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Executive Summary
Dialogue in the Social Integration Process:

Building peaceful social relations—by, for and with people

The World Summit for Social Development, held in Copenhagen in 1995, forged agreement on social challenges and responses to them. It chose social integration as one of three themes, together with poverty eradication and employment creation. The Copenhagen Declaration on Social Development and the Programme of Action established a new consensus to place people at the centre of concerns for sustainable development. 
Member States made commitments to promote social integration to create “a society for all”, through fostering inclusive societies that are stable, safe and just and that are based on the promotion and protection of all human rights, as well as on non-discrimination, tolerance, respect for diversity, equality of opportunity, solidarity, security, and participation of all people, including disadvantaged and vulnerable groups and persons. 

In its five-year review of the Social Summit, the 24th Special Session of the General Assembly pointed to the relevance of  the process of “social integration” for building and changing social relations, overcoming various social challenges as well as for conflict transformation and peace-building.  The General Assembly resolved to strengthen the effectiveness of organizations and mechanisms working for the prevention and peaceful resolution of conflicts, and to increase the capability of relevant United Nations bodies to promote social integration in post conflict situations.

Against this background, the Division for Social Policy and Development of the Department of Economic and Social Affairs (UN-DESA) is exploring the role of multi-stakeholder dialogue in the process of building more integrated and peaceful social relations.  In this connection, it is organizing an Expert Group Meeting on “Dialogue in the Social Integration Process: Building peaceful social relations – by, for and with People” at the United Nations Headquarters, New York, from 21 – 23 November 2005.
The meeting aimed to discuss and demonstrate the analytical and operational relevance of the concept of “Social Integration” for peace-building and conflict transformation and, further, to explore, through case studies and a strategic framework, how participatory dialogue could facilitate the social integration processes.
Dialogue and multi-stakeholder processes

There is a growing recognition that dialogue is an important tool to facilitate change in social relations, which is a key to social integration/transformation, as well as to conflict prevention and peace-building. Dialogue is defined as an interaction or a learning process that seeks to arrive at mutual or shared meaning/understanding. One of the comparative advantages of “dialogue” is that it works directly on building social capacities/capital, which is the foundation for reconciliation and rehabilitation. It is relationship-focused and people-centered, which, in ideal scenarios, allows for deep participation by all parts of society, ultimately leading to healing and harmonious integration. As such, even societies that achieve a certain degree of cohesiveness can benefit as well as those in fragmentation.
However, one needs to be aware that dialogue is not a panacea, but one of many tools within or without the multi-stakeholder processes, and works best under specific conditions. Multi-stakeholder processes (MSPs) and multi-stakeholder dialogues are differentiated by purpose and by nature of communication. Dialogue represents one of the strategies within Multi-stakeholder processes. In addition to other strategies, such as inclusive social policy, mainstreaming social dimension into all policies, capacity building, developing or strengthening national and local institutions to facilitate social integration process, Multi-stakeholder dialogue is considered to be a critical process.  MSPs are a new phenomenon in current debates at local, national and international levels and are gaining increasing interest. 

Multi-stakeholder processes can be defined as processes of decision-finding (and possibly decision-making) that aim to: 1) bring together all major stakeholders in equitable representation; 2) achieve equity and accountability in communication between stakeholders; and 3) are based on the democratic principles of transparency and participation. MSPs are essentially about creating a space where dialogue can take place, ‘a neutral, free, and ordered space, where violence is replaced by verbal debate, shouting by listening, and chaos by calm’.  MSPs ideally develop a culture of ‘dialogue’, i.e. a manner of open, honest communication that facilitates joint learning, and hence potentially leads to changes in individuals’ opinions and the group’s approach and actions. 
The principle benefits of multi-stakeholder processes include transparency, quality, credibility, likelihood of implementation, and outreach. Quality of decisions is increased due to more diverse information made available to decision-makers. Credibility of outcome is enhanced because a decision, plan, or standard that has been developed by all relevant stakeholder groups is more likely to be supported by all groups.  Openness and transparency of dialogue processes increases the credibility of the results and the process of dialogue, and increases the likelihood of implementation, as more and more stakeholders are involved. Multi-stakeholder dialogue contains the critical elements (networks, improved relationships, shared understandings) of implementation of its outcomes, creating an ownership of the results and the process.  

Imperative of participation

In order to contribute to social integration, a genuine multi-stakeholder dialogue requires to reach out and to involve every concerned social group.  That is, a commitment to participation requires the searching out of all potential stakeholders, especially those with less power, little or no voice, and huge distances from the mainstream, whether geographically or in their ideas and allegiances. A policy and practice of inclusion requires institutions to make every effort to hear the voice of the voiceless.  Inclusion has three results: 1) the needs of the voiceless are heard; 2) the voiceless learn that they can speak and be heard and acknowledged and respected in a peaceful way; and 3) institutions make more common the inclusion of the voiceless. In people-driven/bottom up approaches, the voiceless can express their needs and concerns, as well as engage in building their future at local and community level. 

Situation analysis through the social integration lens

Case studies, examined through the social integration lens, highlighted challenges and opportunities to break through deeply rooted conflict or widespread acceptance of communal violence to achieve more harmonious social relations.  The social integration lens is a reminder that a new platform of post-conflict social relations is most sustainable when more stakeholders are included and anyone with an interest has a voice in the deliberations.  Without the social integration lens that emphasizes active participation and total inclusiveness, attempts to build post-conflict governance will fall short of full stakeholder participation and inevitably exclude some dissatisfied stakeholders.  Thus, the social integration lens points out both the justice of full participation and the practical perils of lack of full participation. 

Tool box of approaches to dialogue

The meeting noted a wide variety of approaches to dialogue, including: indigenous dialogue processes, social cohesion programmes, generative dialogue, public conversations, and training and learning methods.  These and other experiences were compared and participants reflected on the matching of approaches to concrete dialogue situations. 

Core elements of a robust dialogue are that it is value-based, locally-driven, action-producing and relationship-focused. An important capacity developed through dialogue is awareness, which enables people to adapt to evolving environments, stronger tools and changing needs.  The dialogue tools are especially useful in helping people to go beyond solutions (first order change) to reach reform (second order change) and eventually to reach transformation (third order change). Participants noted that examples of dialogue processes used in everyday life encourage their use in social integration processes. 

I. Recommendations

The recommendations are divided into a) general recommendations for social integration, dialogue, research, and impact assessment / evaluation, b) specific policy recommendations for the country level, c) concrete recommendations for follow-up to this Expert Group Meeting in areas of priority areas and partnerships, and d) recommendations to the Division for Social Policy and Development.
I. General Recommendations

Social Integration

There is a general consensus that the concept of “social integration”, as a process for building and changing social relations, can play a central role in overcoming various social challenges, and has relevance for conflict transformation and peace-building. It was recommended that the concept behind social integration be further discussed with and elaborated on by various stakeholders, including policy makers, researchers and practitioners, to develop a common value platform upon which stakeholders could build. 

Experts, however expressed their concerns that the term “social integration”, to some people, implies “forced” assimilation” or “being mainstreamed” into the majority, even though the World Summit for Social Development (Copenhagen 1995) approached social integration more broadly as: in principle, not coerced or forced, but unity within diversity with social justice; as a process, inclusion and participation of stakeholders in decision-making that affects their lives; and as a goal, it aims for more stable, safe and just societies for all.  

In light of this, experts considered “social transformation” or “social inclusion” as preferred terms that better describe the concept behind “social integration”, capturing the spirit of mutual respect for diversity within communities and all groups of people in society.  Some suggested “acceptance of our common humanity” or “ubuntu - (social) interdependence, equal participation, and inclusion” as alternatives.  

The term “social exclusion”, as the opposite to social integration, also was widely understood and agreed upon. One expert pointed out that social exclusion is undesirable in itself, exists in stable societies as well as unstable societies, and serves as an obstacle to achievement of the Millennium Development Goals and as an impediment to observance of the commitments made under the Human Rights Conventions. 

All acknowledged the difficulties in combining the concepts of unity and diversity within the context of social justice. Unity refers to coherent interconnection of diverse people in a social system (it does not imply uniformity or conformity); diversity refers to individual and group differences that are innate or chosen; and social justice refers to fair mindedness in how stakeholders negotiate the unity within diversity principle, recognizing that people have rights and responsibilities as well as different needs and opportunities.

Key questions to be considered are: Is social integration an approach or a process?  If the aim of “social integration” is to “build” and “change” social relations, what defines “social relations”?  How do social relations change? Does “social transformation” or “social inclusion” better describe the concept behind social integration, as they are considered to be more inclusive to all communities, social groups, and organizations in society, and “social inclusion” implies mutual respect for diversity, recognized as an important principle? If so, what constitutes positive/flourishing social transformation/inclusion?  

Other important questions include: How do we measure the degree of social transformation? How do we measure social integration? And how does the level of integration affect the dialogue process? How do we assess the impact of social integration?  What types of indicators/proxy indicators, or alternately additional or complementary elements to existing indicators (i.e. relationship index) should be looked at? 
Dialogue

There is a growing recognition that dialogue is an important tool to facilitate change in social relations, which is a key to social integration/transformation, as well as to conflict prevention and peace-building.  Dialogue is defined as an interaction (or a conversation) that seeks to arrive at mutual or shared meaning/understanding that emerges from and flows through the participating parties. At times, parties may have to agree to disagree; that is, dialogue does not necessarily result in agreement on the issues, but rather, dialogue enhances understanding on the degree of difference in view, and this can be useful as a step towards resolving or accepting differences. 

There are different types of dialogue. Participatory dialogue emphasizes that the individuals involved in dialogue listen to each other, speak with each other, and in particular share the dialogue space with respect and consideration.  Participatory dialogue can take place in private conversations and in public arenas. Reflective participatory dialogue is defined as thinking in complete ways that leads to tolerance and understanding of diverse worldviews and interests. Public dialogue denotes intense interaction among participants within a public, institutional framework, like a town meeting or a community-wide planning meeting. 

However, one needs to be aware that dialogue is not a panacea, but one of many tools within or outside the multi-stakeholder processes, and works best under specific conditions. For example, dialogue cannot replace justice, and often justice needs to be addressed before people can be expected to enter into dialogue. There is a need for further research to determine under what conditions dialogue is most effective, and under what conditions other tools should be used in conjunction with or instead of dialogue, as other tools are sometimes more effective, or needed to complement dialogue. In this sense, dialogue should be seen as part of a comprehensive process, particularly when a power differential exists among stakeholder groups. 

directly on building social capacities /capital (described as social bonding, bridging social gaps, developing capacities to facilitate and mediate stakeholder relations, and linking people with their government in socially and economically productive ways)
One of the strengths or comparative advantages of “dialogue” is that it works, which is the foundation for reconciliation and rehabilitation. It is relationship-focused and people-centered, which, in ideal scenarios, allows for deep participation by all parts of society, ultimately leading to healing and harmonious integration. As such, even societies that achieve a certain degree of cohesiveness can benefit as well as those in fragmentation.

Multi-stakeholder participation is the critical element of dialogue. Dialogue is one possible purpose and one possible form of communication within multi-stakeholder processes, which are defined as processes of decision-finding that aim to: bring together all major stakeholders in equitable representation; achieve equity and accountability in communication between stakeholders; and are based on democratic principles of transparency and participation.  Therefore, there is a need to ensure that multi-stakeholder dialogue is truly inclusive of all groups in society. 
Equally important is the dialogue procedure, as the process is sometimes more important than the outcome. The dialogue should be carefully designed in a way that all participating parties feel comfortable with and agree upon the procedures employed. Developing the conditions for successful dialogue requires a significant amount of time and investment in the process. “Ripeness” may take years to achieve. A collaborative approach to preparation ensures that stakeholders identify their hopes, concerns, needs and thoughts about the structure and content that inform the design and process of dialogue. Such preparation should also include profound analysis of situations and stakeholders, what is at stake, consideration for the composition and selection of facilitation team, venue, structure of the proceedings, communication choices, purpose of the dialogue, roles of participants, ethics, equipment and resources needed, and establishment of ground rules. 

Traditional methods of conflict prevention and reconciliation, which exist almost anywhere in the world but have been neglected, should be more actively utilized, particularly as an entry point. At the same time, it is important to incorporate methods and components that are not necessarily part of traditional forms of dialogue and multi-stakeholder participation. When certain social groups, such as women and youth, are traditionally excluded, it is important to design dialogue procedures to ensure the participation of these key stakeholders. Other groups that should be targeted for inclusion are those that may be reluctant to join a dialogue but have a stake in or directly or indirectly influence the outcome of the process. In addition, at times it is necessary to create mechanisms for exclusion, especially when certain groups join a dialogue but have no intention of truly engaging in the process. 

Dialogue is an evolving field of practice with a growing community of practitioners. It is an important element of conflict prevention and peacebuilding practices. It facilitates transformation through building relationships of trust, clarifying underlying issues behind debates/disputes, and accepting responsibility for change. Dialogue facilitates mutual understanding among people from diverse backgrounds, provides opportunities for healing and reconciliation, and creates a safe space for crafting a common vision/aspiration for a community/society to be built.  Some of the advantages of dialogue are that it not only deals with underlying issues and/or concerns, but it also deals with the dynamics of the relationships that have prevented the resolution of problems and seeks to change and transform them; it also builds capacity and empowers participating parties; it achieves a high level of commitment as it creates a sense of ownership of the outcomes, thus leading to sustainable long-term change in society; and it builds on indigenous resources, and strengthens traditional communication media that are best known and accessible to the community. As such, dialogue needs to receive more recognition by the United Nations, and should become more deeply integrated into the UN’s overall peace building, conflict prevention and post-conflict activities. 

What is needed now is to demonstrate “dialogue works”, and to communicate clearly what dialogue is and what it can achieve. For example, the space, knowledge, skills and capacities created by dialogue can serve peacebuilding and conflict prevention efforts, such as by creating early warning mechanisms, analyzing emerging political, social and security threats to the peace process and designing alternative options, or articulating potential policy choices for meeting future threats. Comprehensive analysis of the differences and similarities of dialogue practices across regions, by different stages of development, and by different types and levels of conflict will produce a set of “good practices” that can then be disseminated widely. 
Research

As it evolves, broadened definitions for dialogue have emerged. Further research is necessary to clarify what constitutes dialogue (underlying ideological framework to all forms of dialogue). Research should focus on the following questions: 

· What is the definition of dialogue?

· What actions does it include?

· What are its scopes and limitations?

· What is the impact of dialogue?

· What is the intention of dialogue?

· What are the entry points for initiating dialogue?

· How do we get from violence to dialogue?

· How do we create conditions conducive to dialogue?

· How do we conduct a stakeholder analysis of all stakeholders?

Research should also provide comparative analysis of dialogue procedures across countries. Research should also relate dialogue to efforts at conflict prevention, peacebuilding, and leadership development, and identify how the United Nations can utilize dialogue as it engages in these processes. Further, research should examine power imbalances and strategies for engaging multiple stakeholders, including those who are visible and invisible, those with different levels and kinds of power, and those who are not a part of the dialogue process. 

Impact assessment/Evaluation

As a new discipline, dialogue interventions need rigorous analysis and evaluation of practice; however, such evaluation may also require the development of new tools to measure attitudinal and behavior change. Research and seminal thinking on evaluation are needed to identify new indicators, including proxy indicators, criteria and frameworks, that accurately measure subtle but critical attitudinal, behavioral, and relational shifts in individuals and communities.

Provided that measuring such subtle attitudinal, behavioral and relational change is difficult, qualitative evaluations may have an advantage over quantitative ones. Collective evaluative processes (i.e. participatory stakeholder surveys and focus groups) can be created in order to assess long-term impact and structural changes, such as policy shifts, institutional changes, priority changes, ideas generated, skills learned, attitudes changed, and/or group dynamics changed.  Evaluation should be conducted at the level that corresponds to the level at which dialogue and policies and programs are aimed. Participatory evaluation should be pursued to the extent possible, so that participants could develop capacities in measuring the progress/impact of dialogue based on their own criteria. However, evaluation can be enhanced by bringing in external perspectives and/or inviting an external researcher/expert/practitioner to conduct an evaluation in collaboration with the participants of the process. 

II. Specific policy recommendations at country level (Recommendations for Member States)

Member states are invited to consider whether national, regional or local dialogue processes may be a useful adjunct to strengthen their development work, including in facilitating the social integration process in their countries. 
Member states could invite the Division to work with them on investigating how dialogue processes could help to overcome obstacles that impede the implementation of the UN development agenda, make development more conflict sensitive, and build ownership and a sense of belonging in stressed communities. 
Member states could explore the possibility of how development programmes can be used to strengthen dialogue in communities by consciously introducing and strengthening dialogic components of any participatory development programmes. 

Member states could build or strengthen national capacity in this area through formulating training programmes, and/or providing support to national and local institutions that facilitate dialogue processes.  

Member states could build partnerships with civil society and create an enabling environment for these NGOs and CSOs that are facilitating dialogue with local communities and local government. 

Member States could create or support networks of dialogue ‘experts’ and facilitators at the national level so that stakeholders and communities interested in dialogue and/or seeking process support could identify and gain access to their expertise. 

Member States could consider how to use dialogue processes in their educational curricula as a tool to promulgate concepts of social cohesion, tolerance, and co-existence in their populace, especially among their youth.

III. Concrete Recommendations for Follow Up to this EGM

The experts encouraged all parties to continue working in this area, and suggested the following activities to follow up the EGM. 

Priority areas:

· Establish dialogue with other UN Departments and agencies to share information on their activities and experiences in this area and seek opportunities for collaboration.

· Conduct action-research, compile case studies, and develop lessons learned databases.

· Develop a tool box, manuals/modular format, guidance notes, handbook, on peace dialogue (a practical document in a question/answer format, or a flow chart/map or check lists,  illustrating symptoms and necessary approaches to be taken, so that practitioners in the field can easily access and utilize)

· Development of a “conversation/dialogue barometer” to measure the health of conversation processes in the member states (something along the line of the Human Development Index, or Democracy barometer).

· Widely disseminate information, starting from this EGM.

· Establishment of Task Forces around the following themes:

· Impact assessment

· Dialogue procedures/tool box; and

· Conceptual framework to be further developed (diagnostic tool, alter the concept from integration to transformation. i.e. Dialogue in the Social Transformation Processes, or Dialogue for Social Transformation), including limitations of dialogue. 

Partnership  

Identify and invite strategic partners globally with diverse capacities (theory and practice) to: further enhance the UN’s capacity in this emerging field through mutual learning; consolidate information and build on a common knowledge base, including good practices and lessons learned; and link with existing networks of researchers and practitioners to create synergy in direction and activities. Clearly define partnerships (indigenous forum model) in the middle of spider’s web, and set direction collectively. Connect with partners through an interactive web-site (BLOG). 

· Establish Global Learning Network to reach out to other sectors and NGOs working on these issues. 

· Create an E-community of practice networks.

· Include more developing countries in these activities.

· Establish a dialogue with other UN entities to ascertain work they are doing in this area, and subsequently develop an inter-agency task force or network with other UN bodies.

· Make connections with the Decade for Peace/Nonviolence and Decade for Education for Sustainable Development and the Peacebuilding Commission.

· Identify and implement concrete activities that lead to partnership-building among participants and can be shared in wider networks. 

Others

· Capitalize on the UN’s credibility to convene a UN-led forum that takes these issues forward, ensuring a good regional balance in terms of speakers, topics, and experiences. Invite country experience, such as experience with national dialogue platforms, to be shared by member states. It was suggested to hold the forum back-to-back with the annual DPI conference in order to include a number of civil society organizations. (The expert group could help to prepare such a forum.) Design and facilitate the forum in a manner that serves as an example of dialogues and demonstrates the various tools and forms of dialogic procedures. 

· Organize regional EGMs and facilitate networking at the regional or sub-regional level, possibly in collaboration with UN regional commissions. 

· Work on reintegration in post-conflict situations.  

· Develop curricula for: 

· 3rd tier training (beyond grade school)

· 3 week course for high school, undergraduate, and graduate levels 

· Distance education – UNU, University for Peace, U. S. Pacific, Moral 



development 

Recommendations for the Division:

Within its mandate, DPSD/DESA could:

· Establish and promote dialogue as a bona fide, credible, respected discipline, mainstream the concept into various areas of activities, and invite various actors, such as the Peacebuilding Commission, Human Rights Commission, Development agencies, Mental Health, Public Health, and Global Partnership for the Prevention of Armed Conflict, to make this issue the responsibility of all. 

· Bring the topic of dialogue processes for social integration/transformation to the attention of the General Assembly/ECOSOC/functional commissions, and into the work of other Departments, Divisions, Funds and Programmes through Expert Panels and other informational activities, as well as through incorporating new language into UN documents to facilitate understanding of these concepts. 

· Conduct action research in the following areas, through mobilizing the knowledge and networks of live experts: 

1. Examine what types of specific relationships are important between government and its polity. Identify the actors and the components of the polity with whom the government could have relationships.  Also, what types of inter-group relationships are more desirable? 

· Analyze how dialogue affects these relationships, and how dialogue can make them more frank, respectful, creative and conducive to social integration. (joint learning - making diversity an asset).  

· Likewise, examine how the nature and strength of relationships influence the effectiveness of dialogue, as relationships and their nature are identified as key elements in measuring the effectiveness of dialogue as well as the depth of a social integration process.

· Define levels of public participation in government policy formulation and implementation processes, both in terms of how this is done, and who it involves, and what type and depth of participation creates the conditions conducive for social integration. 

· Develop indicators that define the nature, as well as measure the strength and health of these relationships in order to demonstrate that strong and more integrated relationships are “conducive”, and participation of the polity in government “necessary” to social transformation, so that we could measure and demonstrate what we mean by harmonious relations and what level of dialogue and participation is effective, and whether any change occurs that improves or weakens these.

2. Flesh out dialogue procedures attached to each stage of social integration or each stage of conflict (e.g., pre-conflict, conflict, post-conflict) and test the relevance of dialogue, and what different types of dialogue are most effective in each stage.

3. Assess the prospects and limitations of utilizing dialogue processes in asymmetrical power relationship situations – does it help, how should it be done or done differently, or do other things need to be done first or concurrently with dialogue? One area to be addressed is the role of the Human Rights Conventions, which many Member States ratified. In addition to dialogue, supporting governments in the implementation of recommendations may be considered effective where there is an asymmetry of power relationships. 
4. Understand dialogue in many forms and how it aims to change relationships. This could be tied to how dialogue can bring a society not just from a so-called negative or less healthy state of integration ( e.g., polarization, exclusion, fragmentation) to a moderately functional (or zero) state (i.e. coexistence), but even how to help a society rise above a 0-state, i.e. to an optimum level (cohesion). 

5. Conduct a survey to determine how often dialogue is used, and in what circumstances, in order to direct research that examines what factors contribute to or detract from the success of dialogue. 

6. Use website, e-dialogue and electronic newsletters to disseminate information to practitioners.

7. Increase information sharing and liaising within the UN system. 

8. Liaise with member states and regional commissions and support efforts at the regional and country levels to convene and facilitate exchanges on dialogue. 

To conduct this research and other informational activities, the DSPD/DESA will: 

· Continue to revise the above concepts in the light of the discussions during the expert group meeting;

· Consider how to sustain DESA’s dialogue with these experts and seek collaboration with other UN entities. 

II. Background

A. Introduction

The Expert Group Meeting on Dialogue in the Social Integration Process was organized by the Division for Social Policy and Development (DSPD) of the United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs and held in New York from 21 – 23 November 2005.

The purpose of the meeting was to bring together researchers and practitioners of people-centered dialogue to discuss and demonstrate the analytical and operational relevance of the concept of “social integration” for peace-building and conflict transformation and, further, to explore, through case studies and a strategic framework, how participatory dialogue can facilitate the social integration process. 

The meeting is part of continuing efforts at UNDESA to clarify the interconnection of people-centered development with peace-building, conflict resolution and multi-stakeholder negotiations.  The recommendations of the meeting address the global debate, policy dialogue and evolution of practical strategies for social integration, to create a more safe, stable and just society for all where every individual has an active role to play.

B. Context

The World Summit for Social Development was held in Copenhagen in 1995 to forge agreement on social challenges and responses to them.  The Social Summit, which was the largest gathering ever of world leaders at that time, reached a new consensus on the need to put people at the center of development.  It identified social integration as one of the three overriding objectives of development, together with poverty eradication and employment creation.

Member States made commitments to promote social integration to create “a society for all”, through fostering inclusive societies that are stable, safe and just and that are based on the promotion and protection of all human rights, as well as on non-discrimination, tolerance, respect for diversity, equality of opportunity, solidarity, security, and participation of all people, including disadvantaged and vulnerable groups and persons. 

The society for all is one in which people play an active role for peace and development within an enabling environment created by governments, and in partnership with the United Nations and others.  In its five-year review of the Social Summit, the 24th Special Session of the General Assembly resolved to strengthen the effectiveness of organizations and mechanisms working for the prevention and peaceful resolution s of conflicts, and to increase the capability of relevant United Nations bodies to promote social integration in post conflict situations.

Against this background, the World Summit for Social Development and the 24th Special Session of the General Assembly, the Division for Social Policy and Development of the Department of Economic and Social Affairs (UNDESA) is exploring the role of multi-stakeholder dialogue in the process of building more integrated and peaceful social relations.

As a first phase in the process of exploring the conceptual framework of dialogue for social integration, the Division organized a multi-stakeholder web-based dialogue on “Peace Dialogue in the Social Integration Process: Building peaceful social relationship by, for and with people” from 1 to 24 June 2005. The main objective of this e-dialogue was to address the importance of social integration as a means to create a peaceful society, clarify the inter-linkage between the process of social integration and peace building, and explore the potential for dialogue to achieve this goal

The second phase, which will follow the Expert Group meeting, will develop a methodology to apply the conceptual framework into various situations in partnership with social groups such as the youth, older persons, persons with disabilities, indigenous peoples, migrants, returnees/former refugees, Internally Displaced Persons (IDPs), ex-combatants, land mine survivors, ethnic/religious minorities … Activities in this phase will include: development of operational guidance notes for application of the “Dialogue in the Social Integration Process” framework; identification of key partners; and training of trainers.  

The third phase will focus on capacity building of local communities/social groups, as well as local government through the organization of workshops.

C. Objectives and expected outcomes 

The Expert Group Meeting sought to discuss the analytical and operational relevance of the concept behind “social integration” and explore, through case studies how participatory dialogue can facilitate the social integration process. The meeting designed its discussion of as an analysis of case studies and current dialogue practices in order to identify; common principles and elements of stakeholder dialogues. Its objectives were to:

1. Review current trends of social integration/disintegration at global and regional levels, to identify critical elements that build resilience and keep societies from disintegrating;

2. Review and discuss six stages of social integration (fragmentation, exclusion, polarization, co-existence, collaboration, and cohesion) through the lens of participants’ experiences;

3. Identify types of interventions and stakeholders necessary to promote social integration processes;

4. Review and identify existing tools for promoting and managing dialogue processes, including lessons learned in case studies of multi-stakeholder dialogues;

5. Explore options for future direction and workshop activities.

The results of the meeting will be incorporated in the final report, which will be published by the DSPD.  Policy recommendations will be presented during the forty-four session of the Commission on Social Development scheduled to take place from 8 - 17 February 2006. 

III. Organization of work

During the three days of the meeting, participants met in plenary session, round-table and working groups (see Annex II for the agenda of the meeting). In the first day’s opening plenary, participants shared their perspectives on the concepts of social integration and dialogue, contributing a wide variety of perspectives. Later, the participants made observations on the effects of globalization on social disintegration and integration, comparing patterns on several continents. In a Round-table discussion, the participants reviewed a model framework for six stages of social relations and then, the role of civil society in multi-stakeholder dialogues. On the second day, cases studies were presented and discussed, followed by an examination of six approaches to dialogue, “The Tool Box”. On the third day, the participants divided into three working groups to elaborate recommendations for action.  The work was concluded by sharing and integrating the reports of the working groups.

A. Attendance

Experts, researchers and practitioners from centers, institutes and NGOs working in the areas of peace-building, transformation, dialogue, governance and development from the following 20 countries from Africa, Asia, the Americas and western and eastern Europe:  Algeria, Australia, Belgium, Canada, Costa Rica, Fiji, France, Germany, Ghana, Guyana, Jamaica, Kenya, Nepal, Northern Ireland, the Philippines, the Russian Federation, South Africa, Sweden, the United Kingdom and the United States (see annex III for the list of participants). Several practitioners were leading or had lead negotiations for national or regional conflict resolution.

Representatives of the following international and regional organization also participated in the meeting:  DIFD, International IDEA, West African Network for Peace, University for Peace, United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) Regional Bureau for Latin America and the Caribbean, and the United Nations Departments of Economic and Social Development (DESA), Peacekeeping Operations (DPKO), and Political Affairs (DPA).

B. Documentation

The documentation of the meeting included substantive papers on the concepts of social integration, as well as case studies of country-level experience with approaches to social integration and dialogue.  The papers were circulated ahead of time and are available on the website (see annex V for the list of documentation).

IV. Summary of sessions

A. Opening session

In opening the meeting, Mr. Johan Scholvinck, Director of the Division for Social Policy and Development, welcomed the participants to the United Nations Headquarters in New York. Mr. Scholvinck recalled that ten years ago the World Summit for Social Development created a new consensus on the need for putting people at the center of development, and forged agreement on social challenges and responses to them.  It emphasized the importance of development with a human face, based on the recognition that economic growth alone does not bring sustainable development.  Its aspiration/vision was to create a safe, stable, inclusive and just society for all, where individuals and social groups with diverse backgrounds participate in socio-economic, political, institutional, and cultural systems through actively engaging in the decision-making process.  Member states (186) made a commitment to achieve this goal through tree pillars, namely, eradicating poverty, promoting full employment, and fostering social integration. 

At the World Summit 2005, Member States reaffirmed their commitments to work towards a security consensus based on the recognition that many threats are interlinked, and that development, peace and security, and human rights are all interconnected and mutually reinforcing, that no state can best protect itself by acting entirely alone.
  In practice, social integration has been influenced by many global trends; such as, economic globalization, migration, conflicts, and the increasing number of large natural disasters. 

At the same time, Member states reaffirmed their commitment to create a more peaceful, prosperous and democratic world and to undertake concrete measures to continue finding ways to implement the outcomes of the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) and other major United Nations conferences and summits, so as to provide multilateral solutions to problems in the four areas, namely development, peace and collective security, human rights and the rule of law, and strengthening of the United Nations
.

The Copenhagen Plan of Action, under the Chapter 4 on Social Integration, had already underlined the important interconnection between people-centered development and peace- building, noting particularly that fostering societies that are working towards creating cohesion through mutual accommodation and promoting social justice, is ultimately the best way to establish a “just and lasting peace all over the world.
” 

Despite some progress in a areas of human rights related to social groups, gaps still remain in addressing some important elements, such as overcoming exclusion, promoting inclusive institutions and promoting participation
 – important elements for the social integration process. The challenge is to ensure that the concept of social integration is at the centre of all policies and to find practical ways and means of achieving a society for all
. 

In conclusion, Mr. Schölvinck noted that review of national experiences should lead to a better understanding of the challenges facing social integration processes.
B. Working definitions 
Social integration is defined as a multi-stakeholder process of mutual accommodation in social transformation towards more peaceful and just social relations and institutions. Genuine social integration is both a potential and a choice. It cannot be imposed. It is a process, rather than an end-state. All societies experience various levels of integration and disintegration. Various known and unknown factors contribute to further integration or further disintegration which need to be identified. Policies and programmes should be developed that promote social integration while addressing factors contributing to disintegration.
Successful social integration processes encourage “coming together” while respecting differences.  Participants acknowledged the difficulties in articulating unity and diversity within the context of social justice. Unity refers to coherent interconnection of diverse people living in a society. It does not imply uniformity or conformity.  Diversity refers to individual and group differences that are innate or chosen.  Social justice refers to fair mindedness in how stakeholders negotiate the unity within diversity principle, recognizing that people have rights and responsibilities as well as different needs and opportunities.

Dialogue is the process of learning and creating common, shared meaning that emerges from and flows through the group.  Of the variations of dialogue, participatory dialogue emphasizes that the individuals involved in dialogue listen to each other, speak to each other, and in particular share the dialogue space with respect and consideration.  
Participatory dialogue can take place in private conversations and in public arenas.  Reflective participatory dialogue is defined as thinking in complete ways that leads to tolerance and understanding of diverse worldviews and interests. Public dialogue denotes intense interaction among participants within a public, institutional framework, like a town meeting or a community-wide planning meeting. While the public dialogue is less intimate than a private conversation, public-ness has the advantage of promoting transparency and accountability through the visibility of the exchange and decision process.  Multi-stakeholder dialogue specifically refers to structured interactions in public arenas with a deliberately wide-ranging collection of participants who represent the key individuals, groups and interests involved in the topic of discussion.  The multi-stakeholder process is particularly useful for bringing into the dialogue arena those people and interests that are often excluded or marginalized in society. The meeting used these terms in all their variety throughout the sessions.

The participants mentioned that the role of the government in social integration involves policies, service delivery, institutional capacity building, supporting interaction between groups, and often taking initiative in facilitating dialogue among stakeholders.  For example, in the case of clash or conflict between citizens and recent immigrants, the participants noted that both government and civil society organizations could promote dialogue leading to understanding and mutual accommodation.

Participants noted that social exclusion is the opposite of social integration and can be defined as the process by which systematic neglect, oppression (i.e., social relations are unequal and inequitable) or discrimination against people, such as, immigrants, youth, minorities, women, older persons, persons with disabilities, and indigenous peoples, exists in social institutions, whether government, organizations, communities and households.  Processes of social integration are intended to overcome the obstacles to social integration and to re-balance the asymmetry of social exclusion. 

C. Social integration in a changing world

1. Presentations: What is happening

Global trends and Social disintegration/integration

The world has been changing in two slightly contradictory directions: towards globalization and towards fragmentation, sometimes called, "retribalization," (when different religious, ethnic, communal or nationalist groups desire to reassert their distinctive, separate identities in opposition to the homogenization of global culture and the world economy).  Globalization has both positive and negative sides. While it has expanded opportunities for some, it has undermined various forms of traditional systems, and thus become threatening to systems that are traditional and losing influence. The processes of fragmentation as reactions to globalization, are not in themselves negative, particularly when linked to a pluralistic global community and the concept of a civic rather than an ethnically based nationalism. The combination of these two general tendencies produce conditions which, paradoxically, make some violent conflicts less probable and others more so; the tendencies also make some societies more integrated, and some more disintegrated.  
Noting that the world has been changing in the direction of greater interdependence and mutual acculturation, participants mentioned the resurgence of tendencies toward fragmentation in some of the national experiences.  In particular, migration has increased the heterogeneity of societies, in addition to increasingly complex and multiple cleavages based on ethnicity, geography, religion, class, tribe, age and access to resources.

Patterns of integration/disintegration at regional and sub-regional level

Horn of Africa

In analyzing conflicts in the Horn of Africa, Ambassador Ochieng Adala of Kenya noted the repeated efforts to achieve comprehensive peace agreements, especially involving countries in the region, namely, Ethiopia, Eritrea, Kenya, Somalia and Sudan.  Countries in this region suffer from disputes based on geographic boundaries, ethnic balances, tribalism, and/or religious differences. Ambassador Adala mentioned regional dialogue efforts designed to heal wounds and developed by the Africa Peace Forum and other non-governmental organizations (NGOs). The development of conflict-sensitive approaches includes a “tool kit” involving multi-stakeholder dialogue that has been tested in Kenya and will soon be tested in southern Sudan.

Partially due to globalization and global communications, there is an increasing gap between the values held by older persons and those of the youth.  Some noted that, more and more the “youth do not listen to elderly”. Traditional leaders have lost their authority with the youth and are no longer able to teach them community-oriented values, thereby contributing to disintegration.  Disaffected youth are an increasing risk to social cohesion.  Indeed, some prescriptions for dialogue and social integration recognize the youth as a legitimate group to be included in as many situations as possible.  When youth are not recognized and included, they may shift to negative behaviors that highlight the age cleavage in society.

Asia

Civil society organizations often cut across the above-referenced cleavages, and therefore provide space for people with diverse backgrounds to work together on shared interests.  People-driven approaches, where the states act as enablers, attempt to bring together disparate persons and groups, often on a community basis.  Participants noted that some states design policies and procedures that have the effect of keeping diverse population apart or even appear to support one group over another.  Participants felt that governments are composed of people, and that usually some “enablers” can be found among the people.
Noting the difficulty in generalize the pattern in Asian region due to its diversity, Dr. Confesor, Chairperson of the Negotiating Panel of the Government of the Philippines, illustrated overall trends. She noted that although many Asian countries have achieved growing national GDP, the benefits do not trickle down to everyday people, thereby leaving large segments of the population with a sense of injustice and unfairness. Globalization and migration have created new sources of political and social tensions across countries. Democratization has also “opened” a new dimension to the management of conflict in societies, with voices of the poor now having more power. These new trends create a fertile ground for polarization and violent conflict along the same “fault lines” in the system. 
Dr. Confesor challenged the meeting to discuss how to manage social solidarity in the face of increasingly complex pluralism. She stressed the need for dialogue, social integration and reconciliation, in addition to reducing economic inequality. In order to manage social and economic transformation peacefully, Dr. Confesor suggested that government needed to build institutional capacity as well as provide support for people to dialogue, believing that “the people will work their magic”.  She also highlighted the role of crosscutting relations focusing on issues and “causes” as key mediating agents between communal groups, governments, and markets. 
As an aside, Dr. Confesor explained the case of Tabang Mindanao as an example of successful multi-stakeholder processes, which initially focused on conflict resolution, then expanded to an integrated human development programme with the aim to empower   the indigenous population and to build capacity in community organization, mediation, peace advocacy, basic services, and strengthening trust. 

Northern Caucasus

As an introduction, Mr. Andre Kamenshikov of Nonviolence International CIS (NI/CIS) based in Moscow, Russia, stated that the future of the Newly Independent States would depend greatly on how they are able to manage existing conflicts and tensions in their territories. Since the breakup of the Soviet Union, almost all of the Newly Independent States have experienced serious inter-ethnic tensions, which in some cases resulted in violent conflicts.  Several conflicts, especially those in Azerbaijan, Georgia, Moldova, Tajikistan and Russia, have taken many thousands of lives, created huge refugee flows, devastated regional economies and led to serious setbacks in the process of democratic development in those countries.
Focusing on the northern Caucasus region, he pointed out that the violence that was first identified within Chechnya is expanding into many parts of the region.  In the 1990s the violence was mostly due to interethnic conflict. However, in recent years, more and more conflicts are related to the activities of organizations, which are built around certain ideologies. 

Based on the experience of community-based, integrated, peace-building programmes, Mr. Kamenshikov emphasized the importance of the NI/CIS organization working with grassroots peoples, thereby bringing peacebuilding activities down from the conference tables into the field on the level of local communities and to the people directly affected by violent conflict, rather than only restoring damaged infrastructure and paying compensations to those who lost property. 

Dialogue is one of the key techniques for community-based peace making. In order to bring peace and stability, Mr. Kamenshikov recommended policies based on three pillars, namely: 1) providing security for the population and state, especially by the government; 2) ensuring long-term recovery, reconciliation and creating “peace of the mind” through dialogue, especially by non-state actors; and 3) protecting the conflict-affected population, responding to urgent humanitarian needs, especially jointly by the state and the international community.  
Mr. Kamenshikov noted various lessons learned from the conflicts in the Caucasus: a) the need to consider both intrastate conflicts and ideological conflicts; b) the role of accidental factors is increasing; c) the need to use neutral issues to facilitate the dialogue process; d) the need to work with groups, not individuals, and e) the need to allow groups to select representatives through transparent processes.

2. Discussion: What is missing
Imperative of participation

Whether youth, migrants or women, those excluded from participation in formal and informal sessions to promote social integration remain a major risk to the social integration process.  Authentic and effective social integration involves bringing into the arena everyone. Everyone includes every last one.  That is, a commitment to participation requires the searching out of additional stakeholders, especially those with less power, little or no voice, and huge distances from the mainstream, whether geographically or in their ideas and allegiances. A policy and practice of inclusion requires our institutions to make every effort to hear the voice of the voiceless.  Inclusion has three results: 1) the needs of the voiceless are heard; 2) the voiceless learn that they can speak and be heard and acknowledged and respected in a peaceful way; and 3) institutions make more common the inclusion of the voiceless. In people-driven/bottom up approaches, the voiceless can express their needs and concerns, as well as engage in building their future at local and community level. 

Several participants noted that traditional methods and local knowledge are very useful to encouraging social integration, having worked in the past. Others cautioned that traditional methods may run the risk of excluding certain stakeholders who have historically and traditionally been excluded from the status quo mainstream (i.e., often the case of women). One participant noted that we are all blends of the traditional and the modern, like the wings of a butterfly must balance the two.

Although globalization has been eroding the functioning and relevance of traditional social regulatory mechanisms. Thus, there could be a mix of recognizing local knowledge while at the same time taking advantage of modern dialogue techniques. Participants put forth the challenge of extracting the good pieces from traditional methods while also introducing new methods. Noting that people often feel more comfortable and safe in a dialogue group, the participants noted the existence in many conflict zones of “sanctuaries of peace”, even mentioning the need to “romanticize” these sanctuaries because people have lost hope, confidence and esteem. Participants noted that while some traditional strategies work well in local communities, these same strategies can become constraints rather than enables when applied in larger and more complex institutions at higher levels of aggregation  

Participants noted that sensitive process design and procedural justice could lead to new processes that fit the needs of all.  On the other hand, it was recognized that there are limits of integration.  Some groups truly want independence and do not want to take part in existing or mainstream institutions.  

D. A Model Framework to Examine and Strengthen Social Relations 

1. Presentation: Six stages of social relations: Fragmentation, Exclusion, Polarization, and Co-existence, Collaboration, Cohesion

Ms. Brigid Donelan and Dr. Patricia O’Hagan presented their Model Framework to Examine and Strengthen Social Relations. They label this framework, “Peace Dialogue in the Social Integration Process: An alternative to violence and silence”.  They note that social integration raises many challenges and questions, such as:

· How do we get along when differences arise – in the community, country or organization?

· What procedures, capacities and institutions help to resolve differences by peaceful and just means?

· How do we improve procedures, capacities and institutions to sustain social integration and move together towards a flourishing peace; that is, beyond negative peace or the mere absence of conflict?

In response to these questions, they have identified stages of social integration (see Figure 1 below), which are formulated as stages of social relations.  The framework invites stakeholders to explore different stages of social relations – between negative (lower half of circle) and positive (upper half) that are, however, seen here as formative and expansive stages of social relations.  Indeed, this model framework can be seen as a heuristic device to suggest the general processes in moving toward peaceful social relations.
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  Stages of social relations:  
· Fragmentation arises in situations of abuse, armed conflict, and social breakdown i.e. social relations disintegrate (most profoundly at the psychological level) giving rise to healing;   

· Exclusion arises where there is neglect or oppression i.e. social relations are asymmetric giving rise to inclusion strategies that build self-help and livelihood;   

· Polarization arises when groups can mobilize i.e. social relations are hostile, combative (most profoundly at the level of religious/ethnic identity) giving rise to mediation/reconciliation; 

The transition from polarization to coexistence is pivotal. It is when the focus shifts from healing and mending social relations to investing in strengthening relationships. 
  

· Coexistence arises with tolerance of difference i.e. social relations revolve on civic dialogue;   

· Collaboration arises with a widening sense of socio-economic justice i.e. social relations lead to participatory development planning, and   

· Cohesion arises with peace-culture i.e. social relations support discovery/creation of shared meaning and value. 
The somewhat fluid nature of the stages requires stakeholders to define more precisely where they are now and where they wish to be – that is, their need and intention.  If a priority need is to heal distress (at the fragmentation stage), it elicits crisis counseling or healing ritual or professional therapy, as the stakeholders decide.  Once distress is resolved, people are “freed” to move to other stages where other needs/intentions arise.

The following chart elaborates the definitions of the six stages above and relates particular needs / intentions to be met by each stage and the “peace dialogue procedures” appropriate for each stage.  Among the procedures listed, some are listed in square brackets as ‘other’. These other procedures are undertaken “for” people.  They are more top-down. Insofar as they are undertaken with sensitivity to social relations, they can be said to ‘mainstream’ a social integration approach.

Matrix #1 Components of Social Transformation
Social relations

Needs/intention



Dialogue procedures 

	1. Fragmentation

Peace is shattered.  People in fear for survival & safety.
	To mend/heal distress.  

Rehabilitate for resilience. 

Mental health underpins all transformations towards peaceful social relations. 
	‘Emotional first aid’, stress counseling, active listening, healing ritual, public information. 

[Other procedures
: policing & peacekeeping; relief aid and social services.  When these are sensitive to social relations, they support and ‘mainstream’ a social integration approach]

	2. Exclusion

People are

disempowered & made invisible (i.e minorities et al.) & lack livelihood. 
	To build skills to map issues and options for inclusion.  Re-tool for work. 

With skills and access to work inclusion is achieved peacefully (without danger of revolt and/or repression).


	Action research, Mapping, Transect walks.  

[Other procedures: Affirmative action to redress structural inequality; redistributive taxation.]

	3. Polarization

Groups clash in quest for recognition and equality.
	To resolve conflicts.  

Reconcile for harmony. 

Dialogue provides an alternative to violence or silence.
	Mediation & reconciliation. 

[Other procedures: Adjudication and Arbitration]

	4. Coexistence

People accept (tolerate) diversity

	To express views, tolerate diversity.

Re-align views democratically.

Civil society creates associations, engages in collective decision- making, and supports good citizenship and governance. 
	Civic dialogue -- practiced in forums, associations, governance, democracy. 

[Other procedures: Authorities decide FOR people, without dialogue)

	5. Collaboration

People participate in socio-economic planning for social justice.  
	To participate in development plans.  Redirect development planning to be people-centered.

Inclusive development helps to pick up signals of distress, balance interests, pool resources and share benefits. 
	Town hall meetings, Focus groups, 

Community score cards, Citizen report cards, Participatory impact assessments.

[Other procedures: Experts decide SE strategies FOR people, without dialogue]

	6. Cohesion

People share meaning/values including Unity in diversity with social justice 


	To build peace culture. 

Re-imagine new possibilities.

People build flourishing lives and cultures. 


	Arts – narrative and metaphor

Media – discussion and reflection

Education – mindfulness

Religion – meaning and ethics

Science – enquiry and testing

Sports – outreach and celebration

[Other procedures: Experts create peace vision FOR people]


Ms. Donelan and Ms. O’Hagan noted that mutual accommodation is a particular challenge when groups have fought each other; wealth and power are unevenly distributed, or when groups have clashing interests.  It can remain a challenge in more peaceful social relations as well – in relations of co-existence, collaboration and cohesion – when tolerance of difference, agreement on priorities and explorations of shared meaning are subjects of debate, discussion and dialogue.

The strategy represented by the Peace Dialogue Framework responds to the challenges of mutual accommodation – and to opportunities for social transformation – by a hands-on strategy.  The strategy builds on and builds in current approaches – from different domains including socio-political, socio-economic and psycho-cultural – to unfold a modular construction that stakeholders may use as is, and/or deconstruct and reconstruct to suit their needs and realities, using dialogue as a tool.

Ms. Donelan and Ms. O’Hagan noted that while the framework is a structured strategy, its use must proceed flexibly in relation to the historical and physical context. Furthermore, they note that there are three limitations to its use: a) stakeholder interest in peaceful and just social relations; b) reasonably stable living conditions (not distracted by life and death matters), and c) a particular mindset that is prepared to forego the stakeholder’s first choice in order to explore among many alternatives that a multi-faceted strategy brings to light. Potential strengths revolve around the framework’s holistic and hands-on approach, focusing on a positive peace, conflict-sensitive development, joint focus on peace and development, a wide range of dialogue tools, and resources that can be employed in resource-poor settings. The multi-faceted strategy outlined here is made manageable by the pivotal use of dialogue for defining need and agreeing on intention for change. From twinning social integration with dialogue a new dynamic emerges to enrich both arenas.

2. Discussion

The Framework Model is very useful in categorizing circumstances of social integration in particular situations. Participants suggested that it would be useful to modify the framework, which currently represents an academic model, so that it is accessible to a wider range of practitioners and people in situations on-the-ground. The stages the framework describes are non-linear and web-like; all stages may exist in all societies simultaneously. Furthermore, it is important to acknowledge the role of power relations and that those in power must be willing to share power in order for social integration processes to be successful. Other useful frameworks may be social capital development and organizational development theory. The PD-SIP framework mirrors these concepts in several ways. Civil disobedience was raised as an alternative dimension that might have a place in the framework. Appreciating the role of diplomatic dialogue, one notes that there may be a role for direct action.  

Another perspective points out that both social integration and dialogue are long processes, often representing incremental mutual accommodation. It is not clear what processes would be useful if quick or transformational change was desired?  Presumably the dialogue process would have to be adjusted and the strategies expanded to contribute to speedy and transformational change. With dialogue among more and more participants seen as a potential counter-measure to fragmentation, one could observe that bringing more and more people into the dialogue has the potential for more equally sharing benefits and control of the dialogue

A further point is the interrelationship between emotional and rational thoughts, the different types of thinking that engage these thoughts, and especially the types of dialogue in which both emotional and rational thinking can be spoken and listened to. With respect to promoting genuine interaction, there is a further dilemma concerning the role of outside and/or inside facilitators. As a model of progressively positive social relations, the circle does reflect the positive goal of bringing people together, and by and large, for the sake of being together, rather than mobilizing against a force, institution or stakeholder.  It was pointed out that government can be of the people, by the people, for the people and/or with the people; thereby asking the question: is the government the people? While pure democratic theory makes a strict identity between the government and the people, an imperfect democracy may reflect a division between the government and the people and express a difficulty in bridging this gap, whether through dialogue or in other ways

A focus on people is common to both Dialogue for Social Integration and Multi-Stakeholder Processes (MSPs) (below). The emphasis is on processes that are driven and owned by people and serve their purposes. Another common focus is that on good process, which requires investment of time and resources to create the spaces that are needed for people to engage in dialogue, ideally generative dialogue. Both frameworks advocate a principled approach, and at the same time outline a range of practices that allow putting those principles into practice, depending on the specific circumstances in each case. They also share a pragmatic approach that complements ethical values and principles, advocating working with the stakeholders willing to engage, and seeking opportunities in a range of settings and activities within societies. Finally, MSPs and Dialogues for Social Integration share the core element of dialogue, and a form of deep, honest, trust building, and creative communication that can take place within the ‘safe space’ of a well governed process.

.
E. Role of civil society in multi-stakeholder dialogues

1. Presentation: Challenges and opportunities of multi-stakeholder dialogues

Ms. Minu Hemmati, an independent adviser on multi-stakeholder processes from Belgium, introduced the topic of multi-stakeholder dialogues and the role that civil society can play in launching, sustaining and making meaningful the results of these dialogues. There is a clear the difference between multi-stakeholder processes and multi-stakeholder dialogues. They are differentiated by purpose (MSPs include hearings and consultations, consensus building, collective action, joint monitoring and evaluation and dialogue as one possible purpose) and by nature of communication (dialogue as one possible form). MSPs are new phenomenon in current debates at local, national and international levels and are gaining increasing interest. 

Multi-stakeholder processes can be defined as processes of decision-finding (and possibly decision-making) that aim to:

· Bring together all major stakeholders in equitable representation;

· Achieve equity and accountability in communication between stakeholders; and

· Are based on democratic principles of transparency and participation.

MSPs are essentially about creating a space where dialogue can take place, ‘a neutral, free, and ordered space, where violence is replaced by verbal debate, shouting by listening, chaos by calm’.  MSPs ideally develop a culture of ‘dialogue’, i.e. a manner of open, honest communication that facilitates joint learning, and hence potentially leads to changes in individuals’ opinions and the group’s approach and actions. At the best of times, dialogue becomes generative – understanding, solutions, and actions emerge that could not have been developed by the individuals alone. The exchange serves to bring together diverse views and ideas – and because they are brought together, and in a respectful and creative way, innovative solutions can be generated. This is particularly true when people joint in dialogue are diverse, as human creativity is enhanced by diversity.

The principle benefits of multi-stakeholder processes include transparency, quality, credibility, likelihood of implementation, and outreach. Quality of decisions is increased due to more diverse information made available to decision-makers. Credibility of outcome is enhanced because a decision, plan, or standard that has been developed by all relevant stakeholder groups is more likely to be supported by all groups.  Decisions are more likely to be implemented as higher quality generally makes a product more creative and workable, and wider participation encourages ownership. Finally wide participation of all relevant stakeholders will help to disseminate and promote process outcomes.

MSPs bring more perspectives to the table with a greater variety of participants. On another level, the occurrence of more dialogues can create a “culture of dialogue” that supports talking rather than fighting when disagreements arise. At the third level, dialogic processes challenge normal politics and administration and require the acknowledgement of the diversity of interests and appreciation for the improved sustainability of dialogue when more stakeholders are accustomed to using the dialogue process.  Openness and transparency of dialogue processes increases the credibility of the results and the process of dialogue, and increases the likelihood of implementation, as more and more stakeholders are involved. In fact, multi-stakeholder dialogue contains the seeds (networks, relationships, and shared understandings) of implementation of its recommendations, by virtue of the overwhelming number of stakeholders contributing to the decisions and viewing themselves as owners of the results and the process.

Challenges of multi-stakeholder dialogue include: undue increase of stakeholder influence, biased stakeholder influence (occurs when not all stakeholders have equal voices in the process); a lack of transparency towards outside (i.e., when members are not democratically elected); reputational risk of sub-optimal processes (this occurs when process is not successful because lead actors run the risk of ruined reputations); dialogue fatigue; and participants drifting from their constituencies (the influence of the multi-stakeholder process causes a rift between the two groups). 

In addition, the influence of the multi-stakeholder process may cause a fundamental shift in the participants, causing their perspectives to diverge from the perspectives of the people they represent. Agreement on the duration and criteria for success can help to mitigate or prevent dialogue fatigue.
Psycho-cultural domain

Pointing out the difficulty of participating actively in a dialogue when stakeholders have experienced tragedy, fragmented social lives, relatively deprived economic conditions, and individual traumatization, Dr. Lisa Aronson, Former Director of the Center for the Study of Mind and Human Interaction at the University of Virginia, noted that particularly in post-conflict situations, there is a need to rehabilitate the social fabric and social institutions. Further, she noted the need for addressing and prioritizing psychosocial needs and coordinating and strengthening the existing capacities in order to mend and heal individual, family and group traumas so that they could regain strengths for rebuilding fragmented communities. 

As an example, Dr. Aronson mentioned the tragedy at Beslan in Russia, in which 330 children and others were killed on the first day of school in a community of 30,000.  When consulting with a group of psychosocial providers, Dr. Aronson was able to note community fragmentation, family fragmentation, individual traumatization, complicated mourning, secondary adversities, such as, when a mother dies, a child has to go to a new home and may be dealing with wounds and new disabilities. The psychosocial providers raised the issue of symptoms of community fragmentation; such as, blaming each other, distrust between those affected and those that got away, children refusing to return to school and increasing suspicion between neighbors.

During the discussion that followed Ms. Aronson’s presentation, it was noted that dialogue could be an appropriate tool for addressing the fragmentation in the Beslan community because it would foster communication between the citizens and the government officials.

Several participants suggested further strategies for dealing with community tragedy, including art, music and play. To questions about the role of ritual, Dr. Aronson indicated that commemorative events have occurred and for memorial and religious reasons, they are keeping the school building in tact. Additionally it was noted that when victims, often appropriately, receive compensation, there is a competition for being the most deserving victims.  Besides compensation and formal counseling, it was noted that some therapies can lead to new traumatization and that a more subtle but effective approach is to visit families and interact with them by way of listening to their stories and perspectives

Socio-economic domain

Dr. Horace Levy, Lecturer, Department of Sociology, Psychology and Social Work University of West Indies, and Founding member of Partners for Peace and the Peace Management Initiative in Jamaica, noted that in Jamaica, violence has lately been characterized by riots conducted by youth delinquents, as well as genuine social protest, both of which are being criminalized. These activists are treated as criminals or as individuals making a bad decision, without looking at the root causes of the riots in the community. These activists are youth without jobs, direction, or moral support from family, and are being further excluded from society by criminalizing their behavior, rather than being re-integrated into the society by responding to their needs and concerns. These violent youth could be treated as community violence, and efforts could be focused on bringing these youth into mainstream activities in the community, through providing guidance and support. 

Other causes of escalation of urban violence in Jamaica mentioned were: 

1. A generational shift from older community leaders whose influence has waned recently, to younger leaders who had been deprived of parental care due to a breakdown of extended family that formerly filled the gaps left by the absence of one or both parents, and have been exposed to a peer pressure and violence. 

2. The cessation in 2000 of direct guidance to youth organizations; removal of state support for community youth organizations and sport.

3. The time lag between the removal of a squad of killer cops and corrupt policing and the insertion of firm community policing and a cleaned up police force.

4. A greater abundance of guns.

Second, it was identified that sometimes participants in a conflict are not respected; that is, not treated as genuine human beings with relevant perspectives and grievances.  Within a perspective of “sensitivity to conflict”, the activists would be treated NOT with contempt but with respect. 

Third, it was necessary to acknowledge the extent of social exclusion in Jamaica, where more than half of the youth are unemployed. With such a high degree of exclusion of one group from an essential activity such as livelihood, one can note that the issue is likely to be systemic rather than individual.  When the society as a whole acknowledges that there are major social issues that are leading to certain behaviors, it is possible for reconciliation through dialogue. 

Fourth, it is necessary to transform the social, economic and political institutions and policies to become more responsive to the needs of the population

Finally, it is noted that in Jamaica, the media played a big role in exacerbating the conflicts and in extending the zone of exclusion between activists and mainstream society.  By sensationalizing incidents of violence, the media encouraged the mainstream and the activists to view each other with increasing hostility. While it is possible to see the disruptions as gang violence, it is equally valid to view the disruptions as representing valid perspectives on deep social issues that need to be addressed by society.  A policy of social inclusion would require efforts to increase respectful discussion and thereby mutual understanding.  

In Guyana (see case below), it was noted that processes similar to those in Jamaica are extant, but that some pressures on society are externally generated.  For example, some countries are deporting Guyanans who have been convicted of criminal offenses and returning them to Guyana, without acknowledging that Guyana does not have the institutions and resources to re-integrate these criminals back into the national society.  Participants noted that issues of migration and deportation would be best dealt with on a regional or global basis.

Socio-political domain

Mr. Martin Ängeby, Programme Officer of the Democracy Building and Conflict Management unit at International IDEA, Sweden, noted that his organization promotes democracy, and especially the procedural democracy involving elections.  

Democracy is defined in two ways: by its principles and its institutions (one person/one vote, free and fair elections, representative government, freedom of speech and assembly, independent judiciary and media); and by its reliance on citizens as political actors to assume responsibility for constructive change.  For democracy to function it requires the consent of the people, participation of people, inclusion of wide range people with diverse backgrounds, and as such  concepts of social integration is essential for the advancement of democracy. 
Societies’ formal and informal structures articulate and aggregate the normal conflicting interests and perspectives of the citizens. At times this leads to polarization, particularly when the public space is dysfunctional, non-existent, or where institutional mechanisms are weak. In a well-functioning democracy, the institutions and practices of governance tend to have an integrative function on society.  Citizens in such a society resolve their differences peacefully through dialogue, build consensus on their choices in dealing with complex problems, and generate knowledge by active interaction and joint action.  Dialogue is an integral part of the democratization process.
There is an increasing recognition that democracy promotion is not limited to conducting elections, and that more systemic democracy building is necessary, where actors who use a democratic system take part in its design.  This realization highlights the importance of dialogue, participation and inclusive processes, which are identified as critical elements in strengthening democratic institutions and practices.  Thus, the role of dialogue as an approach to support democratic development has become of strategic importance.  

A dialogue process helps to address needs and substantive issues, while strengthening the process and way of governance. A dialogue for democratic reform needs to include the existing democratic institutions as well and those stakeholders who are underrepresented or democratically underprivileged under the current framework. A dialogue process is not a substitute for democratic institutions, but it is a complement that strengthens social integration and democracy.

In addition, Mr. Ängeby identified the steps necessary for launching a multi-stakeholder dialogue to improve the democratic process: 1) convene the stakeholders, including government; 2) assess the democratic system for strengths and weaknesses; 3) establish a roadmap and publish the results; and 4) conduct follow up with the greater community in order to tackle the specifics. 

2. Discussion

Opportunities arise from multi-stakeholder dialogue, such as: transparency; quality (the diversity in resources and knowledge enhance the generation of creative solutions); credibility (through support from a wide range of actors); outreach potential (via a snowball method of dissemination of information and results); and ownership (which increases the likelihood of implementation). It can also prevent conflict through building social capital.

Dialogue can contribute to rebuilding community. Fragmentation results when there is a lack of communication between a community and government officials (an example is the case of Beslan, North Ossetia), and dialogue is an appropriate tool for addressing this fragmentation because it provides a means of bringing together these stakeholders.

Creating and sustaining multi-stakeholder dialogue in the context of social integration requires several factors: agreement of the duration and success criteria of the multi-stakeholder dialogue is essential to the success of the dialogue, as is accurately defining the issue (in the case of Jamaica, community violence was an outgrowth of youth unemployment; however, those in power defined it as hardened criminality instead). Healing trauma at the individual and community levels is a first step toward moving beyond community fragmentation. Other essential elements in dialogue designed for social integration are: rooting out corruption; supporting civil society; respecting those in conflict; and seeking forgiveness. 

Participants noted appreciation for the multi-stakeholder process, but pointed out the difficulty of achieving legitimacy, reaching consensus or decision-making, and even attracting key stakeholders and encouraging stakeholders to leave their egos at the door. 

It was noted that multi-stakeholder dialogues provide a space for understanding each other’s positions and coming to a shared definition of issues and outcomes that function for all participants.  The participants acknowledged that they and others not present represent a community of practice in organizing multi-stakeholder dialogues. 
Participants argued that the multi-stakeholder dialogue processes provide the opportunity to create social capital, which they described as social bonding, bridging social gaps, developing capacities to facilitate and mediate stakeholder relations, and linking people with their government in socially and economically productive ways. 

Ms Hemmati reiterated that undue or biased stakeholder influence could distort not only the results but also respect for the process.  With an imbalance of resources represented by the stakeholders, it may be necessary to resource those participants who do not have time, acknowledge or money to contribute to the dialogue process.
F. Situation analysis through the social integration lens

1. Presentations: Necessary elements for facilitating social integration (What types of interventions are most effective, and when (at what stage of social relations) is the best for such interventions; Who are the stakeholders included, and who are not included but should be included?; Role of facilitators and its composition.

Over the following discussion sessions, participants were asked to present their case studies as expressions of society’s alternatives to dealing with conflict, violence, and disruption through social integration strategies. In particular, each presenter was asked to discuss a brief description of the context, social integration stages and stakeholders (both how it progresses or regresses within the six stages of social relations, and who are the stakeholders), dialogue procedures used, elements of interventions, and resulting positive and negative changes.

Guyana: Social Cohesion Programme

Mr. Christoffel Spies, Peace and Development Advisor of the Guyana Social Cohesion Programme of the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) in Georgetown, provided background on the country situation, noting that the ethnic composition of Guyana consists of Indo-Guyanese (43.5%), Afro-Guyanese (30.2%), those of mixed heritage (16.7%), and Amerindians (9.2%), with the remaining groups (whites, Portuguese, and Chinese) making up a total of less than 1%.  Colonization, first by the Dutch (1580-1803) then by the British (1803-1966), has left Guyanese society deeply scarred by racial stereotyping and ethnic division.
  
Mr. Spies elaborated on ethnic polarisation in Guyana, and related its causes to historical grievances (slavery, colonialism and politically motivated violence), governance (the right to govern and the capacity to govern), leadership (failure to unite people), political culture (without a win-win perspective), mistrust (between groups), inequality, socioeconomic justice, and poverty. 

Mr. Spies explained that politics override the desire of the Guyanese populace for mixed social interactions. Further, the history of dialogue processes in the country has been mired in failed attempts, such as the Herdmanston Accord and the St. Lucia Agreements, rendering the Guyanese sceptical of the utility of dialogue. More recently, the Constructive Engagement in 2003, preceded by 18 months of preparation, culminated in the Joint Communique between the president and the leader of the opposition; however, the process ultimately lost momentum. May 2003 marked a turning point for the use of dialogue in Guyana with the inception of the Social Cohesion Programme. 

The approach of the Social Cohesion Programme (SCP) has been influenced by the Development Practice Framework, designed by the Cape Town based Community Development Resources Association.
  The SCP has adapted the framework to ramp up and sustain a multi-dimensional and dynamic dialogue process that continuously moves through the following phases: 1) building relationships of trust; 2) gaining understanding of the situation and accepting responsibility for the change; 3) facilitating transformation; 4) providing grounding and support to ensure institutional strength; 5) reviewing contents and process; 6) learning lessons toward improved future strategy and practice; 7) developing appropriate systems and support; and 8) building capacity for and enhancement of active or servant leadership.
In Guyana, dialogic activities have included the creation of safe spaces to explore ways forward, strengthening ownership, capacity building, peace education workshops, psycho-social support for victims of trauma, support for community-based cohesion building initiatives, support for the UN Special Rapporteur on Racism, Racial Discrimination, Xenophobia and all Forms of Discrimination in Guyana, technical support to government departments, support for cohesion building initiatives in the Regional Development Councils, support for the Caribbean Millennium Development Goals Business Initiative, strategic planning workshops for the private sector and trade unions, and facilitative assessments by a UN core group that visits Guyana annually.

More recently, participants in the Social Cohesion Programme who have participated in Train the Trainers workshops in dialogue facilitation and process design have formed the Spirit of Guyana Movement, with the aim of implementing activities such as peace campaigns and community level trainings. Central questions that guide the objectives of the movement are: “What connects you to this country?” “What does this country ask of you?” “What should you become to answer this call?”

Some results of these efforts include increased public discussion of the need for social cohesion, and increased levels of inter-ethnic social relations, including inter-ethnic marriages. In addition, a successful Parliamentary Political Party workshop in April 2005, organized by the Guyana Ethnic Relations Commission – the only Guyanese constitutional commission – in partnership with the Social Cohesion Programme, brought together government (as distinct from the ruling party), other parliamentary party delegations and a few civil society leaders for two days to explore and exchange ideas that would guide the charting of a peaceful course for the future. The workshop was followed by calls for a national conversation, which holds promise for including civil society in a more comprehensive way. 

Participants noted impeding factors such as the drug trade setting up factories in the rainforests, the crucial and fragile balancing of interests, and the long-term facilitation of a national spirit. Further noting the current economic recession, Mr. Spies reported that brain drain is a huge issue, with 86% of its tertiary educated labour force migrating to developed countries.
   Complicating the national situation is the fact that numerous convicted criminals of Guyanese decent are being deported from North America.

Tajikistan: Sustained Dialogue Process (1993-2005)

Dr. Randa Slim, Vice President of the International Institute for Sustained Dialogue in the United States, opened her presentation with a description of sustained dialogue as an open-ended political process that utilises relationships as an entry point for resolving tensions. Tajikistan is the poorest of the former Soviet Republics, and has suffered from losing key areas of national intelligencia and national identity to bordering republics. 

The Tajik independence movement paved the way for the local elite to challenge traditional power formulas, and the Uzbeks, the Russians, and earlier, the Taliban, encouraged these divides. This struggle for power eventually escalating into a civil war pitting the pro-Communist governing coalition against a Tajik opposition – fragmented at first, united in late 1993 – including Islamists, democrats and nationalists.  A United Nations mediation effort resulted in the 1997 signing of the General Agreement on the Establishment of Peace and National Accord in Tajikistan. Despite a referendum and a series of elections, Tajikistan’s peacebuilding process continues presently, almost a decade following the end of the civil war.

The sustained dialogue process in Tajikistan, launched in 1993 with the establishment of the Inter-Tajik Dialogue, mirrored the peacemaking and peacebuilding processes in the country. The four major phases in Tajikistan’s peacemaking and peacebuilding processes are: 1) pre-negotiation, which involved designing the process and paving the way (1993-1994); 2) negotiation/mediation, characterized by garnering support for the official peacebuilding process (1994-1997); 3) a transitional period that entailed creating a roadmap (1997-2000); and 4) peacebuilding through promoting and strengthening civil society institutions (2000-present). 

Sustained Dialogue is a four-part process for transforming and building relationships that are essential for peaceful societies and effective communities. The four parts include: 1) the concept of relationship with particular attention to identity, interests, power, perceptions/misperceptions/ stereotypes, and patterns of interaction; 2) the concept of a dual agenda by recognizing that people do not engage in dialogue for the sake of dialogue but that they bring specific issues and concerns to the table, and these issues must be addressed systematically; 3) a five-stage dialogue process, consisting of deciding to hold a dialogue, naming issues and mapping relationships, analyzing issues and relationships, designing action scenarios, and acting together; and 4) a theory of change
, which involves establishing a dialogue space, identifying change agents with the capacity to bridge divides, developing a common body of knowledge that creates the grounds for new political narratives, and acquiring joint problem-solving capacities to overcome mistrust. 
Notably, and after 29 meetings by the end of 2000, the Inter-Tajik Dialogue continued to meet and had become what could be called “a mind at work in the midst of a country making itself”.  Responding to participant questions, Dr. Slim noted that in the sustained dialogue process, stakeholders come to embrace and share more inclusive identities and allegiances as they test each other’s willingness and ability to succeed in joint actions. The success of joint actions leads to over-coming mistrust, as stakeholders learn more about each other and reflect on their own willingness and ability to engage.

Algeria: Important role of the youth

Dr. Ali Kouaouci, Lecturer in Population Studies at the University of Batna, Algeria, shared the challenges associated with attempts to develop a democratic religious state in Algeria. He focused on two challenging conflicts among the many dichotomies existing in Algeria: armed opposition of the so-called Islamists, and the Berberist movement that is a long-lasting form of civil disobedience. He analyzed the peace initiative in Algeria in the past decade, with the emphasis on dialogue, and the difficulty of dialogue process in a state being an oil-renter. 

Algeria’s dependence on oil revenues, essentially used to buy social peace by post-revolutionary elites in power since 1954, rendered the country vulnerable to the volatile nature of the market. During this time, the elite were opposed by a coalition of political Islamists, nationalists and democrats. When oil prices plummeted in the mid-1980s, the country narrowly missed bankruptcy; as a result, it could no longer finance the social programs that supported peace. At the time, the president decided to introduce a multi-party system of democracy, which sent the country into a tailspin of conflict when the results did not favor the party in power. The unrest culminated in the jailing of militants. 

Algeria has experienced the three phases of fragmentation, exclusion and polarization. If many efforts from the government have succeeded in reducing the fatal effects of fragmentation and polarization, exclusion persists. In Algeria, peace initiatives have invariably taken the form of a state offering amnesty or even pardon in exchange for the unconditional surrender of armed opponents.  This state-lead initiative formed the particular type of interaction between stakeholders. Dr. Kouaouci pointed out that, with all its procedures set by a state, dialogue is not always egalitarian or democratic: it may well be unbalanced and authoritarian, depending on the respective weights of the interlocutors and the nature of the political system.

Recently, a civil group initiated another form of dialogue in order to demobilize, disarm and reintegrate the armed group. According to this association, the fighters’ demands are related to social integration: they want to be guaranteed not to be prosecuted, to be offered decent living conditions and not to be obliged to return to their places of origin as they fear some type of vendetta from the families of their victims.

In addition, Dr. Kouaouci underscored the importance of a critical but “invisible” stakeholder: youth. He made the case that youth entry into society is marked by employment and marriage, both of which are unattainable to a large segment of youth due to lack of access to education and jobs. This has resulted in increased uptake of violent means among youth in order to meet their needs. 

Reconciliation with impunity is questioned by many stakeholders, who wonder “how sustainable is an unjust peace”?  Dr. Kouaouci commented that some people seek punishment of those guilty of violent crimes, but others merely advocate for acknowledgement of past crimes. 

2. Discussion

It was noted that societies differ in terms of whether people can more quickly forgive the inhumanity of atrocities, whether people acknowledge mistakes rather than condemn the perpetrators, or whether there is fear that bringing perpetrators of violence to justice may incite further violence from supporters of these perpetrators.  In a practical suggestion, it was noted that amnesty from prosecution could be granted permanently or on the basis of a transitional period of adjustment. 

Discussion reflected the view that public acknowledgement of past crimes - an important step for bringing justice - is more important than punishment and forgiveness, noting that the dialogue process offers the safe space to unveil the truth, and to listen to such acknowledgements.  The mutual listening process can alleviate the continuation of the anger and grievances and promote healing in society and inside persons. 

Another perspective points out that justice can be more than revenge or punishment; “sacred justice” involves the healing of broken relationships at all levels, thereby bringing all people together in a transformative, inclusive and participatory framework.

Participants noted that in some societies, truth and reconciliation processes had been successful in leading to the ability of the society to move on to the future without taking vengeful action on perpetrators of violence. A lengthy discussion focused on the ability to reconcile without forgiving, and if such reconciliation is truly sustainable. “Restorative justice”, which aims to halt cycles of revenge through repairing the harm caused or revealed by past acts through cooperative processes that include all stakeholders, can bring balance between the need for punishment and the reality of painful grieving. 

Participants also brought attention to invisible but powerful forces of media and information and communication technology (ICT) in modern society. Media and ICTs often aggravate violence, and such violent image has long-term negative effect on children and young people. Furthermore, engaging with second tier actors (as they don’t have to carry the burden of representing their groups’ or institutions’ public position) can create a background for more official talks. Eventually all stakeholders need to be held accountable and their participation formalized.

3. Presentation
Fiji: Using multi-stakeholder dialogue as a social transformation tool

Dr. Graham Hassall, Professor of Governance at the University of the South Pacific in Suva, Fiji, offered that the crux of the conflict in Fiji is identity-based, and that cultural preservation is preferred to globalisation, which is viewed as a threat to identity. Dr. Hassall commented that indigenous Fijians largely desire a Christian state, linking identity with ethnicity and religious beliefs. He further described the complexity of Fijian history and population, noting that 50% are indigenous Fijians, 47% Indo-Fijians, and 3% European, Chinese and south pacific islanders. Under the British “protectorate” from 1874, Britain brought more than fifty thousand indentured labourers from India to work in the Fijian cane fields.
 No laws can be passed that infringe on the rights and interests of Fijians, who own about 86% of the land.  Land ownership and tenancy remain contentious issues. Language policy is unresolved and relatively few Indo-Fijians learn Fijian and indigenous Fijians seldom learn Hindustani.
Until 1987, the leaders of Fiji’s ethnic communities maintained a delicate political and economic relationship in which Indo-Fijians led the business community and indigenous Fijians dominated the political process. This “balance” was compromised when the 2000 election resulted in a civil coup attempt after an Indo-Fijian had been elected Prime Minister. Although stability returned, there has been little or no prosecution of rebels.

In 2002, the Government launched a three-year strategic development plan intended to rebuild “confidence for stability and growth” in the country. During 2005, the Government advocated the adoption of “restorative” processes that mitigate the impact of “rule of law” outcomes on Fijian leadership and society.  Furthermore, it proposed to establish a “Truth and Reconciliation Commission” that could avoid “punitive” justice and rely instead of perpetrator expressions of reconciliation and requests for “forgiveness” with their victims to “restore” broken relationships. 

The Parliament, based on representation of ethnic communities, tends not to emphasize a national perspective.  The “Talanoa” interactive dialogue, a process less formalized and possibly more intuitive than formal mediation, has attempted to elicit genuine dialogue. In addition, both religious and chiefly leaders have attempted to lead dialogue. One primary obstacle, however, is that tradition encourages chiefs to place a high premium on silence. Nevertheless, attempts to build dialogue from traditional ceremonies, protocols and rituals are on-going and may lead to breakthroughs. 

Civil society organizations have developed, especially in urban areas, and have encouraged demonstrations of reconciliation.  It is possible that professional, social and sports associations could become more socially integrated, and that women and youth could be more integrated into mainstream activities. 

Northern Ghana: Deepening and Expanding Engagement

Mr. Emmanuel Bombande, co-founder and Executive Director of the West Africa Network for Peacebuilding, prefaced his presentation by highlighting the fact that much of the success of building peaceful relations in Ghana is attributable to the role of civil society and its capacity to engage through dialogue. 

Mr. Bombande pointed out that much of the conflict was rooted in the prominence of chiefdoms in Ghanaian society, which enjoy political legitimacy, juxtaposed against groups that organize around spiritual heads, which, in contrast, are regarded as inferior. History also plays a role, and inter-communal violence can be traced back to colonization and the slave trade. The interplay of competition for scarce resources, control over land rights, and political jockeying for power eventually erupted into violence that reached an apex in the mid-1990s. The NGO community that was engaged in development activities rallied around the challenge of advancing the development agenda amidst the upsurge in violence. They developed an inter-NGO consortium to address the underlying causes of the conflict. 

Mr. Bombande noted that while the dialogue process that ensued was initially difficult, each round of talks expanded and deepened stakeholder participation. The entire process spanned a period of approximately two years. Mr. Bombande stressed that the process did not begin by talking about peace; rather, stakeholder dialogues around practical development issues, such as, water, primary health care and education, slowly became institutionalized in communities. 

In response to questions about launching, Mr. Bombande explained that the process started with development organizations that perceived a link between peace and development. Began in 1994-1995, this process persists as a strategic planning process.  It emphasizes small groups expanding to larger groups, in three-month iterations. It was noted that the groups often take a leap of moral imagination from practical issues to social integration values.

Some times, issues of shared concern, such as environmental issues affecting everyone to some extent, may be the force that unites people.  In the case of Ghana, Mr. Bombande noted the success derived from concentrating on targeted practical issues and working with specific and relevant government agencies. Communities and civil society organizations can play an important role in bringing needs and opportunities to the attention of government. 

Northern Ireland: Integration in a highly segregated society

Dr. Elisabeth Porter, Research Director of INCORE in Northern Ireland, acknowledged that Belfast is presently experiencing some of the worst street violence in recent history. She echoed Dr. Hassall’s assertion that a core source of conflict is identity-based, and remarked that although the issues in Northern Ireland are simplistically summarized as a Catholic-Protestant conflict, the heart of the discord relates to identity-related issues intertwined with nationalistic leanings. Segregation, polarization and social disintegration are deeply embedded in the fabric of society. Both sides of the conflict experience economic disempowerment; however, the impact of psychological and emotional factors may be more salient.

Following the 1998 Good Friday Peace Agreement, the Northern Ireland government released a policy document, entitled A Shared Future: Policy and Strategic Framework for Good Relations in Northern Ireland, that promotes transforming a culture of intolerance into a culture of tolerance, as evidenced by a society comfortable with diversity and committed to the common good. The document argues that this transformation can be achieved through dialogue. 

While there are practical examples of good practices, there are still enormous blockages in building a society with shared values. Current dialogue tools and procedures utilized in Northern Ireland include workshops, small group discussions, roundtables, and conferences that convene actors from both sides of the conflict; nevertheless, few spaces exist for trust-building dialogues that engage with politicians, public services, civic organizations, trade unions, and the business community. Dr. Porter contends that there is a greater need for dialogue that cross-cuts sectors of society, at the same time that it builds trust and challenges sectarianism, segregation, ghettos, silencing, and single-identity issues. She also suggests that unconventional, ad hoc activities that remove people from familiar, volatile settings and bring in representatives of other divided societies for comparative discussions, are needed to further peacebuilding efforts. 

In countries with protracted and widespread violence, the concept of reconciliation takes precedence initially. Only when there is respectful recognition of difference can social integration processes begin to flourish. Dialogue that promotes mutual understanding is indispensable to reconciling polarized relations. 

Participants raised the issue of the role of money; specifically, whether fuels or settles conflict. Noting that the massive influx of funding into the Northern Ireland conflict has not yielded a peaceful resolution, participants argued that while money is often necessary to rebuild society, it is not sufficient to end conflict. The values of peace practitioners, both local and international, can inform the stakeholders and often serve as a catalyst that inspire a new vision of the future, especially one in which social integration is highly valued. Participants pointed out that many war-torn societies have few resources and their socio-economic importance to global conflict is marginal. They concluded that funding needs to be mobilized around a vision of peace and social integration. 

4. Discussion

The importance of sharing information and statistics

The visibility and accuracy of facts and statistics can attenuate the viability of stereotypes. It was noted that an independent institution needs the access and capacity to accurately reflect the reality of “who gets what” (e.g., in Fiji, disproving the unsubstantiated perception among indigenous Fijians that all Indo-Fijians are “very rich”).

Considering that “information is power”, established institutions, including some national governments, often reflect status quo values and resist revealing accurate numbers, thus fueling stereotyping and public dissatisfaction. However, in some instances, raising the visibility of actual distribution of social benefits can lead to less harmony rather than more harmony because the disadvantaged will become aware of their relative deprivation. The general conclusion is that moral leadership is required. 

Stakeholders and inclusion

The awareness achieved through identifying all stakeholder groups is integral to the dialogue process because each type of stakeholder may respond to different types of appeals, whether of religious or political derivation or of some other source.

While many leaders and organizations are vocal stakeholders, the youth are invisible stakeholders. Youth unemployment leads to delinquency and marginalization. Trans-generational violence brings youth issues to the fore. Other stakeholders may include community leaders, the military, religious groups, nationalists, academia, civil society, and pro-democracy activists. The family, the building block of society and microcosm of the bigger picture, can serve as a unit of analysis and transformation. Addressing issues at the family level is imperative. 

The role of the state is a thorny and critical issue; it is important to build incentives for the state into the social integration and dialogue processes. This is particularly true in oil rent states. It is difficult to address the accountability of politicians when tax revenues mainly come from state-owned oil, instead of individual taxpayers. Generally speaking, the state is commonly over-committed to the status quo and society lacks mechanisms for citizens to hold the state accountable for its actions and non-actions. Civil society can play an important role in including the state in the dialogue process by partnering with the state to achieve common goals and encouraging the state to become more responsive to citizens’ concerns and needs; states often are reluctant to become involved on their own. Moreover, states often lag behind the people when it comes to shifting paradigms. 

Dynamics of the social integration progress 

As pointed out in the Model Framework utilized in some case studies, addressing dynamics of relationship is central to transforming them. Engaging in dialogue processes is not a matter of changing identities, but rather, recognizing that each person has multiple identities, some particularly prominent at one point in time with others reduced to the background. In a dialogue process, people are encouraged to emphasize parts of identities that are inclusive, and to de-emphasize parts of identities that are exclusive.

Dynamic social integration progresses through several stages: attention to the healing of trauma; reconciliation; and capacity building for civil society. Strong leadership is conducive to smooth progression through the stages of social integration. Further, it is necessary to emphasize the integrative and sustained characteristic of a dynamic dialogue process. Transformed social relations will not occur as a string of isolated events, but rather through continuous, sustained engagement. 

Asymmetrical power relations can thwart social integration processes by constructing pseudo-dialogues between unequal people or organizations. Without empowerment of all stakeholders, the process dynamics may not be fair and thorough. Institutional weakness and lack of credibility among leadership can also impede dialogue, as can a history of failed attempts to dialogue.  When there is a long history of failed dialogue attempts, people do not see the utility of engaging in yet more new dialogues.  In such cases, dialogue procedures themselves need to be reviewed and re-designed with the participation of stakeholders. Each attempt needs to be carried out with due process, respect, support and leadership, in order for people to commit themselves to discussions and practice of social integration processes.

Issues of dialogue

While this meeting focused on multi-stakeholder dialogues, it is important to note that there are many dialogue tools, such as, direct dialogue, third party facilitation, citizen initiatives, and citizen advocacy groups.  

Elements of dialogue include trust, joint problem-solving capacities (to overcome mistrust), mutual understanding of the situation, supportive institutions, capacity building mechanisms, safe space, psychosocial support, train the trainers courses in facilitation and process design, coalition building (identifying change agents and key people who can help to bridge divides), and development of a common body of knowledge and shared history.

Successful elements include: a blend of outsider-insider partnerships; a process built on indigenous resources and traditions; an injection of short-term successes into the process; interactions and discussions designed so that participants will begin to challenge stereotypes and access accurate information from reliable sources; building hope and inspiration into the process from the beginning; and a shared vision for the future. 

Challenges associated with dialogue are the role of moderators, the time investment required, the balance of participants (not enough people “in the middle” in a polarized situation), and the identification of appropriate mechanisms to evaluate the dialogue process and its outcomes.  It is important to recognize limitations of dialogue, whether due to context, technique, participants or resources.

The role of external actors was a subject of debate; however, some consensus allowed that external actors may promote the inclusion of issues on the agenda that otherwise would be ignored, such as women’s issues and other marginalized groups.

G. Tool Box of Approaches to Dialogue

In sharing their dialogue practices, the participants were asked to focus on the approach, methods and methodologies, one or two examples of application, the advantages and challenges, how stakeholders sustain dialogue and how to measure the impact of the dialogue. Of particular interest was sustainability because the participants recognized that launching dialogues was usually the easy part, but institutionalizing the practice of dialogue was difficult.

1. Indigenous dialogue procedures – North America

Dr. Diane LeResche, Intercultural Peacemaking consultant, trainer, process designer and facilitator, spoke about generic indigenous dialogue procedures that have been used in North America. Peacemaking processes of indigenous societies vary extensively today. Native American and Alaskan Native tribes and the First Nations of Canada use hybrid processes today, combinations of traditional and contemporary ways. 
In the peacemaking circles or talking circles, a procedure most frequently used among indigenous population, all are equal, and all are visible. When perceptions are revealed within a context of respect for how that person expresses herself, there can be emotional healing as well as physical healing. A circle keeper, or guide, introduces the circle by welcoming everyone and clarifying the purpose of the circle. In the circle, the only person who speaks is the person who holds the talking implement. There is neither rebuttal nor impatience, as each person explains fully and to their own satisfaction their point of view. The talking instrument can go around the circle as many times as necessary. There are no time restrictions for speaking, and when a person is finished, there are special ways to pass the talking implement. Words are chosen carefully, and words of judgment are avoided. Facts and emotions are treated as equals. 

In another tradition, kitchen table talk, leaders visit community households to listen and observe before convening a gathering. Every person, from youth to elders, male and female, working and unemployed, contributes their knowledge and feelings. Dr. LeResche noted that this preliminary process is crucial to reaching consensus at subsequent gatherings. 

Dr. LeResche discussed commonalities among procedures practiced by indigenous peoples, and contrasted them with generic mainstream dialogue processes. For example, relationships are valued above all else, including in the process of reaching agreement. In all instances, there is no win or lose mentality: everyone shares in benefits and maintains relationships. Everyone has a role to play. The slow pace and the quiet tone encourage deep thinking and thick speaking.

Dr. LeResche noted that most dialogue frameworks developed by modern institutions differ from indigenous ones in that they are issue-focused and agreement-centered, and rely on timetables and strict sharing time to bring the element of fairness to the dialogue. Furthermore, mainstream practices tend to promote compromise as a means of reaching agreement.

2. Traditional practices for dialogue procedures and Indigenous women

Ms. Stella Tamang, Coordinator of the South Asia Indigenous Women Forum in Nepal, focused her presentation on the role of indigenous women in conflict prevention and mediation. In Tamang society, of which Ms. Tamang is a member, everything in the environment has life and sacred value. Tamang society is matriarchal, thus, women hold strong and important positions in society. Women do a wide variety of tasks, from cooking special foods to conducting special rituals, all with a view to bringing people together for conflict resolution. In shyalgar, an inter-familial conflict resolution method, food is offered with a khata or an auspicious scarf. 

Ms. Tamang shared the peacebuilding practices of women in other regions of the world as well. In northwest India, the Naga women believe that they can script their own reaction to conflict. They proclaim: “We do not always create the conflicts that come our way but we can always choose our response to those conflicts”. They do not let others define the parameters of their thoughts and actions. The Naga Mothers Association led a campaign to “Stop All Bloodshed”.  When necessary, the women drop their mekla to shame men into stopping the war.

Shame is a strategy employed by other indigenous women as well: Meitei women in northeast India have protested in the nude, and Maasai women in Kenya have removed their lower skirts in order to discourage or arrest violent conflict. 

Another method that symbolizes a request for peace utilized by Maasai women in Kenya is the cutting of grass. In Guatemala, worry dolls serve as healing agents. In the Philippines, the Maranao women consider themselves the “cleaners of the dirt of the community”. They absorb the shocks, insults, negative actions, and conflicts; by doing so, they attempt to re-direct the negativity into a positive force for peace and harmony.

Many arts, such as drumming, sculpting and theater, are used to ease the path to concrete dialogue. Similarly, narrative truth telling leads to solution-focused problem analysis. 

In closing, Ms. Tamang remarked that dialogues in indigenous societies do not necessarily begin through verbal or written conversation, but through rituals, feasts, songs and dance. Ensuring balanced relationships is a cardinal component of a successful process. Thus, the role of women in mediation and conflict resolution is integral and deeply embedded in many traditional societies, and to ignore this, Ms. Tamang argues, undermines the peacebuilding process.

3. Public Conversations Project

Mr. David Joseph, Director for Project Development of the Public Conversations Project (PCP) in the United States, noted that for the past 16 years, this Project has worked to foster a more inclusive, empathic and collaborative society by promoting constructive conversations and relationship between those with different positions about divisive public issues. Specifically, it focuses on situations where the different positions are grounded in differing values, identities and worldviews. While most fieldwork has occurred in the United States, PCP has trained people from 16 countries.  As it extends its work abroad, they are beginning to adapt their practices to the prevailing cultural and empirical conditions.

In the PCP work, the purpose of dialogue is not for mediation, problem-solving, decision-making, or reaching solutions, but rather to foster learning. Dialogue allows people to speak with respect, to listen and be listened to, to reflect on their own traditions and values, and to develop and deepen human connection between people who see each other as adversaries. This paves a pathway toward transformed relations. 

Because stakeholders are not asked to give up something of value, they often can develop unexpectedly cooperative behaviors.  When people are more willing to let down their guard, to truly listen to the other and to behave in less defensive and self-protective manners, the dialogue can lead to new possibilities and a possible change in relationship. Some PCP dialogues have evolved in secrecy from public view in order to create a more comfortable and non-judgmental environment.  Eventually, secret dialogues need to be followed by public dialogue if legal and public policy change is desired.

The Project has developed a 40-page dialogue guide, originally designed for engaging people in the United States after the September 11th terrorist attacks on the United States. A cardinal value for PCP is collaboration, co-creating with stakeholders the conversational structures that will be used to support the dialogue experience.  Several mutual agreements typically develop: participation is voluntary and one can choose to pass at any time; confidentiality upon request; speaking for one’s self rather than representing a group outside the role; allowing others to finish their statements and not interrupting; and sharing air time.

Allowing others to finish speaking and not interrupting is something that works very well for many participants.  It contributes to a setting in which all voices are heard rather than just the loudest, most articulate or most persistent.  Sharing air time and not interrupting are practices that address power imbalances and work toward equalizing stakeholders’ power.  PCP is committed to the value of including all voices, including those who have previously chosen not to speak, for whatever reason.  People are encouraged to speak from personal experience, rather than from positional statements.  When these “rules of dialogue engagement” are emphasized, the conversation moves from the usual to the unusual.  When people participate in these unusual dialogues based on equality and respect, their relationships with each other change, ultimately facilitating transformation to a more integrated, peaceful and respectful society.

A special lesson from a country in which people are not encouraged to “stand out” in a group, led to an adaptation to a schedule that encouraged smaller group work, reported back to the plenary.  Other lessons included being sensitive to majority definitions of reality and the need to bring out minority perceptions.

4. Generative dialogue

Dr. Steve Waddell, Executive Director of GAN-Net and Co-Director of the Generative Dialogue Project in the United States, presented “generative dialogue” in the context of societal learning and change. Waddell notes the difference between “single-loop” learning in which a solution is created for a problem, “double-loop” learning in which stakeholders learn how to solve problems, and “third-order” change in which underlying assumptions and stakeholder roles are examined and often changed fundamentally. In this third-order change exists the possibility of a creative transformation that while impossible individually may be imagined as a group.  Waddell defines generative dialogue as conversation that brings forth creative energy and collective intelligence out of a personal sense of connection to the whole.

Dr. Waddell highlights the importance of Global Action Networks (GANs) that frequently benefit from generative dialogue.  Conditions that create the possibility of third order changes include: all three order of change are important; from problem solving to change; from consultation to generative dialogue; creating global intersectoral change strategies; doing work globally; and vastly increasing participation. Within GANs, one can see a shift from collective action to social practice development, as experiences on the ground reflect on cyclical learning.  GANs can also be viewed as mechanisms for social capital formation.  Just as financial capital is accumulated and used for economic purposes, social capital (shared perspectives, skills and networks) is accumulated and used for social purposes, one of which is social integration.

5. Training and learning as dialogue methodologies

Mr. Richard Smith, Peacebuilding Manager for the Centre for the Study of Violence and Reconciliation in Johannesburg, South Africa, noted that effective training includes both action and reflection. In training, the linkage is made between knowledge, skills and perceptions and ways to apply these optimally.  Noting that experience is a rich pool of collective knowledge, Mr. Smith encourages iterative training in which action and reflection alternate and eventually combine.  When stakeholders participate in joint analysis, they are building consciousness of a gap between the status quo and better conditions in holistic and collective dimensions.  The role of women in mediation and conflict resolution is integral and deeply embedded in traditional societies. Excluding women from dialogues seriously jeopardizes the peacebuilding process.

Key methods to maximize the dialogic content of training involves participatory tools of analysis, the widest range of stakeholders, alternative ways of talking to each other, narrative truth telling, organizing for change through visioning, strategizing, mobilizing, establishing local governance structures and networking, linking and coordinating so that communities are not working in isolation.

An important goal of dialogue is learning (including reciprocal and symbiotic lesson learning), reflecting and deepening trust.  In a robust dialogue, stakeholders develop shared perceptions and a common language.  In order for a dialogue process to have substantial impact, the dialogue must focus on locally-conceived and locally-driven objectives.   

Furthermore, Mr. Smith noted that it is necessary to measure the impact of training, and that training that is dialogic and participative is most likely to be sustainable.  Key indicators include: sustainable change over time, objectives to lead action, local community indicators, attitudes and values linked to behavior and the building of local capacities to drive and monitor change.  Specifically, to measure impact, one needs to assess changes in attitudes and values through behavioral indicators.

6. Discussion

In general discussion, participants noted that these many approaches to dialogue have many elements in common and all seek to encourage authentic, participative and results-oriented dialogue. The participants, on a hopeful note, suggested that dialogue was becoming a more accepted paradigm.

Core elements of a robust dialogue are that it is value-based, locally-driven, action-producing and relationship-focused. An important capacity developed through dialogue is awareness, which enables people to respond to evolving environments, stronger tools and changing needs.  The dialogue tools are especially useful in helping people to go beyond solutions (first order change) to reach reform (second order change) and eventually to reach transformation (third order change). Participants noted that examples of dialogue processes used in everyday life encourage their use in social integration processes.  Furthermore, it was noted that the specific case examples and dialogue tools could be applied to the Model Framework in order to increase its practical orientation. All models make assumptions and have limitations, and the Model Framework presented here contributes, despite its limitations, to a better analysis of social integration processes. 

Dr. LeResche shared a “talking instrument” with all participants, thereby bringing together the modernity of the heated building and the jet travel of participants, with a symbol of the long heritage of dialogue processes.
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Division for Social Policy and Development (DSPD)

United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs 
Aide Memoire

Expert Group Meeting on 

Dialogue in the Social Integration Process: 

Building peaceful social relations-  by, for and with people” 

New York

21 -  23 November 2005

I. Introduction


The Division for Social Policy and Development (DSPD) of the United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs (DESA) is organizing an Expert Group Meeting on “Dialogue in the Social Integration Process: Building peaceful social relations – by, for and with People” at the United Nations Headquarters, New York, from 21 – 23 November 2005.  

The meeting aims to discuss and demonstrate the analytical and operational relevance of the concept of “Social Integration” for peace-building and conflict transformation and, further, to explore, through case studies and a strategic framework, how participatory dialogue can facilitate the social integration processes. 

Approximately twenty researchers and/or practitioners who are working on people-centred peace-building or dialogue related initiatives will be invited to participate, together with representatives of United Nations Departments and agencies. 

The meeting is part of continuing efforts at UNDESA to clarify the interconnection of people-centred development with peace-building. The meeting’s deliberations will be published as a contribution to the global debate, policy dialogue, and evolution of practical strategies for social integration, to create a more safe, stable and just society for all where every individual has an active role to play. 
II. Background


The World Summit for Social Development was held at Copenhagen in 1995 to forge agreement on social challenges and responses to them.  The Social Summit, which was the largest gathering ever of world leaders at that time, reached a new consensus on the need to put people at the centre of development.  It identified social integration as one of the three overriding objectives of development, together with poverty eradication and employment creation.

Member States made commitments to promote social integration to create “a society for all”, through fostering inclusive societies that are stable, safe and just and that are based on the promotion and protection of all human rights, as well as on non-discrimination, tolerance, respect 

for diversity, equality of opportunity, solidarity, security, and participation of all people, including disadvantaged and vulnerable groups and persons.


The society for all is one in which people play an active role for peace and development within an enabling environment created by governments, and in partnership with the United Nations and others.  In its five-year review of the Social Summit, the 24th Special Session of the General Assembly resolved to strengthen the effectiveness of organizations and mechanisms working for the prevention and peaceful resolution of conflicts, and to increase the capability of relevant United Nations bodies to promote social integration in post conflict situations. 


Against this background, the World Summit for Social Development and the 24th Special Session of General Assembly, the Division for Social Policy and Development of the Department of Economic and Social Affairs (UN-DESA) is exploring the role of multi-stakeholder dialogue in the process of building more integrated and peaceful social relations. 

III. Context 


The Expert Group meeting is the second activity scheduled to take place in 2005, under the first Phase of the Division for Social Policy and Development’s long-term intervention.  The objective of this first phase is to establish an appropriate conceptual framework.  From 1 to 24 June 2005, the Division organized a multi-stakeholder web-based dialogue on “Peace Dialogue in the Social Integration Process: building peaceful social relationship by, for and with people”, with the participation of various stakeholders from different regions.


The main objective of the E-dialogue was to address the importance of social integration as a means to create a peaceful society, clarify the inter-linkage between the process of social integration and peace building, and explore the potential of dialogue to achieve this goal.


The second phase, which will follow the Expert Group meeting, will develop a methodology to apply the conceptual framework into various situations in partnership with social groups such as the youth, older persons, persons with disabilities, indigenous peoples, migrants, returnees/former refugees, Internally Displaced Persons (IDPs), ex-combatants, land mine survivors, ethnic/religious minorities… Activities in this phase will include: development of operational guidance notes for application of the “Dialogue in the Social Integration Process” framework; identification of key partners; and training of trainers.  


The third phase will focus on capacity building of local communities/social groups, as well as local government through the organization of workshops.   
IV. Objectives

The Expert Group meeting aims to discuss and demonstrate the analytical and operational relevance of the concept of “Social Integration” for peace-building and conflict transformation and, further, to explore, through case studies and a strategic framework, how participatory dialogue can facilitate the social integration processes. 

In specific, the meeting will:

V. Review current trends of social integration/disintegration at global, and regional level to identify the critical elements that keeps societies from disintegrating;

VI. Review and discuss on a conceptual framework, drawing on participant’s respective expertise in each of six stages of social integration processes, namely: fragmentation; exclusion; polarization; co-existence; collaboration; and cohesion;

VII. Identify, through case/situation analysis, the types of interventions and stakeholders necessary to promote social integration process; 

VIII. Review and identify existing tools, including dialogue procedures, action research, lessons learned, potential partners, etc.: 

IX. Explore several options for future directions and activities.

V. Expected outputs 

The meeting will produce the following outputs:

a) The importance of multi-stakeholder dialogue in the social integration process will be addressed;

b) Analysis of current trends and patterns of social integration/disintegration will be conducted;

c) Key elements for building more resilient societies will be identified; 

d) Effective interventions, existing tools, good practices, as well as potential partners will be identified;

e) Policy recommendations at international, national and local levels will be adopted; 

f) Future directions and activities will be identified. 

The results of the meeting will be incorporated in the final report, which will be published by the DSPD.  Policy recommendations will be presented during the forty-four session of the Commission on Social Development scheduled to take place from 8 - 17 February 2006. 

VI. Organizational and administrative matters 

The Expert Group meeting will be organized by the Division for Social Policy and Development. The meeting will be conducted at UN Headquarters in New York, USA, and is scheduled to take place from 21 - 23 November 2005.  

The number of participants will be approximately 35, including 20 experts, who will be identified and invited by the Division for Social Policy and Development. In addition, the following will participate: 

1. UNDESA/DSPD as an organizer to provide substantive and administrative support;

2. Discussants who will be identified by DPSD;

3. Representatives of the Civil Society, including NGOs;

3. Facilitators; 

4. Representatives from international organizations, UN Departments and agencies. 
VII. Documentation and the Language of the meeting

The documentation of the meeting will comprise relevant background papers, including the concept paper, 5 – 10 page contributions from the expert participants, and relevant United Nations documents. Expert participants will be invited to provide their contributions in advance (to be submitted by 28 October 2005), and to make brief presentations in the plenary. 


The working language of the meeting will be English. Documentation for the meeting will be provided in English. 

VIII.  
Passports and Visas

Participants will be expected to make necessary arrangements with regard to passports, visa and health certificates for travel.  An information note will be sent out to participants to assist them with travel arrangement.  

All relevant correspondence should be addressed to:

Makiko Tagashira

Inclusive Development Section

Social Integration Branch

Division for Social Policy and Development

Department of Economic and Social Affairs

United Nations 

Two United Nations Plaza, Room- 1378


New York, NY 10017

Tel. (212-963-4836)

Fax. (212-963 3062)

E-mail:   tagashira@un.org
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Moderator: Gay Rosenblum-Kumar

· Guyana (Chris Spies)

· Tajikistan (Randa Slim)

(15-minute presentation followed by 5-minute Q&A for each country)
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4. How stakeholders sustain dialogue 

5. How to measure the impact
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Moderator:  David Bloomfield 

· Indigenous dialogue procedures (Diane LeResche)
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· Public Conversation Project (David Joseph)
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12:00– 1:30
Presentation of the working groups, discussion, and adoption of 
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5. Opening Statement

Expert Group Meeting 

Dialogue in the Social Integration Process: 
Building peaceful social relations – by, for and with people
New York, 21 – 23 November 2005
Opening statement

by Mr. Johan Schölvinck

Director, Division for Social Policy and Development
Department of Economic and Social Affairs
21 November 2005
Distinguished Participants, 

I would like to welcome you all to the United Nations Headquarters in New York and thank you for your interests and valuable contributions to this Expert Group meeting.  

I am particularly grateful for those participants who traveled for long hours, and those who joined us despite their busy schedule.  Unfortunately, Prof. Kevin Clements is not able to join us today, due to health reason.  He asked me to convey his deepest regrets for not being able to join us today, and expressed his keen interests in continuing working with us on this important subject.  

Ten years ago, the World Summit for Social Development created a new consensus on the need for putting people at the center of development, and forged agreement on social challenges and responses to them.  It emphasized the importance of development with human face, based on the recognition that economic growth alone does not bring sustainable development.  Its aspiration/vision was to create a safe, stable, inclusive and just society for all, where individuals and social groups with diverse backgrounds participate in socio-economic, political, institutional, and cultural systems through actively engaging in the decision-making process.  One hundred and eighty six member states made a commitment to achieve this goal through tree pillars, namely, eradicating poverty, promoting full employment, and fostering social integration. 

Since Copenhagen, the world has experienced rapid changes on many fronts. Globalization has brought about a more open, complex, diverse, and interconnected world than ever before. Globalization increases the interaction between state and non-state actors and enhances interrelations among global, national and local actions. Globalization is not only an economic or technological process, but it affects the political, social and cultural lives of people.  While globalization creates opportunities in terms of access to market, information, knowledge and education, it also brings about additional challenges in the form of rapid changes, increased mobility and human security.

Financial volatility, natural/environmental disaster, pandemic, trafficking in illegal goods and human-being and violent conflicts are no longer contained in one area and often spread far beyond national borders. Social tension in one region tends to spill over other regions. A threat to one country rapidly transforms into a global threat. 

At the World Summit 2005, Member States reaffirmed their commitments to work towards a security consensus based on the recognition that many threats are interlinked, and that development, peace and security, and human rights are all interconnected and mutually reinforcing, that no state can best protect itself by acting entirely alone. 

At the same time, Member states reaffirmed their commitment to create a more peaceful, prosperous and democratic world and to undertake concrete measures to continue finding ways to implement the outcomes of the MDG and other major United Nations conferences and summits, so as to provide multilateral solutions to problems in the four areas, namely development, peace and collective security, human rights and the rule of law, and strengthening of the United Nations.

Ten years ago, Chapter 4 of the Copenhagen Plan of Action, on Social Integration, already underlined the interconnection between people-centered development and peace- building.  Fostering societies that are based on the promotion and protection of all human rights, with tolerance, respect for diversity, equality of opportunity and participation of all; societies where every citizens share common values and aspiration for future; societies that are working towards creating cohesion through mutual accommodation and promoting social justice, is ultimately the best way to establish a “just and lasting peace all over the world.” 

The task now is to find ways to conceptualize this linkage, and establish a more cohesive, multidimensional and integrated strategic approach. Since Copenhagen, some progress has been made:  a rising number of Member States have acceded to legally binding international instruments dealing with economic, social and cultural rights and the elimination of discrimination, as well as joined international processes addressing issues related to social groups such older persons, youth, indigenous persons and persons with disabilities.  However, large gaps still remain that undermine the social integration process:  initiatives towards overcoming exclusion, promoting inclusive institutions and promoting participation remain limited.   The main challenge is to put the concept of social integration at the centre of all policies and to find practical ways and means of achieving a society for all. 

As for this meeting, the task that you have before you is to demonstrate the analytical and operational relevance of the concept of social integration for conflict transformation and peace-building. 

First we will review and map out the patterns of social disintegration/integration at global and regional level to grasp what is actually happening in societies in the rapidly changing world, and try to identify critical elements missing. Then, we will address the role of civil society in the multi-stakeholder dialogue. 

We will further proceed into six situational analyses--Guyana, Tajikistan, Algeria, Fiji, Northern Ghana, and Northern Ireland--through the social integration lens with the help of a draft strategy guided by the Social Summit.  Through this exercise, we will try to identify types of interventions and stakeholders necessary to promote social integration process. 

Third, we will explore the potential of dialogue as a means to facilitate social integration process, learning from various dialogue approaches developed and applied in various settings. 

Finally, we hope that recommendations on future directions and activities come out from this meeting. The major findings of this Expert Group meeting will be presented to the Commission for Social Development to be held in February 2006.  The outcomes and deliberations of the meeting will be incorporated in a publication.  In addition, we are ready to explore possibilities for concrete follow up to the meeting with you. 

It’s a challenging but creative work. I am confident that, with your diverse and broad expertise and hands-on experience at country level, we will be able to achieve the objective of the meeting.  I wish you all the success in you debate.
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