Preface
Ceasefires are a crucial component of peace processes.    They are often agreed upon as a first step to finding a political solution to the armed conflict. Some ceasefires, however, were unilaterally declared or imposed. Some were temporary, short-term, or indefinite.   Some covered the whole country while others were confined only to certain areas.  Other ceasefire agreements have gone beyond a moratorium in combat to include a halt to kidnapping, hostage-taking, landmining, extortive taxation, intimidation and other hostile acts.   These different forms and modalities of halting hostilities pose their own unique challenges.  

Common sense will tell us that development initiatives during a ceasefire should support each other. For one, they indicate that the parties recognize the social causes of the armed conflict. Moreover, development programs respond to the immediate rehabilitation needs of communities affected by the  armed conflict. The provision of seeds and farming implements, and the construction of schools and farm-to-market roads enable people to return to normal lives on their own and with dignity, while the protagonists hammer out their agreement. 

The peace processes in Mindanao and South Sudan

For several years now, the peace process between the government and the Moro Islamic Liberation Front  (MILF) has combined socio-economic development  initiatives during the ceasefire. Despite the hesitancy of the international community, the government-MILF process has also convinced foreign governments and aid agencies to help rebuild Mindanao now even without a final peace agreement. The MILF even got Japan International Cooperation Agency  (JICA) president Sadako Ogata   to visit MILF camps in this pursuit. A Japanese representative sits in the International Monitoring Team monitoring specifically development initiatives.

The MILF process in this sense may be said to differ from the usual model whereby socio-economic needs are addressed only in the “post-conflict,” post-comprehensive agreement phase. In this other, dominant model, the assumption is that the political solution will take care of development. 
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This is the model followed in the peace process in South Sudan. The North-based Khartoum government and the  south-based Sudan People’s Liberation Movement (SPLM) have signed a  final peace agreement with several protocols. Consequently, the SPLM set up its own government and armed force in South Sudan. SPLM leaders assumed the vice-presidency and several National Assembly seats. The security protocol allowed the setting up of joint forces in  the oil-rich Abyei area and two other contested territories. 

Many aspects of the different protocols will be implemented in the next three years, including the referendum in Abyei where people will choose to remain either as part of the North or the South. Meanwhile there is no defined mechanism or agreement with international agencies to begin and support socio-economic development initiatives in the former conflict areas. Since relations between the Khartoum government and the SPLM remain unstable, 
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and with the Darfur crisis to complicate matters, there is little incentive for overseas development aid to come in now with a development package. Aid is coming in still mostly in the form of humanitarian assistance for relief and demining rather than for longer-term, grassroots-based socio-economic upliftment programs similar to what have been started in Central Mindanao.

What are the modalities in place and the challenges faced in the two different cases? The workshop provided some good answers to this question. It successfully explored the perspectives of the state and non-state groups who are stakeholders to the conflict and the political negotiations in Mindanao and South Sudan. It allowed a meaningful exchange between two movements – one fighting for autonomy from a Muslim majority-led government, the other  a nationalist, Islamic liberation movement – and their state/civil society counterparts.

The workshop also raised to the fore  the danger that development initiatives, while needed, can aggravate or create new sources of conflict such as have been the case with certain public works, business operations, and deforestation activities that have dislocated poor people, destroyed habitats and ways of life. As such there is a need to find more appropriate and timely forms of development interventions in order to support the overall goal of achieving sustainable peace. 

Engaging Armed Non-State Groups in Promoting Ceasefire and Development Initiatives
Global and local civil society, foreign governments and international multilateral agencies have long dialogued or worked with governments to pursue and sustain humanitarian and peace initiatives that will help mitigate the impact of war on the civilian population and find peaceful settlements of internal armed conflicts. In this sense, the engagement of armed groups to support overall peace and humanitarian objectives is a fairly new arena of endeavor. Given the risks and sensitivities, and possible conflicts in ideological and political agenda, the track of actively engaging armed groups within the framework of human rights, international humanitarian law, development and peace remains underdeveloped. 

The South-South Network (SSN) for Non-State Armed Group Engagement has been developing this track of more strategically understanding the perspectives of non-state armed groups, and drawing them in a meaningful dialogue process where they can articulate their concerns, listen to other perspectives, and interact with other stakeholders. It is hoped that through such forums, all parties will achieve greater understanding, and  develop common basic goals relating to peace, human rights and international humanitarian law.

In behalf of the SSN, we thank the Hiroshima University Partnership for Peace Building and Social Capacity  (HiPeC) led by Yoshida Osamu-sensei for making possible this type of sensitive but significant initiative.  Hiroshima University’s singular image as a university committed to the pursuit of peace already provides a clear operative framework in which the potentially misunderstood track of engaging armed groups takes place. It is also hoped that the Japanese government’s commitment to a heightened role in global peace-building will enable the constructive participation of more stakeholders and parties in ongoing peace processes.   

 “If you want peace, prepare for peace.” These wise words from Bertha Von Suttner, the first woman Nobel Peace Prize winner, were once again proven true as we explored the dynamic relationship between ceasefire and development in this workshop.
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