LOCAL PEACE COMMITTEES: SOME
REFLECTIONS AND LESSONS
LEARNED




LOCAL PEACE COMMITTEES: SOME REFLECTIONS AND
LESSONS LEARNED, written by Andries Odendaal and Ré&ef Olivier
with contributions from Bishnu Sapkota, Dinesh Pragin, and Philip
Visser. Report funded by USAID for the Nepal Trangion to Peace
(NTTP) Initiative, implemented by the Academy for Educational
Development (AED) Kathmandu, Nepal, 2008




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Local Peace Committee (LPC) is a generic namedomuaittees or other structures
formed at the level of a district, municipalityyo or village with the aim to encourage
and facilitate joint, inclusive peacemaking andqeauilding processes within its own
context. LPCs are either implemented as part @ftemal peace process, or by civil
society organizations in contexts of debilitatirgpict.

The study report was aimed at filling a void regagcdcomparative research in this field
and has the objective to identify key lessons keadrnd areas for further investigation. It
has been stimulated by AED’s efforts to supportNheistry of Peace and

Reconstruction in Nepal in conceptualizing and enpénting LPCs in that country.
Thirteen widely divergent contexts where LPCs wenglemented have been considered
in compiling this report (see Appendix 1).

The rationale for implementing LPCs was obviousigtext specific. In general, though,
LPCs have been implemented to secure peace aldévehlas part of a national peace
process; or because specific conditions at lova&ll lmade a local peace process
necessary. Using the case of Nepal as a spekdimge, the rationale for implementing
LPCs was that insufficient attention to the needdoure peace at local level would be a
threat to the sustainability of the national peaiceEess. The deep-rooted nature of
conflict at local level, the psychological effecofsviolence and neglect on local
communities where protagonists had to continuexistiag, the prospect of intense
political competition in the context of a fragilegre, and the dynamics and inherent
instability of transition periods provided suffioiereasons for considering the
implementation of LPCs.

Seven broad themes regarding the establishmentrgotementation of LPCs have been
considered for the purpose of this report. Thesew

1. LPCs are transitional mechanisms, aimed at filingid or weakness in local
governance. LPCs are most effective during treomst periods. Transitional periods
are characterized by the weakness of governartegnts of legitimacy and capacity -
at national and particularly at local level. Thesatce or weakness of legitimate local
government structures, coupled with the need tgefaonsensus between former
protagonists and other stakeholders on urgent reaifeco-existence at local level,
calls for a mechanism to facilitate consensus. 4 P@vide such a space where
relevant matters are discussed in inclusive anticgzatory manners with the
objective to build peace and to arrive at consensus

2. The nature of the mandate given to LPCs has anratampact on their operation.
LPCs are certainly not dependent on a national at@ndhey have been effective
without it. But a national mandate, either throaghationally negotiated peace
agreement or through a joint decision by all reteé\stakeholders at national level,
has important benefits. It gives more clout to P@uarantees greater access to



national and other resources and establishesieattink between local and national
peacebuilding. On the negative side a nationaldat@nlimits local ownership by
being imposed on local communities and often puidiéis the LPCs. The ideal
situation is for the national mandate to be forrtedan such a way as to establish a
legitimate and credible framework, but to leavdisignt space for local communities
to assert their own ownership of LPCs. In praditi¢e a very difficult balance to
achieve.

3. The composition of LPCs is often prescribed byoratl mandates. The ideal
situation is to secure the participation of thenmaiotagonists, but also to include
sufficient “insider-partials”. By the latter is auet people who enjoy high levels of
trust in the community and who have the capacitydiol the centre in the midst of
centrifugal forces. Insider-partials are not nalubr impartial in terms of the conflict;
they may be identified with one of the sides. Bytirtue of their integrity and
rooted-ness in their community, they have the cd@pax provide critical leadership
and stability to the LPC. A LPC that is composelly of protagonists has an
almost impossible task; whereas a LPC that is ceegbsolely of ‘doves’ may have
very little impact. Finding the right balance beem ‘hawks’ and ‘doves’ is
important.

4. LPCs have, whether explicitly or implicitly, purslithe following objectives:

* Violence prevention or reduction: LPCs have a demonstrated capacity to
reduce levels of violence. They are effective wtiene is sufficient early
warning, allowing them to meet timeously and taéiective preventative
steps. However, LPCs cannot enforce peace ambarerless against spoiler
forces that are intent on committing violence. tb@whole, therefore, LPCs
reduce levels of violence but cannot prevent dgdther.

« Dialogue: Because the main methodology employed by LP@sisof
facilitating negotiations and building consensualadjue is an intrinsic part of
their strategy. LPCs, therefore, are successfptamoting dialogue and thus
deepening mutual understanding, but they do sosdla®a by-product of
their more pressing tasks. Some LPCs have pudiagrjue as an objective
in itself, but there is room for strengthening taspect of their mandate.

* Problem-solving and community-building: In a context where coercive
decision-making is counterproductive, the abilityad_PC to facilitate
processes of joint problem-solving is certainly ohé@s greatest strengths.
This ability has been demonstrated sufficiently2As have been able to
restore a sense of community under the most diff@rcumstances. They
have thus contributed to peacebuilding because diaphte or problem that
has been resolved contributes to building mutwssttand confidence in their
joint ability to manage their own lives.

» Reconciliation: This is often one of the stated goals of LPCs Vieay
difficult to assess. LPCs’ overall contributionrezonciliation lies in their
general capacity to reduce violence and contribujeint problem-solving.
There are no examples of LPCs acting as local eopatts of National Truth



and Reconciliation Commission processes. In Emsoil however, the
National Commission for Reception Truth and Redatmn successfully
facilitated local reconciliation exercises. It€sess means that LPCs could in
future be seen as credible partners in nationain@bation processes.

5. A key question regards the nature of authority HR€s should wield. Should they
have powers of arbitration? How should such powerseconciled with the justice
system? The hypothesis of this report is that L&{@aild wield no other power than
a moral one — the ‘power of consensus’. The faat LPCs mostly operated in a
context of high distrust and weak governance mademposition of authority highly
problematic and counterproductive. Where LPCsshedess it was because of their
ability to facilitate consensus and not becaug@eif powers of arbitration.

6. LPCs depend on support from outside. The quafiguoh a support system is a key
ingredient of the success of LPCs. The suppordedeas not in the first place
financial or in terms of a physical infrastructeréhough in places that might have
been helpful. The main areas of support needed (i)eiccess to facilitation
support. Local actors, while highly knowledgeadib®ut their conflict and their
needs, often lacked the emotional distance and ladge of the broader context to
mediate their own conflicts. At times it was nesagy to receive support from
facilitators who came from outside and who couldkwweith the LPC to facilitate or
mediate problem-solving processes; (ii) a basientation of the LPC regarding the
role they should play. Such ‘training’ was neceg&ecause the LPC role was a
completely new phenomenon that operated on priegitiiat represented, for most
members, a paradigm shift from their more accustbawthoritative styles of
decision-making; (iii) access to national peaceabung resources. The ability to
request assistance from national actors or otlseurees to assist with complex local
processes added a lot of value. It also meantiteatational process was more
informed of needs that existed at the local level.

7. ltis lastly necessary to note what cannot be eepeaf LPCs. LPCs cannot coerce
compliance. They have — and should have - nohtedthey are only successful in
so far as the softer approaches to peacebuildag@ropriate. Secondly, LPCs will
not be successful when there is a lack of politiagdltowards peace at national level.
Thirdly, it cannot be expected of LPCs to addréssrbot causes of conflict, namely
the larger political, social or economic systerAs.most, LPCs enable local
communities to minimize damage to their communiéied maximize cooperation in
matters over which they have control. Lastly, LR@sno substitute for local
government bodies or the justice system. They iacilitate consensus on decisions
to be made, but they cannot and should not makeforce those decisions. The
moment LPCs are invested with power, they will beean arena for contesting
power and thereby lose the critical element ofrtheccess — being a non-threatening
space where communities search for inclusive, niytbaneficial options to their
problems.



In conclusion, LPCs are by no way perfect instita$i guaranteed of success. They are
mechanisms to build peace at local level under trgigg circumstances. But they have
sufficiently demonstrated their usefulness. Masearch, however, is needed,
specifically regarding in-depth assessment of $iggmiojects within selected contexts
and looking more deeply at factors that determuceass or otherwise.



INTRODUCTION:

This research report has been commissioned by ¢hdemy for Educational
Development (AED) in Nepal through the NTTP Inittat The objective was to survey
the use of Local Peace Committees across the \wwadddentify best practices. AED,
through NTTP, has supported the Ministry of PeamkReconstruction in Nepal with the
conceptualization and implementation of Local Peaommittees (hereafter: LPCs) in
Nepal during the period 2006 — 2008. During thizcpss it became clear that very little
comparative or other research has been done on LR({ils the exception of South
Africa’s experiment that has received some attentib was a surprising discovery,
given the increase world-wide of the use of LPG3 their obvious value as local
peacebuilding mechanisms. The report is an attéoripegin filling the vacuum.

The case for LPCs in Nepal is briefly discussedweds an example of a contextualized
rationale for LPCs. It is followed by a workingfohétion and typology of LPCs, and a
discussion of seven main themes regarding the ledtatent and functioning of LPCs.
These are (i) LPCs as transitional mechanismsth@)mportance of mandate; (iii)
composition; (iv) main objectives; (v) what authgidiPCs should have; (vi) capacity
needs; and (vii) limitations to what LPCs could @be final section contains a number
of conclusions and recommendations for furtheraede

The report is work in progress, based on a surtéitecature and reports that were
available. Thirteen different contexts where LP@se been deployed were considered
(see Addendum 1). There are certainly more plawshave deployed LPCs, but
difficulty with access to information have preveahtieir inclusion into this assessment.
The study will therefore have to be widened, babaleepened through field visits and
/or in-depth case-studies.

THE CASE OF NEPAL

The rationale for LPCs in Nepal is presented bedsvan example. Contexts differ and
this rationale is clearly not applicable to allsitions, but it presents a fairly coherent
logic for implementing LPCs that may have wider laggtion.

The decision to implement LPCs in Nepal has belemutated by an innovative structure
called the Nepal Transition to Peace (NTTP) Iriitet NTTP consisted of the Ministry
of Peace and Reconstruction, senior level repragees of the main political parties in
Nepal, including the rebel movement (CPN-Maoist)il society representatives and the
UN Mission in Nepal. NTTP was not a decision-magkoody, but rather a clearinghouse
of ideas and policies. It met regularly to seelysvi promote and support the peace
process. Its formation has been facilitated byAbademy for Educational Development
(AED), which has continued to serve it logisticadlyd technically.

NTTP was convinced that LPCs were necessary foaN@&pe following were some of
the most compelling arguments (see Odendaal 2006):



The conflict fault-lines in Nepalese society raonfirtop to grassroots. The
various root causes of the conflict that were bemggtioned — such as feudalism,
exclusion, weak governance — all had local maratests and configurations. It
meant that in almost every district and villagéNigpal serious tensions existed on
issues relating to the so-called feudal systemnusian of minorities, ideology

and government neglect. Also, in every distriet tonfiguration was somewhat
different, depending on history and demography. iff@ication was that
peacebuilding could not be seen as a process #gtenfined to a political
agreement between national leaders only. Therenead for multiple
peacebuilding processes at local level.

A characteristic of the situation where protaganesi-existed at local level was
the contradictory need for co-operation on the loav@d and distrust, anger and
fear on the other hand. This was particularly sieommunities at subsistence
level. Cooperation and mutual support was a négexfdife in such
communities, not a luxury or a matter of good-hedmess. Yet, the emotional
and physical damage done by violent conflict wastmacutely felt at local level.
Rural people had borne the brunt of violence, disoation and neglect. The
very people who had been most affected by the icohihd the most urgent need
for trust-building, the mending of relationshipggreace. The question was
whether local social, cultural and spiritual resms were sufficient to deal with
the dilemma, and whether the establishment of fresiceng processes and
institutions was necessary to provide support ertifficult but necessary path of
reconciliation.

The conflict in Nepal had rural roots. It was ttwe political elites in Kathmandu
who had a fall-out. It was a rural revolt agaipstceived discrimination and
neglect. The centre-periphery divide, that wasdiEle between Kathmandu-
based elites and the rural districts, was seriodsaasignificant part of the cause
of violence. Important as it was to reach a natigeace agreement, the process
of building peace could not ignore rural dynami€oupled with this necessity
was the assumption that real empowerment took pl&ies local communities
took control of their own destiny. Locally negoéidtpeace agreements on local
manifestations of conflict were a very importamnficof empowerment and, at the
same time, an important way to secure the natijpeate process.

Periods of fairly dramatic social or political clggnwere often characterized by
acts of self-assertion by various social groupgodk the form of strikes,
boycotts, traffic disruptions or other ways of daganconvenience to the public,
all to draw attention to whatever the cause may Tt high frequency of such
events during transition times was explained byfélcethat past restrictions on
such activities might have lapsed, that transifiggogeernments often lacked the
capacity or will to regulate such behaviour, arat the bottled-up need for self-
assertion had found an opportunity for expressioma country like Nepal, where
the conflict had strong local roots, local authestin the districts had to deal with



such group-behaviour on an almost daily basis. mhaeragement of 'social
restiveness' was time-consuming and, in the abssfiqpaicy guidelines and
without the legitimacy or national will to resolddficult issues, quite difficult. It
was a situation that would benefit from locally oggted ‘codes of conduct' and
locally driven mediation efforts. Furthermorecéailed for engagement with the
police, involving them in local negotiations, rastg their tattered public profile
and providing them with a mandate on how to belawgeich situations.

The conclusion drawn from the above was that ingefit attention to the need to secure
peace at local level was a threat to the sustdityabi the peace process. The deep-
rooted nature of conflict at local level, the psyidgical effects of violence and neglect,
the prospect of intense political competition ie ttontext of a fragile peace, the
dynamics of transition periods - all contributedatsituation that called for careful and
special attention.

The process of implementing LPCs in Nepal was revhaoth one. Already in 2005
Cabinet took a decision to implement LPCs, butdswa one-sided decision as the rebel
movement, the CPN (Maoist) was not part of it. 2007 the Cabinet, this time inclusive
of the CPN (Mauoist), approved a Terms of Referdac&PCs. Implementation,

however, was further hampered by subsequent @ldievelopments. A major obstacle
was the close link with, and logistical and adntnaisve reliance on, the Ministry of
Peace and Reconstruction, which was viewed as gr€ss1Party ministry because of the
profile of the incumbent Minister. Other politigadrties questioned the independence of
the LPC’s under such arrangements. A multi-paggde and Conflict Management
Committee (PCMC) was established in March 2008 #ithmandate to intervene and
seek to resolve all crises and potentially violisputes as the peace processes unfolded.
LPC’s would report to this Committee, with the Mitry of Peace and Reconstruction
providing logistical and administrative supports$ resolving the political deadlock. At
the time of writing (April 2008) the impact of theasrangement was not yet clear. As
long as the struggle for a proper mandate at natienel continued, however, very little
could be done in terms of the actual implementatibbPCs.

WHAT IS A LOCAL PEACE COMMITTEE?
Definition

“Local Peace Committee” or LPC will be used as aegie name in this study. In
practice a variety of names are used such as &ifteace Advisory Councils; District
Multi-Party Liaison Committees; Village Peace anevBlopment Committees,
Committees for Inter-Ethnic Relations, etc.

A working definition of a LPC is that it is a comiteie that is formed at the level of a
district, municipality, town or village with theraito encourage and facilitate joint,
inclusive peacemaking and peacebuilding proces&d$2C is by its naturenclusive of
the different sections of the community that areanflict and has the task to promote
peacewithin its own context. A LPC'’s strategy is characterized by its emphasi



dialogue, promotion of mutual understanding, tilusteing, constructive and inclusive
solutions to conflict and joint action that is insive of all sides of the conflict and that is
aimed at reconciliation.

In what follows below the various aspects of thinigon will be substantiated. Two
preliminary comments are in place here. Firstyypéacemaking is meant the

negotiation of a ceasefire or an accord that brivagilities to an end (Galtung 1975;
Boutros-Ghali 1992). By includingeacemaking in a definition of LPCs the need to
negotiate peace at local level is recognized anghesized. Local level peacemaking
obviously has to operate within the framework pded by national peacemaking, but it
is to the advantage of a local community to negetilaeir own peace, affirming national
developments and dealing with the particular camigons, experiences and histories of
the conflict at local levePeacebuilding refers to two main tasks: preventing a relapse
into war or violence; and creating a self-sustagrpeace (Miall, Ramsbotham et al.
1999:188-194; Bush 2004:25). It therefore refersatters such as the prevention of
further violence; the management of social resegenthe defusing of disputes that have
the potential to break the peace; and the compliexoften tortuous process of managing
political, social and economic transformation twauld ensure peaceful co-existence.
Peacebuilding policy will be determined at natioleakl, but it is at the local level that
much of the hard work has to take place — ofteh winimum capacity and resources.

The second comment on the definition is ttwmittee should not be understood in the
sense of a formal decision-making structure, bilterain the sense of a ‘working group’.
As will be seen below, LPCs function best when thteer away from a formal decision-
making focus and rather function as a non-threatgsocial space where dialogue,
consensus-building and problem-solving can takeepla

Typology

Two main categories of LPCs can be distinguishBEuk first category is LPCs that
receive their mandate from a national structurprocess. This may include a national
peace accord (such as in South Africa, Macedonioothern Ireland) or a mandate from
a national statutory body (such as the Malawi BiedttCommittee or the Sierra Leone
Political Parties Registration Commission). It nadgo be mandated by a decision of
Government (as in Ghana and Nepal). Nationallydated LPCs are characterized by
their ability to leverage collaboration by the lbogpresentatives of those parties and
bodies that have endorsed the decision. They béroeh having a formal mandate and
from being part of a recognized national procelseir mandate may differ from context
to context and may be fairly general (“to preveotence” or “promote reconciliation” as
was the case in South Africa) or specific, sucthagocus on policing in Northern
Ireland (Neyroud and Beckley 2001) or preventioniofence during elections as in
Sierra Leone and Malawi. The composition of LPECthis category normally includes
political parties, relevant government bodies, séctorces and civil society.

The second category is LPCs that have been formed/ih society initiatives. Such
LPCs, because of the lack of a formal national ragscdare often the products of locally
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facilitated processes; and therefore more illusteatf the so-called “bottom-up”
approach. In their composition they normally refla stronger civil society presence.
The participation of political parties, governmand the security services depend on the
LPC'’s ability to attract and interest individuapresentatives at local level. These LPCs
are, to a greater extent than is the case witlomaty mandated LPCs, composed of
individuals who have a personal passion and capgwipeacebuilding, rather than
formally mandated representatives. Civil socie®Cls may focus on the more general
objective of preventing violence and promoting gegs in Burundi, Sri Lanka and
Liberia), but they may also be established to fanus particular issue (such as cattle
rustling in Kenya). Civil society LPCs are invabilly dependent on NGOs that provide
the initial facilitation and ongoing logistical afidancial support. In Sri Lanka, for
example, LPCs were supported by no less than foplementing partners.

OBSERVATIONS AND LESSONS LEARNED:

The following seven topics have the greatest relegdor the successful functioning of
LPCs:

1. LPCs are transitional mechanisms, aimed at fillinga void or weakness in
governance.

Transitional periods, particularly those followitige declaration of a ceasefire, the
signing of a peace accord and an agreement oniatggta new political
dispensation, are inherently disorderly, confusing often violent. Typically the
security services are demoralized or discreditdeireas the executive suffer political
credibility or legitimacy. It is a time of sociedstiveness, as mentioned above
regarding Nepal, where various social and politgraups, for legitimate or
opportunistic reasons, exploit the available sgagraobilize and agitate.

In South Africa the apartheid government was stifpower during the period 1992-
1994 when LPCs were deployed, but it had verelpiblitical will left to impose on
society. With its credibility and legitimacy at ydow levels, its resources stretched
and its mind focused on the ongoing negotiatidtite Energy was left to manage and
control the multiple expressions of citizens’ anged frustration. Yet, the new
constitution has not been formulated and the neveigonent not elected. Nathan
(1993) referred to this situation as a “fundamiesttaictural problem” because of the
absence of legitimate forums and procedures foresting power. The LPCs were an
“imperfect bridge” to help facilitate the transiti@t local level. Soon after the
election of 1994 that established a new legitingaeernment, the LPCs were
disbanded — in spite of concerted efforts by soatera who felt that LPCs still had a
role to play. With the establishment of legitimateer, the time of LPCs was past.
To stay with the image of an “imperfect bridge”ittwthe river in flood and all

normal bridges destroyed, imperfect bridges wecesgary. These imperfect bridges
could be discarded, however, as soon as ordinagds (i.e. legitimate local
government) were re-established.
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LPCs in Kenya demonstrated another dynamic. Adogrtb Adan and Pkalya
(2006: 3) Kenyan LPCs had their roots in the failaf the state to provide security
and justice. "The realization that community memslibemselves are better placed to
manage their own conflicts was anchored on thecessgibility of the formal judicial
system and lack of trust in government led confiigvention interventions ...".
Though legal governance was in place, LPCs weressacy because the state was
incapable to deal with some of the challengesabatmunities have faced. They
were established primarily to deal with the higbidience of cattle rustling and inter-
ethnic conflict in the Rift Valley. The LPCs habailt their legitimacy on the
traditional institution of elders, yet adaptedatreewhat towards a more modern
context.

Governance weakness was also a determining factieira Leone (Nyathi 2008)
and Liberia. In fact, Shepler, Odinegial (2006) concluded that amongst the LPCs
that they have observed in Liberia those that ligperated in a local leadership
vacuum performed better than those where stroraj leadership existed. The latter
was often partisan, which made conflict resolutimore difficult.

A preliminary conclusion, therefore, is that LP@s appropriate in conditions where
national and local governance is weak or absentinfportant exception, however, is
provided by Ghana (Ojielo 2008; Interior Ministmg date).

Ghana has had a stable and democratic governnmeet 5092, but with a troubled
past of militarycoups and dictatorial rule. Their decision to implem&mstrict Peace
Advisory Councils (as they named their LPCs) wasnanot because of a crisis of
governance, especially not at national level, lmaalise of their experience with a
number of intractable community-based and intenietbonflicts. The most
important of these was the so-called Dagbon crigisonflict concerning succession
to the chieftain’s throne (or “skin”) that had thetential to destabilize the northern
part of the country and become excessively patigidj thus posing a threat to
peaceful national elections in 2004. The confiies dealt with through a process of
community dialogue and mediation. The appropriegsrof this methodology for
such types of conflict was recognized by Governnagitled them to institutionalize
District Peace Advisory Councils - as an alterretionflict resolution mechanism.
The experiment is still in its infancy, but it iearly an important initiative and one
worth monitoring.

. A national mandate vs. local initiative and ownersip.

The question regarding the nature of the mandaite fACs operate on is a very
important one. A national mandate is certainlyaptecondition for effective LPCs.
In all the countries that have been surveyed smliety based LPCs can legitimately
claim some success. In fact, some LPCs have aahgwite spectacular results, such
as the LPC in Kibimba, Burundi (Ningbabria date (2)). They have effectively
restored the minimum fabric of society after ameitbus attack during the civil war -
an incident that had completely polarized and yaea the community. The LPC
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facilitated the re-opening of both the primary aedondary schools and the hospital.
They have gradually re-built trust, also with thiéitary, which led to greater security
for all. They have been active for 7 years withexternal funding, the only external
inputs being that of training. This example imimway an exception, but fairly
typical of the ability that a LPC has to make anddpeace.

The strength of civil society based LPCsasal initiative andlocal ownership.

These are priceless ingredients of any peacebgilgiocess. Bush (2004: 25) has
stated: "Peacebuilding is not about the impositibisolutions’, it is about the
creation of opportunities. The challenge is to tdgrand nurture the political,
economic, and social space, within whintdigenous actors can identify, develop, and
employ the resources necessary to build a peagebdperous, and just society."
Local peacebuilding initiatives that rely on théiative and commitment of local
actors are clearly closer to this ideal than preesshat have been designed at
national level.

However, very few civil society based LPCs havenbestablished solely by the
efforts of a local community. There are exceptj@ugh as the community of
Mpumalanga in KwaZulu-Natal, South Africa, who neated their own peace
accord during the late 1980s while the rest ofrélggon was caught up in a vicious
cycle of violence. On the whole, however, the @ghment of LPCs was facilitated
by NGOs or religious bodies. Peacebuilding at goads level, in fact, faces a
dilemma. Local communities have an immediate wtdading of and experience in
conflict. They live in and with the destructionusad by violence. This closeness to
or intimacy with violent conflict, however, meaimt people are often too close to
and emotionally involved in the conflict to manageintervention (Project Saamspan
1998; Lederach 2001). They lack the ‘emotionalatise’ to manage a peacemaking
intervention. They often also lack the capacigaurces and a broader perspective
on the conflict. They therefore rely on ‘outsideéossupport them, such as NGOs or
religious leadership. ‘Outsiders’ here refer togle who are not part of the
grassroots community, even though they may sharsame nationality or identity.
The result is that at least part of the mandatstablish LPCs, as well as the
commitment to their sustainability, is located adesthe local community. In reality
it often translates into a dependence on dondnsough NGOs — which has an
impact on the sustainability and stability of LP@ecause of shifts in donors’ focus);
and ultimately on their accountability to the commity (Adan and Pkalya 2006).

Furthermore, NGOs have different philosophies aethodologies which could
become a problem when they operate in the same asehappened in Kenya where
various organizations have established LPCs irséinee districts. As a result a
National Steering Committee on Peacebuilding andfii@d Management became
necessary to provide some coordination (Adan ardlyBR006). It is also significant
that the lack of a legal framework and nationalgyolvas identified as a problem of
Kenyan LPCs (Gunja and Korir 2005; Adan and Pk&§@6). Since LPCs in Kenya
dealt with cattle-rustling and traditional approasho justice were not recognized by
law, it created tensions with the formal legal eyst
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A further problem with civil society based LPCsttisafairly general is that such
LPCs find it difficult or are unable to feed intodhinfluence the national peace
process or national policy because of the laclooh&l communication and
accountability channels between national and Iesadls. Its ability to address the
centre-periphery divide is therefore limited.

Nationally mandated LPCs have the advantage tegtdperate in a coordinated
manner; that they could rely on national resouesessupport; that they have greater
clout because of their mandate and could therefogage all local actors with greater
credibility; and that there are well established$ of communication and
accountability between the local and national Ievillyathi (2008) observed that the
District Code of Conduct Monitoring Committees iiei$a Leone had a more
substantive impact than civil society bodies beeafdheir formal mandate.

The danger here is of course that the national atenday be imposed in a top-down
manner that denies local dynamics and peculiarifibe South African process has
drawn some criticism in this respect (Internatiofkdrt 1993; Gastrow 1995; Ball
1998). It was seen as an elitist process, designeecret and implemented in
manners that did not always incorporate all exaugi®ups (eg. women and the
youth). Another danger is the ease with whichamati oversight can be politicized —
as the experience in Nepal has demonstrated.

The ideal situation is a nationally negotiated agrent to implement LPCs with
minimum guidelines, but with sufficient allocatiohresources and support (see
MoPR 2007). The mandate should create sufficieats for local leaders to
establish structures and processes that suitgiteation best and that will enhance
their sense of local ownership and achievement.itBtould also establish lines of
communication that flow from the local to the naablevel and back; and enable
local communities to call on political and infrasttural resources at national level.

. The composition of a LPC: ‘hawks’ and ‘doves’.

Linked to the issue of a mandate is the composaidrPCs. Any LPC has to be
inclusive of individuals that come from differemiss of the conflict. A LPC that is
composed of a homogeneous group is indeed a casticaxd LPCs may, however, be
composed of volunteers, albeit from different sidethe conflict. Such a LPC is
therefore composed of ‘doves’ — people who redgaedachievement of peace as more
important than pursuing sectarian interests. Ehsten the situation in civil society
based LPCs. They have the advantage that theibersnshare a high level of
passion and commitment to the ideal of peace atwhadiation. Such LPCs are
normally quite active, with ambitious objectivddowever, they do not always
succeed in engaging all the different players amdetimes have difficulty in getting
the ‘hawks’ on board. The ‘hawks’ are those dstiul of peace because they see
their interests threatened by the necessary comgpesrof peace. With the *hawks’
absent, LPCs may lack credibility and local leverag

14



On the other end of the spectrum are LPCs thabgreirtue of their mandate,
composed of representatives of the different partieconflict. They often struggle to
operate effectively because of high levels of temsn the LPC. More important,
during a transition period political parties arghie ambivalent situation of having
formally committed themselves to peace - whilstgbétical struggle still continues.
In practice LPC members have often been accusee{tly or opportunistically) of
participating in or instigating activities that gretentially violent (see Odendaal and
Spies 1996). The presumed ‘peacemakers’ are aathe time ‘troublemakers’. A
LPC that has protagonists as its members is baueggderience such tensions.

The ideal is to have a good mix of hawks and davethe LPC. It is important that
local leaders participate in the LPC even thougly sometimes adopt hard-line
positions and embark on disruptive actions. itaspossible to build sustainable
peace without engaging them in the peace prodessatithe same time necessary to
have people on the LPC who are committed to peadevéio may establish a
middle-ground.

However, what should be prevented at all cost alaw one party to capture the
leadership position of a LPC and dominate fromeheérhis can be prevented either
by frequently rotating the leadership positionsmooye ideally, to appoint persons in
those position on the basis of consensus. In auase it can be expected that
persons that enjoy trust in the community acroessgiectrum will be chosen. It can
also be expected that such individuals will hawedhtitude to mediate, facilitate
dialogue, bring perspective to discussions or éstabome middle-ground. These
people often come from civil society and shouldsben as ‘insider-partials’. Wehr
and Lederach (1991) have coined this term to desgrersons who mediate from a
position of connectedness and belonging to the camitsnand not from a position of
impartiality. They are persons who are trustesluich a role not because of their
impatrtiality (i.e. on the basis of who they are)nbut because of the trust that they
enjoy in society (i.e. who they are). “The trustmes partly from the fact that the
mediators do not leave the post-negotiation sibnatiThey are part of it and must
live with the consequences of their work. They nugsitinue to relate to conflictants
who have trusted their commitment to a just andidler settlement” (Wehr and
Lederach 1991: 87). People who fit this descriptimuld be ideal leaders of a LPC.

In South Africa LPC chairpersons were elected enbiésis of consensus. They were
often from the religious or business sector. Wheg@s failed to find a chairperson
acceptable to all sides, two co-chairpersons wetezl — a Black and White person.
They were therefore ‘insider partials’, but togettieey represented the commitment
to peace. What is more, they proved to be vemcéffe. Of all actors at the local
level, the LPC chairpersons have made the mostaniiz contribution to local
peacebuilding (Odendaal and Spies 1996; 1997).

The composition of LPCs is therefore a matter tiesterves serious attention. The
LPC should in its composition and functioning refléhe ideal it is striving for. In
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some cases an extraordinary effort was made tdanémei procedures for
composition, such as in Northern Ireland (see Keanie et al. 2003). In other cases
their composition may lay at the heart of the LP§lgIggles to function. If the
conflict was caused by some form of exclusion scdimination, it is important that
the voices of those excluded communities are niytr@presented, but also
effectively listened to. This may indeed call gmme particular facilitation skill, but
mere representation as a form of window-dressirignet contribute to peace.

. LPC objectives and strategies.

The main objectives and strategies that LPCs haxsgupd in practice were the
following:

Violence reduction.

LPCs have a proven capacity to reduce levels dénae and create safer
communities (see for example Northern Ireland Raji®oard 2007).  Possibly the
most dramatic example in this respect was thethaleLPCs played in South Africa
following the assassination in April 1993 of Chidani, one of the liberation
movement’s most charismatic and popular leadelge cbuntry was at a knife edge
because of this incident. It would have taken \itlg to plunge it into a vortex of
violence. The LPCs have been widely acknowledgedhie contribution that they
have made across the country to prevent that SoenBiney have done so by
facilitating joint planning sessions at local let@lforge local agreements on how the
various protest actions and memorial serviceswiea¢ planned, should be
conducted. It often included an affirmation of tbede of Conduct of the National
Peace Accord. It also entailed practical agreesnagarding monitoring. The fact
that these arrangements were mguatly, i.e. with the collaboration of the liberation
movement'’s structures, local government and thal lpalice, ensured that they were
effective to a large extent. The funeral of Hard #ime various protest events across
the country were not completely violence free,ihutlative terms they were
peaceful.

However, in South Africa political violence had aaily increased after the signing of
the National Peace Accord (in terms of which LP@senestablished) (Gastrow 1995;
Ball 1998; Collin Marks 2000). In the period Sepben1990 to August 1991 2 649
persons had died. Itincreased to 3 404 during¢lae following the signing of the
Peace Accord (in September 1991) and 3 567 theyeextThe Sar, a Johannesburg
daily, had initially been skeptical of the Peacedw and its peace committees. On
15 September 1992, however, it editorialized: Wfitt an accord it would be easy
for South Africa to be sucked up into a vortex miience.” (in Gastrow 1995: 79).
Gastrow (1995: 83) concluded that LPCs have definjirevented violence by
solving many burning issues, promoting dialogue rmaditoring protest events. "It
has been instrumental in containing violence telethat would otherwise have
reached even more alarming levels."
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This conclusion is in line with what has been obedrelsewhere. LPCs are by their
nature far too fragile to stop violence altogethé.process that is built on the ‘soft
power’ of dialogue and mutual problem-solving carstop spoilers that are
determined to use violence. They were most suftdesken dealing with a situation
of anticipated violence where it was possible to bring parties togetheinme and
negotiate proper preventative arrangements. Theg also effective in managing
rumours. Rumours, in a context of high polarizagmd tension, are particularly
dangerous. By being a platform where reliable camoation could take place,
rumours had been dealt with effectively. LPCs, hasvehave no mechanisms or
power to prevent sporadic acts of violence or itibexal violence. This fact should
not detract from the immense value of containingeducing violence. In Kenya, for
example, it meant that children from warring comitiaa could go to school again
and that internally displaced persons could ref@Gumja and Korir 2005). Apart
from such results and the fact that lives and ptggeve been saved, the
empowerment and hope that came from joint locéikiives to prevent violence
should not be underestimated.

It was the intention that the Nepal LPC’s would @aEtmechanisms to combat
violence in the election process in April 2008, hsitvery few were in fact
functioning during the time of the election, thid dot happen, except for instances
where individuals who were involved with the LP@¢ea as mediators and
facilitators (NTTP 2008). The PCMC called on sorhéese individuals during the
election process to intervene, with some succeassn®the PCMC's interventions in
particular crisis areas, the need for such localhaerisms as the LPCs to assist with
combating violence during the election process veag apparent.

Dialogue.

The importance of dialogue as “a central mechamdmn the social integration -
process” (UNDESA 2007: xv) is increasingly recizgd and implemented.
Dialogue must be distinguished from other conflict transfation processes such as
mediation or problem-solving and has value in i aight. Its purpose is to
uncover shared meaning and promote better mutecahamodation and
understanding (UNDESA 2007: 3). Structured nafioiielogue processes were
implemented in, for example, Guatemala and Nep&krhational IDEA 2007). For
our current purpose the question is whether LP@s kalue as facilitators or sites of
local dialogue.

Dialogue is the assumption on which most if notlad work of LPCs relies. Yetitis
also an explicit objective in itself. One of thgectives in Northern Ireland with the
District Policing Partnerships was to enable Igeadple and their political
representatives to articulate their views and corgeabout policing — an issue that
symbolized so much of the polarization in that dop(Northern Ireland Policing
Board 2007). In Sri Lanka the People’s Forumsdnaatterly discussions on
common community concerns (AED 2006; AED 2007; ANar Front, Foundation
for Co-existence et al. 2007). (Interestingly theBE€s sprang into action after the
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tsunami and were instrumental in facilitating a tw@mof impressive reconstruction
projects.) Regarding LPCs in South Africa Ball98926, 30) mentioned that LPCs
“helped engender dialog where none had existedemed possible before.” LPCs
became a place “where people felt safe to raisedif and contentious issues”. In
the DRC and Liberia LPCs enabled people from dedpiged and traumatized
communities to talk to each other.

In reality most of the dialogue that LPCs facik@took place during processes to
solve specific problems. The enhanced mutual wtaleding was almost a bonus —
such as the “cordiality” and enhanced trust betwasiical parties that Patel (2006)
reported regarding the local level Multi-party lsan Committees of Malawi (see
also Gloppen, Kanyangolo et al. 2006). From Guyhowever, comes the example
of an initiative with the sole and explicit purpdsdacilitate “conversations to
explore” at community level. They have avoidedwued “dialogue” because of
negative experiences with it in the past. The eosations took place under auspices
of the Guyana Ethnic Relations Commission and Withsupport. With a history of
election-related violence in the country, the otiyecwas to promote ‘talking’ as a
first response to problems and to open more coetsteuchannels of communication
between identity groups. During a period of 4 nhert53 neighbourhood and
regional “Multi-stakeholder Forums” were conducteltere community members
talked to each other about their concerns, feadshapes. These meetings then fed
into a two-day ‘National Conversation’. Lund angéis (2007: 48) concluded: “In
fact, it did create a safe space for Guyaneser&eamn strategies for overcoming
ethnic and other differences, and articulate thein role in the development of their
community and country. In the post-elections pfBuyanese were able to sit and
talk with each other at the National Conversatioa respectful and highly interactive
manner about national challenges in ways not defier®.”

These conversations were not facilitated by LPEswever, it is the type of process
LPCs could well facilitate, with the added advaetéigat LPCs could provide follow-
up and continuity — something the once-off natdrhe Guyana exercise had
precluded.

Problem-solving and community-building

Some of the most inspiring reports regarding theaiah of LPCs came from
communities that have been shattered by violefdit® example of Kibimba in
Burundi has been mentioned above. The criticastje that had rallied LPC
members there was: “How can we live together aggMingbabriano date (2)). In
the South Kivu region of the Democratic Republi¢cte Congo an LPC has
organized a football match between ex-militia &f s#o-called Mai-Mai and
community youth (Butt 2004). It presented a pdulemage of the restoration of
‘the ordinary’ in the midst of mind-boggling chaas;making community life
possible again (see also Network 2004; Ningbatmrdate (1)). From the North
Eastern part of Kenya came the story of the Wagade and Development
Committee. It was established by a group of womiba were deeply concerned and
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affected by the ongoing negative effect of intexrcttrife by pastoralist peoples who
faced desperate competition for water in a drosgitken region. It achieved
remarkable results and soon inspired the spreaahiar LPCs across the region. It
is an outstanding example of the empowerment,ignddse of women, that joint
conflict transformation activity provides (Ibrahimmd Jenner 1998). A LPC of
Liberia reported dealing successfully with 39 cases a 2 year period, mostly
regarding land ownership issues of returned digplgersons (Shepler, Onideyi et al.
2006). In Macedonia a local Committee on InterriitttiRelations was credited with
the fact that name changes to streets and pulilititgs — a highly emotive issue in
a multi-ethnic context — were implemented with ctetg consensus by all
stakeholders (Aziri 2008; see also Koceski 2008).

LPCs, therefore, have the ability to facilitatenmediate solutions to disputes that
threaten the fragile peace in communities. Theycapable of restoring some
semblance of community life in the midst of the a&tation of violence. Reports on
the work of LPCs confirm this fact without exceptiddall (1998: 35) stated it thus:
“...even in the most violence-ridden areas peace cdeerstaff were able to mediate
conflict and create a safe space within which potd could be discussed.” LPCs
have the ability to succeed where other attempte Faled possibly because of the
different approach to conflict resolution that tleyploy (see below).

What is not clear, however, is the rate of sucé@skPCs in this regard. The fact
that disputes have been solved is certainly vesjtive, but LPCs have also failed in
some instances (see Odendaal and Spies 1996)RIANmréport of 17 December 2007
(IRIN 2007) - on post-election violence in Kenyavas titled “Inefficient peace
committees frustrate reconciliation in clash aredtsteferred to the Mount Elgon
area in Kenya where fighting between two clansdragited. Community, civic,
religious and local authority leaders have questipmaccording to the report, the
make-up of peace committees and whether or notwleeg operational before the
conflict. Incidentally they did not call for dighding the LPCs, rather for reviving
and restructuring them because they believed tbeyld play a pivotal role in
pacifying the warring groups.”

Successful joint problem-solving at local level Iradisputable peacebuilding value.
Moreover, its positive impact on the general pdditiculture should also be
considered. In South Africa, for example, LPCsadticed mediation and joint
problem-solving processes to rural areas. It iegpé significant paradigm shift away
from authoritarian styles of decision-making (Odagidand Spies 1996; Ball 1998).
Mediation or other forms of joint problem-solvingue an inherent democratization
effect because they establish some ‘level playielgtfwhere parties engage with
each other on (more or less) equal terms and vegéther to solve a problem. It is
the anti-thesis of authoritarian rule. The suceeskealing with conflict in new
manners, therefore, contributes to the democraiizarocess in a country.

Reconciliation
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Many LPCs have reconciliation as a main objectiReconciliation, though, is a very
complex matter. As Lederach (2005: 160) has pdiote, reconciliation is “dealing
with the worst of the human condition, the effartrépair the brokenness of
relationships and life itself.” It involves a pexs where the often contrasting
demands of peace, justice, truth and mercy (amnbkatye to be integrated and
balanced (Lederach 1997).

LPCs contribute to reconciliation in many indirgetys. When communication is
facilitated, violence is prevented, relationships strengthened and specific disputes
resolved, the goal of ultimate reconciliation isvegl. In a Liberian community a
LPC facilitated talks that led to the cleansing aaapening of a mosque that was
used as a carpentry shop during the war. The taonitoh of such an act to local
reconciliation between two ethnic groups, one bé&uglim and the other Christian,
has to be substantial (Shepler, Onideyi et al. 2006

There are not really examples, though, of LPCs@pating formally in national
Truth and Reconciliation processes. National retiation commissions, under
whatever name, normally focus on events and atiatshave national significance.
Local communities, however, have their own urgesgcdfor reconciliation. The
experiment in East Timor is therefore very impottdine National Commission for
Reception, Truth and Reconciliation of East Timstablished community-level
reconciliation procedures (CPRs) for perpetratbiesser crimes. These were
mediation procedures between victims and perpegatdocal level, based on
traditional practices. Over 90% of the cases sttbthivere satisfactorily dealt with
by CPRs, approximately 40 000 community membersgyaaited in these
procedures; while an interim review revealed tt@263f those interviewed expressed
satisfaction with the process (CAVR 2006).

In conclusion, therefore, reconciliation is a naéibproject, ultimately dependent on
national policies that would transform the confli¢tt local level there is a definite
need for facilitated reconciliation processes anatestrated in East Timor. There is
not much evidence that LPCs have been involvedaorciliation in a structured and
planned way, but by their composition and natuey thrould be ideally placed to
house such processes.

. Do LPCs need “teeth”? The importance of approachet® conflict.

A key question to ask regarding LPCs is how mucm& power they should have.
What “teeth” should they have to regulate the behawf spoilers and opportunists?
How should they bind parties into compliance wigihheeements that were forged?

There is more than one answer to this questionth®wne end of the spectrum are
thegacaca courts of Rwanda. Though they were not LPCs énsthicter sense of the
word, they were mentioned here because one otdledsobjectives with these courts
was to promote reconciliation and healing at comitguavel. They were established
because the international and national justiceegystwere unable to cope with the
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workload of awaiting-trial prisoners following tlyenocide of 1994.Gacaca courts
therefore located the dispensing of justice in lecanmunities; empowering them
with a process and structure to deal with a specdtegory of offendemsithin and

by the community where they have committed theirrafés during the genocide of
1994. Part of the process was to encourage patpetito confess to their crimes.
Such confessions, though, had substantial berefdause it could dramatically
diminish sentences that were imposed. The pajhioever, thagacaca courts
dispensed retributive justice. They had the autthdhough restricted, to mete out
punishment. Whereas the jury is still out on thecess of this innovative experiment,
it has been controversial. Some of the more geweraterns were the potential
violation of principles of ‘due process’; potentwitness intimidation in a context
where the perpetrators belonged to the majoritgtidegroup; and the competence
and impartiality of the community judges (Zorba®208). The key question for our
purposes would be whether community reconciliatiad indeed been promoted
through an approach that had considerable ‘teeth’.

In South Africa the National Peace Accord soughirtvide LPCs with some ‘teeth’.
It made provision for “Justices of the Peace”. Séherere individualgith legal
authority to be appointed to support LPCs. They woull, investigate complaints
regarding public violence or intimidation; applyetiules of natural justice’ when
iIssuing an order; refer facts constituting an affeto the Attorney General, and
pronounce as a judgment the terms of a settlereashed by LPCs. In reality no
such person was ever appointed because it was degemdangerous and —in
practice — ineffective (Gastrow 1995; Odendaal &pets 1997). The contribution of
LPCs to violence reduction and problem-solving wase without any reliance on
formal authority or power.

In Kenya an interesting dilemma existed in thisarelg LPCs, as mentioned above,
came into being in Kenya largely because of thbility of the state and its justice
system to safeguard local communities againstffieete of cattle-rustling and ethnic
conflict. In the largely pastoralist areas of herh Kenya, access to water seemed to
be a major catalyst of violence. The LPCs reliedvily on the traditional ‘council of
elders’ and traditional customs, but diluted tlaglitional approach somewhat with
the inclusion of women, youth and civil societyheldominant conflict management
mechanism of the ‘council of elders’, though, waet tof arbitration. They fined
wrong-doers or — in extreme cases - formally cutbech (Adan and Pkalya 2006).
This approach, even as adopted by LPCs, was eféegti long as wrongdoers
recognized such traditional authority. Howevewadis not recognized by Kenya’s
formal legal system and was therefore ultimatelyyerdorceable. LPCs were
therefore seeking formal recognition from the goweent that would include the
establishment of a legal and policy framework f&ds. Adan and Pkalya (2006)
mentioned that while LPCs seemed relatively sudakssfilling the vacuum
between the traditional and modern legal systeney, &t the same time suffered
under the image that they were too modern for tiathlists and too traditional for
modernists. Staying with the metaphor of ‘havieeth’, they seemed to have some
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teeth to pull of a credibly threatening showindgesth, but when it came to real biting
there were not enough.

From Sierra Leone came a different perspectiverdigg the functioning of the
District Code of Conduct Monitoring Committees (DCB) (Nyathi 2007; 2008).
They had no power of arbitration and no legal stajdrheir authority was a moral
one, vested in the Code of Conduct — an accorddagpthe conduct of peaceful
elections that was negotiated between all polipeaties. If there was a problem, the
DCMC would meet to find a solution, which they mged in the majority of cases.
Not everyone necessarily stuck to the agreemetii@lime, but on the whole the
‘authority of community consensus’ carried the dais approach was deliberate
and considered. It followed intense discussiornbkiwithe Political Parties
Registration Commission (PPRC), the statutory libdy implemented DCMCs. The
initial instinct of the chair of the PPRC, a serjimtge, was to go the legal route in
dealing with inter- and intra-political party didps, but the reality on the ground
convinced them that it was not feasible. Reporéfigr their successful deployment
during the elections of 2007, Nyathi, who was atébhiNations Technical Adviser
seconded to the Political Parties Registration Casion at the time, was insistent
that the legal approach, in a context where thal lggstem was not yet fully
functional after years of brutal civil war, wouldtrhave had the same positive
results. Being toothless proved to be an asset.

The varying approaches clearly raised serious munsstegarding the underlying
theory that LPCs based their methodology on. Aliggi hypothesis for this study
was that LPCs should not have teeth. They weee®fk local peacebuilding
mechanisms precisely because they did not wieldepawd therefore did not impose
decisions. Ury, Brett and Goldberg (1988) have erthe now familiar distinction
between power based, rights based and interesd bageoaches to conflict. It
concerned the methodology used to manage corgheter based approaches
referred to coercive practices; the rights basguageh referred the conflict for
adjudication or arbitration; while the interest @dspproach sought to solve the
underlying problem in a manner that would satisfy interests of all parties to the
greatest possible extent. The latter approachtliesinterest-based approach)
depended on a style of negotiation that in itselfribt rely on hard bargaining and
the exertion of pressure, but rather on a genwgaech for mutually satisfactory
solutions.

The essence of periods of transition is that aitthr disputed and lacks legitimacy
for at least an important segment of the communititempts to deal with conflict in
such a context through using force, either in bfoten or through the force of law,
have not only failed, but actually fuelled the flesrof violence. Conversely, by
following an approach that was built on mutual gg@ton and a search for
sustainable solutions, the underlying dilemma eflégitimacy of power was being
dealt with by sharing decision-making power; byk&eg consensus and using
consensus as the guiding authority in implemerdiegjsions. It was also an
approach that recognized and dealt with the ‘psymiigical dynamics’ of conflict
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much better than power or rights based approa&yegsycho-political dynamics

were meant the subjective, emotional and viscesattance people had against peace
that derived from their objective political and sbeeality (Nathan 1999). It referred
to the reality of the psychological content (sushdaep distrust, enmity, fear) of
political and peace processes. An approach thphasized respect, inclusion and
consensus had a much better chance of sustainajgess than one that used
coercion in such a context.

LPC are obviously only a temporary mechanism foilifating local governance, but
in the absence of legitimate and effective goveteait is the only workable
alternative.

By giving LPCs formal power the danger exists afemmining the very strength of
LPCs — its non-threatening, consensus buildingagpaThe example from Ghana
may provide the best way to deal with the ‘problefithe teeth’. The Ghana
proposal sees the work of the District Peace Adyi€ouncils as a first response to
community conflict that will employ the methodologf/an interest-based approach.
These bodies have no power of arbitration. At nfosy may make
recommendations to government, but their primangfions are to build consensus
and seek mutually satisfying solutions. When tresly formal legal processes may
kick in. It correlates with Alternative Dispute tdution (ADR) systems employed
in civil justice systems across the world wheree#f at conciliation are seen as a first
step, followed only by a legal process when thigg.fahe work of LPCs may
therefore be reconciled with a country’s legal egsif it is seen as an informal
process to reach mutually satisfying solutions aotdas an alternative body with the
power of arbitration.

Capacity building.

All the LPCs studied during this survey have engbgapacity building and financial
support of some sort. There are no examples ofsLtR& functioned in any
sustained way without some outside support.

The support came from a variety of resources. LWi@tsa national mandate had
government support that included financing andastiucture (full-time staff, offices,
office equipment, transport, etc.). Where govemisidad insufficient resources
donor agencies played a role. In two cases (Ghad&ierra Leone) the UN formed
partnerships with government. In the case of LR({@s civil society support, various
NGOs and INGOs played a role. In Kenya the Nati@wuncil of Churches of
Kenya was also very instrumental.

It is still an open question how important physiicétastructure is for the functioning
of LPCs. In South Africa it was necessary for LR&appoint their own support staff
and establish their own offices, despite beingrfoea by government. The liberation
movements refused to have meetings in governménésfor to deal with
government employees because of deep levels oicsuspTherefore the
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establishment of a separate infrastructure thatasasuntable to an inclusive multi-
party body, the Peace Secretariat, was necessary.

LPCs, however, seem to need very little in termsivéstructural support in order to
function. They should ideally be able to make efsexisting resources in a
community (like a venue for meeting and commundaratesources). In Nepal it has
been calculated that the key requirement woulduppart for the LPC facilitators to
enable them to support the LPCs. This would requangment of fees and travel
costs. The Chief District Officer would provide thenue for meetings and office
space. Training and orientation of the LPC memba&nsld also be a key requirement.

It is in fact important not to ‘throw money at’ LBC The habit of some NGOs to pay
‘sitting fees’ had, according to reports, a negatmpact on the ‘moral fabric’ of
LPCs in at least two cases (Kenya and Liberia) (Aalad Pkalya 2006: 19; Shepler,
Onideyi et al. 2006). It destroyed the spirit ofunteerism, thus diluting willingness
for community service. As such it ran againstdhean of what LPCs strove to
achieve — the restoration of functioning commusitie

A much more important form of support than physioédastructure is the
establishment of sufficient facilitation capacit¥s mentioned above (see par. 2),
local leadership have an intimate understandingexperience of the conflict. Yet,
this very immediacy of the conflict experience makdifficult for local leaders to
achieve sufficient distance to manage an intergantiThey need support in at least
three critical areas.

Firstly, LPCs need access to a fairly professibmad| of facilitation that is located
outside the local community. For example, it isriast cases necessary that someone
should come from outside to broker an agreemeih@ulecision to form such a

LPC, especially where polarization at local lewwe$o extreme that normal
communication between different sections of the momity is not possible.
Furthermore, during the life of a LPC it may alsm@unter specific situations that are
too complex to deal with, either because of thaldepanimosity and distrust
experienced at local level or because the natutieeoproblem is such that
intervention from outside is necessary. Under stictumstances LPCs benefit from
having access to facilitators that are located@tipcial or national level. Especially
in situations where LPCs are established as patnattional strategy the existence of
such facilitation capacity at a fairly professiofealel is necessary. In South Africa
this function was fulfilled by full-time staff appded by the Peace Secretariat. In the
case of Ghana and Sierra Leone the expertise teatdbe UN Country Office and
with individual nationals that have received traghfrom them. In the case of civil
society LPCs, this expertise was provided by thpetting NGOs. Skilled

facilitation capacity is therefore necessary fa successful functioning of LPCs.

Secondly, LPCs themselves need, as a minimumgmirffiorientation regarding the

roles expected of them. But they also need trgimrbasic peacebuilding concepts
and skills. By training LPCs is not meant givimggcriptive knowledge on what they
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should and should not do. In the peacebuildinig fieuch progress has been made
on conducting training in ways that are experi¢mtidormat, building on local
experiences and knowledge. Training a LPC meagsitte them on a collective
journey of reflecting on their own experiences offtict and exploring some
constructive ways to transform the conflict. Tra@) therefore, is in itself a
peacebuilding exercise where mutual understandidigépened, relationships
strengthened and a mutual vision for the futureetiped. It has also been found that
attention to personal emotional growth and selfrawass is necessary, given the
depth of trauma that local people have experieaceldthe importance of the person
of the peace-builder in peacebuilding (Odendaal&pids 1998: 132; Project
Saamspan 1998; Dressel and Neumann 2001).

Thirdly, LPCs ideally need a support structure twtnects them to the national
level. They should be able to feed informatioth® national level, request
information from the national level and seek suppdrere necessary from higher
profile actors. LPCs cannot by themselves creath a support structure. It has to
be established as part of the national peace tnfitare or has to be facilitated by
the NGOs that have set up the LPCs.

. What LPCs cannot do.

There are specific limitations to what LPCs can d8Cs have been criticized for
failing to achieve outcomes that were never inrthewer to achieve. LPCs have, as
it is, a very difficult task and they are not helg®y overburdening them with naive
expectations.

Firstly, as discussed above, LPCs do not and shmtltave ‘teeth’. LPCs cannot
enforce peace. They cannot forcibly prevent vioéenThey are only successful in so
far as the ‘soft approaches’ to peacemaking aeceie.

Secondly, LPCs would find it difficult to implemepéace agreements if, at national
level, there is a lack of political will to do sdf. either key political players or
security/rebel forces lack commitment to a natiqgpedce agreement, it cannot be
expected of LPCs to be successful (Ball 1998).

Thirdly, LPCs cannot address the root causes ohélict if those causes are located
in the national constitution, laws and policie?as have been accused that they
facilitate ‘negative peace’; that they address spmgs and not causes (International
Alert 1993; Adan and Pkalya 2006). Part of themiina is that in a situation of deep
polarization the concept ‘peace’ is contested.cPdéar some would mean
maintenance of thgtatus quo minus violence. For others peace means the
establishment of a radically new order, even thhoiing use of violence (Odendaal
and Spies 1997). LPCs, at most, allow local leatteregotiate measures that would
minimize damage to their community and maximizéatmration in dealing with

their specific challenges. LPCs, however, caneteémnine the national debate on the
nature of peace and what policies need to be imgiésd to achieve that.
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Fourthly, LPCs cannot substitute for local governt local policing. LPCs could
facilitate more effective local governance by méd@disputes and building
consensus, but they cannot assume political aaddial responsibilities for which
they have no mandate. They can facilitate bettemgonity-police relationships, but
they cannot and may not form an alternative comntamdire for the police.

In Nepal this was a particular problem as thereavwner local government bodies other
than the Chief District Officer and Village Devetlopnt Committee officers in the
districts. Some role players resisted the impleatén of LPCs precisely because
they feared that LPCs would play this role. Thatildareate political problems as
the LPCs would become arenas of conflict themselvésimportant that LPCs
acknowledge their limitations and focus on thedilfeation role in this regard.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Seen from a distance LPCs are indeed “imperfedgbg”. Ball's summary (1998:
35) regarding LPCs in South Africa have wider aggiion: "Viewed as a whole, the
peace committees had a mixed record, and a defisgessment of their 'success' or
‘failure’ is impossible. Peace committees were lgnimbstop violence completely but
often limited its occurrence. They were unablertd enpunity on the part of the
security forces, but they were able to help equajithe balance of power between
those in power and ordinary citizens and to stiesgtaccountability. Their ability to
address the underlying causes of conflict was msmribed, but even in the most
violence-ridden areas peace committee staff wdeetabmediate conflict and create a
safe space within which problems could be discusget though unable to
transform the 'struggle mentality', they were dblaelp South Africans take their
first steps toward understanding the value of nagohs and how to engage in them
constructively." In addition it also has to lzdsthat different LPCs, even in the
same context, performed differently. LPCs weranadtely only as effective as the
commitment and leadership qualities of its memba&hsch of course varied from
place to place.

2. Yet, though imperfect, LPCs have amazing peaceingilpotential. Being imperfect
is not the same as being useless. Their imperfectiates primarily to the fact that
they often have to operate in conditions of minitegitimacy and capacity. Their
strengths, though, are the mobilization of locahowunities to forge their own peace;
the empowerment of local actors to take leaderabipeace-builders; the
internalization of confidence in a community’s ov@sources to make peace; and the
generation of hope and a new vision of possiblexistence. Concretely, LPCs have
saved lives, protected property, broken deadlaaised problems, and restored
ordinary life. They have contributed towards biogkthe downward spiral of
violence and distrust, and forging a new upward maiom. As fragile as they were,
LPCs offered a relatively cost-effective investmiensustainable local peacebuilding.

3. The research on LPC must be broadened and deep@meithe one hand the net
should be cast wider. There is evidence of thstemrce of LPCs in countries not
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included in this study (e.g. Nigeria, India, Pa&istSerbia, Indonesia, Nicaragua) that
should be followed up. But on the other hand, perdhaps more urgent, in-depth
case studies should be compiled of LPC that opé&nates following contexts: (i) in
conditions of state collapse like in the easterrCD®) in conditions of relative state
weakness such as in the pastoralist areas of Kéiiy& countries in transition from
one constitutional dispensation to another, likdl@pal; (iv) in countries where a
specific challenge like a general election thresenelative fragile peace, as
happened in Sierra Leone; and (v) in contexts whBf@s are mandated to act as
alternative dispute resolution mechanisms, lik&hana.

. There are some processes that have to be mondweza period of time. Examples
are the institutionalization of District Peace Astwiy Councils in Ghana; the process
in Kenya to seek formalization; and LPCs as fatitits of dialogue and
reconciliation in Nepal.

. There are specific questions that have to be cereidn more depth:

(1) How to deal with the dilemma posed by Kenyan LR@snely how to fill the
gap between traditional and formal justice systdmsy to utilize credible
traditional conflict resolution processes, but imanner that will do justice to
the demands of inclusion and full participation?

(i) The question regarding a LPC'’s ‘teeth’: How vaidhe assumption
proposed in this document that LPCs should not hesth? How successful
were thegacaca courts in Rwanda or the LPCs in Kenya that hadgyewf
adjudication and arbitration?

(i)  What are the dynamics that make a LPC work? its handate; the right
composition; the personality and commitment ofwdlials; or the quality of
external support and facilitation?

(iv)  What should donors know in order ‘to do no harm’?

. Ultimately there is need for a more robust discussif the theory and methodology

of LPCs. For this reason academic publicationdiadussion is necessary; as well
the creation of forums for an informed discussibfiraings.
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