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I. Opening of the Meeting

!  Chair Warren Allmand, President, World Federalist Movement - Canada

II. Introductions

!  Sapna Chhatpar, Project Manager, World Federalist Movement-Institute for Global Policy:
History of the WFM-IGPÕs R2PCS project and background on the initiative to build a global
civil society network/coalition for R2P. This Canadian consultation one of eight  taking
place  around the world.

!  Overview of recent international developments regarding R2P
At the UN the so-called backsliding on R2P since World Summit not surprising.
Opponents mobilized post-World Summit. Meanwhile there are genuine differences of
views among R2P advocates regarding logical next steps. S-G Ban is supportive. Special
Advisor Francis Deng could be a more forceful advocate. The removal of Òresponsibility
to protectÓ (in favour of the less specific Òmass atrocitiesÓ) in Ed LuckÕs title also a minor
setback. Media focus on Darfur failure to intervene overshadows some positives
(MONUC, Operation Artemis, offensive operations to protect civilians; South AfricaÕs
role in Burundi; Kofi Annan in Kenya). See below for specific challenges confronting an
eventual network/coalition on R2P..

There were concerns expressed that the Canadian government support for  R2P is
diminishing.

III.  Canadian Civil Society Perspectives on R2P advocacy

The following three sections represent main themes that were raised throughout the roundtable.

1. Breadth of movement

Two models were suggested: !
A. Mass movement
A broadly based movement could be the model for a network/coalition on R2P. This
approach would allow a large group of individuals and organizations to mobilize
policymakers at national, regional and international levels to act in cases of genocide and
mass atrocities. A mass movement could generate ÒbuzzÓ or energy around R2P, mobilize
public  opinion and ensure that governments do not dismiss their responsibility to protect
civilians. Concerns with this model are that R2P could be misused or oversimplified as it
could be applied to issues not involving genocide, ethnic crimes, war crimes and crimes
against humanity (for more on the importance of messaging, see next section). Another
concern is that such a network/coalition becomes too diffused.

B. Small group of select NGOs
A smaller group of NGOs would be an alternative model for an R2P network/coalition.
Selecting just a few organizations, which already have a deep understanding of R2P and
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previous experience working on the issue, would be less likely  to lead to misuse of the
concept. This model would allow for more precision in how R2P is communicated and
would also allow for a targeted advocacy strategy (which a mass movement may not be able
to control given its large membership).

One problem with this approach is that many of the NGOs currently working on R2P are
Western-based. As R2P is already perceived by many governments as a ÔWesternÕ
interventionist instrument, it is important to include Southern NGOs who could be part of a
core group.

2. Getting the message right
R2P knowledge is limited and what ÒinvokingÓ R2P means still needs much clarification.
Addressing this educational gap would be an essential aspect of the work of a
network/coalition. !

The Responsibility to Protect encompasses prevention, reaction and rebuilding, limited to
crimes against humanity, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and genocide. However, civil
societyÑand also policy makers and government officials-- may use the Responsibility to
Protect too broadly (to encompass other human security issues like HIV/AIDS, global
warming, and poverty) or too narrowly (emphasizing only military intervention).

Does an R2P network/coalition address conflict that includes these mass atrocities, or focus
more narrowly on the crimes?
!!

3. Advocacy around specific crises

Should an R2P network/coalition be engaged in advocacy and debate around responses to
specific cases? There were differing perspectives among meeting participants.

A. Support for coalition taking on conflict-specific advocacy
It was suggested that for a network/coalition to be seen to be relevant it must not remain
passive in the face of existing or emerging crises. Some have argued that R2P advocacy
around specific cases would help strengthen the norm-building process. There are concerns
with this model, however, as some NGOs (e.g. humanitarian organizations) may prefer to
avoid affiliation with a network/coalition that would invoke R2P. It could compromise their
ability to effectively deliver humanitarian assistance to populations in need. !In these
instances an R2P network/coalition would need a flexible structure, allowing organizations
to opt out of some activities /campaigns.

B. Support for coalition not taking on conflict-specific advocacy
The network/coalition could instead serve as a facilitating focal point for monitoring and
hosting information on specific crises, but not take on an active advocacy role in country-
specific situations. Organizations would be free to invoke R2P in conflict specific-situations
and engage in advocacy as part of their work without having the network/coalition take a
joint position.

IV. Possible Functions of an R2P coalition/network
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a. Monitoring
While there was strong support for a normative monitoring function for the coalition/network,
questions were raised on how and if it should help monitor country-specific crises.

b.  Education
Civil society advocates Ðas well as policy-makers and government officials-- must understand and
use the concept properly. This will require proper messaging on what R2P is and is not, as well as
broad-based public education and outreach on the norm.

It was mentioned that as a basic education tool to advance R2P globally, the network/coalition may
wish to adopt a media strategy. This could include using editorial tools to alert the public and policy
makers. However, there are challenges associated with  getting the message right to the media.

c. Advocacy
There was broad support for aiming to promote universal acceptance of the norm. This involves the
coalition/network working to support further endorsements of R2P at the parliamentary,
governmental, and regional organization levels. While the Coalition/network could coordinate
general R2P advocacy, questions were raised about the coordination of advocacy in country-specific
situations.

There were also questions regarding best practices to promote the ÒR2P prevention agenda.Ó
NGOs agree on the ciritcal importance of prevention of mass atrocities, but what precisely would be
the function for an R2P network/coalition that is distinct from the work of other networks (e.g.
GPPAC, other human rights networks focused on minorities protection)

d. Dialogue on country-cases
The question was raised on whether the network/coalition should restrict itself to just normative
advocacy or should the network/coalition invoke R2P in country specific situations. If the latter,
what criteria would it use to apply R2P to a specific situation?

A concern was raised that while there is a clear need to put the R2P principle into practice, it is a
term that is still controversial, and in some situations it may be counter-productive to label a crisis
R2P. It is important that R2P is not applied to conflicts were there are human rights violations not
at the level of genocide, war crimes, crimes against humanity and ethnic cleansing.

e. Capacity-building
For the coalition to be globally  representative it would need to assist some members
organizationally. There was also a question on how the network/coalition could build solidarity and
support for human rights defenders in crisis situations such as Burma or Sri Lanka.

V. Organizational Challenges for an R2P Network/Coalition
The following text details the challenges (bolded parts were distributed by WFM-Canada in a
separate document) with participantsÕ reactions and comments.

1. Lack of unifying or overarching objective, such as a treaty outcome, an international
conference or set of negotiations – may affect organizational coherence.
While oversimplifying is not the goal, there is nonetheless a need for an overarching objective for
the coalition/network. This could be as simple as ÒRespond more effectively to threat of genocide,
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war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanityÓ or ÒStrive for this to be gradually
entrenched at the institutional level.Ó

2. Multiplicity of political objectives affects decision-making regarding the use of resources
and priority-setting.
What should the coalition/network do: country-specific advocacy, norm-building or both? See ÔMain
themesÕ for more on this discussion. Perhaps a flexible, modular structure would allow the  network
to be relevant to various categories of organizations with various agendas and priorities.

3. Differences of view regarding content and meaning of R2P
While there is agreement on what crimes R2P applies to and that governments have the
responsibility to prevent and react (first with non-military and use-of-force as a last resort), there is
still uncertainty on what the threshold is for mass atrocities and also what prevention and non-
military reaction actually entails. One question raised was whether there was a distinct R2P
Òprevention agendaÓ--i.e. Prevention of atrocities vs. prevention of conflict.

4. Center vs. periphery
There is a need to articulate not only what the Coalition/network Secretariat will do, but also what
the functions and activities are for the Members. What are the advantages for small/local
organizations joining the network/coalition? What are the advantages of human rights groups,
student groups, womenÕs organizations, conflict prevention and peacebuilding organizations,
etcÑhow do their existing activities relate to the larger network and how might they benefit from it?

In the Canadian context participants debated whether there was a need for a separate Canadian
network, or whether Canadian organizations should participate in the global R2P network/coalition.
Most participants saw the need for a separate  Canadian network, particularly in light of recent
Government of Canada policy directions.

5. Relationship with other R2P initiatives
The relationship of a coalition/network with the Global Centre for the Responsibility to Protect,
(and related regional centers) as well as the new Special Adviser with a focus on R2P and the Special
Adviser for Prevention of Genocide will have to be addressed in the coming months.

VI. Experiences from other Global Networks / Coalitions

Building on existing coalition/networks (see document from the Institute for Global Policy ÒGlobal
Strategic Networks: Experiences with Structure and GovernanceÓ), participants mentioned their
experience with the following networks:

- Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (Worldwide Movement)
- Movement for the Convention on Migrant Workers (mass movement; spearheaded

by Southern countries)
- Movement for a Social Summit as counter-balance to Davos summit (regional basis)
- Jubilee South network around debt reduction (led by Southern Coordination)

VII. Structure of the Coalition/Network

Membership:
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Members would be from every region of the world and encompass a broad range of sectors.
Members could be organized by function (advocacy, messaging), region, sector (faith, human rights,
prevention) or by scope of representation (international, regional, national). !However, there could
be a danger in having too many groups since capacity and resources are limited.!

Governance:
The structure of the coalition/network will ultimately be determined by its size and function. Three
approaches were suggested on how to deal with decision making.

¥ Tight proxy group to make decisions quickly and effectively,
¥ A larger group operating by consensus,
¥ A multi-level decision making (fast-making decisions taken by a smaller group).

Could there be a baseline set of principles or objectives to which all can agree,
elading to a structure  allowing some decisions requiring a decision by all members,
some by the Steering Committee? !

A Steering Committee or Preliminary Assembly may emerge from the preliminary roundtable
discussions. This group of organizations could decide the structure of the coalition/network, in
addition to objectives and activities.

Funding: The network/coalition will need to find funders who are able to support both the larger
structure (ie. Secretariat) as well as member organizations seeking to conduct R2P activities.

One suggestion was that the network/coalition should not hold off its inception until the structure
is entirely determined but rather attempt at getting off the ground and then correct possible mistakes
along the way.

VIII. Conclusion

Chair Warren Allmand emphasized that although there were disagreements and shared concerns,
this civil society roundtable showed overwhelming support for the idea of a global
coalition/network. There was broad suport for the Coalition/network taking on a monitoring, and
information  dissemination role. It should also have an advocacy agenda, but questions remain about
how far it should go in conflict-specific situations.
!
Possible next steps

o In order to facilitate the consultation process, all results will need to be shared with all
members of the process. Preferably documents would be made available in a variety of
languages.

o These regional consultations should conclude with identifying organizations who could join
a core Steering Group for the Coalition/network.

o A global conference on R2P or a coalition launch event could bring together the core
steering group and also participants of the regional consultations interested in going forward
with the coalition/network.

List of Participants
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Name Organisation Email
Allmand, Warren WFM Canada wallmand@canada.com
Arnaud, Marion WFM-IGP
Baird, Steve Save Darfur Canada steve@sdcanada.org
Chhatpar, Sapna WFM-IGP
Cinq-Mars, Evan STAND Canada ecinqmars@standcanada.org
Fischer, Martin Norman Paterson School of International Affairs,

Carleton University
Mfischer@connect.carleton.ca

Guimond, Marie-France IDRC mguimond@idrc.ca
Hubert, Don Graduate School of Public and International

Affairs, University of Ottawa
don.hubert@uottawa.ca

Khor, Jennifer Canadian Bar Association jenniferk@cba.org
La-Rose Edwards, Paul CANADEM paul.larose-edwards@canadem.ca
Lord, David Peacebuild david@peacebuild.ca
Matthews, Kyle Concordia University Ð Will to Intervene kylematt@alcor.concordia.ca
Regehr, Ernie Project Ploughshares eregehr@ploughshares.ca
Watt, Fergus WFM Canada wfcnat@web.ca

Regrets:

Name Organisation Email
Cornish, Steve CARE Canada stevec@care.ca
Lina Holguin Oxfam Quebec holguinl@oxfam.qc.ca
Stefan Lehmeier Peacebuild, Peace Ops Working Group slehmeier@gmail.com
Vandewint, Carrie Worldvision Canada Carrie_Vandewint@worldvision.ca
Stephen Baranyi North-South Institute sbaranyi@nsi-ins.ca
Surendrini Wijeyaratne Canadian Council for  International Cooperationswijeyaratne@ccic.ca


