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Summary

there is widespread agreement that leveraging, strengthening, or creating a 
network in the pursuit of social change can have an impact greater than the sum 
of the network’s parts, and this holds true for networks engaged in conflict reso-
lution. to better understand how and under what conditions facilitator networks 
can be effective in different conflict-affected settings, the United States Institute 
of peace (USIp) commissioned a meta-review of the facilitator networks it has 
supported in Afghanistan, Colombia, Iraq, pakistan, and tunisia. 

Drawing on a variety of sources—project documentation, interviews with USIp 
staff and network leaders, interviews with or surveys of facilitators, a literature re-
view, and interviews with other organizations supporting facilitator networks—the 
meta-review found that viable, effective, and sustainable networks share several 
key traits. they have a clear management structure that is fit for purpose and that 
adequately supports its members; they carefully select members and provide 
them with opportunities for capacity building; and they have access to sufficient 
human and financial resources to support operations over the long term.

In assessing how best to design, manage, and sustain facilitator networks, the 
review found that members of effective networks engage frequently with one 
another and with the network’s management structure. they also have a shared 
vision of their network and sense of ownership concerning it. the review found 
further that a network’s effectiveness in mitigating and resolving conflict is con-
tingent on a number of factors: the most effective facilitator teams have clearly 
defined roles, represent the relevant identity groups, have diverse skill sets and 
strong local knowledge, have the capacity to carry out an accurate conflict anal-
ysis, are committed to working as part of the network for the long term, and are 
adequately compensated.

this report is aimed at the wider peacebuilding community; in addition to iden-
tifying good practices for USIp-supported facilitator networks, it reveals patterns 
applicable to other aspects of USIp’s work.
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members of the Colombian Network of Women mediators (pictured in 2016) have substantial experience as peacebuilders in a country with decades of 
violent conflict. members engage with the broader peacebuilding community in Latin America and beyond, acting as mentors and trainers. (photo by USIp)

Introduction and methodology
the practice of dialogue has a long track record in the 
field of peacebuilding. In the 1960s, John W. burton and 
Leonard Doob pioneered dialogue approaches with the 
aim of fostering peaceful outcomes in places as diverse 
as Cyprus, the Horn of Africa, and Northern Ireland.1 
Since then, dialogue has become a core tool in the 
peacebuilder’s toolkit, employed at local, national, and 
international levels to achieve a broad range of goals, 
from directly reducing violent conflict to creating the 
conditions necessary for peace to take root in a society. 

According to the literature on dialogue, having skilled 
facilitators lead the process is important for bringing 
about successful outcomes.2 Facilitators need a strong 
grasp of the local context and cultural norms and must 
be seen as legitimate by the stakeholders in a dialogue 
process. but facilitators also need the kinds of skills—
such as active listening skills and the ability to ask the 

right questions at the right time—that are often acquired 
or enhanced through training programs and other forms 
of capacity building provided or funded by external 
organizations. these entities, which can include multilat-
eral institutions, national organizations, and international 
peacebuilding organizations, are collectively referred to 
in this report as “support organizations.” 

Since 2003, as part of its programming in multiple 
countries, the United States Institute of peace (USIp) has 
identified and strengthened the capacities of facilitators 
to help resolve conflicts and train others in conflict miti-
gation skills. these efforts have in some cases gone be-
yond building the capacity of individuals and grown into 
efforts to support the construction of networks of people 
who can learn from each other and work together to 
resolve larger and more complex conflicts. Yet despite 
the emphasis on developing local facilitator networks 
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across many USIp country programs, there has been a 
dearth of information about what factors ultimately lead 
to networks that are viable, effective, and sustainable. 

In 2018, USIp commissioned bLe Solutions, an evalu-
ation consulting firm, to conduct a meta-review of its 
efforts to foster facilitator networks.3 the relevant pro-
jects were all based on the idea that creating facilitator 
networks would increase the reach and effectiveness 
of the individuals who comprised them, but they had 
different designs, resource allocations, implementation 
strategies, and results. the meta-review approach, 
which evaluates a set of projects with similar theories 
of change across geographies, allowed for compari-
sons across contexts with the goal of identifying factors 
that contributed to or impeded success and of reveal-
ing patterns applicable to other aspects of USIp’s work.

this report, aimed at the wider peacebuilding communi-
ty, distills some of the meta-review’s main findings. It also 
highlights insights from the wider literature on facilitation 
that are pertinent not only to USIp’s work but also to oth-
er organizations that support peacebuilding networks. 
It analyzes USIp networks in five countries: Afghanistan, 
Colombia, Iraq, pakistan, and tunisia. A network in Libya 
was originally included but was omitted when gathering 
data in Libya proved impractical.

the meta-review was organized around a number of 
broad topics: design decisions related to fostering facil-
itator capacity and networks; criteria and processes for 
selecting members; approaches to increasing facilitator 
capacity and strengthening networks; and networks’ 
effectiveness, achievements, and sustainability. the 
meta-review began with a thorough review of project 
documentation from USIp’s facilitator networks, as well 
as interviews with a number of USIp staff and network 
leaders. In the next phase, in-country members of the 
evaluation team conducted interviews with a sample of 
facilitators across the networks, chosen to be repre-
sentative in terms of geography, ethnicity, religion, 
tribe, gender, and age. All facilitators who were not 
interviewed were given a complementary survey. 

the evaluation team also conducted brief case studies 
on specific initiatives led by facilitators in Colombia, 
Iraq, and tunisia. these allowed the evaluation team 
to dive deeper into specific facilitation efforts and 
collect information directly from participants involved 
in these processes. Finally, the evaluation team carried 
out a literature review and some interviews with other 
organizations supporting facilitator networks to better 
understand similar efforts led by other organizations in 
the relevant countries.4

Despite the emphasis on developing local facilitator networks across many USIP country programs, 
there has been a dearth of information about what factors ultimately lead to networks that are viable, 
effective, and sustainable.
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Facilitator Networks

there is widespread agreement that under the right 
circumstances, a strong network of like-minded people 
can have impact that is greater than the sum of its parts, 
and this holds true for networks engaged in conflict 
resolution. As a member of the USIp facilitator network 
in pakistan suggests, “Working together is more helpful 
in such endeavors because conflict is very complex, and 
we need more people with a wide range of experience 
to intervene in such situations. engaging with others 
not only enhances our strength, but gives us impetus to 
work more energetically for such causes.”5

A common argument in support of networks in conflict- 
affected states is that the complex nature of the 
challenges requires multiparty solutions. Only when 
the unique but complementary skills, capacities, and 
backgrounds of multiple individuals, organizations, 
and other entities are applied in a coordinated fashion 
can these problems be solved effectively. A report 
on local networks issued in 2018 by the International 
peace Institute found that this argument holds true in 
various contexts, and that networks with access to a 
diversity of expertise, experiences, and constituen-
cies are more effective than narrower peacebuilding 
approaches.6 the report also highlighted the ad-
vantages of networks for expanding geographical 
coverage and strengthening partnerships vertically 
and horizontally.

the potential to draw on a diversity of expertise and 
experience was a motivating factor for all the USIp-
created facilitator networks. USIp staff believed that 
bringing facilitators together would make them more 
effective in mitigating and resolving local and sub-
national conflicts. A further goal for networks was 

to create cadres of trainers who could share their 
expertise and experience with other groups within a 
community, region, or country, thereby increasing the 
impact of USIp’s interventions. the underlying idea 
was that each network would serve as a platform for 
peer learning and allow members to identify opportu-
nities for collaborating with different ethnic, religious, 
and tribal groups. Such collaborations would ensure 
that diverse experiences from different geographies 
and demographic groups (e.g., young and old, women 
and men, urban and rural dwellers) were represented.

even though most networks selected members from 
a national pool of candidates, none of the networks 
facilitated national-level processes, except in terms 
of facilitating subnational processes that ran in paral-
lel with national dialogues. by default, the number of 
individuals with the stature and experience to facilitate 
national dialogues is small, and these individuals may 
have less to gain from membership in a network that 
includes a broad range of experience levels. 

the following subsections provide an overview of the 
five USIp-supported facilitator networks, presented in 
chronological order of their establishment, and then 
draw out some shared lessons from a small set of non-
USIp initiatives.

IRAQ: NETWORK OF IRAQI 
FACILITATORS, 2003–PRESENT
USIp entered Iraq in 2003 as part of the international 
postwar reconstruction effort and soon after began 
training facilitators. the initial motivation for training 
facilitators was to build capacity for effective local 
conflict mitigation. However, a sense of cohesion and 
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identity developed among some of the Iraqi facili-
tators in those first few years, born out of working 
together during a challenging time and in a danger-
ous environment. After initial seed investment, USIp 
played less of a role in subsequent years. However, 
the facilitators continued to work to mitigate local-lev-
el conflicts and build the capacity of other actors to 
facilitate conflict mitigation activities. 

In 2007, at the request of the US Army’s tenth 
mountain Division, USIp reengaged with the facilita-
tors on the mahmoudiya dialogue process (see box 
1), which led to a peace agreement between Sunni 
and Shia sheiks after years of violence. the sustained 
facilitation process for this complex conflict created an 
increased sense of shared purpose and ownership that 
had ripple effects beyond the six facilitators directly 
involved. Indeed, some USIp staff saw this initiative as 
the launchpad for what became formally known as the 
Network of Iraqi Facilitators (NIF). the initiative served 
to convince USIp of the value of supporting the facilita-
tors’ efforts and helping them build a network structure 
to sustain their interaction and collaboration.

In 2012, with its role gradually narrowing to providing 
financial and technical support, USIp helped establish 
a nongovernmental organization (NGO), Sanad for 
peacebuilding, that would serve as the NIF’s secretar-
iat. Since the rise of ISIS, USIp and NIF have focused 
the bulk of their efforts on barriers to voluntary, safe, 
and sustainable (long-term) return of internally dis-
placed persons to their home communities and on 
challenges to resilience. today, the NIF is recognized 
as one of the foremost conflict management entities 
in Iraq, known for successfully having facilitated nine 
district and subdistrict peace agreements and the 
return of internally displaced individuals across the 
Salahaddin and Nineveh provinces, as well as for 
conducting dialogue processes in a number of other 
locations in Iraq.  

box 1.
FACILITATING PEACE 
IN MAHMOUDIYA

the farming region of mahmoudiya, 
south of baghdad, had been wracked by 
a prolonged cycle of violence involving 
Sunni and Shia tribes and terrorists linked 
to al-Qaeda. the daily violence, including 
assassination of local council members, se-
verely inhibited freedom of movement, shut 
down the market, displaced many sheikhs, 
and generally tore apart the social fabric.

In 2007, the US Army’s tenth mountain 
Division, which had spent many months 
trying to quell the violence, contacted 
USIp for assistance in an intertribal rec-
onciliation effort.a Working with the Iraqi 
facilitators it had previously supported, 
USIp helped design and implement an 
intervention to alleviate tension between 
Sunni and Shia tribal leaders.

Over the course of four months of dia-
logue, the facilitators drew on their skills 
and knowledge, their familiarity with the 
context and the people involved, USIp’s 
ongoing support, and the commitment of 
the tribal leaders to help the sheiks devel-
op and agree to a peace agreement that 
still endures. 

Note
a. For more on the US Army’s perspective on this effort, 

see United States Institute of peace, “In Iraq’s Former 
‘triangle of Death,’ a Decade of Stability,” August 9, 
2017, www.usip.org/publications/2017/08 
/iraqs-former-triangle-death-decade-stability.
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One of the NIF facilitators explained the evolution of 
the network in this way: 

We reached a stage where all of us knew when to seek 

assistance from Sanad or USIp or inform them of what 

we could or could not do. We were open. Some of us 

play leadership roles as facilitators or trainers; others are 

better in designing or management. When we became 

more mature, we started showing local leadership in 

prediction, initiation, design, management, and delivery. 

AFGHANISTAN: NETWORK OF 
AFGHAN FACILITATORS, 2008–11
USIp launched the Network of Afghan Facilitators in 
2008. At that time, Afghanistan was experiencing an 
upsurge in violence that prompted the international 
community to reexamine its approach to the conflict 
and consider more sustainable mechanisms to address 
it. the Afghanistan program at USIp, aware of USIp’s 
experience with the NIF, wanted to create a similar but 
context-appropriate facilitator network in Afghanistan 
by building on and connecting existing local govern-
ment, civil society, tribal, and regional networks.

In the absence of a strong local USIp office to support 
the network at the time, USIp identified a local NGO 
and USIp contractor, the Welfare Association for the 
Development of Afghanistan (WADAN), to serve as the 
network’s secretariat. USIp’s goal was to strengthen 
WADAN’s capacity so that it could eventually serve 
as the secretariat for the facilitator network without 
USIp’s support. However, the Afghan context made 
fostering facilitator capacity and developing a network 
challenging. the level of violence was high, road travel 
was risky, and the telephone system functioned only 
intermittently, all of which made it difficult for partners 
to convene, train, and communicate. 

Over time, USIp’s engagement with the network faded, 
and WADAN decided to absorb the network, providing 
job opportunities within the organization for a number of 
facilitators. WADAN also conducted programming that 
built on the USIp guidance and curriculum for recruiting 
and instructing trainers and monitoring their work. For 
example, WADAN replicated USIp’s Dispute resolution 
Councils program and, as part of it, two network mem-
bers provided training.7 WADAN’s goal was to establish 
twenty district-level dispute resolution commissions that 
could each resolve about thirty disputes a year and thus 
benefit up to a total of twelve thousand people.8 WADAN 
was thus able not only to carry forward USIp’s legacy, 
but also to build upon it and increase its impact.

PAKISTAN: PAKISTANI FACILITATOR 
NETWORK, 2009–PRESENT
USIp first developed a presence in pakistan around 
2008–09. As in Afghanistan, the idea to establish a 
network of facilitators was inspired by the success of 
the NIF. USIp identified an in-country organization and 
USIp grantee, the Sustainable peace and Development 
Organization (SpADO), to manage the network. this 
management model, leveraging an existing in-country 
partner organization as the secretariat, was unique to 
the networks in Afghanistan and pakistan. 

the network in pakistan differed from all other USIp 
networks in that its scope was not national; instead, with 
the aim of using its limited resources most effectively, it 
focused its operations on the city of Karachi and Khyber 
pakhtunkhwa province. It also differed in the focus of its 
operations. the main objective was to train members in 
conflict management and make them “master trainers” 
who could replicate USIp’s conflict management trainings 
in remote parts of the country, thereby scaling up the 
impact of the program within the province at low cost. 
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USIp funding for the network was intermittent from 
2010 and ended in 2013. However, the network still 
exists. SpADO has opted to let the network remain 
as an “unregistered” organization that depends 
on volunteers, rather than setting it up as an NGO. 
registration would entail a variety of official require-
ments, such as fundraising for the network, estab-
lishing an office, and regularly financing the network. 
SpADO believes that because the network is informal 
and has no funded secretariat or coordinating body, it 
fosters among its members a greater sense of shared 
responsibility for the success of its work. 

One member of the pakistani facilitator network 
points to the benefits it offered: “this network pro-
vided me a chance to work on conflict issues in my 
own tribal areas, and I have remained involved in 
cross-border peace processes between pakistan 
and Afghanistan as well, which was a very different 
and enriching experience. All this was made possible 
because of this network.” 

Since 2015, the master trainers have focused on train-
ing local government actors and police departments as 
part of an effort to institutionalize peacebuilding in gov-
ernment institutions. master trainers have also built ca-
pacity of civil society actors and religious leaders. both 
civil society organizations and government officials are 
represented among SpADO’s facilitators, which allows 
the organization to model government–civil society 
partnerships for other entities. 

SpADO and WADAN were concerned about tensions 
between communities living along the Afghanistan-
pakistan border. With USIp’s support and building 
on their work with their respective facilitator net-
works, they decided to join efforts to address them. 
through their collaboration, they sought to help 
communities living on both sides of the border build 
trust with one another and develop a shared agenda 
for peace (see box 2).

box 2.
BUILDING TIES AT 
THE AFGHANISTAN- 
PAKISTAN BORDER

the pashtun tribal communities along the 
border of Afghanistan and pakistan have 
a long history of conflict. the area was 
on the front line of the Cold War and the 
Global War on terror, and it continues to be 
roiled by long-standing tribal conflicts that 
are both aggravated by and contribute to 
national, regional, and global conflicts. 

In early 2010, in an effort to build trust and 
develop a common agenda for peace and 
security cooperation, USIp, WADAN, and 
SpADO brought together twelve members 
from the Network of Afghan Facilitators 
and twelve members from the pakistani 
facilitator network to facilitate a series of 
dialogues among key actors from both 
sides of the border. 

In 2014, continuing this collaboration, the 
pakistan-Afghanistan Civil Society Forum 
was formed, with the objective of foster-
ing trust between institutions from both 
countries. the Civil Society Forum initiat-
ed a track 2 diplomacy exchange program 
with members of the facilitator networks 
to engage civil society representatives in 
capacity building, workshops, and con-
ferences in Afghanistan and pakistan. 
through civil society, they have continued 
to engage government institutions, media, 
and political leadership. SpADO sees this 
as a long-term process of institutionalizing 
peacebuilding at the policy level and at 
the community level.
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TUNISIA: ALLIANCE OF TUNISIAN 
FACILITATORS, 2014–PRESENT
In the wake of the Arab Spring of 2010–12, USIp 
launched efforts to build facilitator capacity in Libya 
and tunisia. In both countries, USIp had a vision of a 
network structure from the outset but used the term 
“alliance” instead of “network.” USIp believed that 
“alliance” suggested a less formal configuration, which 
would demand less of a commitment from USIp than 
the one it continued to make in Iraq. In 2014, the two 
alliances were launched in earnest.

the Alliance of Libyan Facilitators was discontinued a 
couple of years later, in large part because the country 
was sliding into civil war, making it impossible to sustain 
operations. In tunisia, however, USIp saw a clear role for 
the Alliance of tunisian Facilitators (AtF) to play in the 
aftermath of the national dialogue process. As one AtF 
facilitator explained, “We are in much need of facilitation. 
the region is always torn by conflict, and the only way 
to transform the current situation is through facilitation 
carried out by local actors who have the trust and legit-
imacy to intervene.” the young age of the majority of 
alliance members also presented an opportunity, since 
it aligned with a broad trend within the international 
community of trying to engage and partner with youth to 
make a greater contribution to peace in the country. 

Although the AtF has not received or attracted the 
same level of investment as the NIF, USIp has been 
able to sustain the alliance by establishing a USIp 
staff member in the network coordinator role, holding 
trainings and meetings, and disbursing small grants to 
fund the implementation of facilitated dialogues across 
tunisia. However, limited funding has required the co-
ordinator to make difficult choices regarding the AtF’s 
investments, often with trade-offs between holding 
trainings and offering small grants. 

most of the AtF’s dialogues have focused on improv-
ing government-citizen relationships (see box 3 for 
an example). 

box 3.
BRINGING TOGETHER 
CIVILIANS AND 
SECURITY FORCES 
IN MEDENINE

In 2018, AtF started to work in medenine, 
a town in southeastern tunisia, to ad-
dress one of the major triggers of conflict 
in tunisia: the violent dynamic between 
civilians—particularly youth—and security 
forces in marginalized communities. mem-
bers of the AtF brought together at-risk 
youth, city elders, local unions, and police 
to discuss the cycle of violence and cre-
ate local mechanisms for communication 
between youth and police. 

In 2020, as part of the dialogue process, 
AtF facilitators worked to create local 
consensus for a conflict mediation unit 
that would mitigate tension and violence 
between police and the community and 
foster collaboration in keeping communi-
ties safe. this unit has played a key role 
in forestalling the escalation of tensions. 
For example, during a wave of demon-
strations in January 2021, many young 
people gathered to protest the detention 
of a minor by the security forces. to pre-
vent violent confrontation, youth from the 
conflict mediation unit worked with mem-
bers of the security forces to secure the 
minor’s release. the unit then conducted 
outreach to youth and police to reinforce 
for both groups the importance of acting 
within the law. this step prevented vio-
lence in medenine at a time when clashes 
between youth and police were occurring 
in other regions.
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COLOMBIA: NETWORK OF WOMEN 
MEDIATORS, 2014–PRESENT
In 2014, the government of Colombia and the 
Colombian revolutionary Armed Forces (FArC) were 
already engaged in a peace process, and the gov-
ernment had just announced that this process would 
include an explicit focus on gender, in line with UN 
resolution 1325 on women, peace, and security, which 
pushed for women’s inclusion at the negotiating table.9 
Although UN Women was supporting a summit in 
Colombia that brought together nine different wom-
en’s platforms on women and political participation, 
no organization was focused on women’s role in the 
facilitation of dialogue.

because USIp was deeply involved in Colombia’s 
peace process through the work of its senior advisor 
for peace processes Virginia “Ginny” m. bouvier, it 
understood that women had been facilitating dia-
logues at the local level for many years, but on their 
own, with little visibility and scant training. USIp saw 
formation of a women’s network, then considered a 
pilot project, as having the potential for important and 
far-reaching effects: the network could be replicated 
in other communities and territories in Colombia; the 
local women leaders could become national-level 
actors, leading advocacy and offering training of 
trainers; and the members could support each other’s 
efforts and serve as resources for one another. USIp 
offered them capacity-strengthening opportunities, as 
well as spaces in which they could share their experi-
ences, and it decided to launch a network of “media-
tors” rather than “facilitators” because mediation is a 
more familiar term in Colombia.  

With funding from the US Agency for International 
Development, USIp partnered with the Autonomous 
University of bucaramanga’s Institute of political Studies 
to develop and foster this network. together, USIp and 
the institute invited a range of organizations to join the 
network so it would reflect Colombia’s socioeconomic 
and racial diversity and would include women’s and 

box 4.
SUPPORTING THE 
FORMATION OF 
NEW NETWORKS IN 
LATIN AMERICA

Although they have not received finan-
cial or technical support since 2019, the 
Colombian Network of Women mediators 
and its members continue to engage with 
both USIp and the broader peacebuilding 
community in Latin America and beyond. 
In 2020, as USIp pursued a new pilot pro-
ject focused on building capacity of wom-
en peacebuilders in Venezuela, members 
of the network co-led the project design 
and training implementation and served 
as mentors in cross-cultural exchanges. 

building on lessons learned from the 
Colombian network, and in response to 
the appetite for and success of the pilot 
project with Venezuelan women, USIp will 
fund a network of Venezuelan women 
peacebuilders in 2021. the network aims 
to link women peacebuilders, leveraging 
their knowledge and voices to influence 
local and national issues and providing 
space for cross-cultural learning. members 
of the Colombian network will continue 
to serve as mentors and trainers to share 
their significant experiences and insights 
with their Venezuelan counterparts.
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victims’ groups whose leaders were participating in the 
official peace talks. USIp ultimately selected thirty-three 
women to include among the network’s mediators. 
they came from twelve different departments of 
Colombia and were drawn from diverse organizations 
and backgrounds: victims and human rights groups, 
peasant organizations, Afro-Colombian and indigenous 
organizations, ex-combatants, religious groups, aca-
demia, women’s organizations, and government.10 

the network formed a steering committee that 
included two women in bogotá and one each from 
putumayo and Cauca. While the women came togeth-
er only when USIp could convene them, they kept 
in touch via a WhatsApp group and a listserv that 
USIp managed. even though USIp did not have the 
funding to support this network as it had supported 
some others, it was able to fund trainings and provide 
a few small grants that helped elevate the profile of 
the women and support local-level conflict mitigation 
efforts. the women, it should be noted, would have 
acted as facilitators even without USIp’s involvement, 
as one network member explained: 

before, none of us had seen ourselves as mediators, but 

when each of us was talking about her experience, we 

found elements of mediation that we were already using, 

for example, in meetings as part of the paramilitary de-

mobilization process between victims and those who had 

victimized them, or when preparing the communities for 

the arrival of the demobilized paramilitary members as part 

of the reinsertion process.

As several network members commented, however, 
the USIp-led trainings and support proved valuable in 
their work.

In recent years, the women mediators have increas-
ingly engaged with USIp programming in other 
contexts (see box 4). their substantial experience as 
women peacebuilders in a country with decades of 
violent conflict is seen as an important resource for 
USIp’s broader work. 

NON-USIP INITIATIVES  
the meta-review evaluators consulted seven other 
(non-USIp) peacebuilding organizations with recent or 
existing facilitator network efforts in the countries of 
focus: two local NGOs, four international NGOs, and 
one multilateral organization. Like USIp, most of these 
organizations made capacity building and mentoring 
the cornerstone of their initiatives. Only the multilat-
eral organization made the development of a formal 
network of facilitators a primary goal. the other sup-
port organizations created informal networks as a low-
cost way to ensure that the individuals they trained 
could continue to communicate with one another or 
even meet in person outside of formal capacity-build-
ing activities. 

Several factors determined the decision by support 
organizations to build and strengthen skills of individ-
uals or local peacebuilding organizations, including 
the conflict context, availability of resources, partners’ 
capacities, and ability to engage with key stakehold-
ers in a given conflict or conflict environment. A few 
of the organizations were also motivated to conduct 
trainings to “level the playing field”—that is, to address 
power imbalances by strengthening individuals’ or 
organizations’ capacities to contribute productively to 
conflict mitigation or to fully participate in a democrat-
ic transition process. the support organizations con-
sidered facilitation capacity a critical and universally 
applicable skill for any context, necessary regardless 
of where a country might be on the conflict spectrum. 
It was noted, however, that increased capacity could 
be effectively deployed only if there was sufficient 
political space within a given context.

the non-USIp networks reviewed demonstrated a 
range of structures. Some were inspired by NGOs, 
while others were created independently by facilitators 
and supported by NGOs. Some met in person, while 
others engaged primarily via online platforms. As indi-
cated above, one was intended to be a formal network, 
while most were informal networks. For the support 
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organizations, informal structures were valuable 
because they could bring together people who might 
be operating in isolation in highly contentious spaces. 
Conscious that they were outside actors, the support 
organizations did not want to insist that facilitators be 
part of a formal and rigid structure.

In seeking to help facilitators resolve conflicts at the local 
and community levels, the support organizations identi-
fied a variety of outcomes generated by the networks: 

• ripple effects: the successful resolution of a conflict 
in one community led to requests from nearby com-
munities for similar facilitation support.

• Organic success: members were asked to resolve 
conflicts independently of network activities.

• Institutional success: In some instances, networks 
were able to build facilitation skills within formal and 
informal institutions.

• Cultural impact: Communities that engaged with a 
cohort of facilitators gained a greater awareness 
of the skill set facilitators need and began to think 
differently about how to resolve conflict. 

• Unearthing of issues: Community-led dialogues led 
to unexpected issues being brought up by members 
of the community.  

Women hold hands forming a human chain during a demonstration against increasing violence between illegal armed groups in buenaventura,  
Colombia, on February 10, 2021. (photo Juan b. Diaz/Ap)
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Key Considerations for 
Support Organizations

For an international peacebuilding organization such 
as USIp, what are the key considerations for nurturing 
a facilitator network? Informed by the meta-review’s 
in-depth examination of networks supported by USIp, 
by the literature review of networks fostered by other 
support organizations, and by the broader literature on 
peacebuilding networks and facilitator best practice, this 
section identifies six considerations—timing, formal ver-
sus informal networks, member selection, development 
of peacebuilding skills, resources and management, and 
member engagement and network value—and presents 
practical recommendations for organizations that are 
setting up or supporting facilitator networks.

TIMING
USIp decided to establish each of the five networks when 
a political transition was taking place, and when there 
was (or appeared to be) sufficient nationwide stability (or 
at least pockets of stability) to allow facilitators to operate. 
this approach was echoed by network managers from 
other international peacebuilding organizations. the 
absence of political space and prevalence of instability 
created significant problems at times for the Network of 
Afghan Facilitators and made it nearly impossible for the 
Alliance of Libyan Facilitators to continue its work. 

Facilitator networks are often launched quickly to take 
advantage of windows of stability. While this approach 
is understandable, it means that there is little time to 
identify other international and national organizations 
undertaking similar efforts, or to identify other facilita-
tors already working in the context. the result may be 
duplication or disruption of existing efforts as a new 
structure moves into already occupied spaces.11 

two recommendations are relevant to the timing of 
network formation. First, the initial step, even before 
investing in facilitator capacity building, is to undertake 
a needs assessment and assess partnership opportu-
nities in order to ensure the utility of forming a network. 
the assessment could be a rapid one if getting started 
quickly is important to achieving short-term aims. It 
should seek to understand the conflict contexts and 
the roles that facilitators play (or potentially could play) 
in them, in addition to the actual or potential challeng-
es faced by facilitators. A support organization should 
examine the facilitation skill levels and experience of 
potential trainees, as well as their interest in serving 
as facilitators and their availability to do so. existing 
facilitator networks, along with existing efforts to build 
facilitator capacity and form facilitator networks, should 
be identified—in particular locally led efforts that may be 
less visible to external actors. this step ensures that the 
support organization’s own efforts can reinforce, rather 
than duplicate, existing initiatives and capacity. 

the second recommendation is to plan for fluctua-
tions in levels of stability, both in a country and in 
the support organization itself. At different times and 
in different regions, countries will experience advances 
and setbacks in their progress toward peace. these 
fluctuations will affect facilitators’ access to conflict ar-
eas and will also increase and decrease pressures on 
their peacebuilding efforts. Support organizations will 
experience fluctuations due to shifting priorities, shift-
ing funding levels, and reorganizations. Anticipating 
these will help avoid or compensate for staff depar-
tures, gaps in management, and lulls in investment, as 
well as fluctuations in performance and programmatic 
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value. When there are changes in staff, support organi-
zations should prioritize planning for a smooth handoff 
of staff responsibilities and, if necessary, of the net-
work’s management.

FORMAL OR INFORMAL NETWORKS
Networks supported by USIp or other organizations 
were referred to in the meta-review as either “formal” 
networks or “informal” or “loose” networks, primarily 
based on their access to funding, their structure, and 
the capacity-building and network offerings they pro-
vided for their members. Whether a support organiza-
tion wanted to invest in a formal or informal network 
often depended on the staff time and financial resourc-
es it had to dedicate to a network. 

As defined in the meta-review, formal networks have 
a number of distinguishing features considered crucial 
in ensuring consistent follow-up and coordination, 
ownership by members, and clearly defined roles and 
responsibilities across the stakeholders of a network:

• A funded secretariat or coordinating body has been 
established. (Although informal or loose networks often 
have coordinators or coordinating bodies, those roles 
are not funded.) 

• members are directly involved in developing the mis-
sion, vision, strategic plan, work plan, and/or bylaws. 

• members are directly involved in establishing member-
ship criteria and in selecting and recruiting members. 

• the network leadership has created a memorandum of 
understanding between the network and its members. 

the meta-review suggested (but could not defini-
tively conclude) that formal networks might be better 
equipped to mitigate larger conflicts because of their 
robust organizational structures, their more system-
atic approaches to building member capacity and 
designing multi-facilitator efforts, and their access to 

resources sufficient to sustain prolonged engagement. 
the support and legitimacy conferred by membership 
in a formal network can also allow a facilitator to train 
more people—and more influential people, such as 
government officials—in conflict mitigation techniques.

However, though formal networks are associated 
with higher levels of investment and greater support 
from external actors, these benefits come with poten-
tial downsides. For example, formal networks create 
high expectations—that is, they may raise participants’ 
expectations of receiving paid work or of continuing 
programming after the life cycle of a funded initiative or 
project. they require more momentum and higher levels 
of engagement from support organizations than informal 
networks, which can be difficult to maintain. As with in-
formal networks, members will stay involved only if they 
believe that the benefits of doing so outweigh the costs, 
meaning that networks must be able to consistently 
provide value to members, especially as they mature as 
facilitators. Formal networks also require long-term com-
mitments that may pose a challenge to members, who 
will be expected to support an institution as it develops 
its governance structure, rules, and administrative pro-
cedures and becomes self-sustaining. Given that many 
members are established facilitators, substantial time 
commitments can detract from important peacebuilding 
work taking place outside the network.

two recommendations are relevant for supporting institu-
tions pondering whether to foster a formal or an informal 
facilitator network. First, the decision should be guided 
by the ultimate purpose of the network and based on a 
rigorous needs assessment. the networks considered in 
the meta-review point to the potential benefits of creat-
ing an informal network at the outset, and waiting until its 
value has been clearly demonstrated to members and 
stakeholders before assessing the viability of moving to-
ward a more formalized structure.12 Second, organizations 
should invest in a formal facilitator network only if they 
are willing and able to make a long-term commitment 
of staff and financial resources to the network. 
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MEMBER SELECTION
member selection is a critical step in the creation of 
any network. most of the networks assessed sought 
to recruit individuals who already had conflict man-
agement experience, with the goal of further honing 
their skills and making them more effective in conflict 
interventions. the ability to attract members who could 
have a positive impact on other members and the 
network as a whole—by committing to collaboration 
and taking personal responsibility for the health of the 
network—was seen as vital to creating viable and sus-
tainable networks. these findings align quite closely 
with the broader literature on social networks.13 Without 
motivated individuals who have an interest in actively 
engaging with other members and strengthening links 
across all nodes in the structure, networks can quickly 
fragment or collapse. recognizing such individuals at 
the selection stage is difficult, however, and, in any 
case, members’ degree of commitment and interest is 
likely to vary over time, reflecting shifting perceptions 
of the value of membership. 

the meta-review found that a diverse membership—with 
a range of skill sets and demographic characteristics—
enhanced a network’s ability to respond to diverse 
conflicts in its country. this enhancement could happen 
indirectly through peer learning and peer mentoring 
among members, resulting in increased knowledge 
and improved practices within a network. It could also 
occur more directly, through the creation of facilitation 
teams with different skill sets and identity affiliations that 
strengthen the response to complex conflicts. 

this finding is echoed in USIp’s broader experience.14 
Having demographically diverse memberships allowed 
networks to field teams of facilitators who had firsthand 
knowledge of a conflict context and could thus more 
easily gain the trust and respect of stakeholders in a 

conflict. Facilitators who came from the same regions 
where a network was active and from the same ethnic 
and religious group as stakeholders in the conflict were 
more likely to be effective than others. 

However, the meta-review also identified contexts 
where diversity was perceived as an obstacle to the 
effective functioning of networks. In some cases, the 
diversity of backgrounds and skill sets made it more 
difficult to create network cohesion. Furthermore, geo-
graphical diversity was found to be a potential chal-
lenge for the management of networks that emphasize 
frequent communication, collaboration, and other forms 
of member engagement.

three recommendations are relevant for networks’ 
selection of members. First, it is important to create 
universal facilitator selection criteria that can be 
adapted to context, and use them for recruitment and 
regular assessment of facilitators’ skills and commit-
ment. Second, it is important to select facilitators 
who are committed to participating in a network, 
are well-respected in their communities, and have 
high emotional IQs. Some of these characteristics will 
become apparent only over time, so networks should 
spend time vetting potential members and incorpo-
rate new members gradually. third, as suggested 
above, it is important to select a group of facilitators 
who are diverse in their backgrounds, skills, and ex-
perience. Diversity within a network better positions 
facilitators to convene and work with diverse groups 
of people. However, potential risks involved in bring-
ing together a diverse group need to be identified 
and addressed in the network design and monitored 
in an ongoing fashion. Network members need to be 
able to promote reconciliation and model relation-
ships across divides when members are drawn from 
groups that are in conflict.

The ability to attract members who could have a positive impact on other members and the network 
as a whole—by committing to collaboration and taking personal responsibility for the health of the 
network—was seen as vital to creating viable and sustainable networks.
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DEVELOPMENT OF PEACEBUILDING SKILLS
Increasing peacebuilding capacity was the core 
motivation of all facilitator networks assessed in the 
meta-review. the emphasis was on building members’ 
capacity to facilitate dialogues, but there was also 
acknowledgement that other skills, such as project 
management, were needed for members to effectively 
plan, design, and implement projects. 

trainings that were particularly successful in transfer-
ring knowledge tailored their curriculum to the local 
context and effectively adapted trainings over time as 
the context changed. For example, one USIp network, 
because of low literacy levels among the communities 
it worked with, relied heavily on acting in the training. 

Another critical element identified in the review as well 
as the broader literature was the practical application of 

skills.15 In some networks, the trainings became increas-
ingly relevant to ongoing conflicts and came to focus 
heavily on real conflict scenarios. Opportunities to “learn 
by doing” helped facilitators sharpen their skills in the real 
world while working to achieve peacebuilding objectives. 

In most of the networks assessed, members were of-
fered opportunities to practice their new skills—either by 
replicating the training they had received or by facilitat-
ing local-level conflicts—with the support of small grants. 
these opportunities were considered critical to bridging 
the “knowing-doing” gap that often occurs in projects 
focused exclusively on capacity building. However, in 
circumstances where funding is limited, this approach 
can foment competition between facilitators unless fund-
ing is disbursed transparently and equitably. For exam-
ple, the Nigerian Network of Facilitators—a USIp net-
work established in 2018, too late to be included in the 

Young people gather around candles in tunis on January 22, 2011, during three days of mourning for those who died in protests that led to the oust-
ing of president Zine el Abidine ben Ali. (photo by Christophe ena/Ap)
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meta-review—ensures that all facilitators have access to 
some funding by encouraging small teams of facilitators 
to plan and implement projects together.

three recommendations are relevant for networks’ 
development of peacebuilding skills. First, as recom-
mended by adult-learning theorists, capacity building 
should center on applied exercises and context-rel-
evant scenarios to ensure skills transfer.16 Second, 
networks should take a learning-by-doing approach; 
they should complement training with opportunities 
to practice skills outside the classroom and provide 
ongoing coaching and mentoring to help facilitators in-
ternalize new learning and gain practical experience.17 
this step will also help the support organization assess 
which individuals have the capability, willingness, 
natural aptitude, and energy required to be effective 
facilitators, and determine what roles they should 
play within the network. Finally, members should be 
offered sufficient resources to support their conflict 
mitigation initiatives and training, though care should 
be taken to ensure that distribution of small grants 
does not create competition among network members.

RESOURCES AND MANAGEMENT
the meta-review found that a healthy network requires 
a sustainable, long-term supply of sufficient human and 
financial resources to support its operations. A secretariat 
or other management or coordination structure is crucial; 
as a Network of Iraqi Facilitators member explained, “the 
NIF is sustainable only because of Sanad and its involve-
ment. . . . Without Sanad, [volunteers] will have nothing 
that keeps them connected, updated, supported, or fund-
ed.” Networks must also have access to sufficient num-
bers of motivated facilitators from diverse backgrounds 
and with relevant experience and expertise (gained either 
before or through their network engagement). Finally, net-
works must have funding to cover the costs of convening 
members and providing learning-by-doing training oppor-
tunities. the extent of a network’s activities should be cal-
ibrated to match the resources available from members, 
the support organization, and other available sources. 

As is typical for peacebuilding efforts, only one of the 
assessed networks reported consistently having the 
resources it needed to support its operations. these 
resources included sufficient funding, a secretariat to 
manage and coordinate the network, and access to suf-
ficient numbers of experienced facilitators with diverse 
expertise. As a result, it was also the only network that 
contributed to mitigating a notable number of subna-
tional conflicts. the four other networks lacked sufficient 
funding and adequate coordination; they remained 
informal or loose, and their members focused on smaller 
conflicts—or on their work outside the networks. Overall 
these networks were perceived to be less effective. 

Five recommendations are relevant for networks’ re-
sources and management. 

First, a network’s scope should be limited to one or a 
small number of provinces, at least in the beginning. 
Keeping the geographic focus narrow can help ensure 
that the support organization has sufficient resources 
to support the network. 

Second, wherever possible, a support organization 
should make a long-term commitment to the devel-
opment of a network; such a commitment demands 
strategic patience and a reliable source of funding for 
the support organization itself. 

third, if the support organization cannot make a long-
term commitment of staff and financial resources, then 
it should, at least initially, limit its efforts to building 
facilitator capacity through training and mentoring. 

Fourth, the establishment of a strong network secretar-
iat should be prioritized. this secretariat can be part of 
a support organization’s local office, where experienced 
national staff are empowered to make decisions or are 
led by a strong local partner organization empowered 
to make decisions and assisted by the support organ-
ization’s local office. the secretariat should be familiar 
with the local context, up to date regarding the network’s 
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and the facilitators’ interests and concerns, and able to 
maintain regular communication with the network. the 
secretariat should also have the time and resources 
required to support the network and should not be dis-
tracted by too many other responsibilities.

Fifth, the secretariat should have its own fundraising 
strategy, should seek funding from diverse sources 
to support its work and the work of the network, 
and should also aim to increase the network’s visibility. 
the support organization should help the secretariat 
survive until it is able to stand on its own.

MEMBER ENGAGEMENT AND 
NETWORK VALUE
maintaining member engagement depends on a net-
work’s capacity for joint value creation. the meta-review 
found that a sense of common purpose among mem-
bers was critical to their continued commitment to their 
network.18 One NIF facilitator said, “When we worked as 
a team, we were more effective and more productive, 
especially when Sanad and USIp were there to support.” 

In a few cases, individuals within a network worked 
together to achieve shared goals, while in other cases, 
networks were made up of homogeneous coalitions 
working effectively together, but with limited connec-
tion between the subgroups. Diversity in expertise, 
motivations for joining, and geography were mentioned 
as reasons why some networks turned into sets of ho-
mogenous coalitions. members of such networks had 
very different motivations and needs and tended to be 
drawn to like-minded individuals. Another challenge 
to member engagement was geographical dispersion, 
which severely limited the opportunities for members 
to meet in person—although this problem was mitigat-
ed for networks with adequate communications infra-
structure, whose members could interact online.

A critical factor in sparking the initial interest of potential 
members and sustaining this over time is the perception 
of the network’s value. Simply stated, the benefits of 
joining and belonging to a network need to outweigh 
the costs in order to build commitment and buy-in. 
Achieving that initial commitment does not imply that it 
will be constant. As members mature as facilitators, what 
initially attracted them to the network may no longer be 
salient. According to interviews and surveys with facili-
tators, the perceived benefits of membership included 
increased capacity, or the ability to achieve more as 
members of a network than as individuals; the ability 
to learn from peers; access to facilitation opportunities 
and opportunities to collaborate on peacebuilding; the 
support provided by the network; and the status associ-
ated with membership. the main perceived costs were 
the time and effort required to stay actively engaged in 
a network. Some facilitators faced significant competing 
demands from other organizations, networks, and work 
engagements, limiting their ability to engage with and, 
ultimately, value the network. 

members also considered it important that they, and not 
the support organizations, drove decisions around the 
network’s design and structure. Facilitators seemed to 
value their network more highly when they had a sense 
of ownership, which they developed by determining the 
network’s vision, mission, strategic plan, and tactics for 
achieving strategic objectives. moreover, members indi-
cated the importance of regularly updating the strategic 
direction of a network, both to ensure that the strategy 
responded to the changing context and to build a sense 
of ownership among new members. 

A network’s perceived value was also linked to a sense 
of shared purpose among members, which tended to 
develop when members worked together on a narrow 
set of issues. According to the meta-review, conflict 

The benefits of joining and belonging to a network need to outweigh the costs in order to build 
commitment and buy-in. Achieving that initial commitment does not imply that it will be constant. As 
members mature as facilitators, what initially attracted them to the network may no longer be salient.



19USIP.ORG     

mitigation efforts that included a number of facilitators 
within a network created a shared purpose among 
the subset of members engaged, and this sense of 
shared purpose remained beyond the lifespan of a 
specific initiative. this finding is illustrated in box 1 on 
page 6 describing the NIF’s efforts in mahmoudiya, and 
echoed in the observation by a SpADO member about 
the pakistani network: “the network members had 
developed a strong bond and friendships among them-
selves. they remain in touch with each other. many of 
them are committed to peacebuilding.” 

Another pivotal factor to bolster member engagement 
was compensation for time and effort spent furthering 
the objectives of a network. In some networks, com-
pensation of members was an explicit consideration 
in the project design and continually revisited. In other 
networks, compensation was not considered at the 
design phase and was instead incorporated over time 
in an ad hoc fashion. most facilitators selected to be 
part of these networks already worked in a peacebuild-
ing function, either as part of a civil society organization 
or as freelancers. For such individuals, conducting pro 
bono work on behalf of a facilitator network was nei-
ther sustainable nor worthwhile.

there are five recommendations related to member 
engagement and perception of network value, which 
as a group point to the benefits of establishing formal 
rather than informal networks to maximize member 
engagement and network value.

First, a support organization should work with 
members to determine the network’s vision, mis-
sion, and objectives, as well as the approaches it will 
use to achieve its objectives. members should update 

these elements regularly (or when there is a significant 
change or expansion in network membership) and 
should agree on annual work plans. 

Second, members should also agree on the roles 
and responsibilities of the support organization, the 
secretariat or coordinator, and the members. these 
should be captured in a memorandum of understand-
ing that all sign to demonstrate their agreement and 
their commitment to the network. 

third, the support organization and members should 
establish processes for regularly assessing the fa-
cilitators’ and network’s effectiveness, as well as the 
appropriateness of the approaches they are using to 
inform strategic decision-making regarding the net-
work’s direction.

Fourth, the support organization and/or the network 
secretariat should maintain continual engagement 
with network members, combining in-person events 
with virtual or remote contact (e.g., listservs, WhatsApp 
groups, newsletters ) and finding ways to help those 
without internet access communicate with the group. 
this step will strengthen the network’s sense of identity 
and facilitators’ sense of belonging to it, thus laying the 
groundwork for its sustainability. the support organiza-
tion and/or secretariat should ensure that all members 
feel included in the group, invest in team building, and 
seek to resolve instances of internal conflict. 

Fifth, network managers should acknowledge the 
costs—time and resources–that members invest in 
the conflict mitigation initiatives they undertake as part 
of the network, and should support these initiatives 
and compensate members accordingly.
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Conclusion: effective 
peacebuilding

this report has focused, in large part, on how to design, 
manage, and sustain facilitator networks. but a couple of 
key questions remain: beyond creating and maintaining 
facilitator networks, what types of peacebuilding impact 
have the networks been able to achieve? What has 
been the peacebuilding return on these investments? 
Answers to these questions get to the core of whether 
these networks are valuable endeavors, or if scarce 
resources are better spent elsewhere. 

based on case studies, the results of other evaluative ef-
forts, and self-reported successes and failures by facilita-
tors, the meta-review concludes that it depends. For many 
peacebuilding initiatives, the networks’ efforts succeeded 
in resolving or preventing conflicts, or at least contributed 
to progress toward those goals. In some cases, resolving 
a conflict involved setting up a peace committee, working 
group, or club as a structure that could mitigate conflict 
going forward. In other cases, facilitators or mediators ob-
served shifts in attitudes that favored peace. For still other 
peacebuilding initiatives, the problem was not resolved, 
or it was too early to tell how, if at all, conflict mitigation ef-
forts would have an impact. And in a few cases, dialogue 
processes were suspended, or a resolution did not last, 
either because violent extremists arrived in the local area 
or cycles of violence were renewed. 

the meta-review also pointed to significant variation in 
the success of interventions within networks. every facili-
tator network was effective in some initiatives but less so 
in others. this finding partly reflects the varying problem 
sets and conflict contexts that each network tackled, 
some of which the networks were ill-suited to handle. 

While the impacts of conflict mitigation initiatives have 
varied, it is still possible to identify several factors likely 
to maximize the effectiveness of these efforts. the 
study revealed that what makes for a healthy network 
overlaps in many respects with success factors for 
specific peacebuilding interventions.  

Multifaceted skill sets within a facilitator team. 
Facilitator teams need skills not in just one area but in 
several that together span the dialogue process, from 
conflict analysis, to design of a peacebuilding initiative, 
to implementation. ensuring members could fill differ-
ent conflict mitigation roles helped networks respond 
to conflicts effectively. trained researchers who could 
conduct rigorous conflict analysis, individuals with deep 
knowledge of local dynamics, actors who could translate 
the research into feasible dialogue designs, individuals 
adept at project management, and talented facilitators 
capable of convening stakeholders for constructive dia-
logues because of their credibility in a conflict context—
all were important to impactful peacebuilding initiatives. 
In some networks, as a result of intentional recruitment, 
network members identified themselves as either 
researchers, trainers, or facilitators. In most networks, 
however, members typically played multiple roles. the 
meta-review suggested that as networks mature, moving 
toward more specialization may be valuable.

Facilitators with local knowledge and a good rep-
utation among stakeholders. effective initiatives de-
pend on facilitators who possess knowledge of local 
dynamics and actors, and who are well respected—or 
quickly able to earn respect—within the community 
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in which a peacebuilding intervention takes place. In 
most contexts, that implies the need to create facilita-
tor teams made up of individuals whose backgrounds 
mirror the various groups involved in a conflict.

Clarity of roles and responsibilities among the net-
work, its secretariat, network members, and the sup-
port organization. Clarity about the different roles played 
by the institutions and individuals involved in the network 
is critical not only to ensure effective planning and imple-
mentation, but also to avoid tensions among facilitators or 
between facilitators and support organizations during the 
implementation of the peacebuilding initiative.

Careful conflict assessment. No network will be able 
to facilitate every type of conflict, and the most effective 
interventions are launched after a careful assessment 
determines that the network has the capacity to tackle 

the conflict. If gaps in capacity are found, networks 
should either collaborate with actors outside the net-
work or decide against intervention entirely. 

A process to achieve shared objectives. effective 
peacebuilding initiatives specify how human and financial 
resources should be utilized to achieve a set of shared 
objectives. Doing so helps ensure that the support or-
ganization, the network, and the facilitators are all pulling 
in the same direction for a given peacebuilding initiative.

Long-term commitment. For longer-term outcomes, 
peacebuilding initiatives require support over time; 
long-standing conflicts can be transformed only with a 
long-term strategy and a network’s sustained commit-
ment. If funders insist on time frames for intervention 
that are too short to accommodate the often-protracted 
process of facilitating complex conflicts, the network 

Sunni tribal leaders attend the graduation ceremony of Sunni tribal volunteers in Habaniyah, west of baghdad, on June 17, 2015. (photo by Khalid 
mohammed/Ap)
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needs to negotiate with them. It may also have to seek 
other funding sources or, as a last resort, rely on its 
secretariat and facilitators to invest their own time and 
resources so the initiative can continue long enough to 
have an enduring impact on the conflict. 

Compensation. Inadequate compensation may not neg-
atively affect a peacebuilding initiative, but it can under-
mine the effectiveness of a network and may ultimately 
interfere with an initiative’s success. A lack of compensa-
tion and support for individual facilitators can fuel signifi-
cant tensions between facilitators and network manage-
ment both during the implementation of specific conflict 
mitigation efforts and more broadly within networks.  

Drawing on the experiences of five USIp-supported facil-
itator networks and several others, as well as a literature 
review, this report has identified key factors that contribute 
to a facilitator network’s effectiveness and the success of 
its peacebuilding interventions. Critical among these is a 

support organization’s long-term commitment of resources 
and technical assistance, a well-resourced and nationally 
based network management structure with decision-mak-
ing authority and relevant expertise, and a membership of 
facilitators with diverse backgrounds and expertise who 
are committed to working together to mitigate conflicts 
and/or train others in conflict mitigation skills. 

As more emphasis is placed on the role of national and 
local efforts in peacebuilding, support organizations may 
increasingly look for opportunities to bolster national 
and local facilitator networks. Changes in their strategies 
and/or budget limitations, however, may limit the ability 
of support organizations to provide long-term resources 
and technical assistance. Having clarity about these limi-
tations from the beginning should help support organiza-
tions establish realistic expectations, so that all involved 
can design a network that successfully operates with the 
resources and technical assistance available.
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