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The WSP Dissemination Phase

This publication 1s one component of a wider exercise of not only evaluating the
first four years of the War-torn Societies Project, but also of sharing this
evaluation and the lessons learned during the project with a wide variety of
interested audiences The lessons have been compiled mto a set of core reports
that analyse the WSP experience 1n the four countries i which 1t was piloted
document WSP s operational experience at hield and headquarters levels, and
draw conclusions on the project overall

The War-torn Societies Project the first four years
(an overview of the WSP experience and lessons learned)

WSP m Entrea (an account of the project in Eritrea)
WSP 1n Guatemala (an account of the project in Guatemala)

WSP 1 Mozambique (an account of the project in Mozambique)

WSP m Somala
{(an account of the ongoing project in Northeast Somalia)

WSP 1n practice (an account of WSP s operational experience)

In additron to the reports three companion volumes are being published
m collaboration with WSP successor bodies and/or regional publishers
in the countries n which WSP has completed 1its pilot work

Post-conflict Eritrea prospects for reconsttuction and development
published 1n association with The Red Sea Press

From conflict to dalogue the WSP Guatemala way (English) and

Del conflicto al dialogo el WSP en Guatemala (Spanish)
published 1 association with FLACSO
(Facultad Latinoamericana de Crencias Sociales Sede Guatemala)

Rebuilding through dinlogue the Mozambican way (English) and

Reconstrumdo pelo dilogo o cammho de Mogambigue (Portuguese)
published 1n assoctation with CEDE
(Mozambican Centre for the Study of Democracy and Development)

Copues of the reports and details of how to order the co published books
are available from

WSP Info/UNRISD

Palais des Nations

1211 Geneva 10

Switzerland

Or on the WSP web site at  hitp //www unrisd org/wsp/

© UNRISD/PSIS 1998

WSP 1n Guatemala was written by Ruben I Zamora with contributions from
Christophe Bouvier, and edited by June Kane It was translated and adapted
from the original Spanish text

The designations employed and the presentation of the materal i this publication do not tmply
the expression of any opinion whatsoever on the part of UNRISD PSIS or WSP concerning the
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The War-torn Societies Project

How WSP began

The War-torn Societies Project (WSP), a collaborative project of the United Nations
Research Institute for Social Development (UNRISD) and the Progranme for
Strategic and International Security Studies (PSIS) of the Geneva Graduate
Institute of International Studies was launched 1n June 1994 Iis first aim was to
help clanfy policy options i societies that are emerging from major social and

political confhct

In the aftermath of the Cold War, there had been a dramatic rise in the number of

mstances of profound mternal strife in countries in Africa, Asia, Europe and Latin

Amernca Invarably these had momentous implications for the structures of

soctetres 1n these countries and posed major challenges for those providing

immediate relief and arding longer-term rehabilitation, be 1t social, economic or

political UNRISD, the United Nations research institute devoted to social

development, saw a responsibility to explore what and how social science could

contribute to post-conflict rebuilding In 1993, therefore, UNRISD convened a

preliminary workshop devoted to that question

Within UNRISD 1tself, interest in the 1ssue had

grown out of a number of earlier projects on In the aftermath Of the Cold War,
political violence and on ethnic conflict, and more there had been a dramatic rise
directly from projects on the return of refugees and

on Cambodia On the PSIS side, work on these
questions had included formulating a new pFOfOUHd internal stnfe mn

strategy for Swiss humanitarian aid and assessing countnes n Afnca Asia Europe
14 14
UNDP work 1in conflict and disaster

1n the number of instances of

and Latin America

situations The experience of these agencies,
and of others involved 1n the delivery of aid was
discussed at a brainstorming seminar held in
Cartigny, Switzerland, in 1994 that brought together, for the first time 1n such a
form, representatives from war-torn societies and some of the major actors mn
international assistance At Cartigny, these shared interests in post-conflict
rebuilding laid the foundation for a concrete plan of joint action that would link
research and policy The War-torn Societies Project was born

The essential premise of WSP was that post-conflict rehabilitation typically
mvolves a whole range of actors — internal and external — but that 1t 15 often
hampered by these actors lack of understanding of how some of the basic 1ssues
and priorities involved in rehabilitation interact This lack of understanding was
seen to be compounded by msufficient exchange of information on the various
actors policy agendas and last but not least by the hmitations and inflexibility of

some of the external actors own terms of reference



With these mitial assessments of some of the hurdles in view WSP undertook to

initiate, 1n selected war-torn societies action-research projects that would

faciitate jointly sponsored research activities into priority areas for social and

economic reconstruction, and to promote policy dialogue and synchronisation

among the main actors involved Research and policy action were seen as

potentially interrelated 1n several ways research would help identify

priorities for policy involvement and adjustment while also mapping out what

programmes various actors were already engaged 1n, actors m turn might not only

respond to research findings, but call for new areas of enquiry, collectively

steering research into new or more directions In the process, it was expected that

there would be value in promoting and facihitating dialogue about research

priorities and findings, as well as about their respective policy agendas,

among different actors

government agencies and other national

actors, multilateral and bilateral aid agencies and non-governmental

orgamzations (NGOs)

The WSP approach was laid down 1n a Project Document accepted as a basis for

action at the 1994 Cartigny semunar The document outlined a number of crucial

steps that were to be followed and elements that were to be included i each

The first task for the core research
team was to prepare a Country Note,
a substantive paper discussing the key

social, economic and political conditions

and requirements of the country in the
post-conflict situation

country project In terms of organizational
structure and staffing, this involved choosing
a national Country Project Coordmator/Director
necessarily a consensus figure who would have
overall responsibility for the project and for iaising
with key government and external actors forming
a Project Group comprising representatives of the
main nternal and external actors involved 1n
post-conflict rebuilding, that would assume
collective ownership of the project, recruiting a
Research Coordmnator and other core researchers,
and providing for administrative support staff and
logistic support

Operationally, the first task for the core research team was to prepare a Country

Note a substantive paper discussing the key social economic and political

conditions and requirements of the country in the post-conflict situation, paying

due attention to how various 1ssues were connected The Country Note was to be

prepared on the basis of both existing data and research and broad consultation

with main mnternal and external actors It would serve as a basis for discussion mn

the Project Group and for selecting usually not more than five key themes or Entry

Points for research that could lughlight policy 1ssues i which different actors would

be engaged

For each of these themes a Working Group was then to be constituted made up of

representatives of the different actors with a particular interest or involvement in

the policy area concerned Members of these Working Groups would mteract with

the relevant researcher(s), and by implication with each other on the question of



which 1ssues would be given priority and how, and would generally give
direction to the research and feedback on the basis of its prelimmary hindings
In the conduct of the research activities and in Working Group deliberations, a
special effort was to be made to ensure a meaningful policy mix’ as well as actor
mix’ WSP projects were expected to last approximately eighteen months, a
period considered both necessary and sufficient to mtiate a process that might
eventually become self-sustaining Throughout the life of the projects, a Central
Coordination Ut (CCU) in Geneva would closely monitor the research activities,
provide backstopping where necessary and arrange for logistical support

Based on this general framework, WSP was launched m Eritrea i June 1995, in
Mozambique 1n July 1995, in Guatemala in August 1996 and in Somalia — after a
prolonged preparatory period — in January 1997 The Eritrean project ended with
a final workshop 1 December 1996 Its life was officiallv extended until May 1997
to allow for the preparation of a successor arrangement, and then again to the end
of October that year when WSP Entrea was officially closed In June 1997 1t was
decided to extend the project in Mozambique to the end of that year to allow for
more effective dissemuination of the research findings and further consideration of
possible successor arrangements Subsequently the transition phase was
extended to the end of April 1998 at which time WSP Mozambique was closed

The Guatemala project had 1ts final workshop in March 1998 and was formally
brought to a close the following month As WSP itself approached 1ts intended
closing phase in December 1998, plans were 1n place to extend the Somal project
to additional locations, including Somaliland, and thus to extend 1ts Iife beyond

the close of the wider pilot project

What's new 1n the WSP approach

There are various possible ways of looking at the WSP experience and judging
where 1t fits into the research/policy nexus It can be considered according to its
potential as a venue for policy dialogue It can be defined by 1its capacity to
generate policy-relevant research data, or can be judged by 1ts comparative
advantages as a tool for identifying and solving problems Each of these approaches
will highlight a particular aspect of what in most WSP countries was
a complex set of processes and interactions, involving researchers, policy-makers

and other mterested parties

Each of these approaches by implication, also adds to our general thinking on the
possible links between research and policy Such hinks occur in many forms in
different contexts though quite often they have been obscured by a lack of
adequate feedback mechamisms It 1s common, for example to say that sound
policy preparation requires reliable research back-up (and feedback), although the
understanding of what the exact connection 1s and how 1t can be assured 1s
constantly being redefined WSP has come to represent one significant effort
towards understanding the research/policy connection, specifically in contexts

where post-conflict reconstruction and reconciliation are on the agenda



One mteresting way of looking at the WSP experience — at least i part — and of
understanding 1ts rationale and objectives 1s to consider 1t in the context of the
development of participatory approaches towards problem-oriented and problem-
solving social research Some of WSP s roots 1n fact can be traced back to
mnovative forms of participatory action research (PAR) that became quite
prominent in the late 1960s and 1970s At that time they were developed
particularly for application 1 micro-contexts such as small rural communities
(Stiefel /Wolfe, 1994) Anthropologists and other researchers would associate
themselves with, say small groups of peasant farmers and, 1n extensive discussion
and dialogue with them would try to identify the needs and aspirations of local
communities and help them think through how members of the communuty could
themselves contribute to achieving these Understanding and raising awareness
of the key problems social groups were facing, including alternative ways of

overcommng them, were key concepts guiding this new approach

On the research side, the problem-orientation and participatory dimensions of this
new approach stood 1n stark contrast to classical’ anthropologtcal research 1n
which researchers would make painstaking efforts to observe and accurately record
social mteractions within the community they studied, while basically trying to
stay outside those processes themselves On the policy side, the basic assumption
of this new participatory approach was that 1t might allow for sounder ways of
identifying needs and problem-solving options than would be provided by
solutions and programmes devised elsewhere and simply handed down

to passive recipients

Both the problem-orientation and the participatory dimensions demanded entirely
new and different roles and skills on the part of the researcher Observation and
analysis were by no means to be superseded but would have a more preparatory
and supportive role, and beyond that the researcher would also act as a facihitator,
providing a venue (at least symbolically) and guiding the interaction and
collective thinking among participants in the project

Instead of striving for scientific objectivity (which at roughly the same time came
under heavy fire as ulimately unattainable anyway) researchers were expected
to be able to develop a basic sense ot empathy and 1dentification with the
local community s self-examination and search for ways of improving their
condition This new role posed 1ts own protessional requirements and codes of
conduct, which i due course would become the subject of a good deal of

discussion and elaboration

PAR was first developed n the 1960s and 1970s 1n Latin America and other
so-called Third World regions, in the wake of liberation theology and as a
supplement to conventtonal research methods It soon gawned a place in the
repertorre of social science research strategies and methodologies, although the
somewhat exaggerated expectations that initially accomparnued it were in due course
moderated to more realistic proportions Elements of PAR can since then be

recogmused 1n vartous kinds of problem-solving strategies



WSP methodology was directly derived from some of the basic ideas and
experiences of PAR largely through the mtiative of the WSP Director, who had
been a prime mover 1n the use ot PAR 1n UNRISD, in particular as Director of
UNRISD’s Popular Particrpation Programme From these early experiences, in
particular the stress on the common recognition of 1ssues and policy priorities, on
dialogue to better appreciate different actors perspectives and on the
empowerment of local actors to participate in decisions affecting their future, came

the general direction of the methodology to be used 1n the project

What makes WSP methodology different and unique, however 1s that 1t
represents a quantum leap from a research methodology designed to be
implemented at the micro level to implementation at the macro level, addressing
broad national 1ssues and involving a variety of actors, internal and external, who

play key roles at the macro level

In WSP the participants are representatives of major agencies rather than a
community of peasant farmers The facilitators are a WSP Couniry Project
Coordinator/Director with a research team rather than an individual researcher
and while PAR researchers were generally (though not necessarily) outsiders
WSP researchers are mnvariably imsiders widely

recognized as mterested parties in the process

There 1s a further difference Micro-level PAR not What makes WSP methodology
only addressed 1itself to the local level, but also

different and umque 1s that 1t

sought to empower local participants Iike small
farmers in their dealings with powerful agents such represents a quantum leap from

as landlords or the state In confrontational a research methodology de579ned
situations 1ts own role was thus essentially

conflictual In contrast WSP methodology, in to be lmplemented at the

its efforts to create bridges for dialogue and micro level to Imp[ementatlon
communication 1s basically consensual

at the macro level
The underlying assumptions of WSP methodology

are that, particularly in post-conflict situations,
there 1s an acute need for broad-based dialogue and communication, for
sound information and the sharing of 1t on the requirements and priorities

for reconstruction

Post-conflict situations are potentially characterized by a lack of clarity, confusion
and/or overlap as to which actors — government branches private organizations,
international agencies — are doing what and what policy responses they are
developing to immediate and long-term needs Also there 1s usually httle open
space 1if any for regular communication among key actors in the field WSP s
premuse therefore 1s that mapping key 1ssues and key policy mitiatives through
jointly mmitiated research, and using the results as a basis for dialogue towards an
mmproved understanding of different policv approaches and possible

coordination, may help fill important gaps



Does 1t? The answers to that can only be given with confidence when the various

WSP pilot projects have all been completed and more fully analysed

Nonetheless, a few striking experiences already stand out

In the first two countries where WSP projects were launched — Eritrea and

Mozambique - the dynamics of the projects worked out quite differently, as might

have been expected 1n different contexts In both countries, however, participants

reflecting on their involvement in WSP Working Groups singled out the element

of dialogue as having been of most significance in helping them better understand

different actors positions and policies Representatives of NGOs or multilateral

agencies, for example, reported that 1t was through WSP that they had come to

better appreciate the rationale of government policies, while participants from

government or political organizations observed that WSP had provided a much

needed venue for sharing some of their policy thinking wath other actors engaged

in reconstruction efforts Beyond this, almost all quarters said that mvolvement in

WSP had been a shared learning experience, and in a number of instances

had helped to indicate attainable solutions to common 1ssues

A similar appreciation emerges from the WSP experience mm Guatemala and

Somalia where the project created a much needed democratic forum for all actors

The particular context in which
WSP-type action-research is undertaken
1s of crucial importance in determining
both the needs and the possible

scope for 1ts engagement

- particularly local and national actors — to meet
and search together for a better understanding of
common challenges of post-war rebuilding, and to

search for new solutions

In terms of providing a venue for creative dialogue
and generating a sense ofcommon orlentation from
the 1nitial country experiences 1t appears that
WSP may mdeed have succeeded 1n transposing
some basic elements of PAR from the micro to the

macro context

But 1if this seems to hold significant promise for

national and international engagement 1n

reconstruction efforts, there are limits to the WSP model of participatory problem-

oriented research Again, the particular context in which WSP-type action-research

1s undertaken 1s of crucial importance in determuning both the needs and the

posstble scope for 1ts engagement

In this connection 1t will be useful to recall one basic assumption underlying the

WSP concept that PAR at the macro level will be especially relevant in those post-

conflict situations where 1t 1s unclear which actors are pursuing what policy

objectives and where there 1s a clear need to arrive at broader consensus In many

post-conflict situations, the government wants to retain overall command of the

policy process and 1s determined to keep the mitiative 1n setting out strategies for

national reconstruction In such situations, 1t 1s hikely that participatory policy

research that seems to go beyond dialogue would be seen to infringe on this

Dialogue as such may still be seen as useful and even of potential service to the



government 1n office, but the government will be more Iikely to ensure that policy
dialogue 1t did not mihate 1tself does not encroach on the (re-)setting of national

policy priorities

In fact there 1s potential ambivalence 1n government responses to the
WSP approach WSP’s role 1n facilitating dialogue between different actors
(among whom there are possibly some former rivals) 1s likely to be seen as
valuable, and it 15 not unlikely that governments might seek to make use of the
venue WSP offers as an additional forum to get their messages across At the same
time, though, there 1s likely to be concern that the policy dialogue that ensues
mught follow an entirely autonomous course and engender new policy Though
the concerns are delicate and may not always be explicit they are genuine and
need to be recognised by all parties In principle, though, WSP s particular
approach to action-research can potentially make a strategic contribution to
rethinking key 1ssues mn post-conflict reconstruction, i tandem with and 1n

support of government efforts in parallel directions

Assessing the WSP experience

From 1ts inception, WSP attracted wide international interest Donor agencies in
particular showed a keen interest 1n 1ts potential, and gave 1t their initial support
Many different actors asked what lessons WSP might produce and speculated on
what difference 1t might make in a number of contexts There were at times high
expectations of WSP’s possible role Donor representatives and other observers,
for example, were from the outset interested to learn whether the project has
impact , though without specifying what this might mean If a true assessment of
the role, potential and 1mpact of the WSP 1s to be made, 1t 1s important first to ask

what expectations are reasonable
The aims of WSP 1tself bear repeating

WSP 1s a pilot project that aims to make a contribution towards
post-conflict reconstruction and peace-buldimg through an mnovative approach
and methodology that brings relevant internal and external actors together

around a number of key policy themes of common nterest

WSP thus aims to achieve better insights mto basic problem areas, to promote
mmproved coordination of rehabilitation and development efforts, and to

de-politicize divisive 1ssues, thus mdirectly contributing to reconcihation

These objectives evolved 1n the course of the project, with key focuses changing
subtly from one phase to the next From the begmning WSP pursued multiple
objectives that were not always clearly defined priorities changed or progressed
as the project moved through different stages Thus, at the 1994 Cartigny sermunar
WSP was concerved essentially as a response to the frustration of the international
community over its all too apparent faillures, and the ultimate objective was to
assist the international community to perform better Initially, WSP projects in the

pilot countries were seen primarily as a tool to reach that objective



Once WSP country projects had been mitiated 1n the selected countries, however,
assistance to rebuilding processes in these countries naturally enough became an
overriding objective The change 1n orientation this sigmified was profound but
perhaps not immediately vistble, as external actors kept an active interest tn WSP,
though now to beiter understand how their own programmes would relate to

national policies

As stock 1s taken of WSP s efforts to improve insights into basic problem areas and
promote relevant dialogue among a larger field of actors there is also an enhanced
Interest 1n trying to ascertain to what extent some of the lessons learned may be
generalized to other post-conflict situations, and possibly to international
development assistance more broadly

At the point at which WSP’s ‘impact’ 1s assessed, a number of other factors need to
be taken into consideration for example, WSP s contributions to post-conflict
reconstruction and reconciliation are more likely to be indirect than direct
in nature Accordingly, the impact’ of WSP 1s more likely to refer to how well
1t succeeded 1n creating a means of facilitation, in contributing to improved
communication and understanding, possibly in helping create a new view of or
changed climate for policy dialogue (likely to need longer to assess) and not
necessarily to any concrete shifts in policy Again, actors might well adjust therr
policy agendas in the hight of deliberations 1n a WSP context but 1t has not been an
objective of WSP as such to steer or influence policy i any particular direction
In principle the mmpact’ of WSP should thus not be judged by whether or not
1t has done this

It 1s also 1mportant to remember that WSP 1s essentially a pilot project,
experimenting with a previously untried approach to policy-oriented PAR  This
has two important implications the first 1s that the first phase of WSP 1s 1n many
ways a means of testing the WSP ‘package , the instrument or methodology 1tself,
the second 1s that WSP 1994-1998 1s a first try-out 1n a variety of different
post-conflict situations

Questions may still be unanswered, therefore, on how ready the methodology 1s
for application elsewhere, or whether 1t should first be further adjusted
By implication, any assessment should also take mto account whether what 1s
being measured 1s the potential of a project approach that 1s to be further
developed, or a methodology that can now be fully assessed in terms
of 1ts performance

It 1s perhaps even more important to remember that during the pilot phase,
WSP projects have been operating under conditions that may not necessarily be
present in the future In particular, the close monitoring and logistic support from
the CCU m Geneva, and the high level of support from donors, mav not be
available beyond the pilot phase

When drawmng lessons from the experience so far and assessing its relevance and
validity for applicahion elsewhere, therefore we also have to consider how the



blueprint for WSP projects 1s likely to fare without these forms of support
Is 1t concelvable that a WSP “package’ could be composed 1n a form that could be
employed relatively easily without much external assistance?

The first stage in the assessment of all four WSP country projects was to develop a
set of tentative guidelines and questions This was used not as an exhaustive
check-list but as an indicative framework 1n which the assessment might be used
to draw lessons particularly since, from the beginning, WSP had been seen not as
a static product but as an mteraction between research and policy deliberation,

and between different sets of actors

As the lessons learned’ focus 1s central to the whole exercise 1t 1s useful to spell
out more explicitly what i1s meant by lessons’ and to ask lessons for whom and

from what?”

Clearly, in the case of a project ike WSP, which operates at different levels, insights
and lessons drawn from the activities differ from one actor to another Lessons are
likely to be relevant to different bodies at different times and for different reasons
At least three different levels can be distinguished 1n the context of WSP, all with

theiwr own distinctive value but also significantly related

Firstly, lessons learned 1n the context of the empirical research conducted 1n one of
the WSP country projects, or through the confrontation of policy assumptions with
substantive research results from the field, he at the core of what WSP 1s about In
other words, fresh research evidence may prove to be relevant to key policy actors
The lessons concerned do not necessarily represent scientific discoveries or
breakthroughs (that was not why the research was undertaken to begin with),

but interesting findings of wider relevance should not be a prior excluded

The key pomt 1s that research evidence about actual conditions may represent
an mmportant additional resource for policy actors (whether or not this was strictly
called for by the actors concerned), and therefore can represent relevant lessons
learned at that particular level But to offer the same lessons’ at other,
for example mternational levels and thus presume their wider validity might not
serve much purpose, and could even be counter-productive if these lessons had
been long recognised in other contexts or were to be found in more general
theoretical iterature It 1s obviously important, therefore, to keep in mind the
Iikely relevance of lessons to particular levels of actors

Secondly, lessons learned n the conduct of organizing and monitormg WSP projects
- largely relating to methodological matters rather than to substantive findings —
concern a different but equally crucial resource to operational actors This 1s
particularly true of the experience and insights gained 1n the process of setting up
successive WSP projects 1in different country contexts and from keeping track of
subsequent actions and mitiatives Lessons learned here might include those
arising from both successes and failures and might arise 1n response to
unanticipated turns m the course of WSP projects In exther case the lessons learned
are largely a function of learning by doing or ‘self-teaching



Lessons of this kind thus concern the adequacy of WSP as an mstrument’ that 1s
being tested and possibly improved during its pilot phase Naturally, the
dimensions that might come up for attention and scrutiny in this connection are as
varied as the WSP enterprise as a whole logistics, project preparation tramning
action-research interconnections, and not least the question of the desirable extent

of ‘local autonomy vis-a-vis CCU guidance

Thurdly lessons learned from the miroduction of WSP in different contexts relate
to the processes of interaction between various categories of actors involved n
WSP 1n different country situations They refer particularly to the kind of
processes and relationships that emerge at the macro level m different situations,
between government and external actors for example, and provide answers to the
question of how and why WSP prompted such different response patterns
By mplication, the lessons learned here might advance our understanding of the
kind of social and political contexts in which WSP has a greater chance of makimng
a useful contribution and might give some 1nsight mto the extent to which WSP

mught be replicated in different contexts

It will be clear that there are likely to be mmportant Iinks among these three
categories of potential lessons, and the actions and mteractions underlying them
We might expect, for example, that actions determining lessons learned within the
second category (interventions at the level of the WSP package mtroduced) would
indirectly have an impact on the kind of lessons forthcoming 1n the first category
the more substantive and communicative dimensions of WSP These m turn are
likely to have an important bearing on the way WSP 1s percerved and positioned
within the wider macro-political context thus contributing to
lessons 1n the third category While a prior: these various links might seem

obvious, by their very nature they are not easy to identify and analyse

Lessons of wider relevance can also be drawn for example, although WSP-based
lessons are derived from, and 1n turn mitially applicable to international
assistance in post-conflict situations, some of them may have relevance to
development assistance more generally This 1s because the performance of
mternational assistance actors in rebuilding war-torn societies often reveals
problems and patterns that are of a general nature but that become more visible in

the extreme conditions pertaining 1n a post-conflict situation

In each of the country reports produced as the first four years (1994-1998)

of WSP come to a close, these questions and interactions are considered



Guatemala

Launching WSP in Guatemala

Work to prepare the possible launch of a WSP project in Guatemala began 1n late
1995, with a visit to the country by SAG member Ruben Zamora to assess
Guatemala s suitability for WSP activity There was a follow-up mission 1n
February 1996 by Zamora, WSP Senior Researcher Patricia Weiss-Fagen and a
representative of UNOPS, Christophe Bouvier, at which a range of important
internal and external actors were consulted, and then a visit in April/May of that
same year by the proposed Country Project Director Edelberto Torres Rivas,
to report on the availability of appropriate local resources and to assess the status

of peace negotiations

At that time, Guatemala had suffered more than 35 years of conflict, with the
destruction of human lives terror, weakened social standards, and loss of values
with respect to human dignity that conflict so often brings Trust — necessary in
every social relationship — was still elusive, as were
solidarity and the idea of helping one another
The respect of law, security and trust i public
mshitutions and officials had been undermined and

was still seriously questioned This had all eaten National reconciliation can on ly be
away at the social relationships that rule

community life and are the foundation of every reached by continued cooperation

society By the end of 1996, however, Guatemala was n pursuit of common objectwe S,

headed for peace, signed between the government

If n 1
and the guerillas m January 1997 andfor more than one generat on

Rebuilding trust, respect, security, solidarity,
confidence — these are far greater challenges 1n a
post-conflict society than the reconstruction of
buildings, roads or other mfrastructure National
reconciliation can only be reached by continued cooperation in pursuit of
common objectives, and for more than one generation It 1s a complex problem

that requires ime and will

A number of other factors characterized the situation of Guatemala at the time
of the Peace Accords They contributed to the selection of Guatemala as a country
where WSP was to be implemented and affected the modalities of the project

Firstly Guatemala had had long experience with bilateral and multilateral
assistance and the work of international NGOs Secondly a number of private
and semi-public research institutions had drafted reports on national problems,
but from the standpoint of orthodox objective research and so consequently
without the kind of consensus in their conclusions that might make them useful in

the political process Finally there were a number of public fora in which aspects



of the economuc political and social Iite of Guatemala were debated, although

they tended to be characterized by divergence and polarized ponts of view

All these factors — the entry of Guatemala mto a post-conflict era the evident place
of research and an obvious desire for debate and the interest of society to
participate 1n national reconstruction — were documented and analysed in
October 1996 1n a WSP project document entitled Rebuilding Guatemala WSP
modalities (Reconstruyendo Guatemala Ia modalidades del WSP de octubre 1996)
Together with the national government’s five-year plan for Guatemala and
a series of documents on international cooperation, NGOs and the business sector,

this document formed the basis on which WSP was launched in Guatemala

The project’s objectives in Guatemala were to create an analytical and operational
capacity to document the country’s peace-building experiences, to analyse it
through partictpatory research, to draw lessons and to formulate relevant policy
recommendations for different actors The project also aimed to facilitate dialogue
among the main actors external and internal, by mmtiating and supporting a
process of collective analysts and problem-solving

To begin to do this, a Country Project Director had first to be appomted and
Edelberto Torres Rivas took up the challenge He was joined by a Special Advisor,
Bernardo Arevalo de Leon, five local researchers who would undertake research

and orient the discussions 1n the Working Groups, and a support staff of two

Implementation I: Country Note and Entry Points

The first step was to prepare the so-called Country Note, a national document that
would attempt — through research, imnterviews and broad consultations with
relevant actors — to provide a consolidated picture of the challenges facing
Guatemala 1n the post-conflict phase, and recommending possible policy
priorities tor acion This was done under the direct responsibility ot the project
coordination team between October and December 1996, as the peace negotiations
accelerated In the process of the research information links and networks were
also set up, actors were encouraged to become commuitted to the WSP process
and contacts were consolidated with mternational organisations that would

also cooperate

The results of the first research phase were published 1n January 1997 Guatemala
at the Crossroads 1997 gave a comprehensive and analvtical vision of the situation
in the country, describing the most important features that define 1t as well as the
mterests of the actors in a scenario qualified by peace and the will to rebuild
soctety The process followed to produce this document, involving national and
mternational actors i more than 100 meetings for discussion and information-

sharing, was 1tself part of an important beginning ot the consensus-building
work of WSP

The Country Note identified five core 1ssues central to the challenge ot rebuilding
and that need to be tackled to underpin peace, development and democracy



. the modernization and strengthening of the State

. social and economic development

. the administration of justice and public security
° recognition of the multicultural nature of society
¢ mternational cooperation

Implementation II: Project Group and Working Groups

On 9 January 1997, only a few days after the signing of the Peace Accords,
WSP was officially launched with the convening of the national Project Group
the project s higher debate and decision-making body capable of examining all
the project s proposals and recommendations It was presided over by the Vice-
President of the Republic and comprised more than 50 representatives
from government international agencies, research centres and organs of civil
soclety Such broad representation had never before been seen in the history

of Guatemala

The Project Group members expressed their will fo work towards joint results on
topics of national mmportance To this end, they
considered and endorsed the Country Note and

accepted the five mam topics chosen for action-

research, known i WSP terminology as Entry Years Of internal armed COnﬂTCt

Points Around these topics, five Working Groups and 1m punity had p lanted the
were created, comprising members of the Project

Group whose interests comcided with the research seeds Of f ear, distrust and
topics  These Working Groups became places for reticence, but gr adually spaces Of
discussion and collective analysis and specialised Conﬁdence and tolerance op ened

researchers were hired for each group to help

develop key aspects of the research topics

It was not easy During the first meetings held 1n

February and March 1997 the distrust among the

various actors made effective collaboration difficult In Guatemala the long years
of counter-insurgency had seriously disrupted social and political life and made
living together in a community difficult The years of internal armed conflict and
impunity had planted the seeds of fear, distrust and reticence among the people
This became evident at the beginning of the WSP analysis and debate process,

but gradually spaces of confidence and tolerance opened

Additionally during the first three months of the second interactive research phase
from February to Aprl 1997 the Working Groups were slow 1n deciding the
direction their work should take Partly this was because the peace that
was now 1n place had not resulted from one single cause and the multiple factors
underlying the peace had all to be taken into account which was an
enormous challenge Indeed building peace goes hand m hand with the task



of consolidating political democracy and political democracy 1s strengthened when
mstitutional stability and economic growth are guaranteed This meant that there
were several different issues to be tackled at the same time, none of which
could claim priority because they are all closely related and so should be seen
stmultaneously This complexity caused difficulties at the beginning as the
researchers tried to focus the debate and research agendas, but was clarified
i April with the tumely methodological intervention of the CCU from Geneva
Field work was also somewhat delayed because of budgetary constraints

The Working Groups mandate was to carry out collective research on the
respective Entry Points 1n order to reach consensus around concrete operational
policy recommendations To achieve this 1t was necessary to generate group
dynamics that would allow participants to identify shared interests and objectives
among the representatives of the various sectors An mnterpersonal dynamic
developed 1n each group during the research and debate process, and this
progressively strengthened the collective group identity and dumimished the
distrust that had prevailed during the first meetings

Two different products resulted from the project’s operational tasks the specific
policy recommendations that each Working Group agreed on for its Entry Point,
and the capacity-building for the dialogue, trust-building and solidarity that are
usetul tools in many aspects of life

The operational recommendations formulated by the Working Groups were not
the result of symple debate, but rather of a research process by which group
members collectively analysed the problem, compared the various perspectives,
solutions and proposals, and 1dentified the intersectoral points in common that
would allow them to agree on policy recommendations Each Working Group

produced a final report

The decentralization of decision-making within the State, by the group looking at the
modernization and strengthening of the State, Action plan for tax policy and Action
plan for rural development, by the Working Group on social and economuic
development A proposal for action in the field of public security and citizen
participation by the group considering the admunistration of justice and public
securty, and Constitutional reforms related to the agreement on the identity and rights of
indigenous people by the Working Group on the recognition of the multrcultural
nature of society

These documents were also used as background information at various other events,
for example 1n the Encuentros para la actualizacion meetings promoted by the
central government, at the multi-party commission to reform the Constitution and
m the dialogue and consensus commussions set up as part of the Peace Accords
Similarly, the reports mspired the mteractive method by which UNDP’s Human
Development Report on Guatemala was prepared

Ten two-day workshops were organized to discuss the Entry Points and the key
findings with Guatemalans at the local level Most of the workshops were held in



the northwestern highlands, the area most affected in the last stages of the armed
conflict Rio Hondo, Zacapa, in the eastern part of the country, was an exception

since 1t was affected at the onset of the conflict

The results of these local workshops suggested that, in general, Guatemala s
centralized public policy institutions tend to lose sight of the diversity of local
scenaros and the different realities that exist at the local level Public policies
assume a level of homogeneity that does not exist, and so lack the flexibility needed
to fit a social reality rich in different hues They are consequently often mneffective
This 1s also true of the design of municipal policies In the case of Patzun,
Chimaltenango, and Rio Hondo, the municipal authorities supported the process
but did not participate i the debate or did so cautiously, and at a distance

The project ended mn March 1998, two months later than anticipated but within
reasonable time limits The final cost of the project in Guatemala (US$616,900)
also seems appropriate 1n relation to the outcomes obtamed with one substantive
result and two procedural ones five operational recommendations delivered by
WSP Guatemala to the national leaders of the Project Group, two hundred hours
of traming on interactive research and decision-making to each of the fifty
participants in the Working Groups, 1 600 traimning hours on dialogue and
consensus-building to approximately 200 participants mn the ten workshops

carried out 1n the intertor of the country

The scope of the recommendations from each Working Group, as well as their
level of accuracy and technical sophistication, varies Generally, the five Working
Groups performed very differentlv one group was unable to generate a real group
dynamic (Group V) while another group decided to continue working after the
project was formally concluded (Group III) Each Working Group set its own
objectives and organized work in an ad hoc manner, based on their own criteria
As a result, even a mimumuim consensus reached constitutes a valid input to
defining public policies Moreover they represent a point of social convergence
on topics of the utmost importance to the national agenda in a societv accustomed
to confrontation

WSP and the transition to democracy

One of the most important causes of the civil conflict that tore apart soclety in
Guatemala was the historical absence of democracy Similarly, the ongoing
reconstruction of Guatemala cannot be separated from a move towards
democracy Itis therefore important to consider the contribution that a project ike
WSP Guatemala can make to the process of transition from authoritarian to
democratic rule

Once armed conflict 1s over one of the great obstacles to physical and social
reconstruction 1s precisely the absence of the kind of participatory structures that
allow people to collectively assume the challenges of reconstruction In short,
the authoritarian past becomes a negative weight A directlegacy of civil conflict1s



also the worsenung of political and social polarization and the absence of dialogue
A culture of confrontation prevails and adversaries are excluded on the grounds

that disagreement goes agamnst soclety and that dissent 1s therefore anti-national

This 1s Guatemalan society, 1t has gone through armed conflict that started in the
mud-fifties, has been caught in a long-lasting authoritarian mould which defined
the political system and caused deep divisions among different ethnic groups n
the country

It 1s within this context that the relevance of WSP to the Guatemalan transition to
democracy has to be evaluated When Guatemala was being considered as a
candidate country for WSP activity, 1t was noted that a large number of fora for
discussion existed, but that they were limited 1n a number of ways The signing of
the Peace Accords, for example, opened up the possibilitv of discussion of the
most diverse topics 1n a way never seen before m the history of the country,
including themes that a few months before would have been dangerous even to
mention Nevertheless the dralogue in such events was limited because they tended
to become simply platforms from which the political and social forces publicized
their positions They were also usually short lasting only a day or an afternoon,

and did not provide the continuity so vital to

dialogue that might lead to consensus

WSP became a ph vrleged actor WSP, 1n contrast, offered a forum that soon became
the most systematic process of consultation around

that provided a space for

post-conflict 1ssues The fact that a broad range of
d70[0g ue among sectors that had social forces participated from its first meeting

never or thdl_y ever tﬂ@d to bUI[d up to its conclusion fifteen months later, was
undoubtedly not only something new but also a

something together and whose

real contribution to the construction of a democratic
relationships had been dominated culture One of the participants pomnted out that
by co nfront ation and exclusion this was the first project of this nature that ended
with nobody withdrawing from the table In this
sense, WSP became a privileged actor that provided
a space for dialogue among sectors that had never
or hardly ever tried to build something together and whose relationships had been

dominated by confrontation and exclusion

Why was this possible? Partly because WSP’s arrival on the Guatemalan scene
was timely It began just when the need to develop dialogue became clear and

when political condittons were ripe for 1t But there were other reasons

The first 1s that from the outset WSP was seen as an mitiative that did not take
sides 1n the internal struggles of Guatemalan soctety, in other words the actors
considered WSP an mmpartial space in which they could express themselves
without bemng subjected to unwanted pressures or commitments The fact that
WSP came from outside Guatemala and was associated with the United Nations
although 1t was autonomous from any agency operating in the country,
largely contributed to this perception



A second element that positively contributed to the fact that WSP was percerved
as a legitimate space for dialogue and consensus, was the careful preparatory work
carried out over the months during which the Country Note was prepared and
before the project was formally launched Crucial to obtaining the trust of a
diverse group of actors ranging from the private sector to indigenous
organizations, municipalities and unions, the government and the Church, was
the sertes of meetings arranged with each of them to explam in detail the project’s
aims and methodology and to ask for their opinions and suggestions, leaving the
door always open to cancel the project if they thought 1t mught have negative

consequences for the peace process

A third and fmal element that contributed to creating the privileged space that
WSP earned in Guatemala, was the way the project went about choosing
local staff Three main characteristics were sought 1n the leaders political
mdependence, professional competence and dedication to the method The first
one was the most difficult to find, because of the polarization of Guatemalan
soctety that puts political labels on both orgamizations and individuals
Fortunately 1n Guatemala the core team was led by a professional in social
sciences highly respected for his intellectual capacity and who had lived abroad
for some thirty years All the members of the team were carefully chosen, thewr
involvement was discreetly discussed with the main actors and their selection was,

therefore, based on consensus

The success of the project was also directly linked to the methodology adopted,
which represents an important tool and can make a positive contribution to the
transition from an authoritarian to a democratic regime This 1s further developed

1n a later section

What then, has been the contribution of WSP Guatemala to the political transition

in Guatemala®

Firstly, WSP Guatemala generated spaces in which civil society organizations
normally excluded from discussions could constructively debate public 1ssues,
more precisely, WSP created genuine channels of access to public discussion that
became useful tools for democratic development This was largely because of the
autonomous character of the WSP discussion forum In societies Iike Guatemala,
cwvil soclety orgarnizations are not totally excluded from discussing public 1ssues,
but they usually have access to participation channels which are manipulated and
paternalistic The State grants access but 1n exchange demands support for the
policies 1t 15 promoting and subordination to its political scheme Similarly access
can be achieved through the different political parties but in general these assume
a paternalistic attitude by which entry to discussion 1s based upon subordmation
or affiliation to the party

The problem 1s that these channels for discussion as well as the responses
generated within civil society do not contribute to the development of a
democratic culture Those social organizations that refuse to participate under

such conditions or that do not accept the quid pro quo offered by the system,



can only abstain from the discussion and withdraw, adopt an apolitical stance,

or reject participation and confront the parties and the State

For many avil society orgamzations, WSP Guatemala became an open space for
discussion and partictpation n the design of public polictes that did not carry
a political label of any kind It represented an autonomous channel that was non-
partisan In other words, 1t preserved the autonomous nature of the participants,
and aclueved s within a context that was not against any party nor the State,

since both the government and the political parties participated in the discussion

A second feature was the fact that WSP Guatemala offered a non-confrontational
discussion space In societies Iike Guatemala, where authoritarianism persists
despite democratic mechamsms (periodic elections, political parties, constitutional
rights formally established), political exchanges are usually dominated by
confrontation, and people and cvil society organizations generally participate in
the public realm by opposing rather than contributing  Thus 1s also reflected in the

mass media whose communication 1s almost unuformly partisan

The fact that WSP Guatemala offered an alternative mode of participation was one
of the features that the actors mnvolved highlighted and valued For some,
especially at the local level this was the first ime
they participated 1n such a discussion of national
problems The fact that they could do this mn a

WSP Guatemala became an pluralistic and constructive manner rather than in
a confrontatronal one was completely new

open space fOI’ discussion
Additionally, the tact that the various political

and participation in the design

parties the government, the busimess and labour

Of puth pOllCleS that did not sectors sat down at the table not to confront each
other nor to obtain votes but to discuss and reach
cary a p oltical label Of any kand agreement was also new tor many In Guatemala,
atizens are mostly exposed to public discussion
during election campaigns, when the political
system ‘opens itself to them, but 1n a context in
whiach the citizen percerves national problems almost exclusively in the context of
a competition to gam more votes and m which the negative and opposing features

of the adversary s position are stressed

A third contribution that WSP Guatemala made towards the generafion of a
democratic culture was the fact that 1ts methodology 1s a practical example of how
to modify the relationship between civil society and the political establishment
In Guatemala, the relationship between the government and civil society 1s
predommantly a vertical hierarchical one where the government knows and

orders and the people assume a passive and receptive role

WSP Guatemala carried out a sustained effort for more than a year to show
practically that a different type of relationship 1s possible WSP Guatemala
repositioned the relationship i a non-hierarchical space in which government and



political parties participated with c1vil society organizations i an exercise i which
neither the government nor the political parties defined the outcomes but rather
contributed to generating consensus with the other participants It 1s clear that
this ‘democracy through discussion continues to be relative, and that the State
and the political parties regardless of the level of participation in discussion groups,

continue to have a privileged presence 1n that their positions weigh more

Nevertheless, several participants acknowledged that their participation in WSP
allowed them to change their ideas about their relationship with the government,
since they did not percerve it any longer as a ‘threat’ but as a partner m the
dialogue WSP Guatemala also allowed participants to discover the limitations
and complexities of governmental activity, regardless of the will or agenda of 1ts
leaders Undoubtedly, the existence of a sound relationship between the State and
avil soctety 1s indispensable for a democratic culture, and WSP Guatemala showed
that, through dialogue and the search for consensus, 1t 1s possible to contribute to

the healing of a historically unhealthy relationship

A fourth contribution that WSP made to the process of political transition m

Guatemala was 1ts attempt to integrate into the project both the capital city and

municipalities in the mterior of the country It 1s important to remember that

Guatemalan soclety 1s characterized by an acute

political division between the capital and the rest

of the country as well as an extreme 1imbalance 1n WSP Guatemala showed that,
the distribution of power worsened by a deep

through dialogue and the search

racial division (ladinos and indigenous) Power 1s
concentrated 1n the capital city, which 1s fOI’ consensus, 1t 1s possrble

where political discussions are developed and to contrnibute to the hea[mg
decisions made, the interior of the country has

limuted access to public services and 1s usually not Of a hlStOﬂCGlly
taken into account in the decision-making process unhea lthy rela thnShlp
and only occasionally consulted (during the

electoral process)

WSP tried to mitigate this and designed the project

as a combination of discussion and consensus-building at the national level, in the
capital city, and 1n several municipalities in the interior of the country, through 10
workshops m which local people participated

This was entirely new and the experience shows that a project like WSP
can potentially serve as a tool for decentralized democratization Local actors
not only participated with enthusiasm but also acknowledged the importance of
this process Results were positive even in municipalities where a recent
history of local conflicts seemed to add a note of distrust It was possible to create
a meeting ground among antagonists and generate discussion aimed at
community participation and the solution of national problems It 1s important
to highlight that, when the workshops ended, several municipalities continued

with these exercises



Two crifical notes must be made to qualify these experiences The first relates to
the temporary nature of the national and local exercises Several interviewees,
mainly national project leaders pointed out that the local exercises had started too
late when the national project was already nearing completion, and that this did

not allow more effective interaction between the two levels

One of the project leaders suggested that 1t would be more effective to start the
project at the local level and then move up to the national level This would
however create some practical problems, since the choice of the Entry Points
requires the participation of nafional actors Notwithstanding the suggestion 15
valid 1n the sense that future projects should not be concerved as a national
exercise to which the local dimension would be added as 1t developed, but
rather as a ‘national/local’ project from the outset with both dimensions

developed 1n parallel

As a consequence of the delayed extension of the project to the local level, the
interaction between the two levels was more formal and sporadic then systematic
They shared the themes but the conclusions reached by the local groups were not
fully mtegrated nto the final documents Local and national groups only met

once 1 a national plenary, so the interaction hoped for was not fully achieved

A second criticism was the lack of follow-up at the local level The introduction of
WSP-type consultative processes 1s probably more urgently needed at the local
level, but 1t 1s at the same time more difficult to sustamn as 1t would requure the
contimuous support and nurturing that only an established mstitution or agency
could provide

This problem was considered at the national level and one of the
recommendations regarding follow-up approved by participants in the final
meeting was that the action-research methodology of WSP be adopted to
remvigorate the national system of Urban and Rural Development Councils
These are legal local participation bodies which had fallen mnto disuse because of
the absence both of an adequate and sound methodology and of political will
The 1dea was to relaunch the Councils using WSP methodology whose outcomes

were considered positive even by governmental officials

Finally, to fully understand the project s contribution to the democratization and
reconstruction of Guatemalan society, consideration must be given to how WSP s

consensus-building processes can positively affect the sustainability of pohicies

It has been sa1d over and over again that the authoritarian and excluding nature of
the political system is one of the main causes for State ineffictency Policies
established on the basis of vertical dectsion-making and exclusion mean that
people see them as something foreign to them with which they have not been
involved When these policies are the ‘property of the government, their fate 1s
contingent on the officer in charge ot them and they are easily abandoned,
modified or replaced by a new government (and sometimes even a new minister)
so that the sustainability of policies 15 under permanent threat



The WSP exercise focused policy debate on themes that clearly were of key
national importance but proposed a method that did not anchor policy debate and
formulation solely in government but in an inclusive social process m which all
social forces and actors were mvited to participate The fact that after more than a
year of discussion participants agreed on public policy proposals on topics that in
Guatemala have been controversial like tax reform, suggests that State policies
founded on these proposals will be more sustainable, both because the consensus
achieved will motivate the government to continue 1n that direction, and because

once consensus 1s reached 1t discourages opposition

One of the final recommendations made by WSP was the creation of an Academic
Research Network Guatemala has several academic institutions (umiversities and
think-tanks) that work 1n social studies, but mn an 1solated manner The first
systematic and sustamned effort to jointly develop positions to sustain public
policies was made through WSP Participating in the project helped them
discover that, despite their differences, 1t was possible to produce academically
sound products based on consensus They decided to go beyond the project
itself and systematically develop these efforts as a permanent activity
In other words, the institutions discovered that by working together they
gave greater legitimacy and strength to their

proposals which, 1n turn, increased their chances

of bemng sustamable

It 1s clear, then, that WSP became an mstrument WSP became an instrument

that has positively contributed to the transition to
democracy in Guatemala This 1s not the place to that has pos 7t7vel.y contnbuted

determine just how mmportant this contribution to the transition to democracy

was What 1s important 1s to recognise the
transformable potential of tools such as WSP n Guatemala
In this sense 1t can be concluded that the project
carried out in Guatemala affected the country s

democratization process 1n several ways

. It promoted a culture of dialogue and consensus 1n a society whose
authoritarian past had privileged exclusion and authoritarian rule,

N It generated the opportumty for meetings and for the constructive exchange

of proposals m a society where politics was traditionally confrontational,

. It provided a neutral space seen as impartial by all social forces in a society

where polarization normally forces individuals to take sides

. It redefined the relationship between the State and civil society 1n
a practical manner moving it from 1ts vertical and authontarian configuration to a

more horizontal practical one based on mutual recognition and respect

. It narrowed the gap in distribution of resources between the capital city
and the interior of the country, by carrying out an exercise emphasising equality

and common ground and promoting understanding between them,



i It sought to generate greater legitimacy and sustainability of public
policies, supporting them with a participatory structured consensus, and
overcoming n that wav the Iimitations of policies structured on government

decisions alone

The State, caivil society and WSP

An 1ssue at the core of the WSP experience 1s 1ts relationship with government
which 1s potentially full of ambiguities and contradictions As a partictpatory
exercise that aims to strengthen and develop civil soctety by involving a wide
range of social and political organizations, WSP requires the broadest possible
representation of these organizations to be effective On the other hand, by
applying PAR methodology to macro-social problems WSP inevitably aims to
affect policies and government action, even if only indirectly

This dual objective of WSP 1nevitably raises a series of contradictions and
difficulties  This 1s all the more true 1n a country with a relatively undeveloped
avil soctety, where political polarization leads government to perceive civil
society n terms of friend/foe or servant/enemy and where the government has
an authoritarian traditton which leads 1t to exclude or restrict civil society

participation 1n the political Iife of the country

Given this, what was learnt from the WSP experience in Guatemala? The first
major lesson 1s that 1t 1s not possible to make @ pr1011 a general rule for how WSP
should function and position 1tself 1n a given context, since 1ts efficiency and the
role 1t can potentially play will vary with the level of development of civil society,
the political momentum m which the project will be developed, and the way

government 1s composed and organized

WSP projects 1n different countries have indeed taken different forms and their
relation to government varies accordingly They range from the one implemented
in Eritrea where the project was executed mn close relationship with government
to the Guatemalan model where 1t evolved from being ‘accepted’ by the
government, to a largely autonomous position manly resting on the participation
of crvil society organuzations The Mozambique experience 1s somewhere between
these two, since the project there was developed 1n a space of dialogue, active

encounter and occasional conflict between government and civil society

In the case of Guatemala 1t was evident from the onset of the project that the
government was to play an important role and that WSP should seek a good level
of government participation Two circumstances favoured this on the one hand,
the new conservative government came to power as a political solution to the
armed conflict was already under way, indeed the process came to an end during
1ts first year 1 office In other words, Guatemalan society was already in search of

dialogue, enquiry and consensus and the government was already a player in this

On the other hand, a personal relationship was established from the beginning of
the project among government officials and WSP leaders and this greatly



facihitated formal and informal communication It also reduced the distrust
with which governments generally regard such mitatives, representing as they
do a twofold uncertamnty for governments a potential platform for political
adversaries, and a road to commuitments that government 1s not prepared or 1is
unwilling to undertake In other words, governments feel reluctant to get involved
i collective exercises which may move out of their control

WSP was able to reduce this distrust thanks to the intense consultation and
dialogue 1n the mitial stage, and to the transparent athitude 1t maintained towards
the Guatemalan Government, that went as far as consulting government on the
appomtment of the WSP Country Project Director As a result, the Vice-President
of the Republic was present at the openung ceremony of WSP Guatemala, and the
government participated in the Project Group and appointed government officials
to various Working Groups

In the Guatemalan experience, the government s attitude towards WSP was thus
favourable when 1t was launched Relations cooled considerably during the
active research phase, but improved agam later, during the final stage of WSP
Guatemala The government never ceased to participate 1n the project and never
attacked 1t, government officials in the Working Groups, however, were technical
officers and, although at the plenary meeting they maintained a high-level
political presence they tended to assume a passive role It 15 important to try to
understand the reasons for this from interviews with government and non-
government officials, two possible answers arose that once again are related to
the difficult and complex relationship between the State and civil society It 1s

essentially a matter of who sets agendas and who 1s to lead such an exercise

From the 1imitial contacts, the government of Guatemala had certamn ideas about
what to expect from WSP, but these did not necessarily correspond with those of
the leaders of the project The Guatemalan Government saw WSP as a tool to
mplement a predetermined agenda, that established by the Peace Accords they
had recently signed The government saw no sense n discussing and debating
which Entry Points to choose rather they saw this as a waste of time and, indeed,
as dangerous since it could redirect the effort fromits logical and necessary course,
since the theme to be dealt with was included 1n the Peace Accords and WSP’s task

was simply to develop 1t

On the other hand WSP leaders thought 1t inconceivable to ‘impose’ a
predetermined agenda since the essence of WSP was that 1t was a participatory
consensus-building exercise and the themes to be dealt with had necessarily to be
decided on by all participants

This clear difference in expectations became evident at the end of the project
but was ambiguous at the beginning because WSP was mtroduced within the
context of the Peace Accords and as a tool to further them This was politically
correct but created an ambiguity that allowed government officials to expect
results that were not delivered nor deliverable by the process and that ultimately
distanced them from 1t



The results and recommendations

A general lesson learnt 1s that projects like WSP face a double agenda throughout
their development on the one hand the one determined by the government
and related to questions of legittmacy and governance usually short-term, and on
the other hand the agenda that arises from WSP methodology that 1s,
from discussions with project participants There 1s no doubt that the various
actors within civil society and the political parties also have their own
spectfic agendas but these are not so explictt and could be channelled through
WSP group discussions

Nevertheless, 1n the final phases of WSP Guatemala the government agaimn moved
closer to the project, and the reasons for this are clear The themes that the different
discussion groups chose, the tone of the discussions and the results and
recommendations produced made 1t clear to the government authorities that
there was no hidden agenda in the WSP exercise It became evident to
government that the project comcided with the agenda and problem-solving
methods stated 1n the Peace Accords and was complementary to them In this
way, the WST Working Groups reached a goal that coincided with the

government’s agenda, but in therr own way

In short the Guatemalan experience shows that 1t
1s mdispensable to make 1t clear from the very
beginning what WSP 1s, and how 1t works It 1s
also necessarv that the government cleaily

understands the need for participation as an

produced made 1t clear to the instrument that strengthens and strategically

government authonties that
there was no midden agenda

in the WSP exercise

coincides with democratic objectives

The other element that affected the relationship
between WSP and the Guatemalan Government
was competition for leadership of the consultation
process It 1s commonly said that governments
tend to occupy as much of the political arena as
possible, or at least attempt to channel autonomous

mitiatives to their own benefit or purpose

WSP was no exception and, in fact, the Guatemalan Government developed 1its
own mitiative to convoke civil soclety organizations and polifical parties to enter
the participatory process a few months after WSP had started This inihative was

called Encuentios para la Actualizacton and 1ts simularity to WSP was clear

To suggest that the Guatemalan Government was following W5P Guatemala’s lead
may be to presuppose too much but the fact 1s that no mmtiative like the Encuentros

figured on the government’s agenda before WSP Guatemala came into being

The Guatemalan experience shows that 1t 1s possible for two participatory
mibiatrves to co-exist without one cancelling the other and without unnecessary
duplication of efforts It also shows how difficult 1t 1s to integrate or coordinate

parallel mitiatives of this type Everything seems to indicate that both the



government and WSP Guatemala decided to follow a policy of not mixing’ the
two mitiatives, although WSP Guatemala made repeated efforts to coordmate with

the Encuentros, with hittle response from the government

A comparnson of WSP Guatemala and the Encuentros is important because to a
large extent the same actors were participating 1n both mitiatives and WSP was

frequently compared to the Encuentios

The first point of comparison 1s the agenda, since the government’s main objection
to WSP was that the project wanted to pursue 1ts own ‘non-agenda’ (1e of letting
1t be defined by project participants), and the government wanted to implement
the Peace Accords agenda In contrast civil society organizations considered the
‘non-agenda to be one of the main advantages of WSE, since everything dealt
with during the exercise was discussed with participants and not imposed from
outside What 1s important here 1s not the originalitv of the WSP agenda (in any
case framed within the Peace Accords) but the legitimacy that the participatory
exercise lentto1t In contrast one of the most serious problems that the Encuentros
had to face at the very beginning was the reluctance of civil society organizations

to accept the government s agenda

On the other hand actors contrasted the environment in which both mitiatives
evolved, i the sense that WSP became a space that fostered dialogue, that discus-
stons within the Working Groups were less 1deological i nature and that actors
expressed a greater will to build consensus The non-binding and informal charac-
ter of consensus decisions reached 1n the WSP forum as opposed to the binding
character of negotiated conclusions reached m the Encuentios, greatly contributed

to thus difference

Additionally, several participants pointed out that the Encuentios took place in the
media spothight, and this transformed discussions mnto a confrontation of 1deas
that left little space for consensus The level of discussion within the WSP fora
was also seen as more profound smce the pomt of departure for each Working
Group was not the particular positions of 1ts members but the technical materals
provided by the researchers, who helped the Groups throughout the process
Despite these caveats all the participants agreed that both initiatives were parallel
efforts and not opposing ones, they insisted on the different functions each
performed Encuentros as a forum tor expressing political positions by social and
political groups, and WSP as a forum for building consensus without expectations

that thev would automaticallv be implemented

Participants pointed out that WSP had low media coverage and that journalists
did not participate m large numbers 1n the discussion groups As a result WSP
had less impact on public opinion than the Encuentros did

Although it 1s true that thg mvolvement of the mass media can have a negative
effect on mitiatives of this kind 1t 1s also true that the participation of key
actors such as the government can be encouraged by media profile and this also

allows a greater number of people to learn about the new culture of dialogue



The benefit of having two

Low media profile was consequently a weakness of WSP Guatemala, and this points
to a clear need to design and implement a clear and intelligent strategy for public
communication This 1s especially true 1 a couniry hike Guatemala, where the
mass media have a relatively lugh level of development and autonomy

If we try to weigh both mitiatives, a general working hypothesis would be that
WSP has a better capability to develop citizens participation in the discussion of
public themes from the participatory/dialogue point of view Judged on the
basis of concrete outcomes, however, in terms of policies or public decisions, then
the Encuentios are more effective since the conclusions were directly picked up for
mplementation by the government

The benefit of having two parallel inthiatives — one governmental (Encuentros) and
one autonomous (WSP) — complementing each other 1s clear In general, when
government-generated mitiatives complement civil soclety-generated mitiatives,
there are advantages, especially 1n socteties undergoing political transition from
authoritanan to democratic rule A combination of two such mitiatives could
contribute to reducing the contradictions that are normal 1n transitional periods,
for example the need to implement pre-existing agreements as opposed to the
need for large sectors to perceive them as national

agreements, the government s trend towards

controlled participation’ versus the need to

approach themes 1n a participatory manner from the

outset by all elements of society, the need for

para[[e[ initiatives — one transparency during participatory dialogue

governmental and one

expressed by 1ts public nature versus the need to

reach agreements based on a sertous analysis of the

autonomous - complementmg themes incorporating scientific knowledge, and

each other 1s clear

fmally the need to reach decisions in a politically
expedient way versus the time requirements of a
complex and long process ot research, analysis and
dialogue that participatory decisions and
consensus mevitably require

Summing up the WSP Guatemala experience shows that PAR can make a fruitful
contribution to the State/c1vil society relationship This 1s important because this
will be one of the key 1ssues of good governance 1n societies in the immediate
future In addition, the experience of WSP Guatemala indicates that a positive

contribution will mainly depend on

. An accurate understanding of the development of civil society in the
country where the project will be implemented, and a clear understanding of the
type and level of its relationship with the State

. The awareness that initiatives like WSP origmate from the perspective
of civil society, and that thev are instruments to broaden and consolidate
1ts participation within the political life ot the country Thus can only be achieved

if the mitiative has a good level of government acceptance and support



otherwise 1t will become one more instrument 1n the controversy between
government and avil society Additionally, 1t 1s important to understand that WSP
cannot and should not expect to be the onlv expression of participatory dialogue
during a transitional phase, but rather should expect to develop a “productive

complementarity” with other 1nitiatives, especially governmental ones

. The awareness that the relationship between a project like WSP and
government will always be dialectical and that the government’s attitude towards
a WSP-type project will oscillate between attempts to use 1t to further its own
agenda and rejecting 1t on suspicion that 1t 1s furthering the oppositions’ agendas
This implies the highest level of transparency and clarity by WSP m order to avoid
generating false expectations It also imphes the development of a sound working
relation with the State throughout the development of the project so that the project
can safeguard its space and be truly effective

. A very careful preparation and introduction of the project to society 1s
necessary precisely because of the problematic nature of the project/State
relationship Key elements that will ensure that both government and civil society
properly appreciate the project and 1its potential contribution are open and
non-bureaucratic communication channels with government authorities

the recruitment of respected local staff and international support

Thoughts on WSP methodology

WSP attempted to respond 1n a new way to the obvious need to search for new
approaches and responses to the challenges of post-conflict reconstruction Instead
of focusing on a case study or specific aid agency to develop a model of external
assistance, WSP proposed that the problem should be placed 1n the context of the
society that had gone through the war

The aim of WSP was to see the challenge of international assistance to war-torn
societies not only from the assistance agencies point of view but also from the
perspective of the society that recerved the aid and, furthermore, to see society not
as a passive recipient of assistance but as a society with 1ts own specific
internal problems, where external cooperation 1s just one element at work
WSP thus attempted to begin bv looking at external cooperation not through
the eyes of experts but from the viewpoint of recipients and beneficiaries, that 1s,
from the perspective and participation of war-torn societies themselves

This called for methodological innovation from the outset WSP was designed with
two fundamental pillars first each project should have a national character and
should be led and developed by the nationals of that society and not by a
head office somewhere else for example in Geneva In other words
the national character of each study was indispensable and was to be reflected
not only mn the relationship with the project CCU in Geneva, but also in the way
personnel were chosen, 1n the themes to be developed and in the concrete
mechanisms to be used



The second pillar 1s the use of participatorv methodology Currently, and
particularly in the field of conflict resolution participatory techniques are
widely employed (for example through the process known as Interactive
Conflict Resolution) so 1t 15 not surprising that those setting up WSP focused
on such methodology And yet thev proposed something more daring and
mnovative the use of PAR at a macro-social level which goes beyond simple
participatory techniques and places social science research at the heart of national

political dynamics

The WSP methodology as proposed and implemented 1s not only full of risks
but also requires a significant amount of sociological imagination’ to make 1t
successful, and also the abihity to learn through expertence This was well summed
up by the WSP Guatemala Project Director when he said, “now that the project has
come to an end, [ have come to understand 1t and would be capable of leading 1t”

There are two clear challenges in this new methodology one 1s related to its
mnovative and experimental character the second 1s the difficulty of its being

assimilated by the project s researchers

PAR as 1t was introduced by WSP was not so much a structured method but rather
a set of methodological guidelines dertved from
an analogical consideration of the research/action
relationship There remained many ambiguities

The WSP GppfOGCh Opened spaces in the methodology but there was also much
latitude for those implementing the guidehnes

for creativity within the project, to interpret them according to the situation

and this fOI’CEd the project The WSP approach thus opened spaces for

leaders to constantlv revie creativity within the project, and this forced
eagers to ¢ Y review the project leaders to constantly review and adjust

and adjust their research therr research

But probably the greatest difficulty was the

asstmilation of such an experimental methodology

by the national teams, since none of the social
scientists was familiar with a PAR approach It was necessary to fight over and
over again the tendency of the researchers assigned to each Working Group to
place themselves 1n the role of a traditional social screntist who attempts to see
the subject of study objectively and thus unconsciously transforms it mto an
object It 15 not easy to make a researcher aware that his/her new role is as a
‘co-participant’ with the object of analysis

On the other hand, the method demands skills from researchers that are not
usually associated with a researcher’s tasks The researcher has to be at the
same time the group animator and therefore tamiliar with animation techniques
In this sense, the researcher had to share a leadership role with the project
directors There was resistance among researchers who did not see their position
as bemg akin to social workers or who resisted the 1dea of the Working Group

seeing the researcher as being at their service and not the contrary



Finally, the proposed methodology attempts to subvert the relationship between
the researcher and 1its object of investigation Tradihionally, the ‘objectivity’ of
research 1s largely based on the separation of researcher and object of study,
but WSP postulates that the object of the research (society) 1tself carries out the
mnvestigation and reaches conclusions, with the professional researcher playing
a supportive and animation role It 1s natural that a professional who belhieves m
the separation of researcher and research object, and who assumes a hierarchical
relationship between the one who knows and the object of that knowledge, will
have negative reactions to WSP’s redefinition of these roles and will subconsciously
try to move to a better known space and a more comfortable zone which retterates

his/her role as a normal social investigator

All these attitudes and deviations were detected and analysed throughout
the project It was necessary to conduct three intensive seminars for the project
staff where the methodology and 1its practical application were discussed and
analysed with the participation of the Geneva CCU, as well as a great number of
bilateral meetings throughout the fifteen months of WSP mmplementation to be
able to overcome these difficulties The participants final assessment mdicated
that this 1s one of the most critical areas which must be worked on 1n future
WSP projects

What WSP Guatemala illustrates in this field 1s that

researchers should be chosen carefully Besides WSP methodo[ogy requires
education, political independence and good will,

a continuous training effort

the WSP methodology requires a continuous
training effort in the new methodology and the n the new methodology

ability to look critically at the conventional role of and the abi [7ty to look critica Uy

the researcher It 1s likely that the results would
at the conventional role

have been more productive 1f this had been carried

out from the outset 1n a more systematic manner of the researcher

From the methodological point of view the critical

relationship 1s the one between the researcher and

the Working Group The project s success or failure should therefore be measured
not only by the relationship of the project leaders with the government and other
social forces which are of course politically crucial, but also by the project’s
capacity to develop and sustain good working relations between the researchers
and the participating social actors

The dafficulty of concerving and accepting new relations between researchers and
object of research also applies to the members of the Working Groups This1s why
certain participants assumed a passive attitude in their relationship with the
researcher and saw themselves first as a legitimizer that allowed the expert to
carry out hus/her task with the community on the Entry Point topic and then as
validator once the product was ready This passive behaviour 1s more common
at the local level than the national level, and 1t 1s precisely at the local level that the
danger of manipulation by the researchers 1s greater



WSP projects carried out in other countries have shown that 1t 1s possible to
implement this methodology but that 1t requires a very high level of nursing’
by those leading 1t In other words, the replicability of the methodology 1s thus
an important issue to be addressed The effort to explain the nature of the
methodology and the way 1t works, as well as to enrich 1t through a comparative
study of the four country projects where 1t has been implemented, 15 a task that
WSP has tackled in the dissemination phase undertaken at the end of 1998

Finally, the question about the universality of the methodology 1s important There
1s no doubt that the selection of countries in which WSP was mitiated gave WSP a
very clear African connotation Nevertheless, the fact that the methodology was
applied in Guatemala with different characteristics from Eritrea, Mozambique and
Somalia, suggests that, although cultural and historical differences are important,
these can be factored in to the PAR methodology Certainly no problems arising

from geographical/cultural factors were detected during the implementation of
WSP 1n Guatemala

But can WSP methodology be used under any circumstances? The careful phases

that the WSP leaders went through m order to launch each country project

suggests that the methodology requires certain basic conditions m order to

develop In fact—and outside the considerations

of political support or tolerance already

To assume that open dmlogue described — experience shows that setting up WSP

requires three basic conditions

among opposing fGCthﬂS can
The first 1s that armed conflict has come to an end,

take place n a systematic
that 1s, the usefulness ot this methodology lies in

manner and from a neutral the post-conflict rebuilding phase To assume that

space 1 the middle Of open dialogue among opposing factions can take
place 1n a systematic manner and from a neutral
cvil war 1s unreabstic space 1n the muiddle of civil war 1s unrealistic
Moreover, priorities at that stage are different

The Somali case, where WSP has been working

although armed conflict continues in some areas,

does not invalidate this assertion There, precisely, WSP has started to work in the

regions where there 1s no armed conflict The scope of the WSP Somali Progamme

1s thus sub-national rather than national and WSP exercises are built up from the

local level rather than from the capital city of the country

The second necessary condition 1s the possibility of creating a neutral space” or
one percerved as such by most of the national social and political actors It seems
that without this precondition the methodology would be doomed to mefficiency
or would betray the objective of consensus-building Obviously, the existence
or possibility to create neutral spaces can only be evaluated from the concrete
situation of each country For example in Guatemala, these spaces did not exist
until the signing of the Peace Accords created adequate conditions for the

development of WSP 1n a neutral space of encounter



A third condition for the effective operation of this methodology 15 the need for
a core ot qualified social researchers who can implement 1t Just 1mporting
them from outside the countrv 1s not viable The researchers do not necessarly
need to know the methodology in advance, but the nature of this methodology
calls for a combination of research and action and, 1if there are no or few
researchers who are nationals or thoroughly integrated into the national culture,

then the exercise has no sense

To summarize the WSPmethodology offers an instrument whose usefulness stands
out 1n the processes of democratic transition In this sense, linking WSP simply
with reconstruction, as has been done 1n the official literature on the subject,
does not do justice to 1ts potential, which lies above all 1n 1ts capacity to promote
conditions for better governance More than a technique to bring opposing
parties to the table, 1t 15 a method that transforms sitting at the table into a
key tool to solve governance problems during the transition phase It 1s this
direct link with governance that gives the method 1ts privileged character in the

realms of political transition

WSP and the centre/penphery
configuration

It 1s commonly said that one of the most obvious

disadvantages ot external assistance and an It 1s WSP’s direct ink with

umportant hindrance to the development of poor

vern
countries 1s the foreign nature of assistance governance that gives

Invarably programmes are so determmed by the the method its prnivileged

mterests and cultural focus of the donor that they character n the realms Of
remain alien to the recipient country and may
then become ineffective Ultimately, they can pOllth[Jl transition
contribute to creating a svndrome of dependency

on external cooperation The artificial nature of

these programmes obstructs change in the society

in which they are implemented and may stop them

reaching their original objectives This becomes even more important in the case

of post-conflict society, since reconstruction usually attracts greater attention from

cooperatlon agencles

Thus 1s important for WSP 1n as much as the project itseif had an external arm
the CCU in Geneva Its relationship to the project implementors in Guatemala

1s consequently worth considering in some detail

There 15 no doubt that WSP was generated outside Guatemalan society
what 1s more 1t had already been implemented in other countries m Africa
Nevertheless, the project s objective 1s to produce changes in the attitudes
and political practices of national and external actors In other words, projects

such as WSP run the risk, by defimtion of becoming a democracy exporter’



and thus failing simply by 1gnoring something as evident as the fact that
democracy — hike revolutions — 1s not an export product and that, if something 1s

mmported 1t 1s little more than a caricature of true democracy

In other words WSP sits somewhere on a fence full of contradictions
and problems in which clear vision 1s required How did WSP cope with

this dafficult position”?

The starting pownt for an answer to this questton 1s the repeated msistence by
WSP s leaders that the project ‘belongs to Guatemalans and that Guatemalans,
not the CCU, should determune how to lead 1t In reality, however, the global
design and methodology of WSP were concerved in Geneva, the funds for its
development were sent from Geneva, and the leaders of the project were chosen

by the Geneva office

The WS5SP Guatemala experience both demonstrates the difficulties of
‘nationalizing’ a project like WSP and also affirms the possibility of achieving 1t
Not one of the Guatemalan interviewees pointed out the external nature of the
project nor did any iterviewee express the view that he/she was participating in
a United Nations exercise, nor in a research programme headquartered m Geneva
On the contrary there was a firm and developed conviction that WSP was a
Guatemalan project for and by Guatemalans Some mterviewees expressed the
opmion that the only case of external imposttion” was the introduction of the
international cooperation theme as one of the Entry Points but they also pointed
out that the Working Group set up to explore that theme was not able to work
and they stressed that this fact demonstrated that Guatemalans were leading the
work This shows the high degree of ownership Guatemalans assigned to
the project It should be noted though, that in reality the Working Group
discontiued 1ts work tor rather a different reason 1t was felt that the 1ssue of
international cooperation was an over-arching 1ssue to be addressed by all
the Working Groups rather than in 1solation This was done, even though
mternational actors felt somewhat reluctant to be involved mn discussions of key

national concern and so the 1ssue remained fairly marginal

This mternalized perception that actors had about the project can be explained

from a set of elements that converged n the case of Guatemala

A basic consideration to explamn this situation lies 1n the need that WSP
Guatemala tilled In the field of external cooperation there are four types of project
(1) those generated by the donor s needs or perceptions and which have very little
to do with the needs of the recipient /beneficiary country in general these projects,
at least from the perspective of the beneficiaries, fail (1) projects that refer to
objective needs ot the society in which they are developed, but which are not
perceived or do not want to be percerved as such by the beneficiaries, these are
projects that are sustainable per s but which, if seen from the beneficiary s
perspective, lack a subjective basis or justification, (u1) projects that donors feel
should be developed and which governments and NGOs of the recipient country
formulate and submut because there 1s money available for them the success rate



tor these projects 1s very low and the potential for corruption 1s very hugh, (1v) and
finally, there are projects that address the needs of beneficiaries objectively and
subjectively, in this case the success rate increases, and the capacity to absorb and
nationalize the project by the local agency or mstitution 15 much higher, because

the need addressed has been already internalized

In the case of WSP Guatemala, consensus-building as a tool for facing the
challenges of post-conflict rebuilding was one of the objectives the project set
uself This was widely recognised as a need by a large variety of Guatemalan
sectors It 1s also evident that Guatemalans wished to participate in the search for
ways to achieve that goal The timely appearance of WSP not only explains 1ts
success, but also how 1t succeeded 1n transforming itself from an external

mitiative mto a Guatemalan project

All this has to be put 1n the context of the beginnings of WSP [t was originally
concerved as a means of addressing the problems of international cooperation
and was looked upon as a vehicle for finding the answers the external assistance
agencies needed In Guatemala, as elsewhere this original goal became diluted
and the project was appropriated by national actors and increasingly became
governed by their concerns 1t scems clear from this that the 1ssue of mternational
cooperation 1s not so easily absorbed into the methodology of WSP once 1t 15
appled to a concrete national setting, and that national 1ssues tend to domunate
the agenda If WSP 1s to successfully address questions of international
assistance, then perhaps 1t will need a third stage of development, when 1t 1s
re-internationalized” This question 1s being examined by the CCU in Geneva

as WSP nears the end of 1ts first four years of operation

A second element to be kept in mind 1s the relatively high level of development of
avil soctety in Guatemala Despite the authoritarian regime, a network of social
organizations has been able to develop over the years, which facilitated the
appropriation of WSP by the participating organizations A comparison of the
WSP Guatemala experience with the WSP experiences i Africa shows that the
role of the CCU in Geneva was more domunant in the African projects, probably
because of the greater weakness of their civil societies

More importantly, perhaps the development of an institutional capacity mn
the social sciences through universities and research mstitutes was a factor
facilitating the localization of WSP m Guatemala, providing a ready ‘home into
which 1t could be absorbed In this sense the mitial assessment made before the
project was launched which insisted that the core problem in Guatemala was not
to create scientifrcknowledge nor public policy alternatives but to make links
between knowledge-producers and other bodies was appropriate and suggested
a real and possible place for WSP

A fourth factor that explains the nationalization of WSP 1n Guatemala 1s 1ts strong
national leadership The choice of Edelberto Torres Rivas ~ a widely known and
respected Guatemalan personality in the social sciences field - provided the
national dimension required by the project The fact that the project also gave ham



the chance to return to national life after many years was an extra bonus for
the country Interestingly, this echoed a similar situation in Mozambique
where the presence of a well-known national figure to lead the project contributed

substantially to the national appropriation of WSP

Finally 1t 1s necessary to highlight the attitude and policy of the project leaders in
Geneva, who were very clear in affirming constantly that WSP s success depended
on 1ts bemng taken on by national actors The CCU 1n Geneva developed a flexible
policy with respect to the development of each national project paying special

attention to the uniqueness of each one

This was not always easy What came to be known in WSP as the difference
between ‘bureaucratic time” and ‘anthropological time , for example, was
sometimes problematic ‘Bureaucratic fime’ 1s determined by the timetable
established as part of central project management, and 1s ruled by financial flows
‘Anthropological time , on the other hand, 1s determined by local 1ssues, the
dynamics of local politics and participants and national calendars It 1s narve to
assume that these trmings will comcide Trymg to make the national plan subject
to the Geneva-defined plan necessarily implies undermining any possibility of 1t

becoming something undertaken nationally

On the other hand, had the project been left entirely to local dynamuics,
the mmimum goals would not have been achieved and the necessary
coordination among the different national projects would not have been achieved
As a result the funds for the project overall would not have been raised
The only solution to this problem open channels of communication between
centre and periphery the development of mutual trust between the two
leaderships and constant consultation

In the course of the WSP experience in Guatemala, two more 1ssues arose that are
relevant to this discussion the first relates to external assistance actors on the
ground m Guatemala, who were invited to participate in the project but erther did
not respond or attended as passive observers of the process In most cases
the representatives of cooperation agencies and diplomats chose not to participate
in the Working Groups and attended only Project Group meetings, even then
taking primanly an observer role The second relates to the Working Group on
international cooperation (Group V) which had difficulties estabhishing 1tself from
the very beginning, never managed to develop systematic dialogue and
eventually suspended 1ts work

These two factors shed light on the question of internal/external relationships
The passive attitude of the external assistance actors was not because they
were not interested in WSP  On the contrary, they frequently asked how 1t was
progressing and expressed opintons, although always in private in bilateral
meetings with the project leaders Their reluctance to participate 1s explained on
the one hand by their belief that the matters being discussed were exclusively
Guatemalan and that the mtervention of foreign actors was not necessary and could
be counter-productive and on the other hand by the feeling held by many



external actors that the international presence 1s sometimes resented by important
sectors of Guatemalan society To this extent, theirs was a desire not to increase
such concerns, especially 1n a situation where foreign officials might be put m a
position of being seen to side with one group against another In short,
many external assistance actors thought that their active presence might damage

the Guatemalan effort Many Guatemalans seemed to agree

A further reason for the relative lack of interest of external actors to participate
actively in WSP Working Groups in Guatemala 1s the fact that numerous
mechanisms for consultation among external actors already exist, where 1ssues of
mternational cooperation and their impact on peace and development can be
discussed The difference between these existing mechanisms and that proposed
by WSP was nevertheless significant while existing mechanisms provide for
consultations among external actors, or between them and government the WSP
formula proposed a mechanism where external actors would interact directly not
only with government but with a wide representation of social and political actors

from civil society

The premature termination of Working Group V on International Cooperation
seems to confirm the belief that problems
dentified by external cooperation agencies but not
shared by local actors are not soundly based
Although no-one could deny the crucial role played

by international cooperation agencies 1n The issue ofexternal cooperatzon

implementing the Guatemalan Peace Accords, Corresponded to the ongma[
the 1ssue of external cooperation as such was
mtroduced mnto the WSP Guatemala agenda by the Ob'] ectives Of the glObGl project
CCU in Geneva and not by the Guatemalan team but did not appear to be Of prnime
It corresponded to the original design and concern to the local actors
objectives of the global project but did not appear

to be of prime concern to the local actors

They thus showed little interest 1 establishing

dialogue or consensus on this 1ssue In assessment

interviews, many participants said they thought 1t wise that Group V did not

function because the topic was ‘strange’

From the Guatemalan experience 1t 1s possible to extract one lesson that offers
the basis for a productive relationship between the international leadership
and the national one and one that allows a consideration of the global (Geneva)
and national (Guatemala) interests flexibilitv in the substance and loval
adherence to the methodologv

The fact that Geneva remained flexible and did not predetermine or mtervene
In the project’s substantive aspects (what topics to choose, who would
participate, agreements reached how to organize each Working Group, etc )
but was doggedly inflexible 1n 1ts 1nsistence on remaining faithful to the
methodology sums this up



Finally, the method employed became a key element for the project s
‘nationalization A participatory research method can only be developed 1f
participants see themselves as the subjects and not the objects of the research
In this sense both the theme to be dealt with and the results reached encouraged
commutment from the partictpants and allowed them to see that they were dealing
with something that was relevant to them In this way they judged the project as
something national and claxmed ownership of 1t

A consideration arises from this brief account of the centre/periphery relationship
that some might find surprising The effectiveness and efficiency
of external cooperation seems to increase to the extent that the central/ peripheral
distinction can be overcome But this leads to another consideration,
even more surprising as this centre/periphery dichotomy 1s overcome,
the political nature and mmpact of external cooperation projects becomes clear
because, as these projects are appropriated by national forces, they become part
of the national political reality

The end of the Cold War helped to dispel the image of international cooperation
as apolitical’ Now as an mternational consensus emerges around values and
objectives such as democracy, international assistance towards achueving these
becomes more legitimate Nevertheless to intervene without recognizing the
political nature of intervention from the outset will lead to failures and
misunderstanding, especially if the need for international projects to be

appropriated and developed by the citizens of the country 1s ignored

Assessing the project

A fundamental question suggested by these reflections 1s to what extent 1t 1s
possible to evaluate projects like WS5P  Such mnitiafives are time- and effort-
consuming not only for the national team but also for the CCU in Geneva
A significant number of people with a high level of training and commitment
become involved during the months and years of this task Therefore, 1t 15
necessary to assess whether this effort 1s worthwhile If the financial cost of the
project1s also taken mto account then WSP undoubtedly constitutes a project whose
costs deserve sertous consideration

An assessment based on quantitative aspects or product-oriented’ methods 1s
not enough mn this case Attempts to evaluate WSP Guatemala from the product
perspective — final documents — would suggest that WSP Guatemala cannot be
justified 1n terms of the time and resources consumed On the other hand,
measuring the political and social impact of the project and assessing the
processes generated by WSP Guatemala raises entirely different questions
What 1s the value of bringing political and social actors together to build a
common agenda to help them to listen to each other, to discuss and to reach
agreements? How valuable 1s such an achievement in a society ltke Guatemala 1f
the most entrenched political adversaries sit at the table for more than a year and

reach a common understanding on social, political and economic 1ssues?



Is 1t worthwhule to create spaces seen as neutral and impartial’ by the various
actors, thus allowing them to talk to each other with a minimum of trust?

A fundamental reason why WSP cannot be evaluated n a traditional way 1s
because 1t 1s an 1nitiative whose key importance lies in the social process it
generates and not i the material results that are produced Its impact 1s targeted
at modifying cultural characteristics (to the extent that 1t 1s possible to refer to an
authoritarian political ‘culture’ rooted for more than 500 years in Guatemalan
soctety), 1ts value lies in 1ts potential to modify the behaviour of key actors and to

widen their horizons

And yet, the fact that traditional assessment criteria cannot be applied to projects
like WSP does not mean that they do not need to be assessed It only makes 1t
more pressing because one of the most serious dangers for projects Iike this 1s that
they could become instruments for manipulation, or self-gratifying exercises

for their leaders

What 1s needed 1s to develop a set of clearly pre-established criteria to assess
the project s effictency The design of WSP had built into 1t the need to assess the
performance of the whole exercise, but the criteria on which this should be done
were not made explicit WSP Guatemala carried out
its own assessment by means of an ad hoc team

comprised of participating organizations
The project leadership from Guatemala and Geneva WSP cannot be evaluated 1n a

did not intervene, providing mformation only upon tradrtional way because 1t 1s an
request The assessment ultimately contains a A
sertes of useful observations and recommendations initiative whose key importance

for improving WSP As part of the thoughts on WSP lies n the social process 1t

Guatemala, and taking the African WSP experiences generates an d not n the matenal

mto account, some global assessment criteria
should however be developed, possibly along the results that are pri oduced

following lines

. Although the material products’ (final report,

recommendations, consensus agreements) should not constitute the only or
the most important criterion for assessment, the demand for the process to
express 1tself m some fashion or to produce some type of concrete results

should be mamntained

. The most important criterion for assessment 1s the response of participants
in other words the level of sustained participation and commitment to the project

by the sectors and organizations involved

. One measure of the usefulness and shortcomings of projects like WSP
1s to compare them with similar experiences developed or implemented 1n the
country or in neighbouring countries (civil conflicts tend to have a regional
character) Additionally this mstrument becomes more useful to the extent

that 1t becomes a participatory exercise by the participants themselves,



the different response levels and the comparison carried out by participants
constitute useful keys to analysing these types of experiences

. The level of project appropriation by participants 1s a key criterion since
1t 18 one of the safest indicators of whether the process 1s being assimilated or not
by participants and whether or not 1t responds to the country s needs In this
respect an analysis of the language used by participants to refer to the project 1s

a useful indicator

N The fate of the project after 1ts official closing and 1ts ability to play a
‘catalyst’ role should be taken into account The project 1s essentially medium- to
long-term 1 nature, and aims to modify historically structural behaviour, but an
exercise developed during a couple of months or years 1s too short to show lasting
results Whether the project leads to imtiatives for continuing the processes 1t has
created becomes an important criterton for assessment In this regard, 1t 1s
important to understand ‘continuity” mn 1ts broader sense and to accept that 1t could

take different forms depending on the countrv

i It 1s important to gauge the repercussions the project has 1n wider society
and whether the project was able to move out of the circle of closely related
personnel and reach a broader public Here the relationship between the project
and the media becomes crucial

. The level of participation 1n the project of a wide range of individuals and
organizations 1s crucial How broad was representation in the project? Who was
excluded and why? Did any groups exclude themselves and, 1f so, why?

These criteria are useful for assessing the efficiency of projects like WSP
The ability to do so may become increasingly important for international
cooperation Not only are such projects crucial for the development of societies
affected by armed conflict but, since good governance 1s becoming a key element
in global stability, they will grow in importance and potential impact
International cooperation agencies must consequently involve themselves with

projects like WSP that take risks and must be able to assess such risks effectively

It 1s a positive sign that one way or another, international cooperation agencies
are erther observing or participating i projects like WSP It 15 their responsibility
to be ready for this, and one way to prepare 1s to learn from the experience of
WSP — a forerunner that has gone some way along the risky but productive road

towards democratic political change
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Annex I: Chronology of events

Preparation Phase
November 1995 - August 1996 (10 months)

November 1995

An 1mitial visit 15 undertaken by a SAG member to explore the possibihity of

establishing a country project in Guatemala
February 1996

A second visit 1s carried out by a SAG member, the CCU Seruor Researcher and
a UNOPS representative to assess the situation 1n Guatemala Consultations are

held with several of the main internal and external actors
Aprnil/May 1996

A mussion 1s undertaken by the proposed Country Project Director to

° assess the status of peace negotiations

N 1dentify local resource people and facilities in view of establishing
a WSP office

August 1996

The project sets up operations m an office on United Nations premises

First Research Phase
September 1996 - January 1997 (5 months)

September 1996

Core staff 15 hired, and the WSP team begins to prepare the Country Note by

. collecting and analysing relevant literature

. establishing links with major academic centres

i carrying out in-depth consultations with the main national and

mternational actors involved in the rebuilding process
October 1996

A project document outlining the modalities of WSP 1n the Guatemala context 1s

produced to facilitate contacts with potential interlocutors
October - December 1996

The Country Note, a stock-taking of the challenges tacing post-conflict Guatemala
1s produced

January 1997

WSP Guatemala 1s officially launched A national workshop 1s held, creating
the WSP Guatemala Project Group, a forum where key mternal and external



actors can discuss rebuilding 1ssues During the meeting the Country Note 1s
discussed and five main areas for research (Entry Pomts) are 1dentified around

which Working Groups are formed

Second Research Phase
February 1997 - November 1997 (10 months)

February 1997

Experts from 15 sectors of society are mvited to attend a semunar to help identify
the focus of each Entry Pomnt The Working Groups begin meeting, first to discuss
and agree on the research themes, methods and agenda, then for substantive

discussions on each Entry Point
April 1997

The progress of the Working Groups and the research agenda are discussed and
evaluated at a workshop held mm Antigua The WSP Head ot Operations and
Regronal Researcher attend

June 1997

A second Project Group meeting 1s held, attended by the WSP Director
A mud-term report on Working Group progress 1s presented and discussed
and some of the Working Groups present their early research results and report
that they are meeting weekly in order to advance more efficiently It 1s decided
to extend research to the field so that grassroots views are incorporated
in the process

August 1997
Field visits take place 1n several towns
September 1997

A second workshop 1s held m Antigua to assess the Project s research results

to date An extension 1s agreed upon to

o allow the Working Groups to complete therr reports

. increase the mvolvement of external actors and government representatives
in the Working Groups

* extend local-level research

November 1997

A third Project Group meetmng 1s held to present and discuss the results obtained
in the Working Groups 1t 1s decided that

o the conclusions and recommendations of the Working Groups will be more
widely disseminated

N an assessment of WSP’s interactive methodology should be mihated

. the possibilities for continuing the WSP methodology in Guatemala
should be explored



Reporting and Evaluation Phase
December 1997 - March 1998 (4 months)

December 1997

The Working Groups begin a process of self-evaluation that focuses on analysing

WSP s objectives, its methodological clarity, and its relation to sumilar initiatives
February 1998

Follow-up and Evaluation commuttees are created and begin meeting

March 1998

The final Project Group meeting takes place Participants review and discuss
the Final Report and the reports of the Follow-up and Evaluation commuttees,
and agree upon further mitiatives to develop WSP’s interactive methodology

i Guatemala

Successor arrangements
From March 1998

The WSP methodology 1s further developed in Guatemala through the following

nitiatives

o m March 1998, the Working Group on public security decides to pursue 1ts
activities as an inter mstitutional group that conducts research and makes
policy proposals,

. m Apnl 1998, Funcede, a Guatemalan NGO, together with the Arnas
Foundation in Costa Rica, mnitiates a pilot project applying interactive
research (based on WSP methodology) at the local level in the province
of Solola,

. from September 1998, an Academic Research Network 1s set up to integrate
existing resources at Guatemalan universities and research institutes,

. from September 1998, the possibility of using the WSP interactive
methodology with the system of Development Councils to help
the councils fulfil their roles of promoting decentralization of government
1s explored

A “WSP Guatemala Network has been established to coordinate the different
mitiatives in Guatemala and permit their links to other WSP-related mitiattves
around the world The former WSP Country Project Director 15 heading this

process



Annex II: WSP Guatemala project staff and
Working Group members

WSP Guatemala project staff
Project Director Edelberto Torres Rivas
Special Advisor to the Project Director Bernardo Arevalo de Leon
Coordination Assistant Carla Aguilar Stowlnsky
Researchers Lus Everado Estrada Vasquez
Roberto Estrada Gomar
Oscar Lionel Figueredo Ara
Julio Eduardo Arango
Lwis Raul Sanvado Cardoza
Luis Alberto Padilla Menendez
* Tanya Palencia
* Leopoldo Urrutia
Assistant Freld Researchers Carlos Federico Amezquita Galindo
Jorge Victor Murga Armas
Sergio Pivaral Lerva
International Researcher Ruben Zamora
Assistant to International Researcher ~ Lwis Everado Estrada Vasquez
Visions Project Producer John Dunn
Office Staff Ingrid Montes de Oca
Marna Salome Ordonez Gomez
Maria Eugenia Chew Mejia

* lured speaifically to produce working documents
WSP Guatemala Working Group Members

Modernization and strengthening of the state
AGAAI (indigenous group)

FUNDAMAYA (indigenous group)

NIM POPPB L (indigenous group)

ASDENA (NGO)

ASINDES (NGO coalition)

CIDECA (NGO)

CONCAD (NGO)

DESFAM (NGO)

PRODESA (NGO)

ANAM (association of municipalitles)

CGTG (trade union)

Colegio de Abogados (lawyers’ professional organization)
GUCONOFE (cooperative)



FEPYME (private sector)
INFOM (government)
SEPAZ (government)

FRG (political party)

UCN (political party)
IDIES/URL (university)
USAC (unuversity)

UVG (unversity)
AVANCSO (research institute)
CIEN (research mnstitute)
[RIPAZ (research institute)
EU

WSP researcher|factlitator Luis Everado Esttada Vasquez

Economic and social development
CTC (farmers’ association)

Asamblea de Presidentes de Colegios Profesionales (assembly of professional
organizations)

GUCONOEFE (cooperative)

CACIF (private sector)

FEPYME (private sector)

INFOM (government)

SEPAZ (government)

DCG (political party)

FRG (political party)

IDIES/URL (university)

UVG (unuversity)

CIEN (research centre)

IRIPAZ (research centre)

FUNCEDE (research centre)

MINUGUA (United Nations monitoring mission)
WSP reseatchersffacilitators Roberto Estiada Gomar and Oscar Lionel Figueredo Ara

Administration of justice and public security
CONADEHGUA (NGO)

Fondacion Rigoberta Menchu (NGO)

SEPAZ (government)

UCN (political party)

Colegio de Abogados (lawyers professional association)
IDIES/URL (uruversity)

UVG (unversity)

CEDECON (research centre)

ICCPG (research centre)



IEPADES (research centre)
IRIPAZ (research centre)

WSP researchers/facilitators Julio Eduardo Arango and Bernardo Arevalo de Leon

Multicultural nature of society

Comute del Decenio (indigenous group)
Majaw1l Q1 j indigenous group)
UPMAG (indigenous group)

SEPAZ (government)

UCN (political party)

DCG (political party)

IGESP/DCG (political party)

USAC (university)

UVG (unuversity)

ASIES (research centre)

IRIPAZ (research centre)

WSP researcher|facilitator Lu1s Raul Sanvado Cardoza



