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Introduction 
In an introductory talk on Grassroots Peacebuilding in Action and Dialogue, we immediately come across three difficult words, namely grassroots, which implies a bottom-up approach which, unfortunately, is seldom taken and is seen as peripheral by many national and international agencies, action, which can imply a wide spectrum from politics to therapy to gardening and is frequently seen only in the short term, and dialogue, which is often spoken about (is that an oxymoron?) and seldom practiced, and never for long and seldom terribly seriously.  In the short time that I’ve got for this dialogue (or is it a monologue – I certainly hope not) I want to tell about what our organization has done during the past ten years and what we see as the challenges and possible ways forward.  My hope is that this conference will be the beginning of more intensive constructive action and more intensive and longer-term dialogue and that we will form a grassroots group among ourselves so that we can go forward.
Our Work and Our Organization
The Coalition for Work With Psychotrauma and Peace (CWWPP) was formed unofficially in 1994 by a group of people working with the Dutch branches of Amnesty International and the International Physicians for the Prevention of Nuclear War and a few other individuals who had been to the countries resulting from the breakup of the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia.  I went down in the summer of 1995 thinking that I would be there for six weeks.  This month will mark ten years that I’ve been in the region, especially in eastern Croatia, northern Bosnia and the Vojvodina Province of Serbia.

The region is a special one.  It has a 6000-year history.  There are artifacts from Neolithic times.  The first calendar in Europe was found some 7 km east of Vukovar.  Virtually every possible group has been here, from the Romans, who brought vineyards to the region, to various sorts of Slavs, to the Turks to the Jews to the Austrians and the Hungarians.  It is the meeting place of Europe.  In 1991, before the war started, there were more than 25 ethnicities and at least 10 religions in the region.  It was also a rich region with regard to agriculture and industry.  The region was considered the breadbasket of the former Yugoslavia.  In the Vukovar area alone, there were some 40 000 jobs.  There was a great amount of culture in the region.
Now, the area has been virtually destroyed, and unemployment is estimated by some to be as high as 80%.  There are landmines everywhere, even within the city of Vukovar.  Ethnic tensions are high.  At the time I wrote this paper, several weeks before the conference, a number of bombs had gone off in minority municipalities.  It should be noted that, according to UNHCR figures, some 60% of the population of Bosnia-Herzegovina was and is still displaced.  In Croatia, the total is closer to 30%, with numbers probably as high as 70% in some regions such as ours.  The numbers get into the millions in the region taken as a whole, and little of the problem has been solved.  Even ten years after the end of the war, there has been little serious work on reconciliation or trauma, and suicide, domestic violence and violence in the classroom and on the streets are rising.
When we started ten years ago, at first we thought that we could get away with training some professionals in psychological trauma and let it go at that.  We were very wrong.

During those first years, I spent a great deal of time going from village to village simply listening to people.  We found very quickly that there were some basic problems that the West hadn’t even thought about and they had thought that they could solve quickly and by “Western” means.  One of those was interpersonal communication and communication in general.  It seems that people at the grassroots hadn’t been talking to one another openly and honestly for quite a long time.

Further, it seemed that their identities had been manipulated by local and foreign politicians and other forces to such an extent that, on the one hand, they didn’t know who they were anymore and, on the other, that their identities had been narrowed down to ethnic and “patriotic” stereotypes.  I will come back to this point frequently during the next few days.
It also seemed that they were ashamed of their natural reactions to the events that had engulfed them and that they were denying those reactions.  This was leading to further psychological distress in a vicious circle.  This psychological distress was being internalized and thus leading to their being physically ill.  Furthermore, these natural psychological reactions were enormous barriers to neighbors getting back together.  
We also found that people hadn’t dealt with a great deal of their past and were still dealing with problems that had arisen even before the First World War.  
All of this fits in perfectly to what theoreticians such as Adam Curle, John Paul Lederach and Vamik Volkan have been talking about for a long time and was thus somewhat expected.  However, we hadn’t thought that it would be as bad as it turned out to be, and we hadn’t thought that it would be ignored by the so-called experts of national and international bodies.

We also found that local, national and international forces, and that includes governments, NGOs, inter-governmental organizations and funders, were and are not sensitive to the issues that concern and affect people, to grassroots methods and to the timescales of these processes.  They had and have their own timetables, and it doesn’t seem to matter to them whether those timetables conform to what is actually happening on the ground.
We thus found that some fundamental thinking needed to be done about how to approach peacebuilding, how to work most effectively with people, with which people we can most effectively work, and how we could work together with other groups.  

What Seems to Work
Unfortunately, most peacebuilding is focused on a top-down approach, dealing primarily with political forces.  This can either assist or hinder the process, in our experience.  In our experience, politicians and politics at many levels, ironically, distort democratic processes and work against the interests of the people rather than in their best interests.  We very much favor a grassroots, bottom-up approach.  At very least, as much time and resources need to be spent on bottom up approaches as on top-down work.  We emphasize that this needs to get to people where they live, in both the literal and figurative senses.  Thus, we need to spend time with people in their homes, in cafés and in other forums listening before we offer solutions out of hand.  This again has been one of the large errors that has been made in the past, parachuting in solutions from other areas and using cookbook recipes designed in offices in Brussels or Geneva or Washington or, dare I say it, Ottawa.  

We have found that it is necessary to be highly creative in our approaches to peacebuilding, to always be thinking outside of the box as to what might work.  In the same context, we have found that it is necessary not be afraid to make errors, to fall down and to learn from mistakes.
We have also found that it is necessary to be working at a number of levels in parallel.  These levels are those of the individual, the family, the group, the neighborhood, the community and the society.
As Luc Huyse of the University of Leuven recently put it, we have found that we need to pay attention to time, timing and tempo.  We need to take the time that it takes to do the job, not to adhere to some artificial schedule.  In the case of areas such as ours, this can be long, as much as ten years or more.  We need to time interventions at the appropriate moment.  We need to go at a rate appropriate to the people we are working with (and here I deliberately avoid the words “clients” and “beneficiaries”), not to the tempo of donors or international agencies.
When working in a situation like ours, it is easy to become biased, to see one side or the other as “wrong” or as “the enemy”.  Rather, we must involve all groups.  This also means involving groups that may not be attractive to us for one reason or another.  We must very much keep in mind that it is their culture and their future, and that we are facilitators.  We must keep in mind that we certainly don’t have all the answers.
With regard to beneficiary groups, this also means involving groups other than the “sexy” ones such as women and children.  We must involve men, namely former soldiers.  They are highly traumatized.  They may be perpetrators or have committed acts of which we do not approve.  They may now be committing acts such as domestic and civil violence.  In many cases, they are the cause of many of the problems and we must deal with the cause right at the root.  We must also deal with youth, not just with “leadership” programs but also dealing directly with their traumatization and the transmission of that traumatization from their parents and grandparents, and even from earlier generations so that they will not transmit the traumas and violence further to their children and grandchildren.  We need to work with people returning to their homes, with refugees, with internally displaced persons, with people who remained in their homes during the war, with the elderly, with people suffering from mental illness, with physical invalids, not just those who suffered during the war, but with those with “natural” disabilities aggravated by the war and with a variety of other groups.  Again, we need to work together with and learn from all of these groups and not think that we have all the answers.
Another point is that we as groups need to work together in coalitions.  In our experience, most groups work alone, frequently duplicating work on the one hand and leaving gaps on the other.  Many groups compete with one another.  This creates antagonisms and wasting of scarce resources.  Furthermore, groups have complementary expertise that, through competition rather than cooperation, is being wasted.  
Another point in a similar context is that we have found that, although there are regional and cultural differences, problems and solutions in many parts of the world are similar.  Thus, we need to work together in coalitions to share experience.  Why reinvent the wheel?
Still another principle has to do with assessment and evaluation.  Again, I want to repeat that the most important thing that we can do is to observe and to listen, not to come with our own preconceived ideas about the situation and the solutions to it.  Thus, before we act, we need to speak to and observe as many situations in a region as we can.
We also need to be continually evaluating what we are doing.  Is it effective?  If it is, why is it effective?  If it isn’t, why isn’t it and what might work?  This all sounds simple but, unfortunately, in our experience, it is almost never done.

A final point is that of research.  In virtually every other field, there is work on the interaction between n theory and the empirical side of things.  Remarkably, there is little of this done in the fields in which we are concerned.  Please note that I will use the word violence here rather than conflict – conflict can be positive and can lead to change; violence can only be negative.  In our view, we need to look carefully at the factors that are important in causing violence, in dealing with personal and social reconstruction and reintegration of societies and return of people to their homes after violence and in preventing further violence.  We also need to look at how we need to modify methodologies to take account of the specific and general contexts of post-violence situations.  Unfortunately, little work has been done in this context.
Together with Prof. Arpad Barath of the University of Pécs, Hungary, we have called the principles I’ve just spoken about The Strategy of Complex Rehabilitation.  When we first used the term about five years ago, some people objected to the use of the word complex.  We use it deliberately to emphasize that we do need to look at what we’re doing carefully and creatively.
Challenges
From what I’ve already said, we can see that there are a number of challenges that face us:
1. Really listening to people at the grassroots level and looking at their needs and desires.

2. Analyzing carefully the general and specific factors that are involved in finding solutions to the problems of areas currently involved in violent conflict, areas that are coming out of the violent period and areas that are threatened with violence.  
3. Carrying out research to find the causes and solutions to problems in violent, post-violent and potentially violent areas.  In this, it is critical to bring theoretical and practical work together.  
4. Working in coalitions of experts and organizations locally, nationally and internationally to share our expertise and resources.

5. Somehow finding dialogue with funders so that they understand the needs and desires of the areas in which we work.

6. Somehow finding dialogue with and/or fighting actively the local, national and international political forces that obstruct our work.

7. Education.  When we speak of education, we need to think of a number of areas.  First, we need to give people at the grassroots the knowledge, skills and attitudes required for recovery and for prevention of future violence.  This takes several forms, including the education of local non-professionals to take the recovery of their communities into their own hands.  It also means educating the general public so that they can do the same.
At the same time, we need to be educating local professionals in areas that they wouldn’t have dreamed of having to learn were they not in violent situations.

In the context of education, we must also mention another problem.  In our area, and in others that have suffered from violence, there is a lost generation of people who were in the war at the time that they should have been in secondary school or university and/or who don’t have the financial means to obtain an education and/or who are still suffering from the psychological consequences of war.  We must insure that these people are not lost.  
We should also note that, even before the war, the level of education in rural areas was low, and that there was a large gap between the highly educated people of the cities and the large number of illiterate people in rural areas.  This led to easier manipulation of the population.
We also must be educating professionals abroad in the West in how to work with such areas.
Finally, we must be educating officials and politicians so that they will make policies at local, national and international levels that will be responsible and will accomplish the goals that we seek to achieve.

8. Finding integrated solutions to work in these areas.  We have learned very clearly that working on health, economics or non-violent conflict transformation in isolation simply doesn’t work.
9. Being creative.  It is only by thinking and re-thinking outside the box that we will succeed in our work.
Perspectives and Plans for the Future

The CWWPP has been working on the ground in eastern Croatia, northern Bosnia and western Serbia since 1995 and will continue to do so for the foreseeable future.  Unfortunately, the situation seems to be deteriorating, and we are quite concerned.
We also wish to apply the lessons that we have learned in other areas suffering from violence.
In a wider context, we and others, notably the McMaster Peace through Health working group, are working on the formation of an international network of experts and groups working on these issues.  As we have mentioned, we feel that working together is critical to share experience, knowledge and skills and resources and make these generally available.  We expect that this will eventually result in joint projects.
In a similar context, the CWWPP is working to form an inter-university field institute for peacebuilding studies.  For a variety of reasons, we think that Vukovar is an excellent location for such an institute.  The aims of this institute are to carry out research in all aspects of the problems of violent, post-violence and potentially violent areas, bringing the theoretical and the practical together.  Another aim is to provide the kind of education mentioned above.  In a few weeks we will hold our first Summer Program.  We are in the process of designing curriculum for resident and online courses.
We are at the beginning of these initiatives.  All hands, feet and voices are welcome.

At the CWWPP, we are not egotists, or, at any rate, not big egotists, and would very much welcome the opportunity to participate in other initiatives.  We believe that, by working together, we can get much further than by working alone.
Conclusion

The theme of this conference is well chosen for the challenges we face.  I call upon you to listen to what the grassroots says and wants.  We need to have dialogue with all concerned.  We cannot, however, allow that dialogue to end in hot air.  We must translate it into meaningful action for the future.
Thank you.
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