative peace, 
marked by the absence of violence between actors. Meanwhile, positive 
peace is a self-sustaining condition, complex and multilayered, involving 
the constructive interaction of people and non-violent management of con-
flict. Sustaining peace involves restoring social relationships and building 
systems that respond to the needs of the population, including justice, equal-
ity and freedom from fear and want (language which was later integrated 

5 United Nations, General Assembly (note 2); and United Nations, Security Council (note 2), Pre-
amble.

6 Thomson, P., President of the United Nations General Assembly, ‘Sustainable development and 
sustaining peace’, Statement at the opening of the High Level Dialogue on Building Sustainable 
Peace for All: Synergies between the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development and Sustaining 
Peace, 24 Jan. 2017.

7 United Nations, General Assembly (note 2); United Nations, Security Council (note 2), Preamble; 
and United Nations, General Assembly, ‘Transforming our world: the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable 
Development’, A/RES/70/1, 21 Oct. 2015, Preamble and para 74(a).

8 Mahmoud, Y., ‘Freeing prevention from conflict: investing in sustaining peace’, IPI Global 
Observatory, 21 Apr. 2016.
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into the concept of human security).9 A positive peace is a self-sustaining 
equilibrium for all stakeholders where violence, structural violence and the 
threat of violence are not necessary. Weapon systems and peacekeepers can 
be used to enforce or maintain a negative peace, but they are not necessary in 
conditions of a truly (and perhaps unattainable or idealistic) positive peace.

Sustaining peace seeks to shift actors away from structural violence and 
towards collaborative solutions and development, and thus towards positive 
peace outcomes. Sustaining peace demands more effective coordinated 
responses among the key pillars of the UN—peace and security, develop-
ment, and human rights, as well as humanitarian action— and overcoming 
institutional and sectoral silos to develop collaborative and complementary 
solutions across the conflict cycle. This is reinforced by the 2030 Agenda, 
particularly SDG 16 on peaceful and inclusive societies for sustainable devel-
opment, access to justice for all, and effective and accountable institutions at 
all levels, which underscores its location at the nexus of security and devel-
opment.

While the move towards sustaining peace marks an emerging multilateral 
consensus around the value of building a positive peace to avoid future con-
flict, the terminology is not without cost. The rebranding of various existing 
activities under the new nomenclature of sustaining peace risks contributing 
to conceptual muddle and confusion. Indeed, it is not clear in common usage 
how sustaining peace differs from the previous concept of peacebuilding. 
With the reviews and dual resolutions discussed further below, sustaining 
peace has become the preferred term that UN actors will henceforth use to 
refer to what the rest of the world has called (and likely will continue to call) 
peacebuilding. Although it does not replace peacebuilding, sustaining peace 
is an umbrella framework that subsumes and incorporates a refined and 
expanded definition of peacebuilding.

According to some UN observers, peacebuilding has been lifted out of the 
largely technical, post-conflict project-focused frame that came to enclose 
it. The AGE Report and the sustaining peace resolutions have endowed 
peacebuilding with an explicitly preventive focus, and appear to support 
elevating peacebuilding to the strategic level should the Peacebuilding Com-
mission come to play a key role in coordinating the sustaining peace agenda 
across the entire UN system.10 Furthermore, some UN member states find 

9 See e.g. Galtung, J., Theories of Peace: A Synthetic Approach to Peace Thinking (International 
Peace Research Institute: Oslo, Sep. 1967), pp. 14–17. Although freedom from fear and want was orig-
inally articulated by US President Franklin D. Roosevelt in the ‘Four Freedoms’, it has recently been 
reintroduced into contemporary United Nations thinking, as exemplified by the UN System Task 
Team on the Post-2015 UN Development Agenda, Office of the UN High Commissioner for Human 
Rights (OHCHR), ‘Towards freedom from fear and want: human rights in the post-2015 agenda’ 
(OHCHR: Geneva, May 2012).

10 Mahmoud, Y. and Ó Súilleabháin, A., ‘With new resolutions: sustaining peace sits at heart of 
UN architecture’, IPI Global Observatory, 29 Apr. 2016.
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the language around sustaining peace less onerous, as it suggests a peace to 
be maintained, rather than one that needs to be built. The emphasis that sus-
taining peace places on linking prevention to national ownership also proved 
reassuring to countries that have been sensitive to potential intervention 
in domestic affairs under the label of peacebuilding. Nevertheless, a major 
challenge will be harmonizing and achieving coherence in the use of the 
term by global actors working to promote peace, security and development 
in dangerous places and beyond. The high-level meeting ‘Peacebuilding and 
Sustaining Peace’ to be convened by the General Assembly in September 
2017, and a preceding report by the Secretary-General on the same topic, will 
provide important opportunities to clarify the meaning and implications of 
the UN’s new sustaining peace agenda.

A fragile world: dangerous places

The concept of ‘dangerous places’ was introduced in SIPRI Yearbook 2016 as 
an alternative designation to ‘fragile states’.11 Countries were categorized as 
dangerous places if their rates of violent death put them in the top 25 per cent 
of countries (46 countries) or if their numbers per capita as sources of refu-
gees and/or internally displaced persons (IDPs) put them in the top 40 per 
cent of countries (78 countries, 24 of which had high levels of violent death), 
yielding a list of 100 dangerous places.12 Due to their size, China and India 
are typically considered independently for this analysis. This volume simi-
larly defines dangerous places as countries with high rates of violent death 
or which are major sources of refugees and/or IDPs, using the same criteria. 
The advantage of using these criteria to classify countries is that the data 
is nearly universally available and not the result of a subjective assessment 
(unlike many other fragile states criteria), so the designation of dangerous 
places is objective and based on replicable data.13 This section reproduces 
the list of countries for 2016 with updated data.

11 Milante, G. et al., ‘The challenges of relief and development in dangerous places’, SIPRI Year-
book 2016, pp. 343–88.

12 Specifically for the list in SIPRI Yearbook 2016, countries were included if the violent death rate 
per 100 000 people was greater than 10.84—the top quartile of global violent deaths for all countries 
with data in the Global Burden of Armed Violence Database (GBAVD) for 2015. A country was also 
considered a dangerous place if the number of refugees/persons in refugee-like situations and IDPs 
was greater than 63.55 per 100 000 people—the upper two quintiles (highest 40 per cent) for this 
statistic. Annual violent deaths are derived using homicide data from the United Nations Office on 
Drugs and Crime (UNODC) and battle deaths data from the Uppsala Conflict Data Program (UCDP). 
Refugees by origin are reported in the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) 
Population Statistics Database (accessed Jan. 2017). Global figures for internal displacement are reg-
ularly reported through best estimates by the Internal Displacement Monitoring Centre (IDMC). 
See Melander, E., Pettersson, T. and Themnér, L., ‘Organized violence, 1989–2015’, Journal of Peace 
Research, vol. 53, no. 5 (2016); and IDMC, ‘Global figures’, <http://www.internal-displacement.org/
database/>.

13 Milante et al. (note 11).
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Applying the same cut-offs from 2016 (homicide rates greater than  
10.84 per 100  000 people; displaced rates greater than 63.5 per 100  000 
people) yields a new list of 90 countries that would qualify as dangerous 
places (see table 6.1). This reflects an improvement from the list of 100 coun-
tries in SIPRI Yearbook 2016: a net of 10 countries experienced improvements 
that reduced violent deaths and displacement.

Notably, the number of displaced persons and refugees originating from 
Bangladesh, Cyprus, Kenya, Nepal, Peru, Timor-Leste and Turkmenistan 
improved. Meanwhile, rates of violent death below 10 per 100 000 people 
improved in Ecuador, Equatorial Guinea, Gabon, Kyrgyzstan, Malawi, Nic-
aragua, Paraguay and Turkmenistan. Russia improved on both the levels of 
violent death and displacement. Among the improvers, Ecuador, Nicaragua 
and Paraguay experienced the highest reductions in absolute numbers of 
violent deaths.

Not all countries improved when measuring violent death and displace-
ment. Increases in refugees and displacement from Ghana and Moldova and 
violent deaths in Costa Rica resulted in these countries being added to this 
year’s dangerous places list.14 In Afghanistan, Brazil, El Salvador, Venezuela 
and Yemen there were increases in violent deaths.

The reduction in the number of dangerous places to 90 countries repre-
sents a shift from 2.6 billion to 2.1 billion people living in dangerous places, 

14 Three small states were also added to the list (population less than 500 000).

Table 6.1. Descriptive statistics: dangerous places, China, India and the rest of 
the world, 2015–16

Year
No. of 
countries

Total 
population, 
(b.)

Violent 
deaths  
(per 100 000 
people) Refugees (th.)

Displaced 
persons (th.)

Dangerous 
 placesa

2016 90  (– 10) 2.108  (– 18) 18.6  (+ 31) 15 402 32 430
2015 100 2.582 14.2 14 511 47 225

China 2016 1 1.371 1.1 213 0
2015 1 1.364 0.8 210 0

India 2016 1 1.311 3.0 10 0
2015 1 1.295 1.04 10 1 205

Rest of the 
 worlda

2016 120  (+ 9) 2.532  (+ 26) 2.8  (+ 16) 324 0
2015 110 1.996 2.5 96 140

b. = billion; th. = thousand.
a Bracketed figures show the change (%) in 2016 compared to 2015.

Sources: Authors’ calculations based on data from the World Bank, the Uppsala Conflict Data 
Program (UCDP), the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) and the 
Internal Displacement Monitoring Centre (IDMC). The most recent available data is used: 
2014 data for the 2015 list; 2015 data for the 2016 list.
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a reduction of 18 per cent. Increasingly, violent deaths are concentrated in 
the world’s dangerous places. While the 90 countries considered danger-
ous places now constitute less than a third of the world’s population, they 
account for 78 per cent of global violent deaths and are the source of 98 per 
cent of global refugees and displaced persons. The average violent death 
rate in the 90 dangerous places in the 2016 list was 18.6 per 100 000 people, 
versus an average violent death rate of 14.2 in 100 dangerous places in the 
2015 list. The violent death rate for China and India and the average for the 
120 countries in the rest of the world increased as well. However, because 
violent death rates were concentrated in a few very high violence countries 
(Afghanistan, Brazil, Nigeria, Syria and Venezuela alone account for nearly 
40 per cent of global violent deaths), the global violent death rate (total global 
violent deaths over global population) actually improved from 6.96 to 6.52.

Sustaining peace: the origins of the new UN framework

The AGE Report process

To mark the tenth anniversary of the 2005 establishment of the three insti-
tutions that collectively constitute the ‘UN Peacebuilding Architecture’—
the Peacebuilding Commission, the Peacebuilding Support Office (PBSO) 
and the Peacebuilding Fund—the Security Council and the General Assem-
bly initiated a comprehensive two-stage review process. A group of seven 
international experts (the Advisory Group of Experts, AGE) was mandated 
to engage in consultations and discussions with key stakeholders, including 
the parallel panels conducting the reviews on peace operations and Resolu-
tion 1325, to conduct a review of the UN Peacebuilding Architecture.15 The 
resulting report was completed in June 2015.16 

From January until March 2016 the findings and recommendations of the 
AGE Report were examined in an intense intergovernmental process aimed 
at transforming the report’s recommendations into identical resolutions by 
the General Assembly and the Security Council.17 The intergovernmental 
process involved consultations and negotiations with states, and engage-
ment by the co-facilitators with various Peacebuilding Committee caucuses 
such as the European Union (EU), the Non-Aligned Movement (NAM), the 
African Group and others, as well as with groups such as the Organisation of 
Islamic Cooperation (OIC) and the Association of Southeast Asian Nations 
(ASEAN), to ensure that the process was inclusive. Negotiations on a draft 

15 The High-Level Independent Panel on Peace Operations (HIPPO) was appointed in Oct. 2014 
and presented its report to the Secretary-General on 16 June 2015. See United Nations, General 
Assembly and Security Council, A/70/95–S/2015/446 (note 1); and chapter 5 in this volume.

16 United Nations, General Assembly and Security Council, A/69/968–S/2015/490 (note 1). 
17 See the account by the co-facilitators, Gaspar Martins, I. A. and Gillian Bird, G., ‘A global con-

sensus on Sustaining Peace’, Global Peace Operations Review, 27 Apr. 2016.
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resolution mostly took place in the General Assembly. A Security Council 
expert-level meeting subsequently met to endorse the finalized text of the 
General Assembly version and transform it into a Security Council resolu-
tion.18 On 27 April 2016 the General Assembly and the Security Council acted 
in a rare concurrent action to adopt by consensus their highly detailed and 
substantively identical resolutions, which constituted ‘the most comprehen-
sive UN peacebuilding resolutions to date’.19

The main recommendations of the AGE Report

The experts involved in producing the AGE Report stated that they inter-
preted their mandate as much broader than simply reviewing the roles of 
the Peacebuilding Commission, the PBSO and the Peacebuilding Fund, 
in addition to other UN actors involved in peacebuilding. In their view, 
peacebuilding is a shared responsibility of the entire UN system, and sys-
temic factors—including a ‘generalized misunderstanding of the nature of 
peacebuilding’ in which it functioned largely as a post-conflict afterthought, 
and the fragmentation of the UN into separate ‘silos’—were essential to 
understanding the shortcomings in the UN Peacebuilding Architecture.20 
Therefore, the group of experts sought to take ‘a fresh look not only at the 
specialized architecture itself, but at the whole approach to peacebuilding 
taken by the United Nations at large’.21 The more coherent and effective 
approach to peacebuilding that they identify as a shared responsibility of 
the UN system is ‘sustaining peace’, which ‘looks to shift peace and security 
responses from linear and sequential activities to a more comprehensive 
and strategic approach aimed at preventing the outbreak, escalation, con-
tinuation and recurrence of conflict’.22 The overarching finding of the AGE 
Report was that ‘the key Charter task of sustaining peace remains critically 
under-recognized, under-prioritized and under-resourced globally and 
within the United Nations system’.23

The AGE Report argued that violent conflict has become more complex, 
and international responses have tended to be militarized and short term, 
addressing symptoms rather than root causes.24 The report suggested that 
activities before, during and after conflict collectively contribute to a sus-

18 What’s in Blue, ‘Resolution on the review of the UN peacebuilding architecture’, What’s in 
Blue: Insights on the work of the UN Security Council, 26 Apr. 2016.

19 Martins and Bird (note 17).
20 United Nations, General Assembly and Security Council, A/69/968–S/2015/490 (note 1), Exec-

utive summary, p. 7.
21 United Nations, General Assembly and Security Council, A/69/968–S/2015/490 (note 1), 

para. 5.
22 Martins and Bird (note 17).
23 United Nations, General Assembly and Security Council, A/69/968–S/2015/490 (note 1), 

para. 5.
24 Militarized, short-term, non-sustainable responses that address symptoms while ignoring 

root causes can lead to violence or negative peace outcomes.
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tainable peace (a positive peace, though that language was not used in the 
AGE Report). According to the Security Council resolution adopting the 
AGE Report, ‘sustaining peace should be broadly understood as a goal and 
a process to build a common vision of a society, ensuring that the needs of 
all segments of the population are taken into account, which encompasses 
activities aimed at preventing the outbreak, escalation, continuation and 
recurrence of conflict, addressing root causes, assisting parties to conflict 
to end hostilities, ensuring national reconciliation, and moving towards 
recovery, reconstruction and development’.25 Accordingly, sustaining peace 
should be approached in a comprehensive manner that combines actions 
across the entire UN system, including diplomatic, political, peacekeeping 
and security, human rights, economic, social and security areas, with a focus 
on addressing root causes, and at the intergovernmental level, within the 
Security Council, General Assembly and the UN Economic and Social Coun-
cil (ECOSOC).26

Recognizing that sustaining peace is ‘in essence, about individuals and 
different groups learning to live together without resorting to violence to 
resolve conflicts or disputes’, the AGE Report emphasized that sustaining 
peace must be ‘people-centred and inclusive in approach, and provide a 
vision of a common future to domestic stakeholders, public and private’; to 
this end, the UN’s approach ‘must be underpinned by a deep commitment to 
broadening inclusion and ownership on the part of all stakeholders across 
the societies where it works’.27 This emphasis on inclusion and national 
ownership connected the AGE Report strongly with the 2030 Agenda for 
Sustainable Development.

The parallel resolutions reflected these concerns, endorsing a compre-
hensive approach to the concept of sustaining peace that was put forward 
in the AGE Report as ‘a goal and a process to build a common vision of soci-
ety, ensuring that the needs of all segments of the population are taken into 
account’ and that should include ‘activities aimed at preventing the outbreak, 
escalation, continuation and recurrence of conflict’.28 Some member states, 
especially the UN’s largest financial contributors, disagreed with the AGE 
Report’s recommendation that 1 per cent of UN peace operation budgets or 
$100 million, whichever is greater, be provided from assessed contributions 
to the Peacebuilding Fund; instead, the resolutions called for ‘predictable 

25 United Nations, Security Council (note 2).
26 United Nations, General Assembly and Security Council, A/69/968–S/2015/490 (note 1), 

paras 121–29.
27 United Nations, General Assembly and Security Council, A/69/968–S/2015/490 (note 1), 

para. 127.
28 United Nations, General Assembly (note 2); and United Nations, Security Council (note 2), 

Preamble.
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and sustained financing’.29 The assessed contribution suggestion was not 
entirely rejected but was postponed to a later stage, specifically after the 
Secretary-General presents a report on sustaining peace to the General 
Assembly in 2017–18 that would include options, such as using assessed and 
voluntary contributions ‘to increase, restructure and better prioritize fund-
ing to United Nations peacebuilding’.30

The twin resolutions strengthen the role of the Peacebuilding Commis-
sion as an intergovernmental advisory body and call for it to enhance its 
efficiency and flexibility in support of sustaining peace. This includes by 
(a) providing advice about mission mandates and transitions, (b) playing a 
bridging role to facilitate strategic and operational partnerships between 
the UN and regional groups and donors, and (c) developing closer collabora-
tion with the World Bank in conflict-affected contexts.31 Further, the Peace-
building Commission is to play a stronger convening role in bringing input 
from all relevant stakeholders, particularly from the field, to New York level 
discussions.32

The then Secretary-General, Ban Ki-moon, described the parallel res-
olutions as a ‘shift’ in the UN’s ‘strategy and mindset’ in sustaining peace, 
including a greater emphasis on prevention and working in partnerships 
with regional and subregional organizations and international financial 
institutions.33

Links to the SDGs: sustaining peace and sustainable development

The sustaining peace resolutions and the 2030 Agenda are complementary 
and mutually reinforcing, and together are shaping a common global vision 
of a sustainable peaceful future, including the values of national ownership, 
inclusivity, people-centred and transformative approaches, and long-term 
perspectives.34 Both the sustaining peace resolutions and the SDGs represent 

29 United Nations, General Assembly (note 2); and United Nations, Security Council (note 2), 
para. 24.

30 Martins and Bird (note 17).
31 United Nations, General Assembly (note 2); and United Nations, Security Council (note 2), 

paras 5, 9, 18–20.
32 E.g. Sweden has used the Peacebuilding Commission in this format in its role as the Chair of 

the Liberia Configuration, by hosting a comprehensive discussion in Monrovia on the peacebuilding 
dimensions of the United Nations Mission in Liberia (UNMIL) transition, and bringing inputs from 
that meeting to meetings of the Peacebuilding Commission and the Security Council in New York. 
See Sucuoglu, G. and Connolly, L., ‘Sustaining peace in security transitions: the Liberian opportu-
nity’, International Peace Institute, 30 Jan. 2017.

33 United Nations, Secretary-General, Statement attributable to the Spokesman for the Sec-
retary-General on the Adoption of Resolutions on the Peacebuilding Architecture in the General 
Assembly and the Security Council, 27  Apr. 2016, <https://www.un.org/sg/en/content/sg/state-
ment/2016-04-27/statement-attributable-spokesman-secretary-general-adoption>.

34 Roesch, J. L. et al., The SDGs and Prevention for Sustaining Peace: Exploring the Transformative 
Potential of the Goal on Gender Equality (International Peace Institute: Vienna, 2016).
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system-wide frameworks that recalibrate towards long-term approaches 
that focus on root causes and building societal resilience.

The 2030 Agenda, fundamentally a framework for development, differed 
from its predecessor the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) in its uni-
versality and explicit recognition of peace as a necessary goal and condition 
for development.35 Conversely, the sustaining peace resolutions for the first 
time put greater emphasis on conflict prevention than the traditional focus 
on responding to conflict.

Nevertheless, with 17 goals, 169 targets and more than 200 indicators 
(some still to be finalized), the SDG agenda is a catalogue of ambitious and, 
perhaps for some, unattainable goals. Many fragile and conflict-affected 
countries did not succeed in meeting the MDGs. Within the goals, SDG 16 on 
peaceful and inclusive societies, access to justice and effective institutions 
represents the most obvious step towards integrating peace and security 
into the global development agenda. However, some 24 targets from 7 other 
SDGs also reflect aspirations for peaceful, just and inclusive societies.36 It 
should be noted, however, that many countries are lagging in taking the 
first step towards delivering on the SDGs—setting national targets based on 
baseline data: only 48 per cent of developing countries even have a statistical 
plan developed for monitoring progress against the SDGs.37

Inclusivity: moving beyond national ownership

A key principle of international assistance is that governments and popu-
lations in fragile, conflict-affected states should be the primary actors in 
developing and implementing initiatives to build and maintain peace and 
development in those societies.38 Referred to variously as ‘local’, ‘national’ or 
‘country’ ownership, this principle emerged from the problematic develop-
ment and imposition of assistance programmes by external actors who often 
have imported foreign models without adequate consultation or under-
standing of recipients’ needs and context. However, the introduction of the 
concept of sustaining peace does little to reconcile conceptual ambiguity 
in practice, especially in resolving disagreements over which local actors 
should be the main drivers of sustaining peace reforms and initiatives: 
elected and government representatives or a broader group involving civil 
society and community groups. Moreover, regardless of the terminology, 

35 On the Sustainable Development Goals see Milante et al. (note 11).
36 Steven, D., ‘SDG targets for fostering peaceful, just and inclusive societies’, Center on Interna-

tional Cooperation, New York University, 29 July 2016, p. 1.
37 See Paris21, National Strategies for the Development of Statistics: Progress Report 2016, Jan. 

2016.
38 See e.g. Principles 6 and 7 on promoting inclusive societies and aligning with local priorities in 

the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), ‘Principles for good inter-
national engagement in fragile states and situations’, Apr. 2007.

http://cic.nyu.edu/publications/sdg-targets-fostering-peaceful-just-and-inclusive-societies-publication
http://www.paris21.org/sites/default/files/NSDS-status-Jan2016.pdf
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while the principle of local ownership became routinely invoked in design-
ing interventions to build peace and sustainable development, its implemen-
tation has remained less evident in practice.39

The principle of national ownership was further strengthened by the 
New Deal for Engagement in Fragile States, launched in 2011 as the first set 
of principles to guide peacebuilding and state-building that was explicitly 
set out by fragile and conflict-affected states themselves.40 Asserting that 
externally imposed solutions do not work, the New Deal rests on the mutual 
commitment of national and international partners to ‘country-owned and 
country-led’ exits from fragility, and effective use of resources to build local 
capacities and institutions.41 While external actors such as donors, interna-
tional organizations and non-governmental organizations (NGOs) provide 
critical support, funding, expertise or facilitation, it is national governments 
that remain in the driver’s seat according to the New Deal principles.

More recently, an even broader norm of inclusivity has emerged, based on 
growing acknowledgement that a broad array of local perspectives must be 
taken into account in efforts to facilitate peace, security and development 
in fragile and conflict-affected contexts. The concept of inclusivity reflects 
a refining of the understanding of the requirements of local, country or 
national ownership; as noted by the recent review of the UN Peacebuilding 
Architecture, international support has focused almost exclusively on sup-
porting government ownership, while neglecting the wider societal context 
of stakeholders.42 Inclusive national ownership in post-conflict contexts 
must be shared across government and all key social strata, and across a 
spectrum of political opinion and domestic actors, including minorities.43 
Even deliberate efforts to integrate local actors into sustaining peace and 
sustainable development design may introduce only limited local perspec-
tives because the local actors may be those whose language and education 
are accessible to stakeholders or who hold elite status, and they may be too 
few in number to represent the array of needs and preferences in that soci-
ety. Indeed, in contexts with low local capacities, a small number of local 
civil society institutions may evolve to play dominant roles and become 
exclusionary in practice.44 Consequently, there has emerged a belief that 

39 McCann, J., ‘Local ownership: an imperative for inclusive peacebuilding’, Development Dia-
logue, no. 63 (Dec. 2015), p. 17.

40 Note that, in line with a year of reflection on the previous decade of UN action, the G7+ 
embarked on a similar reflective exercise. See Hearn, S., Independent Review of the New Deal for 
Engagement in Fragile States for the International Dialogue on Peacebuilding and Statebuilding 
(Center on International Cooperation, New York University: New York, 2016), p. 19.

41 International Dialogue on Peacebuilding and Statebuilding, ‘A new deal for engagement in 
fragile states’, Sep. 2011.

42 United Nations, General Assembly and Security Council, A/69/968–S/2015/490 (note 1), p. 8.
43 United Nations, General Assembly and Security Council, A/69/968–S/2015/490 (note 1), 

para. 44.
44 McCann (note 39), p. 22.
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both state and societal actors must be engaged in sustaining peace, and that 
only ‘multi-layered, broad-based participation’ is likely to provide a deeply 
rooted, collective understanding of the nature of its challenges and objec-
tives.45

The SDGs further sought to institutionalize the norm of inclusivity in 
sustaining peace and development, with the preamble declaring under the 
specific heading of peace: ‘We are determined to foster peaceful, just and 
inclusive societies’. This is also directly expressed through SDG 16, which 
seeks to ‘promote peaceful and inclusive societies for sustainable develop-
ment, provide access to justice for all and build effective, accountable, and 
inclusive institutions at all levels’.46 Additionally, the 2030 Agenda resolu-
tion pledges no fewer than five times to ‘leave no one behind’ in development 
processes.47

There remains, however, a significant lack of empirical evidence of the 
long-term impacts of engagement by local actors and institutions, such as 
whether peace outcomes are more sustainable than those led or initiated by 
external actors.48 More systematic monitoring and evaluation of participa-
tory processes in sustaining peace are needed to contribute an evidence base 
to the normative claims underpinning the shift towards greater inclusivity. 
Questions remain on how inclusive sustaining peace must be to succeed, 
who should be involved and what is inclusive enough.49

In addition, while the commitments to sustaining peace are laudable in 
their language, realities on the ground have reflected global ambivalence to 
the peacebuilding agenda. First, the challenges of prevention are evident in 
countries that had all the warning signs of a high risk of conflict but little 
international appetite to engage in prevention (i.e. Syria, South Sudan, 
Ukraine and Yemen), but are even more complicated in cases where conflict 
risks and the value of prevention are less clear (i.e. Turkey, Myanmar and 
Mexico).50 Second, the parallel resolutions have so far failed to secure fixed 
financing for sustaining peace. Financing options are being examined by a 
working group, and will be outlined in the Secretary-General’s report to the 
72nd session of the General Assembly. However, signals throughout 2016 
were mixed. At the September 2016 pledging conference, the UN Peace-
building Fund (a small multi-donor trust fund) requested $300 million in 
commitments, and received only $151 million. On the other hand, replenish-

45 McCann (note 39), p. 17.
46 United Nations, General Assembly, A/RES/70/1 (note 7).
47 United Nations, General Assembly, A/RES/70/1 (note 7).
48 Özerdem, A. and Lee, S. Y., ‘Introduction’, eds A. Özerdem and S. Y. Lee, Local Ownership in 

International Peacebuilding: Key Theoretical and Practical Issues (Routledge: London and New York, 
2015), p. 3.

49 World Bank, World Development Report 2011: Conflict, Security and Development (World Bank: 
Washington, DC, 2011).

50 Guéhenno, J.-M., ‘Ten conflicts to watch in 2017’, Foreign Policy, 5 Jan. 2017.
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ment by donors of resources of the International Development Association in 
2016 (referred to as ‘IDA 18’) resulted in increased total commitments for the 
IDA 18 term to $75 billion over three years, with the World Bank committing 
to doubling resources to address fragility, conflict and violence to $14 bil-
lion.51 The AGE Report recommended making assessed budget money avail-
able for programmatic purposes, and this was implemented.52 Moreover, a 
major, ongoing joint UN–World Bank study on the role of development in the 
prevention of conflict is considering how these two bodies can work better 
together to prevent conflict, and how the World Bank can channel funds 
more effectively, including how IDA 18 funds can be best spent.53 However, 
bilateral donors lack clear commitments. The UK Department for Interna-
tional Development (DFID), for example, recently pledged to commit 50 per 
cent of resources to fragile states, but has not clearly defined what a fragile 
state is or where additional resources, if necessary, would come from.54 It is 
unclear what the implications of the Trump Administration in the United 
States will be for US Agency for International Development (USAID) assis-
tance to conflict-affected countries.

51 World Bank, ‘Global community makes record $75 billion commitment to end extreme pov-
erty’, Press Release 2017/129/IDA, 15 Dec. 2016.

52  See United Nations, General Assembly and Security Council, A/69/968–S/2015/490 (note 1), 
para. 169.

53 United Nations and World Bank, Sustaining Peace: Making Development Work for the Preven-
tion of Violent Conflicts, Concept note, 13 Oct. 2016 (draft).

54 House of Commons, International Development Committee, ‘UK aid: allocation of resources— 
interim report’, Third report of Session 2015–16, 22 Mar. 2016.
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III. Delivering as one: other multilateral mechanisms for 
sustaining peace

emma bjertén günther, marina caparini and yeonju jung

Beyond the reviews of the Peacebuilding Architecture, progress has been 
made in several other fields relevant to sustaining peace. This section 
reviews advances in three areas: (a) preventing violent extremism; (b) the 
linking of humanitarian action to development, particularly through the 
World Humanitarian Summit; and (c) the women, peace and security (WPS) 
agenda.

Preventing violent extremism: the report of the Secretary-General

In 2016 there was growing international momentum towards a broad, devel-
opmental approach in ‘preventing violent extremism’ (PVE). Although the 
terminology used by actors varies, hard security approaches privileging 
intelligence, police and military means under counterterrorism tend to 
be referred to as ‘countering violent extremism’ (CVE). In contrast, PVE 
approaches seek to address the structural or root causes and drivers of vio-
lent extremism, factors that have traditionally fallen under the category of 
development challenges. The emergence of PVE, specifically its intersection 
with aspects of human rights, peacebuilding and development agendas, has 
proven alarming to some actors within those communities, who perceive 
similar potential risks in PVE for manipulation, abuse and stigmatization as 
seen with counterterrorism.1 While some development actors have embraced 
PVE through attention to development-related causes and solutions to radi-
calization, and the need for inclusive governance of diverse societies, others 
warn of the risk that development aid could become securitized.2 Never-
theless, despite these concerns the international PVE agenda was further 
consolidated in 2016. The United States under the Obama Administration 
was at the forefront of advancing the preventative approach towards violent 
extremism and unveiled a joint Department of State–USAID Strategy on 
CVE in May 2016.3 With the CVE Strategy, the USA was perceived at the 

1 See e.g. American Civil Liberties Union, ‘What is wrong with the government’s “countering 
violent extremism” programs’, ACLU Briefing Paper, Apr. 2016. On the use of CVE/PVE against the 
Islamic State group see chapter 3, section II, in this volume.

2 See e.g. United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), ‘Development solutions to prevent 
violent extremism’, [n.d], <http://www.undp.org/content/undp/en/home/ourwork/democrat-
ic-governance-and-peacebuilding/conflict-prevention-and-peacebuilding/preventing-violent-ex-
tremism.html>.

3 US State Department and USAID, Joint Strategy on Preventing Violent Extremism (USAID: 
Washington, DC, May 2016).



234   security and development, 2016

time as moving closer to the UN’s approach and its emphasis on preventive 
measures.4

At the international level, the United Nations Secretary-General’s Plan 
of Action to Prevent Violent Extremism was tabled in December 2015 and 
presented to the UN General Assembly in January 2016.5 The Plan of Action 
introduced an explicitly preventive approach for addressing violent extrem-
ism. The UN Global Counter-Terrorism Strategy of 2006 rests on four pillars: 
(a) addressing the conditions conducive to the spread of terrorism; (b) pre-
venting and combating terrorism; (c) building states’ capacity and strength-
ening the role of the UN; and (d) ensuring human rights and the rule of law.6 

Recognizing that both prevention and respect for human rights and the rule 
of law have been largely neglected in favour of militarized responses and 
counterterrorism capacity building, the Plan of Action seeks to reinvigorate 
those pillars, and thus contribute to a more balanced and comprehensive 
approach for addressing violent extremism and terrorism.7

The Plan of Action adopts a ‘practical’ approach to preventing violent 
extremism, setting out more than 70 recommendations for action. It sets out 
two categories of drivers of violent extremism: ‘push’ factors (conditions con-
ducive to and structural context) and ‘pull’ factors (individual experiences 
and motivations that contribute to radicalization processes). Recognizing 
that there can be no one-size-fits-all solution, the Plan of Action calls for 
the development by each member state of a national action plan to prevent 
violent extremism, which identifies national priorities to address local driv-
ers of violent extremism.8 Seven priority areas should be addressed: (a) dia-
logue and conflict prevention; (b) strengthening good governance, human 
rights and the rule of law; (c) engaging communities; (d) empowering youth;  
(e) gender equality and empowering women; ( f ) education, skills develop-
ment and employment facilitation; and (g) strategic communications, the 
Internet and social media. Implementation of national action plans should 
occur through ‘all-of-society’ and ‘all-of-government’ approaches.

The Plan of Action calls for combined security, development, human 
rights and humanitarian action at national, regional and global levels. It 
calls for a comprehensive UN approach both at UN headquarters and in the 
field, encompassing the integration of PVE into UN peacekeeping missions 
and special political missions, as well as enhancing the capacities of UN 
agencies, funds and programmes to support member states in developing 

4 Frazer, O. and Nünlist, C., The Concept of Countering Violent Extremism, Center for Security 
Studies (CSS) Analyses in Security Policy no. 183 (CSS: Zurich, Dec. 2015).

5 United Nations, General Assembly, Plan of Action to Prevent Violent Extremism, Report of the 
Secretary-General, A/70/674, 24 Dec. 2015.

6 United Nations, General Assembly, The United Nations Global Counter-Terrorism Strategy,  
A/RES/60/288, 8 Sep. 2006.

7 United Nations, General Assembly, A/70/674 (note 5), para. 7.
8 United Nations, General Assembly, A/70/674 (note 5), para. 44.
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their national plans of action. A High-Level PVE Action Group was created 
to spearhead and mainstream the implementation of the Plan of Action 
across the UN system, and a Counter-Terrorism Implementation Task Force 
(CTITF) Interagency Working Group on Preventing Violent Extremism was 
tasked with bringing relevant UN agencies together to begin deliberations 
on moving forward and presenting concrete recommendations to the High-
Level PVE Action Group.9

Initial reception of the Plan of Action by the General Assembly was mixed 
with divergent views on: the need to address root causes more deeply; 
whether the Plan of Action interferes with domestic affairs and national 
sovereignty; and the need to acknowledge the role of foreign military inter-
ventions in fostering violent extremism.10

Numerous international civil society actors have criticized the Plan of 
Action for failing to define violent extremism.11 Leaving violent extremism 
to each member state to define was also seen as risking its conflation with 
different forms of political protest, insurrection, radicalism and terrorism.12 
The Plan of Action was further critiqued as lacking a clear evidentiary basis 
for many of its causal claims.13 The normative influence of the Plan of Action 
further raised concern that it would ‘lead to a proliferation of PVE initiatives 
that do not contain sufficient safeguards to protect human rights’.14

The Plan of Action underwent further consideration during the Geneva 
Conference on Preventing Violent Extremism in April 2016, and during the 
fifth biennial review of the UN Counter-Terrorism Strategy, which took 
place in New York in July 2016.15 The General Assembly adopted by con-
sensus Resolution 291 on the Fifth Review of the Global Counter-Terrorism 
Strategy, which included the recommendation that member states imple-

9 Under-Secretary General Jeffrey Feltman, Geneva Conference on Preventing Violent Extrem-
ism: The Way Forward, Session II on ‘Action at the Global Level’, 8 Apr. 2016, <http://www.un.org/
undpa/en/speeches-statements/07042016/Preventing-Violent-Extremism>; and United Nations, 
Department of Political Affairs, ‘What you need to know about the UN’s role in preventing violent 
extremism’, Politically Speaking, [n.d.], <http://un-dpa.tumblr.com/post/142408904219/what-you-
need-to-know-about-the-uns-role-in>.

10 United Nations, ‘General Assembly decides to take more time in considering Secretary-Gen-
eral’s proposed Action Plan for Preventing Violent Extremism’, Meetings coverage, GA/11760, 
12 Feb. 2016, <https://www.un.org/press/en/2016/ga11760.doc.htm>; and United Nations, General 
Assembly, Statement by Ambassador Syed Akbaruddin, Permanent Representative, on the Secretary 
General’s Report on Preventing Violent Extremism, 12 Feb. 2016, <https://www.pminewyork.org/
pages.php?id=2375>.

11 United Nations, General Assembly, A/70/674 (note 5), paras 2, 5.
12 Atwood, R., ‘The dangers lurking in the UN’s new plan to prevent violent extremism’, Reuters, 

8 Feb. 2016.
13 Modirzadeh, N., ‘If it’s broke, don’t make it worse: a critique of the UN Secretary-General’s 

Plan of Action to Prevent Violent Extremism’, Lawfare Blog, 23 Jan. 2016.
14 Article 19, ‘UNHRC: 58 NGOs warn of harmful impact of “countering and preventing violent 

extremism”’, 4 Feb. 2016.
15 United Nations, General Assembly, The United Nations Global Counter-Terrorism Strategy 

Review, A/Res/70/291, 19 July 2016.
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ment the relevant national-level recommendations contained in the Plan of 
Action.16

What remains to be seen is whether, or to what extent, the Plan of Action’s 
recommendations for preventing violent extremism will be linked to other 
efforts to prioritize prevention in the UN system. One such initiative is the 
newly appointed Internal Review Team’s review of the UN’s peace and secu-
rity strategy, functioning and architecture.17 More broadly it is unclear how 
the Plan of Action will be interpreted and implemented by states and inter-
national actors, how effectively they will craft multidimensional, integrated 
and comprehensive approaches to the complex problem of violent extrem-
ism, and the extent to which they can allay the concerns of the development, 
peacebuilding and human rights communities.

Humanitarian assistance: the World Humanitarian Summit 2016

Since the 1990s the increase in internal wars dominated by non-state actors 
and the growing involvement of external actors, including transnational 
criminal groups, have rendered conflicts more complex and protracted as 
the negotiation of lasting peace agreements has become more difficult. Dis-
asters have become more frequent and intense, as extreme weather events 
caused by climate change have interacted with other pressures such as 
political instability, rapid urbanization and growing inequality.18 As a result 
of these trends, the international community is ‘in a state of constant crisis 
management’.19 The international humanitarian system is under tremen-
dous strain: at the beginning of 2016 some 130 million people—the highest 
number since the Second World War—required humanitarian assistance 
owing to conflict or disaster and the resulting increase in over 60 million 
forcibly displaced persons.20 Displacement is increasingly protracted, with 
the average length of conflict-induced displacement now at 17 years.21 This 
has driven the growing realization that internal displacement is not only 
a short-term humanitarian issue, but in countries with significant num-
bers of refugees and internally displaced persons (IDPs), fundamentally 
one of long-term development.22 While absolute amounts of humanitarian 

16 United Nations, General Assembly, A/Res/70/291 (note 15), para. 40.
17 United Nations, Secretary-General, ‘Statement by the Secretary-General on Secretariat Peace 

and Security Strategy’, 14 Feb. 2017.
18 On disasters and climate change see chapter 8 in this volume.
19 United Nations, General Assembly, One Humanity, Shared Responsibility, Report of the Secre-

tary-General for the World Humanitarian Summit, A/70/709, 2 Feb. 2016, paras 23–25.
20 Ban Ki-moon, ‘A Turning Point for Humanitarian Action’, United Nations University, 30 June 

2016.
21 Strohmeyer, H., ‘The forgotten millions’, United Nations Office for the Coordination of Human-

itarian Affairs (OCHA), 22 Jan. 2015.
22 Center on International Cooperation, Addressing Protracted Displacement: A Framework for 

Development-Humanitarian Cooperation, Think piece drawing on collaboration between OCHA, 
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assistance funding have increased each year and in 2015 reached a record  
$28 billion, the gap between humanitarian needs and available resources 
has also increased and currently stands at 45 per cent.23

Further, the humanitarian space has eroded amid weakened respect for 
human rights and international humanitarian law (IHL) in situations of 
armed conflict, as demonstrated by the deliberate targeting by combatants of 
civilians and humanitarian personnel and facilities such as hospitals, clinics 
and educational facilities.24 Humanitarian access is increasingly treated as a 
weapon of war, as vividly demonstrated in Syria where warring parties have 
withheld access to humanitarian aid as part of their military strategies and 
to advance political objectives, and in attacks on humanitarian aid workers 
in Juba, South Sudan in July 2016.25

In 2016 the UN Secretary-General, Ban Ki-moon, initiated the World 
Humanitarian Summit (WHS) as a response to the dramatic increase 
in humanitarian funding requirements and the growing challenges of 
politicization of humanitarian aid and denial of access to those in need.26 
The multi-stakeholder WHS, the first of its kind, was preceded by a year of con-
sultations involving 23 000 people globally, including those on the frontlines 
providing and receiving assistance. Taking place in Istanbul on 23–24 May 
2016, the WHS convened 9000 participants including state and government 
representatives, private sector actors, civil society and non-governmental 
organizations (NGOs). By mid-August 2016, the WHS resulted in  
3140 individual and joint commitments across the five core areas outlined 
by the Secretary-General in the framework of the summit, which included 
political leadership to prevent and end conflict, upholding the norms that 
safeguard humanity (including through the International Criminal Court), 
‘leaving no one behind’, changing people’s lives (from delivering aid to 
ending need) and investing in humanity.27

Many initially viewed the summit as an opportunity to reform the severely 
strained humanitarian system, but controversy arose as its preparation took 
form. One of the key concerns voiced by certain humanitarian actors was 
the blurring of the distinction between humanitarian response and devel-
opment assistance, created by making the Sustainable Development Goals 

UNDP, UNHCR, UNICEF, WFP and the World Bank, supported by the Center on International 
Cooperation (New York University: New York, Dec. 2015).

23 Global Humanitarian Assistance, Global Humanitarian Assistance Report 2016 (Development 
Initiatives Limited: Bristol, 2016), pp. 6–7.

24 On IHL and armed conflict see also chapter 14, section I, in this volume.
25 Berti, B., ‘Syria’s weaponized humanitarian space’, Carnegie Endowment for International 

Peace, 6 July 2016; and United Nations, ‘Executive Summary of the Independent Special Investiga-
tion into the violence which occurred in Juba in 2016 and UNMISS response’, 1 Nov. 2016.

26 United Nations, General Assembly, A/70/709 (note 19), para. 11.
27 World Humanitarian Summit, Commitments to Action, Istanbul, 23–24 May 2016 (data as of 

16 Aug. 2016), p. 7.
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(SDGs) the common overall objective and by the Secretary-General’s empha-
sis on using development goals as a crisis response. Critics maintained that 
long-term development goals, while worthy, are secondary to humanitarian 
goals, whose primary imperative must remain ‘addressing the immediate 
needs of people caught up in crisis, by delivering relief aid and delivering it in 
accordance to the principles of impartiality, neutrality and independence’.28 
As development is or should be closely connected to national ownership, 
linking development to humanitarianism may well erode those fundamental 
humanitarian principles. The withdrawal of Médecins Sans Frontières from 
participating in the summit, which it branded ‘a fig-leaf of good intentions’, 
further reflected its concerns that the summit would fail to reinforce ‘the 
obligations of states to uphold and implement the humanitarian and refugee 
laws which they have signed up to’.29

A main outcome of the WHS was the launch of a package of reforms enti-
tled the ‘Grand Bargain’, which was endorsed by the core of 15 lead donors 
and 15 aid agencies and international NGOs that collectively dominate 
international humanitarian assistance. Drawing on findings from the UN 
Secretary-General’s High-Level Panel Report on Humanitarian Financ-
ing, the Grand Bargain identified ten areas in which humanitarian actors 
commit to working more efficiently and effectively together: (a) transpar-
ency; (b) localization; (c) cash-based programming; (d) periodic functional 
reviews; (e) joint and impartial needs assessments; ( f ) including aid recip-
ients in decision-making; (g) multi-year planning and funding; (h) reduced 
earmarking of donor contributions; (i) harmonized and simplified reporting 
requirements; and ( j) engagement between humanitarian and development 
actors.30

A notable development was seen in the commitment to fund national and 
local actors (localization) in recognition of the principle that crisis response 
should build and rely on national and local capacities and providers, supple-
mented by international capacities only as needed. Currently, national and 
local actors receive few resources. In 2015, for example, local NGOs received 
only 0.4 per cent of international humanitarian assistance funding, while 
government authorities of affected states received just 1.2 per cent.31 Donors 
in the Grand Bargain agreed that by 2020 local and national actors would 

28 DuBois, M., ‘Don’t blur the lines between development and humanitarian work’, The Guardian, 
12 May 2016.

29 Médecins Sans Frontières, ‘MSF to pull out of World Humanitarian Summit’, Press release, 
5 May 2016.

30 High-Level Panel on Humanitarian Financing, Too Important to Fail: Addressing the Human-
itarian Financing Gap, Report to the Secretary-General, 17  Jan. 2016; and The Grand Bargain: A 
Shared Commitment To Better Serve People In Need, Istanbul, 23 May 2016.

31 Global Humanitarian Assistance (note 23), p. 65.
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receive 25 per cent of the funding they provide for humanitarian action ‘as 
directly as possible’.32

The initiative to better localize humanitarian response points to a fun-
damental problem in the international humanitarian system, which not 
only lacks sufficient funds, but suffers from a crisis of legitimacy owing to 
the dominance of an ‘oligopoly’ of major donors, UN agencies and large 
international NGOs. These organizations are the main recipients of concen-
trated resource flows and function in practice like a cartel, dominating the 
discourse, functioning as gatekeepers and shaping the rules of international 
humanitarian response.33 Critics maintain that the international NGO 
members of this group are driven by competitive concerns of increasing 
their own market share and funding, a dynamic that collectively discourages 
diversification and systemic change, while the major donors direct attention 
to issues that reflect their interests.34 In this system, national, local and 
community actors are ignored, excluded or instrumentalized to implement 
internationally developed solutions. Public consultations leading up to the 
WHS revealed that many recipients of humanitarian assistance not only 
feel that this system fails to respond effectively to their priority needs, but 
that the aid agencies delivering assistance are ‘partial, unaccountable and 
potentially corrupt’.35

While the WHS launched important initiatives to improve the manage-
ment and efficiency of the humanitarian system, transformational change 
appears unlikely. Absent from the WHS were the leaders of the world’s 
wealthiest and most powerful states, with only German Chancellor Angela 
Merkel participating from among the Group of Seven (G7) countries and 
no leaders representing the permanent members (P5) of the UN Security 
Council.36 This absence contributed to the failure of the summit to make any 
progress on accountability for violations of IHL.

The status of the women, peace and security agenda

The Beijing Declaration and Platform of Action, adopted at the Fourth World 
Conference on Women in 1995 constitutes a platform of actions for what 
could be described as positive peace. The Beijing Declaration addresses the 
need to re-evaluate structures of society as well as the relationship between 

32 The Grand Bargain: A Shared Commitment To Better Serve People In Need (note 30), p. 5.
33 Collinson, S. and Elhawary, S., Humanitarian Space: A Review of Trends and Issues, Humanitar-

ian Policy Group (HPG) Report no. 32 (Overseas Development Institute: London, 2012), pp. 19–20.
34 Bennett, C. and Foley, F., Time to Let Go: Remaking Humanitarian Action for the Modern Era, 

Humanitarian Policy Group (HPG) Report (Overseas Development Institute: London, 2016), 
pp. 57–59.

35 Redvers, L., ‘What refugees really think of aid agencies’, IRIN, 5 Mar. 2015.
36 Afanasieva, D. and Yackley, A. J., ‘UN, Turkey disappointed G7 leaders skipped humanitarian 

conference’, Reuters, 24 May 2016.
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men and women regarding justice and equality.37 The language in the WPS 
agenda is based on the Beijing Declaration, specifically section E on Women 
and Armed Conflict. The WPS agenda consists of eight resolutions that 
address a gender perspective in various peace and security forums. The 
resolutions emphasize women’s roles and the importance of women’s partic-
ipation in peacebuilding and preventing armed conflict, as well as the impor-
tance of the protection of women and girls in conflict and post-conflict.38 
UN Security Council Resolution 1325, the landmark resolution of the WPS 
agenda, has since its adoption in 2000 contributed to a better understanding 
of the relevance of a gender perspective for peace and security. However, 
progress on the implementation of the WPS agenda has been slow.

In 2015 the 15th anniversary of Resolution 1325 was marked with the 
High-Level Review of Women, Peace and Security, where UN member 
states renewed their commitments, and focused on key obstacles and how 
to improve the implementation of commitments that had yet to be realized. 
A record-breaking 110 statements were made and a new resolution, UN 
Security Council Resolution 2242—that addresses global challenges such 
as climate change, the increasing number of refugees and IDPs, and violent 
extremism, and urges greater consultation with women’s organizations—
was unanimously adopted and added to the WPS agenda.39 The High-Level 
Review was followed by publication of the Global Study on the Implementa-
tion of UN Security Council Resolution 1325, which identified challenges as 
well as progress with the implementation of the WPS agenda.40

On 25 October 2016 the Security Council convened its annual open debate 
on women, peace and security, to follow up on the previous year’s high-
level review and to update the status on the implementation of Resolution 
1325. The 2016 open debate and the annual report of the Secretary-General 
on women and peace and security demonstrated growing support for the 
WPS agenda. In 2016 four new countries (Kenya, South Sudan, Timor-Leste 
and Ukraine) adopted national action plans on Resolution 1325.41 To date,  
63 countries have adopted national action plans in support of Resolution 
1325, and several initiatives have been taken to support states in developing 
and implementing these plans.42 In July 2016 over 80 participants, including 
government representatives, civil society advocates, academics and experts 
from 17 countries, gathered in Bangkok at the Asia-Pacific regional sympo-

37 United Nations, Beijing Declaration and Platform of Action, adopted at the Fourth World Con-
ference on Women, 27 Oct. 1995.

38 Höghammar, T. et al., ‘The development of the women, peace and security agenda’, SIPRI Year-
book 2016, p. 323.

39 United Nations Security Council Resolution 2242, 13 Oct. 2015.
40 United Nations, Preventing Conflict, Transforming Justice, Securing Peace: A Global Study on 

the Implementation of United Nations Security Council Resolution 1325 (UN Women: New York, 2015).
41 Peace Women, ‘Who implements’, 2017, <http://www.peacewomen.org/who-implements>.
42 Peace Women, ‘Member states’, 2017, <http://www.peacewomen.org/member-states>.
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sium on national action plans on women, peace and security. It was the first 
organized occasion for the Asian-Pacific countries to share their experiences 
and to develop strategies for developing effective national action plans.43

In addition, new initiatives on networks like the Nordic Women Media-
tors (NWM) were taken. The NWM was officially launched in November 
2015 and its international launch was in March 2016 at the UN in New York. 
The NWM aims to increase the number of Nordic women in peacemaking 
efforts, strengthening the role of women mediators in conflict-affected 
regions as well as interacting with other similar women’s networks.44 Simi-
lar initiatives, such as the network of African Women Mediators, were also 
taken during 2016 to increase women’s participation in peacebuilding.45

Despite the increasing support for the WPS agenda, there remains a gap 
between policy and practice. In the 2016 annual report on WPS, the Secre-
tary-General presented five areas that require urgent action in order to fill 
the gaps in implementation: (a) increasing women’s participation; (b) pro-
tecting the human rights of women and girls during conflict; (c) gender-re-
sponsive planning and accountability for results; (d) strengthening gender 
architecture and technical expertise; and (e) increasing financial resources 
for the WPS agenda.46 Progress and gaps in these areas are discussed further 
below.

Despite some progress achieved in 2016 regarding the implementation 
of the WPS agenda, for example on high-level prosecutions of conflict-re-
lated sexual and gender-based violence, the protection of human rights of 
women and girls in conflict was still seriously lacking. The year was marked 
by reports of armed actors and terrorist organizations violating women’s 
human rights, sometimes as part of their political agendas.47

The UN Secretary-General emphasized the urgent need to punish those 
responsible for human rights violations committed by non-state actors 
and urged member states to take action against sexual exploitation and  
abuse (SEA) in countries hosting UN peace operations. Following the 
increased number of allegations of SEA from across the UN system and the 
reports on allegations of SEA by international peacekeepers in the Central 

43 United Nations Women, ‘17 Asia-Pacific countries join together to promote women, peace and 
security’, Press release, 11 July 2016.

44 Folke Bernadotte Academy ‘Nordic women mediators’, 20 June 2016.
45 Arradon, I., ‘A new network of African women mediators for peace’, International Crisis 

Group, 22  Dec. 2016, <https://www.crisisgroup.org/africa/new-network-african-women-media-
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46 United Nations, Security Council, Report of the Secretary-General on women and peace and 
security, S/2016/822, 29 Sep 2016.

47 United Nations, Security Council, S/2016/822 (note 46); United Nations, Security Council, 
Report of the Secretary-General on conflict-related sexual violence, S/2016/361, 20  Apr. 2016; 
Strasser, F., ‘ISIS makes sex slavery key tactic of terrorism’, United States Institute of Peace, 6 Oct. 
2016; and Bangura, Z. and Verveer, M., ‘Sexual violence is a tool of war, but we have the weapons to 
end that’, The Guardian, 2 Mar. 2016.
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African Republic (CAR), the Secretary-General emphasized the need for 
donors to extend support for mechanisms to assist the victims of these crimes 
that have devastated lives and damaged global perceptions of the UN.48 In 
his 2015 report on conflict-related sexual violence, the Secretary-General 
asserted commitments to policies of zero tolerance for SEA.49 In his 2016 
report, he continued to inform measures for protection from SEA.50 As a 
consequence of the allegations of SEA in the CAR, three Congolese peace-
keepers from the UN Multidimensional Integrated Stabilization Mission 
in the Central African Republic (MINUSCA) were prosecuted.51 Both 
the head of UN peacekeeping operations in the CAR and the commander 
of the UN peacekeeping force in South Sudan were sacked over failure to 
protect civilians.52 A resolution addressing SEA by UN peacekeepers and 
non-UN forces, Resolution 2272, was adopted in March 2016 (building on  
Resolution 2242).53

Some member states committed to take action against SEA during the open 
debate in 2016. For example, Georgia, Kazakhstan and Uruguay committed 
to adopt the Secretary-General’s zero tolerance policy for SEA and to ensure 
the full accountability of perpetrators. Kazakhstan also agreed to promote 
the participation of female soldiers in peacekeeping operations, while the 
United Kingdom agreed to double the number of women participating in 
peacekeeping operations by 2020 and address all cases of SEA.54

One of the most common thematic issues addressed at the 2016 open 
debate on WPS was women’s participation and, specifically, collaboration 
with women’s organizations and civil society organizations.55 As directed by 
Resolution 2242, the UK committed to having open country-specific brief-
ings with civil society actors during its presidency of the Security Council in 
March 2017.56

48 United Nations, Security Council, S/2016/822 (note 46), p. 8. On SEA in peace operations see 
also chapter 5, section I, in this volume.

49 United Nations, General Assembly, Report of the Secretary-General on the special measures 
for protection from sexual exploitation and sexual abuse, A/69/779, 13 Feb. 2015.

50 United Nations, General Assembly, Report of the Secretary-General on the special measures 
for protection from sexual exploitation and sexual abuse, A/70/729, 16 Feb. 2016.

51 For more details see Höghammar, T., ‘Sexual exploitation and abuse in peace operations’, 
SIPRI Yearbook 2016, pp. 305–15; and ‘UN peacekeepers go on trial for CAR sex abuse’, Aljazeera, 
5 Apr. 2016. On SEA in the CAR see also chapter 5, section II, in this volume.
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“serious shortcomings”’, The Guardian, 2 Nov. 2016; and United Nations, ‘South Sudan: UN Mission 
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The Colombian peace agreement signed on 26 September 2016 is an exam-
ple of women’s participation and active engagement in a peace process.57 
Women constituted 30 per cent of the participants at the peace table in 
Havana, approximately half of the participants in the national and regional 
consultations were women, and women constituted over 60 per cent of the 
experts and victims visiting the peace table.58 In other areas, however, wom-
en’s participation and leadership in peace is stagnating or backsliding. The 
proportion of women in parliaments of conflict and post-conflict countries 
was 16.6 per cent in 2016, decreasing from 18 per cent in 2015.59 In addition, 
the Secretary-General cited concerns over the low levels and ranks of wom-
en’s representation in field missions, including peace operations and peace-
keeping missions.60 At the same time, studies show that the direct inclusion 
of women does not necessarily ensure women’s influence in peace processes. 
It is important to look beyond the numbers in women’s participation and 
also focus on the qualitative aspects of women’s influence, since women may 
still be discriminated against and ignored.61

Further, the protection pillar has often been the main focus overshadow-
ing the other two pillars of the WPS agenda: women’s participation and pre-
vention of conflict.62 The Global Study on the Implementation of UN Security 
Council Resolution 1325 and recent critiques suggest that the implementation 
of the WPS agenda in many cases seems to have been invoked in order to 
make war safe for women, rather than to challenge gendered impacts of 
security policies and violent conflicts.63 The importance of conflict preven-
tion in order to meet the global challenges on security and development was 
repeatedly recognized in 2015–16, but few states made specific commitments 
on conflict prevention during the open debate in 2016.64

In 2009 the Secretary-General introduced a process to ensure that at least 
15 per cent of UN-managed funds in support of peacebuilding were allocated 

57 On the Colombian peace process see chapter 2, section II, in this volume.
58 United Nations, Security Council, S/2016/822 (note 46), p. 2.
59 United Nations, Security Council, S/2016/822 (note 46), p. 15.
60 United Nations, Security Council, S/2016/822 (note 46), pp. 7–8.
61 Paffenholz, T. et al., Making Women Count: Not Just Counting Women, Assessing Women’s 
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62 Olsson, L. and Gizelis, T. I., Gender, Peace and Security: Implementing UN Security Council Res-
olution 1325 (Routledge: Abingdon, 2015), p. 8.

63 George, N. and Shepherd, L. J., ‘Women, peace and security: exploring the implementation and 
integration of UNSCR 1325’, International Political Science Review, vol. 27, no. 3 (2016); and United 
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mentation of United Nations Security Council Resolution 1325 (UN Women: New York, 2015), p. 191.

64 United Nations (note 63), p. 195; United Nations, Sustainable Development Knowledge Plat-
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to advance gender equality.65 The funding has increased from 5 per cent in 
2011 and exceeded the goal for the first time in 2015 at 15.7 per cent.66 Despite 
a positive trend, the lack of allocated funding to gender equality and wom-
en’s empowerment continues to be one of the major obstacles to the imple-
mentation of Resolution 1325.67 In response to the financial gaps, the WPS 
Financing Discussion Group (FDG) was established in June 2014, composed 
of representatives from conflict-affected UN member states, donors, UN 
entities and civil society actors. The group aims to create synergies between 
different funding sources to better meet the needs of women in development 
and humanitarian divisions. In 2015, the WPS FDG initiated the Global 
Acceleration Instrument (GAI), a financing mechanism aiming to respond to 
obstacles in the implementation of the WPS agenda.68

65 United Nations, General Assembly and Security Council, Women’s Participation in Peacebuild-
ing, Report of the Secretary-General, A/65/354–S/2010/466, 7 Sep. 2010, p. 11, 28.
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IV. The peace being sustained: operationalizing prevention

marina caparini and gary milante

The call for a greater focus on preventing conflict has resonated across 
international forums over the past year (see section II). Former United 
Nations Secretary-General, Ban Ki-moon, acknowledged that ‘preventing 
and ending conflicts are recognized in the Charter of the United Nations 
as our first and foremost responsibility to humanity. Yet, that effort is not 
where our political leadership or resources are currently focused’.1 The 
three major reviews of 2015 on peacebuilding, peace operations and UN 
Security Council Resolution 1325 each called for greater prevention efforts, 
and for increasing strategic capacities for prevention at the highest levels 
of the UN, within peace operations, and through resident coordinators and 
country teams. First, the Report of the Advisory Group of Experts (AGE) 
on the UN’s Peacebuilding Architecture held that peacebuilding occurs not 
only in post-conflict situations, but also before, during and after conflict, and 
that more attention needs to be paid to conflict prevention: a wider under-
standing of peacebuilding that was termed ‘sustaining peace’ (see section 
II). Second, the Report of the High-Level Independent Panel on Peace Oper-
ations (HIPPO) called for conflict prevention and mediation to be ‘brought 
back to the fore’, with more attention on root causes of conflict and through 
inclusive and equitable development work.2 It specifically recommended 
investing in and building the UN’s own capacities for conflict prevention, 
developing a more integrated UN approach to conflict prevention, the crea-
tion of a broad-based, high-level international forum on prevention, and the 
creation of new regional offices that could engage in preventive diplomacy 
in fragile regions.3 Third, the Global Study on women, peace and security 
emphasized that ‘prevention of conflict must be the priority, not the use of 
force’ and the need to implement both short-term, operational strategies 
and long-term strategies addressing root causes and structural drivers of 
violence.4

The preamble of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development explicitly 
links peace and development, declaring: ‘We are determined to foster peace-

1 United Nations, General Assembly, One Humanity, Shared Responsibility, Report of the Secre-
tary-General for the World Humanitarian Summit, 70/709, 2 Feb. 2016.

2 United Nations, General Assembly and Security Council, Uniting Our Strengths for Peace: Poli-
tics, Partnerships and People, Report of the High-Level Independent Panel on United Nations Peace 
Operations, A/70/95–S/2015/446, 17 June 2015, para. 38.

3 United Nations, General Assembly and Security Council, A/70/95–S/2015/446 (note 2),  
pp. viii–ix; see also the specific recommendations on preventing conflict and mediating peace on 
p. 21.

4 United Nations Women, Preventing Conflict, Transforming Justice, Securing the Peace: A Global 
Study on the Implementation of United Nations Security Council Resolution 1325 (United Nations: New 
York, 2015), pp. 15, 195.
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ful, just and inclusive societies which are free from fear and violence. There 
can be no sustainable development without peace and no peace without 
sustainable development.’5 As part of Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) 
16, it further sets out to ‘strengthen relevant national institutions, includ-
ing through international cooperation, for building capacity at all levels, in 
particular in developing countries, to prevent violence and combat terrorism 
and crime’.6

The emphasis on engaging more with conflict prevention continued 
throughout 2016. In his report for the World Humanitarian Summit (WHS), 
Ban Ki-moon identified global leadership to prevent and end conflict as the 
first and foremost of five core responsibilities to humanity.7 Further, recog-
nizing that conflicts are linked to 80 per cent of all humanitarian needs, the 
first core priority identified in the WHS was the need for global leadership 
to prevent and end conflict.8 However, humanitarian action also responds to 
suffering resulting from disaster and, as with prevention of conflict, there is 
a growing emphasis on disaster preparedness and risk mitigation. The World 
Conference on Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR) in Sendai, Japan, resulted in 
a global framework for the coming 15 years to prepare for future natural 
and climate-related disasters.9 It identified seven global targets, including 
the substantial reduction in global disaster mortality, in numbers of people 
affected, and in economic losses relative to global gross domestic product, 
but stopped short of agreeing on concrete financial commitments.10 Other 
initiatives include the new Global Partnership for Preparedness (GPP), led 
by the Vulnerable 20 (V20) Group of Ministers of Finance of the Climate 
Vulnerable Forum, which will strengthen preparedness capacities for future 
disaster risks in 20 high-risk developing countries by 2020.11 The Global 
Alliance for Urban Crisis was also launched at the WHS, and is conceived 
as a framework for global urban preparedness, response and recovery, tar-
geting municipalities and affected communities.12 The New Urban Agenda 
that was adopted at HABITAT III in Quito, Ecuador, in October 2016, as a 
guide for how cities should be planned and managed to achieve sustainable 
urbanization, seeks to create a mutually reinforcing relationship between 

5 United Nations, General Assembly, ‘Transforming our world: the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable 
Development’, A/RES/70/1, 21 Oct. 2015, p. 2.

6 United Nations, General Assembly, A/RES/70/1 (note 5), para. 16.a.
7  United Nations, General Assembly, 70/709 (note 1).
8  United Nations, General Assembly, 70/709 (note 1).
9 United Nations Office for Disaster Risk Reduction (UNISDR), The Sendai Framework for Disas-

ter Risk Reduction, 2015–2030 (UNISDR: Geneva, 2015).
10 United Nations Office for Disaster Risk Reduction (note 9), para. 18.
11 Reliefweb, ‘New Global Partnership for Preparedness Launched: V20, UN and World Bank 

Collaboration to help countries get ready for future disasters’, 24 May 2016.
12 World Humanitarian Summit, ‘Global Alliance for Urban Crisis: Special Session’, Istanbul, 

23–24 May 2016.
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urbanization and development, and also has a strong, cross-cutting empha-
sis on prevention.13

Shifting towards prevention in practice: avoiding the conflict trap

The concept of ‘sustaining peace’ emphasizes the critical importance of 
conflict prevention, which has from the beginning been one of the UN’s 
primary goals, but has consistently failed to deliver, including through the 
restrictions imposed on the Peacebuilding Architecture in 2005 to work 
exclusively in post-conflict settings.14 As mentioned above, the necessity of 
focusing on conflict prevention was a core finding in each of the three UN 
reviews on peace and security that were delivered in 2015.

As the new consensus for the need for a renewed UN focus was develop-
ing, a deeper understanding of the link between security and development 
was also emerging. A landmark study published by the World Bank in 2004 
clarified the impact that conflict has on development, establishing that a 
state’s experience of civil war—the most common type of conflict today—not 
only damages the economy during the conflict, but reverses and profoundly 
retards future development, creating a so-called ‘conflict trap’.15 Conflict 
further exacerbates and worsens those conditions that initially resulted 
in conflict (e.g. poverty, inequality, poor governance, ethnic tensions and 
marginalization from the global economic system), making those countries 
that have experienced civil war more likely to relapse into conflict. In about 
half of post-conflict countries there is a resumption of conflict, while a third 
manage to remain in peace but in a marginalized state characterized by low 
incomes, slow growth, and a higher risk of recurrence of internal conflict.16

Civil war may also have a spillover effect into neighbouring countries 
through population displacement, the mobilization of diaspora communi-
ties and effects on domestic politics, excessive military spending by neigh-
bouring states that may engender a regional arms race, or the spurring of 
external intervention by regional and in some cases major powers.17 The spill-
over risks of civil war are amply demonstrated by Syria, which has created  
4.9 million refugees and 6.6 million internally displaced people.18 The civil 

13 United Nations, Conference on Housing and Sustainable Urban Development, ‘HABITAT III: 
new urban agenda’, Draft outcome document for adoption in Quito, 10 Sep. 2016. Endorsed by United 
Nations, General Assembly, Resolution 71/256, 23 Dec. 2016.

14 Sucuoglu, G. and Hewanpola, T., ‘With “Sustaining Peace” can the UN turn rhetoric into 
action?’, Global Peace Operations Review, 20 July 2016.

15 Collier, P. et al., Breaking the Conflict Trap: Civil War and Development Policy (World Bank and 
Oxford University Press: Washington, DC, and Oxford, 2003), p. 4.

16 Collier, P., The Bottom Billion: Why the Poorest Countries are Failing and What can be Done About 
it (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 2007).

17 Phillips, B. J., ‘Civil war, spillover, and neighbors’ military spending’, Conflict Management and 
Peace Science, vol. 32, no. 4 (2015).

18 On the conflict in Syria see chapter 3 in this volume.



248   security and development, 2016

war has caused the spread of conflict to Iraq and has prompted external 
intervention by Russia, Iran and Hezbollah in support of the Bashar al-Assad 
regime, while Turkey, the Gulf states and the United States have intervened 
in support of the opposition.

Moreover, it is the 2.1 billion people living in the 90 countries constituting 
the world’s dangerous places (see section II) that are particularly suscepti-
ble to experiencing civil war, because of the conditions that exist in those 
countries. According to one study, the risk of recurrence of civil war in 
post-conflict countries more than doubles for 40 years following the end of 
the conflict, with low-income countries at even greater risk of civil war—
both of entering into civil conflict, and once experiencing it then sliding back 
into civil conflict in the future—and of posing a spillover risk to neighbour-
ing states.19

These findings on the conflict trap highlight the value of conflict preven-
tion: avoiding internal armed conflict in the first place, given its comprehen-
sively destructive social, economic and material effects, and its lingering 
impact, and propensity to result in a resumption of conflict, with ripple 
effects in the region.

However, international efforts to engage states at risk of conflict remain 
limited. As noted by the HIPPO Report, a culture of prevention has still not 
materialized in the UN or among its member states, and conflict prevention 
remains ‘seriously under-resourced’.20 Post-conflict interventions have 
included international peacekeeping missions, stabilization (maintain-
ing a negative peace), and the painstakingly slow processes of supporting 
state-building, including democratization, institution-building and capacity 
building. This type of approach can be effective. Despite media and popular 
attention frequently focusing on failures (to prevent genocide in Rwanda, 
and more recent failures to protect civilians in Darfur and South Sudan), 
empirical evidence over the past 15 years has confirmed that, on average, 
the presence of a large multidimensional peacekeeping mission in a coun-
try emerging from conflict generally succeeds in maintaining peace in that 
country.21

Institutional development in countries emerging from conflict has become 
a primary focus of peacekeeping operations once the context is stabilized. 
Some empirical studies have suggested that democratic political institutions 

19 Walter, B. F., Conflict Relapse and the Sustainability of Post-conflict Peace, World Development 
Report background paper, 13 Sep. 2010, pp. 8–23.

20 United Nations, General Assembly and Security Council, A/70/95–S/2015/446 (note 2), ix and 
para. 30.

21 Doyle, M. W. and Sambanis, N. ‘International peacebuilding: a theoretical and quantitative 
analysis’, American Political Science Review, vol. 94, no. 4 (Dec. 2000): pp. 779–801; Doyle, M. W. 
and Sambanis, N., Making War and Building Peace: United Nations Peace Operations (Princeton Uni-
versity Press: Princeton, NJ, 2006); and Fortna, P., Does Peacekeeping Work? Shaping Belligerents’ 
Choices After Civil War (Princeton University Press: Princeton, NJ, 2008).
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(i.e. constitutions, democratic elections and power-sharing agreements) 
have weak to no impact on whether conflict will resume and should be 
promoted on their own merits, not linked to conflict prevention or used as 
a benchmark for exit of a multidimensional peace operation.22 Rather, those 
researchers argue that it is the presence of military peacekeepers to main-
tain stability combined with long-term economic development that appear 
most effective in preventing the recurrence of internal conflict. Recent 
research has further refined understanding of precursors of the recurrence 
of war, identifying the perceived subjective quality of established legal 
institutions and the rule of law in post-conflict states as significant factors in 
reducing the risk of a return to civil war.23 In other words, what is important 
is not whether a legal institution such as an independent judiciary formally 
exists, but whether the legal institutions are considered strong, effective 
and impartial. The inclusiveness, effectiveness and accountability of state 
institutions, especially in the justice and security domains, are the essence 
of SDG 16. It is also in keeping with a key finding of the World Development 
Report 2011, according to which ‘institutional legitimacy is the key to stabil-
ity. When state institutions do not adequately protect citizens, guard against 
corruption, or provide access to justice; when markets do not provide job 
opportunities; or when communities have lost social cohesion—the likeli-
hood of violent conflict increases’, and thus, ‘investing in citizen security, 
justice, and jobs is essential to reducing violence’.24

Far from being nebulous aspirations, the concept of positive peace is 
increasingly being defined, refined and even measured.25 Peaceful socie-
ties are inclusive, accountable and equitable, and are characterized by a 
well-functioning government, an equitable distribution of resources, low 
levels of corruption, a free flow of information, an acceptance of others’ 
rights, good relations with neighbours, high levels of human capital, and 
a sound business environment.26 These factors are multidimensional and 
interact in complex ways, representing systems of peace, societal devel-
opment and resilience. Thus, instead of the traditional conflict prevention 
focus on violence and conflict-prone societies—what might be considered 
the pathologies of human interaction—the positive peace approach studies 
the drivers of peaceful, inclusive and equitable societies.27

22 Collier, P., Hoeffler, A. and Söderbom, M., ‘Post-conflict risks’, Journal of Peace Research, 
vol. 45, no. 4 (July 2008), pp. 470–71.

23 Gleason, K. A., Building Out of the ‘Conflict Trap’: The Role of Legal Institutions in the Prevention 
of Civil War Recurrence, 24 May 2014, pp. 23–26.

24 Zoellick, R. B. (ed.),‘Foreword’, World Development Report 2011: Conflict, Security, and Develop-
ment (World Bank: Washington, DC, 2011), pp. xi–xii.

25 Institute for Economics and Peace (IEP), Positive Peace Report 2016, IEP Report no. 42, 2016, 
p. 8.

26 Institute for Economics and Peace (note 25).
27 Institute for Economics and Peace (note 25), p. 3.
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Common wisdom has held that every dollar spent preparing for disaster 
saves seven dollars in economic losses.28 A recent study by the Institute for 
Economics and Peace (IEP) has sharpened understanding of the costs of 
violence containment spending on national and global economies. Based on 
a new methodology working with ten indicators in its Global Peace Index 
plus three expenditure indicators, the study found that the global economic 
impact of violence containment in 2012 was valued at $9.46 trillion, or 11 per 
cent of gross world product.29 It found that a reduction of world expenditure 
on violence by 15 per cent would have provided enough money to pay for the 
European Stability Fund, repay Greece’s debt, and achieve the UN Millen-
nium Development Goals.

Possible pathways to positive peace

Even in the face of current uncertainty, there are reasons to be optimistic 
about the future. All of the examples discussed in this chapter—the Grand 
Bargain, the Sendai Framework, the Global Partnership for Preparedness 
and the Global Alliance for Urban Crisis—are indications of positive peace: 
efforts to invest in institutions today that will improve resilience in the face 
of crisis in the future. There are many paths to positive peace and some 
recent developments described below indicate areas where further progress 
can be made.

The UN’s new sustaining peace agenda coupled with the energy of a new 
Secretary-General could create an opening for multilateral progress on con-
flict prevention, mediation, support for peace processes and conflict resolu-
tion. A new architecture for sustaining peace with an eye towards delivering 
the 2030 Agenda could support societal reconciliation, institutional reform, 
and a revitalized commitment to promoting respect for human rights, 
inclusion and gender equality. This could be more effective if leaders make a 
global recommitment to principled multilateralism—one suitable to address 
21st century challenges.30

Where multilateralism falters or fails, regional actors and local leaders 
are increasingly taking up the mantle of promoting peace with positive 

28 See e.g. United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), Preventing Crisis, Enabling Recov-
ery: A Review of UNDP’s Work in Conflict and Disaster-Affected Countries, 2012 (United Nations: New 
York, 2013), p. 8. For empirical research on the ratio of conflict prevention spending to savings see 
Chalmers, M., Spending to Save? An Analysis of the Cost Effectiveness of Conflict Prevention, Centre 
for International Cooperation and Security, Department of Peace Studies, University of Bradford, 
June 2004. Chalmers concluded that spending GBP 1 on conflict prevention would generate, on aver-
age, savings of GBP 4.1 to the international community (with a range of GBP 1.2–7.1).

29 Institute for Economics and Peace (IEP), The Economic Cost of Violence Containment: A Com-
prehensive Assessment of the Global Cost of Violence, IEP Report no. 25, p. 4. On the Global Peace 
Index see chapter 2, section IV, in this volume.

30 Independent Commission on Multilateralism, Pulling Together: The Multilateral System and its 
Future (International Peace Institute: New York, 2016).
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effect. ‘Groups of friends’ (less formal coalitions of interested parties, typ-
ically regional) and similar structures have played instrumental roles in 
resolving certain conflicts during the post-cold war period. Collectively, 
however, their effectiveness has been mixed. Among the key determinants 
of the effectiveness of a group of friends are the regional environment of the 
conflict, the group’s composition, the demands and behaviour of the con-
flict parties, the group’s internal leadership and relationship with the chief 
mediator, the timing of the group’s engagement, and the phase of the conflict 
and/or peace process.31 In successful cases, groups of friends have provided 
a way for external actors to give support to the mediator, conflict parties 
and UN bodies by leveraging a different set of resources (funds, knowledge, 
influence and relationships) and strengthening the legitimacy of the peace 
process.32 One example is the Group of Friends on Sustaining Peace, estab-
lished by Mexico in 2016; an effort by UN member states to prioritize conflict 
prevention and other recommendations outlined in the sustaining peace 
resolutions and recent UN reviews.33 Nevertheless, the potential impact is 
contingent on the evolving geopolitical landscape and interests of the major 
powers—namely the permanent members of the UN Security Council.

The New Deal for development in fragile situations, agreed in Busan in 
2011, built a mutual commitment of national and international partners to 
‘country-owned and country-led’ exits from fragility, and effective use of 
resources to build local capacities and institutions.34 The Stockholm Dec-
laration of the International Dialogue in April 2016 reaffirmed the commit-
ment of the membership of the International Dialogue to building on the 
experience gained and lessons learned from the New Deal, and to build a 
more ‘robust network of countries, organizations, and forums committed to 
finding new and better ways of building peace and preventing conflict’.35

Conclusions

Peace and development is a temporal study of what is possible today, given 
the prospects and expectations people have of the future. As noted at the 
beginning of this chapter, policy makers must somehow chart a course for 
progress in five years or a decade, while facing the very real challenges of 
today. Development can take at least a generation to achieve, and for some 

31 Whitfield, T., Working with Groups of Friends, Peacemaker’s Toolkit Series (United States Insti-
tute of Peace Press: Washington, DC, 2010).

32 Whitfield (note 31).
33 In the Peace Operations Review, the Peacebuilding Architecture Review and the review of the 

implementation of Resolution 1325 on Women, Peace and Security; see also Whitfield (note 31).
34 International Dialogue on Peacebuilding and Statebuilding, ‘A new deal for engagement in 

fragile states’, 30 Nov. 2011.
35 International Dialogue on Peacebuilding and Statebuilding, ‘Stockholm Declaration: Address-

ing Fragility and Building Peace in a Changing World’, Fifth Global Meeting, Stockholm, 5 Apr. 2016.
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people living in dangerous places this can amount to a lifetime. While it is 
important to monitor conflict trends, security capabilities and diplomacy, 
these often reflect only the negative peace part of the peace–violence spec-
trum. To understand positive and sustainable peace, and therefore the pros-
pects for sustainable development—where it is possible and where progress 
is being made—it is necessary to monitor changes to the nature of peace in 
developing countries and the global, multilateral system, which may con-
tribute to violence, negative peace or positive peace. 
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