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One of the unique features of community-based peace 
building is the fact that such peace-building efforts draw 
resources – including time, finances, and skills – from the 
community, in an attempt to create peaceful outcomes 
within the community itself. This creates an interesting 
dynamic for international NGOs, such as Generations 
For Peace, that aim to encourage community-based 
peace-building processes in localities around the world. 
How can such NGOs balance their international standing 
and scope with constructive engagement in local 
communities?

This panel dealt with this question by presenting the different 
types of formal and informal local arrangements that GFP 
volunteers have in place on the ground in order to ensure 
smooth functioning of local programming. Informal 
arrangements were considerably diverse, but all centred on 
agreements reached with key stakeholders in the community. 
Formal arrangements were of three main types: setting up 
partnerships with local organisations, registering GFP as a 
local NGO, and setting up a GFP satellite office in the 
concerned country. The panel discussed each of these in 
turn, with each panellist bringing forward their specific 
involvement with different types of local arrangements, 
explaining why these arrangements had been put in place 
and what the panellists had learnt from these experiences.

All panellists noted that volunteers did not operate in a 
vacuum; they were all embedded in a certain local context. 

This meant that they had to work within the constraints of 
their community - and capitalise on its resources - when 
setting up GFP programming. The elements they needed in 
place on the ground before starting up a cohesive 
programme included: implementation capacity (including 
local volunteers and skills, as well as physical contributions in 
terms of venues and equipment), legal permission to operate 
(which relied on clearances from the appropriate parties), 
and local credibility (which depended on good networks 
and relationships with relevant actors).

To achieve these ends, some of the most important 
connections that GFP volunteers established on the ground 
were informal. Societies have entrenched power structures 
that can facilitate or inhibit change; it is important for 
community-based peace builders to tap into these structures 
and assess how they can impact programming. This was 
particularly pertinent in Pakistan, where one of the panellists, 
Zahid Johnson, was running a programme in Jalozai Camp 
near Peshawar. The programme Zahid was spearheading 
focused on Internally Displaced Persons - specifically children 
- who were deprived of educational opportunities in the 
Camp, and were prone to recruitment by terrorist groups. To 
gain access to these children, Zahid explained that he 
needed approval from parents in the Camp as well as tribal 
elders. He noted that it was very difficult for the local 
community to visualise how sport could help, and ensuring 
their buy-in was a major challenge. However, once informal 
visits explaining the programme and its advantages to 
community elders were complete, it became much easier to 
ensure participation in the programme.
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Having buy-in from informal power sharers is crucial because 
it sets the stage for the programme within the community as 
a whole. From the experiences of the panellists, it quickly 
became clear that programmes needed a great deal more 
than informal support: they also needed tangible elements 
such as official documentation and permissions to operate, 
as well as venues, equipment, and related material. This kind 
of support was usually derived from Local Partner 
Organisations (LPOs). Lama Hattab, as Programmes Director, 
set out some of the requirements that GFP volunteers look 
for in an LPO. An LPO needed to have a good network to 
reach out to other partners and communities, needed to 
constitute a local entity in the society at large, and needed 
to share some of the objectives of GFP. This would ensure 
both local ownership and sustainability.

The advantages of having LPOs were listed as wide and 
varied. Some LPOs provided value-in-kind items: venues for 
programme activities, office spaces, and equipment. LPOs 
also contributed human resources, in terms of skilled staff 
who could support the programme, and sometimes 
volunteers of their own. Others provided different forms of 
valuable inputs: the ability to get legal clearances for certain 
types of activities. Hana Jumah discussed the GFP programme 
she had been involved in, addressing physical and verbal 
violence in schools in Jordan, explaining that “since this was 
a problem acknowledged by the Ministry of Education, [GFP 
volunteers] had plenty of support to implement our Sport 
and Art For Peace Programme. The Ministry of Education 
also gave us access to the students, to the schools, so that 
we could gather our own data and get a proper baseline.”

While these panellists made it clear what volunteers from an 
international NGO like GFP received from local partnerships, 
there was still room to discuss what advantages this provided 
for LPOs themselves. Panellists demonstrated that local 
partners gained opportunities to expand their own reach 
within the community (through GFP’s volunteer networks), 
to generate stronger community ownership by integrating 
their own work with that of the community through GFP 
programming, and received incentives for their own staff 
and volunteers through GFP training. This was a point made 
succinctly by Warda Samara, a representative from Logica, 
one of GFP’s partners in the West Bank. What this brought 
home was the fact that a true “win-win” partnership was 
founded on shared objectives; this provided benefits to both 
GFP volunteers and the LPO, and contributed to greater 
sustainability on the ground.

Sometimes this kind of partnership was not sufficient, 
however. A partner could not always carry the entire burden 
and risk of GFP’s activities on the ground; in these cases, it 
became important for GFP to register as a local NGO in 
order to obtain support from partners and – crucially – 
donors. Paul Wel, from South Sudan, explained the logic 
behind registration: “We had to register in South Sudan, 
otherwise, we could not operate or transport material into 
South Sudan. So we registered as a charity.” He also added 
that for GFP to conduct research or photography/film-
making projects in the country, it was necessary to meet 
various governmental officials, politicians, and stakeholders 
in order to sanction what research was being conducted, 
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what photos were being taken and videos being filmed, and 
for whom. Being registered locally made this significantly 
easier. 

Finally, the workload generated by successful and expanding 
programmes in different locations sometimes engendered 
the need for a final type of formal arrangement: GFP satellite 
offices. This referred to GFP taking a step beyond local 
registration and actually opening a subsidiary office in the 
country. Lama Hattab explained that GFP headquarters 
received multiple applications to open such offices, all of 
which were carefully reviewed before a final decision. The 
decision to open a satellite office required careful 
deliberation; like local registration, opening a satellite office 
came with additional legal and financial responsibilities and 
obligations, and efficient office structure and governance, 
which could be an added burden for GFP volunteers on the 
ground.

In conclusion, the panel demonstrated that there was no 
single best practice for the arrangements that volunteers 
found necessary to put in place on the ground; these could 
be formal or informal, and sometimes both. The choice 
depended on context, accessibility, and capacity of the 
volunteers themselves, the target populations they wanted 
to work with, and the organisations they partnered with. 
Tailoring local arrangements – legal or otherwise – to local 
contexts was therefore a crucial part of the community-
based peace-building approach, and was the reason that 
GFP offered so many different “options” to choose from in 
setting up local arrangements.
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