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III. Delivering as one: other multilateral mechanisms for 
sustaining peace

emma bjertén günther, marina caparini and yeonju jung

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

Preventing violent extremism: the report of the Secretary-General

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

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

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

3 US State Department and USAID, Joint Strategy on Preventing Violent Extremism (USAID: 
Washington, DC, May 2016).
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time as moving closer to the UN’s approach and its emphasis on preventive 
measures.4

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Humanitarian assistance: the World Humanitarian Summit 2016

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The status of the women, peace and security agenda

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Group, 22  Dec. 2016, <https://www.crisisgroup.org/africa/new-network-african-women-media-
tors-peace>.

46 United Nations, Security Council, Report of the Secretary-General on women and peace and 
security, S/2016/822, 29 Sep 2016.

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

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

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

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

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

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

51 For more details see Höghammar, T., ‘Sexual exploitation and abuse in peace operations’, 
SIPRI Yearbook 2016, pp. 305–15; and ‘UN peacekeepers go on trial for CAR sex abuse’, Aljazeera, 
5 Apr. 2016. On SEA in the CAR see also chapter 5, section II, in this volume.

52 Quinn, B. and Agence France-Presse, ‘South Sudan peacekeeping commander sacked over 
“serious shortcomings”’, The Guardian, 2 Nov. 2016; and United Nations, ‘South Sudan: UN Mission 
condemns “unspeakable acts” of abuse, sexual violence’, UN News Centre, 1 Aug. 2016.

53 United Nations, Security Council Resolution 2272, 11 Mar. 2016.
54 United Nations, Security Council, 7793rd meeting, Women and peace and security, S/PV.7793, 

25 Oct. 2016.
55 Peace women, ‘Security Council open debate on Women Peace and Security’, 25 Oct. 2016.
56 United Nations, Security Council, S/PV.7793 (note 54), p. 26.
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The Colombian peace agreement signed on 26 September 2016 is an exam-
ple of women’s participation and active engagement in a peace process.57 
Women constituted 30 per cent of the participants at the peace table in 
Havana, approximately half of the participants in the national and regional 
consultations were women, and women constituted over 60 per cent of the 
experts and victims visiting the peace table.58 In other areas, however, wom-
en’s participation and leadership in peace is stagnating or backsliding. The 
proportion of women in parliaments of conflict and post-conflict countries 
was 16.6 per cent in 2016, decreasing from 18 per cent in 2015.59 In addition, 
the Secretary-General cited concerns over the low levels and ranks of wom-
en’s representation in field missions, including peace operations and peace-
keeping missions.60 At the same time, studies show that the direct inclusion 
of women does not necessarily ensure women’s influence in peace processes. 
It is important to look beyond the numbers in women’s participation and 
also focus on the qualitative aspects of women’s influence, since women may 
still be discriminated against and ignored.61

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

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

57 On the Colombian peace process see chapter 2, section II, in this volume.
58 United Nations, Security Council, S/2016/822 (note 46), p. 2.
59 United Nations, Security Council, S/2016/822 (note 46), p. 15.
60 United Nations, Security Council, S/2016/822 (note 46), pp. 7–8.
61 Paffenholz, T. et al., Making Women Count: Not Just Counting Women, Assessing Women’s 

Inclusion and Influence on Peace Negotiations (Inclusive Peace and Transition Initiative, Graduate 
Institute of International and Development Studies, and UN Women: Geneva, Apr. 2016).

62 Olsson, L. and Gizelis, T. I., Gender, Peace and Security: Implementing UN Security Council Res-
olution 1325 (Routledge: Abingdon, 2015), p. 8.

63 George, N. and Shepherd, L. J., ‘Women, peace and security: exploring the implementation and 
integration of UNSCR 1325’, International Political Science Review, vol. 27, no. 3 (2016); and United 
Nations, Preventing Conflict, Transforming Justice, Securing the Peace: A Global Study on the Imple-
mentation of United Nations Security Council Resolution 1325 (UN Women: New York, 2015), p. 191.

64 United Nations (note 63), p. 195; United Nations, Sustainable Development Knowledge Plat-
form, SDG 16, <https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/sdg16>; and Peace Women, ‘Commitment 
and implementation record for the United Nations Security Council open debate on women, peace 
and security 2016’, 2016, <http://www.peacewomen.org/sites/default/files/2016%20Commit-
ments%20-%20Copy%20of%202016%20Commitments.pdf>.
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to advance gender equality.65 The funding has increased from 5 per cent in 
2011 and exceeded the goal for the first time in 2015 at 15.7 per cent.66 Despite 
a positive trend, the lack of allocated funding to gender equality and wom-
en’s empowerment continues to be one of the major obstacles to the imple-
mentation of Resolution 1325.67 In response to the financial gaps, the WPS 
Financing Discussion Group (FDG) was established in June 2014, composed 
of representatives from conflict-affected UN member states, donors, UN 
entities and civil society actors. The group aims to create synergies between 
different funding sources to better meet the needs of women in development 
and humanitarian divisions. In 2015, the WPS FDG initiated the Global 
Acceleration Instrument (GAI), a financing mechanism aiming to respond to 
obstacles in the implementation of the WPS agenda.68

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

66 United Nations, Security Council, S/2016/822 (note 46), p. 28.
67 United Nations, Security Council, S/2016/822 (note 46), p. 31; and United Nations (note 63), 

p. 16.
68 United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), Global Acceleration Instrument for 

Women, Peace and Security and Humanitarian Action, <http://mptf.undp.org/factsheet/fund/
GAI00>.
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