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Thank you very much Chair and thank you to the United Nations and the Swiss Government for 

hosting this very important conference. I am delighted to follow such a distinguished panel and 

especially delighted that I am able to speak from the perspective of a nongovernmental 

organization. We do many things. We do research and analysis providing recommendations for 

enhancing multilateral whole of society efforts in this space both on prevention and countering 

terrorism and violent extremism. We also work as a partner with the UN, its member states, 

and civil society around the world to support efforts in the field, including capacity building with 

local partners. 

I just returned this morning from a week in Mogadishu and I have to say that the imperative to 

encourage states like Somalia to develop a national security architecture and a national violent 

extremism strategy is vitally important. From this combination of perspectives that I have, I 

would like to offer three quick observations. 

The first is that it is very clear that the UN has an absolutely vital role in preventing violent 

extremism, and in prevention writ large it is a catalyst for action: it sets norms and it helps to 

marshal a truly universal collective agenda for prevention. Indeed, throughout its 70-year 

history the United Nations has been working on development, education, conflict prevention, 

and in other fields that are now seen as essential ingredients for preventing and countering 

violent extremism. Of course the Plan of Action provides a very useful framework that builds on 

the Global Counterterrorism Strategy which gave a blueprint for action across four pillars which 

will be mentioned on many occasions today. All of this is now culminating in the 10th 

anniversary of the Global Strategy this year.   

It is from this standpoint that I would like to look at some lessons learned over the last decade 

and offer two points that are based on those lessons so that we can guide our discussions and 

improve on what we are doing going forward. The main point that I want to make today is that 

we have to be serious about measuring impact. The Plan of Action states that it is important to 

have national strategies in our states to develop them. But the real question is: will it just be a 

piece of paper that is developed or will genuine effort and resources go into the development 

of those strategies?   

I would like to ask: are we really serious about creating enduring partnerships that go beyond 

just the realm of government? It is difficult to say to an audience of some 200 member states 

here that this problem and the solution is not state centric.  



It needs to be one as other panelists have said that involves whole of society so that we can 

reach people at the community. The other thing we have to be careful about is negative 

consequences and the impact of those. Asking states to develop upstream approaches to a 

problem of violent extremism and terrorism can be and has been abused, and it is absolutely 

vital that we look at the possible negative consequences particularly to individuals’ human 

rights. If states are able to manipulate the imperative to go upstream and go after people 

before they have even thought about committing a crime they also need to provide space for 

civil society to reach communities.   

The next point is that this important Plan of Action shows that there is a massive amount of 

people and agencies involved in this effort and there needs to be much clearer leadership. We 

have various different parts of the United Nations working on different things and it is time for 

a more cohesive approach with someone perhaps as high as the undersecretary level to deal 

with these issues. I would suggest that that person has to come from a development and 

security background, and they have to be able to de-conflict some of the contradictions that 

exist within the system today. And that is if we do want to reach civil society and we do want to 

work with partners against violent extremism, and we do want to ensure that people can be 

rehabilitated we have to make sure that processes that were developed around 9/11 for listing 

certain entities are more flexible to allow that to happen. This has already happened in the case 

of Afghanistan where the United States decided to take the Taliban off the list or calibrate the 

list in order to engage them and this needs to be rethought all over the world, especially in 

places like Somalia.  

And then my final point is on communication. There are a lot of good messages that the UN can 

bring and all the member states that are part of UN can bring. We need to do more to amplify 

those positive messages and show that there are alternatives to the violence and extremism 

that doesn’t lead to justice. What we offer does lead to justice. There needs to be more 

consistency in that messaging and most importantly the message has to be delivered by 

credible messengers. States don’t often have the most credibility in dealing with people who 

have decided or are thinking about joining these terrorist groups. They are aggrieved by what 

they think perceived states are doing. So, it’s absolutely vital that we have credible messengers.  

I have only touched on a few points here and I have the privilege of saying that I can drill into 

these points more deeply in a side event that we will be doing in room 23 after session 2 today, 

and with that I conclude. 

Thank you very much. 

 


