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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Fom20th June throughthe Sth of July 2002, the Goflict RrevertionlInitiativeof the Hrvard
R ogramon Hunani tari an Pol i cy and Gonfl i ct Research (A HRCR incooperationwththe
Center for Reace and Security Sudies at the Lhiversity of Gadj ah Mda (CS carriedout a
seriesof activitiesunder thethene “Buil ding susta nabl e peace and f ost eri ng devel opnent i n
Thisevent vas aneffort togather i deas and support fromthose representing Papuainthefid ds
of peacebul | d ngand devel gonent. Wsingthelnternet tod scusspdiciesinthefiddof conflict
prevention, this A -C3FSevent alsoainedat providngap atformfor spreadinginfornati on
and st rengt heni ng net vor ks bet ween parti ci pants and deci sionnakers at the nationd andinter-
retiod leds.

The event startedwtharoundtabl e di scussionat the Lhi versity of Gadji ah Myda on 20-22 June
2002, wth 8 peopl e fromPapua representi ng t he acadennc worl d, N33, religi ous organi za-
tions, custonary institutions, wonen' s groups and youth. The nai ni deas that energed duri ng
thisd scussionthenbecaneentry pa ntsfor thee-conference, anonlinevirtud d scussiononline
i n I ndonesi an. The e-conf er ence t ook pl ace bet ween 24 June and 25 July 2002, wththe
participationof 89 peopl e fromvari ous backgrounds. S nul taneously, ane-forumvas carri ed
out inBgish wththeperticipationad 32 peod e

> e-conference
24 June—25 July 2002

round table discussion
20-22 June 2002

e-forum
—>
24 June —25 July 2002

The roundt abl e di scussi on, e-conf erence, and e-forumgener at ed nany t hought s, debat es and
recommendat i ons concer ni ng t he di nensi ons of t he Papuan i ssue. The pri nci pal t henes of
di scussi on and ar eas of reconmendat i on can be sunmari zed as fol | ows:

D al ogue

Rliticd hgay

Fundanental rights

Soeci a  Aut onony

Mdence nilitarismandhunanrightsvidations
Forei gnml tinational conpani es
Thrdpartyfedlitaion



D al ogue

Participants agreedthat dia ogueisthe nest appropriatevay tosd vetheprod ensinPapua. In
thisregard, dialogueneedstobecarriedout at threedifferent | evel s: anong groups wthin
Papua; at the national |evel between Papuaandthe central governnent; and at theinterna
tional level, particularly by invol vingthe Lhited Nations and sone nenfoer st at es such as
I ndonesia, Australia, Hillandandthe Lhited Sates. Theagendafor thed a ogue at anati onal
| evel , proposed by Papuans t hensel ves, cou dbe (1) reviewthehistory andpaitica status of
Papua, (2) investigate Hnan Rghts vio ations, and (3) determne howtoinprove the wel fare
o locd popd ations.

Rliticd hstay

Angj ority of participants agreedthat the history of Papuanintegrationintothe Republ i c of
I ndonesi a (NKR) continues toput considerabl estrainontherel ati onshi p bet ween Papua and
thecentra governnent. Papuanrepresentatives believethat theintegrationof Papuaintothe
Republ i ¢ of I ndonesi awas i nfact engi neered wth the cooperationof the UNand sone nentoer
states suchas Hil land, the UntedSatesand Asstrdia For thisreason, partici pants sawa need
toreconsider thehistory of Papuanintegrationintolndonesiainorder tounderstandwiet red |y
happened bef ore and around the “ opi nion pol |’ of 1969.

Fundanental rights

Theneedto provi de protectionfor fundanental rights in Papua becane atopi c of di scussi on.
Includedintheserigitsistherigt for thepopd ati onof Pypuatoliveinpeace, caryout their
everyday activitiesadpursuether ominterests. Fundenentd rightsadsoind udecdtud rigts
of the Papuan peopl ewthregardstothelandandforestsandtheir radeinloca cosnol ogy. It
was notedthat thepositionof traditional institutions such as the Papuan Gust onary Gunci |
(Bevian Adat Papua) as abody that protects Papuancu tura rights, bothat thed strict andtom
| evel , needs t o be acknow edged and st r engt hened.

Soeci a Aut onony

According to partici pants, the Papuan peopl e ref use Speci al Aut onony because t he schene
onl'y covers soci a and econonic aspect s whi | e negl ecti ng ot her probl ens such as hunanrights
vidationsadareviewd thedficid versiondf Pgpuanhistary.

Sone partici pants even t hought that the establ i shnent of specia aut onony woul d produce new
probl ens such as conflict wthi n Papuan bureaucracy, for i nstance between governors andre-
gents (Bupeti), aswel |l as betweenl eg sl a i ve and executi ve povers. Rarti ci pant's consi dered t hat
t he schene for Special Autonony stil | needs debati ng, nodi fication and assessnent .

Mo ence, mlitari smand hunanrights vio ations

The Papuan popul at i on has | ong w t nessed and experi enced vi ol ence and hunan rights vi ol a
tions, paticdarlyasaresut of excessivenlitaryaction Rportsao hunanrigitsvidaions ad
vi ol ence i n Papua have nat been based on t horough i nvesti gati on. Participants pointedtothe
fact that vid enceinPapuavas a so caused by the presence of militiagroups. It vas agreedt hat
vid encetowards civilians, hunanrightsviodations, andnilitari smneedinmed ateattention.




Forel gn mul tinational conpani es

Participants consideredthat forei gnnultinational conpani es operatingin Papua —such as
Freeport MMran and BPneededtoreassesstheir operations. It wvasa sonotedthat thereisa
need f or t hese conpani es to pay cl oser attentiontothe environnent and | ocal cust ons, as vel |
astothewe fareof loca popul ations. A thesanetine, nultinationa conpani es shoul drevi ew
their cooperationwththennlitaryinsecurity natters.

Thrdpartyfadlitaion

Participatsstressedthat thepresenceof athirdpartythat isneura, conpetent, andacceptadl e
toall isneededto overconethe current deadl ock betweenthe central gover nnent and Papuan
representatives. Util now therehas beenverylittletrust onthe part of Papuan peopl et ovards
the central governnent and vi ce-versa. The presence of athirdpartyisnot only neededto
facilitatedi a ogue, but al sotod scusstheagendafor thisd a ogue. However, participantsdd
not agreeonwhothethird party shoul d be, or whether central gover nnent woul d accept the
terns of athirdperty.

DI ALOGUE

Parti ci pants noted that the * Papuan Reopl € s Gingress’ i n 2000 deci ded that “ di al ogue’ shoul d

bethenainpolitical strategy for solvingthe probl ens i n Papua. The previ ous appr oach—
mlitary operationand|legal processes—was not only insufficient but a sobreddistrust and

resent nent t ovar ds t he gover nnent . The agenda of f er ed by Papuan represent at i ves was asso-

ciaedwththreenajor issues: (1) pditica statusandhistorica review (2) investigationof

hunanrights viad ati ons, and (3) i nproved standards of |iving Accordingtoparticipants, the
dial ogue needstobecarriedout at everylevel, intra-Papua, betweenthe centra gover nnent

and|oca representatives (center-regomd ), adat theinternationa leve . AintraPypuad a

loguevou darticu atetheaspirations of every ethnic, religous, andsocio-paitical goupin
Papua. The center-regi onal di al ogue shoul d go beyond the two naj or interest groups (Jakarta
and Papua). It isessential torenenber that wthinthese two groups exi st di verse sub-groups.

For thisreason, therenust beacarefu idetificationof patentia participantsa thepre-d a

| ogue stage. Goupsthat needtobeinva vedinthe center-regional dia ogue are:

- the Rresi dent

-themlitary

- thecertrd leg slaivebody

- the@oardinatingMnister for R itics and Security (Mnkopd kam)
- theNini ster for Donestic Afairs

- the Rresi dent of the Papuan Gunci |

- the Fee Papua Mvenent (CPV)

- t he Papuan Qust onary Gounci | s (dewan- dewan adat Papua)

- Papuanreig ous | eaders

- other Papuanrepresentati ve



Recogni tion of these i ndependent groups wthinthe l arger groupi ng (Papua and Jakarta) w |
hel pbui ldtrust and guaranteetheinpl enentati onof dial ogueresults. Theinternationa da
| ogue shoul d i ncl ude parti es associ ated wth Papuan hi story, suchas Hil land, the L5 Austraia
and t he LN

Qher issues noted by participantsincl udethe needtobase d a ogue onthe princi pl es of equal -
ity and nutual respect. This neans that the systenatic stignatizati onof the Papua, wi ch has
gvenbirthtoananti-Indonesi ansenti nent and has put astrainontherel ati onshi p bet ween
local and centra representatives, nust berooted out. Papua shoul dthereforenat be seenas a
“troudled province but asapart of thelndonesiannati onthat deserves as nuch respect as any
other part does.

Alack of trust towards the central governnent energed afewtines inthe di scussi on. Sone
participants sa dthat the experience of thelast four decades has had nuch i nf | uence on dam
agngthistrust. Intheeyes o participats, thecentra goverment has hadafewcritica oppor-
tuitiestoreganthistrust, but faledtotake advantage of these ggpartunities. e such oppor -
tunitywasthekillingof Theys HyoH uay. Thelocal conmunity knewthat thekillinginva ved
security forces, andwas carried out under specific orders. The deci si ontaken by the nati ond
I nvestigati ng conmssi onthat estabdl i shedthecaseas anornal crinnna casewthout palitical
not | ves vas rej ected by t he conmuni ty, the Papuan Gunci |, the Ghurch, | ocal N33 and | ocal
gover nnent .

Onthebasisof thislowlevel of trust betweentheloca conmunity andthe centra gover nnent,
participants believedthat the dia ogue needstobecarriedout slowy andinstages. A the
begi nni ng st age, the di al ogue shoul d be f ocused on devel opi ng conmuni cat i on bet ween t he
partiesinva vedandclarifyingcircu aingrunors. Qe participant was di sappol nted that the
I ssue of distrust had not been addressedinthe process of di a ogue and nedi ation, wenit isa
sourceof coflict initsdf. Accood ngtothisparticipant, ulessrunars are expressed and d s-
cussed, theywll transfomntodestructiveatitudes.

Wen sone t rust has been establ i shed, the di a ogue canbe d rectedto nore subst anti a i ssues.
Learni ng frompast experience, the di scussi on need not focus on such out cones as i ndepen-
dence or autonony. Accordingtoparticipants, thiswou donly createresi stanceona |l si des ad
render difficult the process of reachi ng conmon ground. The di a ogue cani nst ead be di rected
oneqpaingineests, fears, addterraives.

Thegoodw || of thecentra goverment isessetia inthisddogue Intheviewd perticipants,
Mgavet i * s gover nnent has | i nited t he space for di a ogue by stressingthat the conversation
shoul dbe heldwthinthe franework of Indonesia s unity andthat it shoul d be f ocused onthe
i npl enent ati on of Spoeci al Autonony | aws. Sone parti ci pant s quest i oned t he reason behi nd t he
governnent’ s stance, andinparticu ar that of Mgaveti, wthregardstothed al ogue. Doesthe
governnent not wshfor adiaogueor isit sinplyincapableof it?I1f theissuehastodowth
i nconpet ence—and not wi I 1ingness toj ol n—+hen partici pants thought it woul d be usel ess to
push for di a ogue.

Furthernare, participants exressedthe vi ewthet Papuarece ves very littleattenti on. Hghgov-
ernmnent officiassuchasthe Aresi dent and mni sters have very rarel y vi si t ed Papua and on such
occasi ons, di a ogue wth the conmuni ty was very | it ed.

Recommendat i ons

D al ogue shoul d beconethenai nstrategy for a |l partiestosovetheprobl ensinPapua In
order tofindasd ution, thisda ogueshou dbecarriedout at threeleve s: intraPapua, a a
natiod levd ada anineratiod levd.



Asd utionthroughdi al oguew! | only bereachedif al partiesinva ved, or previouslyin
vol vedi n Papua, arereadytotake part. For thisreason, thefol | owng parties shoul d express
their readinesstotake part inad a ogue a ned at sal vi ng t he Papuan confl i ct: t he gover nnent
of | ndonesi @, Papuanrepresentatives, the N the Netherl ands, the Uited Sates and Asstra i a

D al ogue nust be under st ood as a process ai ned at i nprovi ng rel ati onshi ps and trust be-
tweenthe parties i nvol ved—-t shoul d not onl'y be focused onresul ts. Gonsegquently, the frane-
vor k and subst ance of the dial oguew || needtorenai nas openand flexi bl e as possi bl e.

A thepre-dia ogue stage, therew!| needtobeaprocess of carefu identificationof the
potential participants. Areductive approachto participationthat woul donlyinvad vethe nain
partieslike Jakartad and‘ Pyl shod dbeava dedasit vou dlikdyresut inpditicd hjacking
andafragi | e agreenent .

- The governnent of | ndonesi a shoul d start adial ogue wth various el enents of the Papuan
popul ation, andnot sinplywththeloca eliteandmdd e class. The Rapuan conmuni ty shoul d

be seen as a het er ogeneous enti ty consi sti ng of nany i nt er dependent groups. Approachi ng onl'y
afewnajor partieswl| thereforenat bringabout ada oguewththepotentia of sdvingthe

Papuan confl i ct.

Nor+ gover nnent al organi zati ons, aswel | asrel i gious and educati ona institutions, shoud
teketheintiaivetofadlitaetheinraPRypuad d ogue wichwll ama bridgngtheinerests of
various ethnic, religous andsocia groups. The princi pl e of i ncl usi veness shoul d be enphasi zed
asacrucia e enent of thisprocess.

I nt eract i on bet ween t he Papuan conmuni ty on t he one hand and the i nternat i onal conmu-
nityontheother shoudbefacilitated. Al parties cansupport this process by provid ngthe
Papuan conmuni ty w t h access t o conmuni cati onfaci | ities and appropri at e t echnol ogy.

PQLI TI CAL H STCRY

The di scussi on on Papuan pol i tica history generatedi deas about apossibl ehistorica review
and t he extent t o whi ch a newappr oach t o hi st ory shoul d be consi der ed.

Sone parti ci pants defined hi story as the cal | ective nenory of anation. They regrettedthe fact
that thiscallective nenory was of ten forced t hrough a pover rel ati onshi p bet ween gover nnent
aditspopdation Instead, it vasfelt that the peod ethensel ves shoul dagreeontheir cd | ec-
tive nenories. These col | ective nenories coul dthenbeconeabargainingtoo todefendthei r
posi tion. Various propositions as t o howhi story shoul d be revi ened ener ged f romt he above
d scussi n

Sone parti ¢ pants thought thet areconsiderationd histoyvasastartingpant tosd vetheissue
of Pppuaispditica status. For thisreason, ahistaricad revi ewshou dbe done t hr ough a process
of searchingfor historical docunents, investigationandfact-findng, particuarlyaroundthe
issueof the QinionPoll’ (Pepera) of 1969. Partici pants coming froman acadenc back-
ground proposed consul ting associ ati ons specia i zinginhistarica issues, bothinlndonesi aand
abr oad.

Qbher participantstook anore paitica aoproach. They bel i evedthe process of historica re-
vi ewwvas unconnected to | egal proof. Accordingtothem Papua’ s historica reviewshoul d be
based onthe need for i nva ved parties (inthi s case the governnent of I ndonesia, the LN the
5 Hilland, and Austral i a) to acknow edge past nnst akes.




Sone parti ci pants thought that an ant hropol ogi cal approach to hi story, whi ch bel i eves t hat
et hni ci ty det ernines Papuan i ndependence, didnot justify astrugg efor i ndependence. The
Papuanstrugg eisjustifiedbythehistorica fact that Papua sintegrationtothe Republ i ¢ of
I ndonesi a t ook pl ace t hrough a process of ‘ annexati on’, whereby t he deci si on vas t aken by
outsi de parties. The anthropol ogi cal di scussi ons | ead t 0 a consi derati on of the cont enporary
Papuan conmuni ty. Sone partici pants felt there was aneed t o deci de which ‘ natives' wll be-
cone Papua’ s ‘1 egal owner’. They argued that the * Javani zation' process and the uncontrol | ed
flowof i nmagrationfromSul anesi and Mil uku has al ready nar gi nal i zed t he Papuan peopl e.
Thi s enphasi s on et hni ci ty was cont rast ed by anot her vi ewaccordi ng towhi ch ‘ Papua-ness’ i s
based onenational tiesandloyadtytothelandandnot onethnicity. Thislast viewsaw ethnic
dvasityasacdtud vedthfosteringvd uesof dudityadreciprocity.

Dfferences inop ni ona so energed whi | e di scussi ng the extent to whi ch hi story needs to be
reviened. Sonefelt that areviewshoul dfocus onthe period of | ndonesi & s procl anat i on of
i ndependence (1945), Round Tabl e Gonf erence (1949), Trikora (1961), Pepera (1969), and
the NewYork Agreenent. Qhers argued for adiscussionof evenearlier historical events, such
as the Ternate negoti ati ons of 1667, whi ch pl aced Papua under t he ki ngdomof Ti dore.

Anot her approach to Papua’ s historical revi ewwas suggestedinthe formof aconstructive
criticismof |awnunber 21 (2001). Thi s approachis based onarticl e 46, whi ch requires the
establ i shnent of atruthandreconciliati on conmssi onin Papua.

It isinportant tounderlinethefact that sone partici pants of fered anore general approachto
the concept of historica review Accordingtothem areviewwas not only needed wthinthe
Papuan context, but al sowthinthe context of I ndonesia s ownfornation. Thi S approach argues
that the state of | ndonesi awas established onthe basis of abias cla mfromlakartaat the
expense of ather regosinthearchipd ago. nthishesis, ahistoricd reviewd integrationis
needed i nevery part of | ndonesi a

Sone parti ci pants expressed a pessi nisti ¢ vi ewof the prospects of aneaningful historica re-
vi ewin Papua. One parti ci pant noted that Papuan history vas a“ creati on’ of both Jakarta and
the Papuaneite, andvas basedonpditica interestsrather thanhistorical truth. Arevi ewof
Papuanhistaorywou dthereforelikdytuninoalongd spute, asevery versionof history wou d
be net by strong opposi ti on.

Apart fromthe above debate, participants agreedthat arevi ewof Papuan hi story neededto be
fdloned by acanpai gnd rectedat theentire I ndonesi anpopu ation. Inthissense thisreview
woul d not only becone astartingpoint for Papua’ s political struggl e, but @ soa process of
reviewng the cal | ective nenori es of thewo e nation. Furthernore, partici pants hoped t hat
socid sdidaritywu dprevail andthat thewd e | ndonesi annati onwou drefl ect onthe Papuan
issue. Rarticipants stressedthat honesty, w sdomand openness vere essertia principlesfor such
historica reconstructi onto succeed

Recommendat i ons

- The gover nnent shoul d i nmedi at el y i npl enent a hi storical reviewon Papua, as definedin
article46 of lawno 21 (2001).

- Inorder tofacilitatethe process, the | ndonesi an gover nnent w il needto provi de support and
space for the vari ous approaches that wll energe duringthe reconstructi onof Papuanhistory.




- Gventhat historyisthecdlectivenenory of anation, ahistorica reviewof Papua shoul d
occur inpard el wthanationd canpai gnthat wil portray the Ppuani ssueinthe cotext of
I ndonesi @ s omn heri t age.

- Theinternationad conmnity, andperticu arlythe Uited Nations, Holland, the lhited Sates
and Australiawl! | needtoprovi de accesstohistorical docunents andtotestify as needed.

FUNDAMENTAL RI GHTS

Partici pants d scussed the i ssue of fundanenta rights asaseparatetop c. They enphasi zedthe
needtoprovide pratecti onaga nst fundanental rightsvidati onsinPapua. Focused di scussi ons
energedonthetopics of therigtt tolive, cuturd rigitsandhunanrights.

My parti ci pant s enphasi zed t he i nport ance of theright of the Papuan peopl etol i ve peace-
fulyandcarryout their day-to-day activities. Uptonow intinndationandvid ence suchas
killings andextortionhave produced cd | ectivefear andacute sensitivity. Gnsequently, the
popul ationinPapuahas felt i ncapabl e of carryingout their econonic, socia, andpditical
activitiesinanornal way. Papuan conmoni ty | eaders and | ocal governnent of fi ci al s have gi ven
serioss atetiontothisbypassingregu aions (Sra Keputusan) ontherigt tolivepeacefu ly.
Partici pants hoped that this deci sionwoul d eventual |y be passed as areg onal regul ati on.

Smeparticipatsaguedthat inorder todefendtherigt tolivepeacefuly, institutions suchas
the Papuantrad tiona council needtobestrengthenedbathat theprovincia andtown | evel s.
Bef ore st at e bur eaucr acy even exi sted i n Papua, the needs of the conmuni ty were | ooked af t er
andregu atedbytraditional institutionsthat hel dexecutiveandlegi slativeauthority. Gving
beck authoritytothesetraditiond institutionswas seenas aneanstostrengthen Papua strad -
tional conmuni ty, andthereby enpover thelocal civil society.

Qitura rightsinthe context of Papua were al so di scussed. Enphasi s was pl aced onthe i dea
that Papua s natural resources shoul d not be consi dered si npl y i n econonic terns. | ndeed,
nat ural resources shoul d al so be consi dered as a sour ce of i nspi rati on and w sdomfor the
Papuan conmuni ty. For this reason, the perspective of |ocal peopletowardstheir | and and
forest andthe functionof theseresourcesinthe context of | ocal cosnol ogy shoul d be saf e-
guarded. Participants enphasi zedthet intradi tiona Papuansoci eties, theforest vas nat only a
source of wood, but alsoapl acetoteachchil drenabout traditi ona val ues.

Athispantitwvwasfet tha if theloca perspectivetomardsthelandandforestswas not saf e-
guarded, theloca conmunitieswoul druntheriskof loosingtheir cutura idetityaswel as
their traditiona econonnc assets. Accordingtoone partici pant, the Papuan soci ety hed al ready
seen t he di sappear ance of sago and sweet potatoproduci ngvillages asaresult of i nsensitive
governnent policies. Riliciesonthenass productionaof rice, for exanpl e, have disrupted | oca
cycl es; apart fromreduci ngthe supply of sago and sweet pot at oes, they have al so caused
famnes, as conmunities hadtowait for nonths before the harvest. Furthernore, rice does not
fit wthther taste It vasd somatedthet inthefish ngsectar, fishernenusingtradti o net hods
arebangincreasing ynarg nd i zed by nadernpracticesthat prioriti zed quantity and effi ci ency.

Qe participant pontedout that defend ngfundanentd rights (suchas pratectingtheadilityto
carryout dailyactivitiessafelyandproductively) for the average person was nore i nport ant
than debating theissues of Papual s palitica status and Jakarta Papuare ati ons and econonnc
distribution. Thoseissues werelargely the concernof the Papuan and Indonesianelite. H
noted t hat these fundanental rights coul d be def ended out si de the franework of the | arger
I ssues di scussed above.
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Qut of the discussiononhunanrights energed t he concept of Hinan Security. As anulti -
di sci pl i nary and non-conventi onal concept, ‘ Hinan Security’ was consi dered better suitedto
probl ens of fundanental hunanrightsinthefie d. The conventional concept of security pl aces
thestaeasthenainactor, adteritoid ineyityasitsfoows. Logcdly, if astaeis peacefu
andsafe, soisitspopuation Incontrast, ‘ Hinan Security’ pl aces hunan bel ngs as t he f ocus,
and concentrates ontheir physi cal safety andindivi dual freedons. | ndividual freedons are
understood toincl ude the freedomtointeract wth one’ s envi ronnent and choose one’ s own
lifestyle Inthe perspectiveo ‘Hrnan Scurity , thestatewl | only be saf e and peacefu if the
physi cal safety andindi vi dual freedons of its popul ati onare guarant eed.

Based on t he above conment s, the di scussi on on f undanenta hunan ri ght s noved t 0 a nore
speci fi c consi derationof therights of the conmuni ty to access heal th servi ces and educat | on.
Qe partici pant noted howdi fficut it wastoobta nproper heal thtreat nent and educationin

Pyoua, particdarlyfor the poor.

Inthe eyes of participants, theconcept of ‘ Hinan Secwrity offeredthepossibility toprovi de
fundanenta rightstothe Papuanpeopl e includ ngtheright tolive peacefuly, cudturd rigts,
adtheright toaddta nsufficient heal thtreat nent and educati on.

I't coul dof coursetake another 5years or noretoreso vethe conflict between | ndonesi a and
Papua, but this does not neanthat the fundanental rights of the Papuan peopl e cannot be
guaranteed i nmedi at el y. | ndeed, the governnent of | ndonesi a and Papuan representat i ves coul d
continuetoargueand negoti atetheir d fferences wi | e respecti ng t hese fundanenta ri ghts.

Recomnmendat i ons

- Hinanrights shoul d be guaranteed i n Papua. Theright tolivepeacefuly, cuturd rights, and
theright toaddta nsufficient hea thtreat nents and educati on shou d beconeapriority, particu
larly for the governnent of Indonesia. Inthisregard, every policy rel atedto Papuashou d
consi der thesafety, indvidual freedons, adtradtiond cutued thelocd popu ation

- Aswithhunanrightsingenera, fundanental rights in Papua shoul d becone t he subj ect of
|l ocal andinternational canpal gns. Thi s concept shoul d be franedinterns of Hinan Security.

- NB3, religousinstitutions, andeducationd institutions shou destadishanaffordad e non
di scri mnat ory and i ndependent programt o provi de heal t h and educati onal servicestothe
popul ati on i n Papua.

- Therded tradtiond institutionsinthe Pypuansoci d systemshoud dberevitd i zed

SPECI AL  AUTONOWY

Duri ng the di scussi on, partici pants argued that aut onony had becone a standard * strat egy’
used by the central governnent to handl e regional ‘rebel lion' . Sonethen arguedthat au-
tonony, neani ng sel f - gover nance, shoul d al ready have beengiventoal | regi ons in | ndonesi a
w thout exception. Accordingtosone, the governnent’s centralist approachinthe past hadin
fact stinlatedrebd lionandstrugg efor i ndependenceinreg onsthat wered ready seekingthi s
aut onony.

Sone participants expl ai nedthat the popul ationinPapuaingenera renai ned very suspi ci ous
of thecentra governnent’s Soecid Autonony pl an. They apparent|y consideredthat this paicy
vou dnat sdvether prod ens, asit focusedonthered stributi onof resources, wthout deal ing
wththeissuesdf histay, pditicsadhuanrigtsvidatioms.




Accordingtoparticipants, the peop € s resi stance t ovards speci a aut onony i s al so based on
the assunptionthat autonony is dianetrical |y opposedto i ndependence. Autonony isthere-
fore seen as another formof repressi on. Inthe eyes of participants, the peopl e i n Papua can
hard y under st and howt he Soeci a Autonony woul dwdentheir ownauthority. Thisisduetothe
fact that the current process of palicy naki ng does not invol vethe popul ation, adthat the
detailsof itscotent arenot popul arized. Asaresult, theperceptionisthat Papuan peopl e
woul d onl'y have | i mnted i nfornati on on t he opportuni ti es and possi bl e consequences of the
paicy. Inthat regard, thepdicy cou dhave better beendescribedtotheminterns of i ncreased
locd authority andopportuniti es.

Qe participant pointedout that inorder tostrengthenthe status of the Soecia Autonony i n
Papua, traditional institutions shoudberevitaizedandthel ocal gover nnent enponered. Ac-
codngtothisview if tradtiod institwiosaenadern zed adtheinegityd locad govern
nent strengt hened, the hegenony of a central i zed gover nnent woul d be restri cted.

Sone partici pants consi deredthat evenat thelevel of central governnent, the concept of
Speci a Autonony was nat entirely accepted. Tnennlitary, for exanpl e, i s thought to consi der
Foeci a Aut onony as an unaccept abl e concessi on that shoul d not be grantedto Papua. Inthe
neant i n@, sone bureaucrats only see aut onony as al egal headache, as so nany | aws, consti -
tutiond articlesandloca governnent regu ationswl | havetobe passed, cance | ed and anended.

Duringthe d scussion, participantsclearlyvoicedcriticismtonardsthe Soecia Aut onony pack-
age. Accordingtothem the policy shoul d better anti ci pat e t he ener gence of newprobl ens
and horizontal conflict, particuarlywthregardtocorruption, cd | usi onand nepoti sm Sone
participants conpl ai ned about the highlevel of corruptionthroughout the Papuan bur eaucr acy,
i ncl udi ng corruption of ‘ specia autonony’ funds and budget. The practi ce of nark-up and
sharecutingonthe budget oftentakes placea thebureaucraticleve , tothepant that between
40%and 50%0f t he speci al aut onony funds are swal | owed by corrupti on.

Qber issues discussedincl udethelack of clear priorities, transparency andaccountabilityin
funda location (wll thefunds buy a newp ane or i nprove heal th servi ces?). Gventhe context
descri bed above, partici pants were concer ned t hat nore noney fl ow ng t o Papua woul d not
necessarily nean better devel opnent, but coul d onthe contrary nean nore corruption. Qe
participant arguedthat opportunitiesfor nepoti smwoul dincreaseinthe eracof Soecia Ax
tonony. Accordingtohim oneparticul ar ethni c group donnat ed t he publ i ¢ servant positions
inPapuaat presert.

Anot her partici pant enphasi zed the fact that the above situati onwas nade possi bl e by the
absence of detaledoperatiod rues(asit isthecasewththedlocaiono fudsa dstrict ad
sb-dstrict levd s), sothat onthegroundpditica decisioswerestill based onpover re ati ons
betweenthe Ppuandite A thispoint, participants expressedtheir fear that Specia Aut onony
wll onlypreserveexistingrepression, andthet thechangewou donly translateintoachangein
perpetrator (and beneficiary), nanely the Papuan el iteinstead of centra gover nnent.

G ven that the probl ens i n Papua cannot si npl y be sol ved by aut onony or i ndependence
alone, participants sawtheneedtofinda ternative sol utions. Sone parti ci pants suggest ed
exploringa ternative sd utions by framng the Papuaii ssuewthinal arger context. Accordingto
them the tensions in Aceh, R au and ot her regi ons are synpt ons of a nore f undanent al
probleminthepaitica system It vwas suggestedthat asa uti onnay be found by | ookingfor a
better formof state or governnent, and not nerely abetter rel ati onshi p bet ween Papua and
Jakarta. Hereparticipants suggest ed federda i smas one possi bl e al ternati ve.




Recommendat i ons

I nfornationregarding Soecial Autonony | ans shoul dbewddy di sseminatedindetail toall
level s of society. Thisshou dincludeboththe content of thelavws andtheir i npl enentati on, and
shoudinvd vetraditiond, relig ous andethnicleadersinPapua

The governnent of I ndonesiashoudclarifythat itspadicyonSoecia Atononyisna fina,
but negatiadl e, opentotrid, adrevisios util it canguaranteetheauthority of Papuan peopl e
o their omterritary.

- The gover nnent of | ndonesi a shoul d speed t he process of ‘ Papuani sation” wthinthe bu-
reaucracy andthe private sector, wilestill uhd d ngthe nerit system Furthernarethe govern
nent shou dincorporate d enents of the Papuand itewthinthestateinstitutions a anati ona
led.

Inorder toanticipatethepatentia for coflict anongthe Papuandite, axdavadirregu ari -
ties, the governnent shoul d draft techni cal proceedi ngs onthe basi s of the Soecia Aut onony
|l ans, Wi chw | guarantee equitabl erepresentati onof ethnic andsoci o-paitica groups, and
clarifydlocations of autonony funds.

VICLENCE, MLITARSM AND HUVAN R GHTS M CLATI ONS

Participants thought that thevid ence, mlitari smand hunanrightsvidationsthat occur i n Papua
vwerecloselyrelatedtothe central governnent’ s cl ai mon Papuaas an‘integral part’ of the
Lhitay Sated Indonesia(NR). Thisstatus has | eg tinatedevery nlitary gperati oninRapua
Asaresut, participantsarguedthat vid enceinPapuaveou d nat easily cease, andthat theissue
o pditicd stauswod dhavetobe sd vedfirst.

Qhers consi deredthat mlitarisminPapuaisre aedtothe presence of forel gnnol ti-nati onal
conpani es. Wththeir central officeinJakarta, expl orati onprg ectsin Papua need const ant
protection, andtheylargelycal onthenmlitary for thistask. Accordingtoparticipants, an
inportant stepinorder tostopthe viol encein Papuawoul d beto carry out advocacy work
tovards forei gnmal tinati onal conpani es, wththea maof find ngloca nechani sns for security,
suwchastradtiod pdicdng(Rdisi Akt).

Parti ci pants concl uded that mal i tari smin Papua has bath soci o-political and busi ness di nen-
sios. Thesednesiosaenat olyvisibea aninstituiod leve, but dsoa apersod levd .
It isnosecret thet mlitary gopointnentsinconflict aressaredrectlylinkedwthpronationsin
rankandearnings of mlitary officers.

Sone participants stressedthat apart fromthe state, the GMhas al so used sem-nilitaristic
strategies. Wiletherevas atinewenad | varringpartiesusedvid encetoachievetheir god ,
si nce 1998 a peaceful cul tural novenent energed under t he gui dance of intel | ectual s such as
Ano dAp.

Duringthedi scussion, it wvas arguedthat thennlitaristic approachthat prevail ed sincethe
integrati onof Papuaintolndonesiahadstartedtoveskenintheeradf ‘Rfornasi’. This soften
ingof themlitary canewththe newreg ne andthe strengthening of public contrd s through
the nedi a and N33. The communi ty has tried to take advant age of thi s newcontext by
appr oachi ng t he gover nnent to ask for the i nvestigation of past viol ence and hunanri ghts
vddias.

Ufortunately, theinitiative described above has not conetofruition, asthe governnent has
t aken no concr et e step or shown any conmit nent on t hese i ssues. The di sappoi nt nent of the




Papuan peopl e onthei ssue of hunanrightsvid ations reachedits peak after thekillingof the
presi dent of the Papuan counci |, Theys H yo H uay, when the governnent failedtoi nvestigate
the caseinananner that seenedinpartial . Participants arguedthat the gover nnent stance,
accordingtowhichthe death of Theyswastobetreated as anornal crimnal case and not a
hunanrightsvio ation, stabbedat the heart of the Papuan peopl e.

Accordingtoparticipants, vioence, mlitarismand hunanrights vi d ati ons have caused hi gh
level s of resentnent andtraunaduri ngthe | ast fewdecades. Furthernaore, participants argued
that ashift had occurred pl aci ng hori zontal vi ol ence (anong Papuans) onapar wth state
vidence (bythennlitary). Thisisind catedbythecurrent use of vid ence by t he Papuan popd &
tioninthe r daily di sputes. The use and possessi on of shar p weapons aneng t he popul at i on has
al so becone a f requent occurrence.

Accordingtoparticipants, thespread of vid enceat the coomnity | evel has been aggravat ed
by t he presence of nlitiagroups such as Laskar Ji hed, Laskar Kri stus and Bari san Mrah-Riti h.
During aneeti ng between Rrotestant, Githo icandlslannc | eadersinJayapura, it was decl ared
that the Laskar Ji had was not connected to the | ndonesi an Gounci| of Uanas (MJ),
Mihanmadi yah or Nahdl atul U ana (NJ). It was presuned that the mlitias were operating
under mlitary cover, suggestingthet they vere created and supported by the security forces, and
particd arlythemlitary. Soneparticipantsthought that themlitiaswereinfact ared acenent
for theforces of the' NewQder’ fromthe previ ous reg ne.

(ne of the consequences of conti nui ng vi ol ence i n Papua has been t he ener gence of the
sentinent that Papuans arebeingtreatedd fferently fromtherest of the | ndonesi an popul ati on.
Thsdffeetiaionvasfdt interns of 1egad access, educati on, econony and cu ture. Accord ng
toone participant, thissystenaticdifferentiati onhas resul tedina Papuan sentinent of ‘ nat
bel ongi g’ tothe I ndonesi an popul ati on.

Partici pants di scussed the possi bil ity of carryingout peace educationin Papua. The enphasi s
vas placed onthe establ i shnent of acurricuumthat bridgesreligousandethniclimtations
and a net hod based on parti ci pati on, di a ogue, denocracy and egal i tariani sm A though t hey
sawpeace educati on as a concrete step tonards reduci ng vi d ence i n Papua, partici pants vere
asoamreof thelimtations of suchaprogram Accordi ngtothem peacefu val ues woul d not
easilytakerootsinthe present context, especialy g ven howPapuan soci ety tends toteachthe
youththat vid enceisaneffectivevaytoreachone s god s.

Partici pants suggested that the cycl e of vi o ence i n Papua coul d be br oken by pressuring the
eliteandauthorities, bothin Papuaand Jakarta, toestablishPapuaas a‘peacezone'. This
| d nean the demnlitari zati on of Papua, and woul d have t o be enf or ced by t he presence of
an i ndependent noni t ori ng t eamf roml ndonesi a or abr cad.

Recommendat i ons

- The gover nnent of | ndonesi a shoul d offer anofficia apol ogy for the vi ol ence and hunan
rigisvidaiostha occuredinthepest.

- The governnent shouldinvestigatea | hunanrightsvio ationsthat occurredinthe past,
i ncl udi ng the case of Theys Hyo H uay. The governnent wll needto provi de access to i ndepen
dent teans and conmssi ons created by civiliangroups, andw || needto acconmodat e t hei r
relts




The gover nnent of | ndonesi a shoul d give full support tolocal effortsto nake Papua a
‘Reace Zone' . Thisinpliesthewthdrana of all troops fromPapua, bothmlitary and paramli -
tary, axdp acingtheissue of securityinthehands of conventiond andtradtiond pdiceforces,
as vel | as usingthe concept of conmunity palicing.

Acul ture of peace nust be devel oped wthinlocal conmunities. Educationa prograns on
peace and non-vi ol ence nust be carried out, touchi ngon cognitive, affective and conative
approaches. The curricul umw il needtofol lowapl uraist approach by being nul ti-cultura,
mi ti-rdigass, admoiti-ethnc.

Hunan ri ght s advocacy shoul d not only be concentrated in N33, religiousinstitutions ad
educationd institutions. Atransfer of knoWwedgeandskills shou doccur inthedrectionad the
comnityandindvidud s, sothat civilianinitiativesinadvocatinghunanrightsin Papuacan
be st rengt hened and popul ari zed.

FOREI GN MULTI NATI ONAL COVPANI ES

Al participants ageedthat Pypua s natural resources constitute aninportant i ssueinthe cont
text of the present conflict. Therearetw bi g forei gn conpani es operating i n Papua, Feeport
MMran and BP, thefirst i s anmning conpany and t he second nakes use of natural gas.

The Freeport contract was signedin 1966, 3years beforethe Qinion Rl |’ (Repera) vas hel d.
Sone partici pants rai sed t he questi on of howt he contract coul d be si gned bef ore Papua’ s
poiticd stausvesfindized Asoquestionedvasthefact that thecontract wthJakartad d nat
invdvetheloca pegde sothat their cutura andeconomc rights verenot takenint o account.
Inthe eyes of sone participants, a‘socia contract’ needstotake pl ace between | oca peopl e
andloca instituions, suichasthetraditiond Pypuancoucil. Inpardld, foreignnol tinati ondl
conpani es shoul d be encouraged to | ocal i ze, for exanpl e by nai ntai ning an of fi ce i n Papua.

Participantsad sod scussedd rect andind rect hunanrightsvidaionsthet i nvd vedthese nal ti -
nat i onal conpani es. These vi ol ati ons occurred vwhen mul ti national conpani es (particul arly
Freeport) asked the I ndonesi an arned forces to provi de protecti on and ensure security. The
mlitary in Papua had access to heavy artill ery and arnored vehi cl es and soneti nes mlitary
units|ikeKostrad exchangefirewththespecia paiceunt, Binog, for reasonsunre aedto
security, suchas cad etheft or conpetition

Partici pants acknowedgedthaet BPvastryingtoava dvworkingwththemlitary. Despitethis, the
mlitarystill praectedvitd prgectswerethennlitaryinstituionitse f hes businessinerests.
Sone parti ci pants expl ai ned howt he ml i tary had bought | and near t he area wher e BP oper at es,
and howthey preparedtobuildamlitary conplexthere. Tojustifytheir buyingthisland, the
arned forces decl ared that the area of Vési or, Monokwari, was a bastion of the Fee Papua
Qgani zation (M. Participants fearedthat newhunanrightsvio ationswll occur inthe
regonthrougnmlitaryinva venent inBPoperations. Thiswou daddtoalonglist of mlitary
vidaionsrelaedtothe presenceof foreignmitinati onal conpani es i n Papua.

Participantsd sagreedwththepdicytousethemlitarytopratect niningor o herw se conme -
cid activities. Asandternative, they suggestedthat nmining conpanies shoul dlia sewththe
locd popd ationaditsinstitutionswthregardstosecurity andpratecti on. As expressed by one
participant, the Papuan peopl eandtheir institutions are not fundanental | y opposedtothe
exploitationof Papua s natural resources, but expect the bigfore gn conpani es to focus not
onlyonnatura resources.




Accordingtosone participants, foegnnltinationaswll asoneedtoinvd vetheloca popu
lationinsharend d ngsothat thepatterns of support donat remainsd ey charitadeinnature.
Miltinationalswll alsoneedtohel ploca peopeinther effortsto uphd dfundanental hunan
rigts, protect theervi romnent, andrespect locd cuture.

Recommendat i ons

Al parties, paticdalyfaegnmitinaiod s, shoddavadusingthemlitarytopratect their
operations. Assanaternative, conmunity palici ngnechani sns of | ocal security andtraditiona
pol i ci ng needs t o be devel oped.

- VienoperatinginPapua, foreignnultinational s shoul d co-operate wth the Papuan popu-
lationdrectly, not through Jakarta. The Papuan popul ati on shoul d be i nvad ved fromt he begi n-
ningat theplanning and operating stages of aprg ect.

Wien eval uatingthe prg ects of foreignnultinati onal s operatingin Papua, the gover nnent
of Indonesiashou dact asafacilitator. Thiswoul d neanthat the pl anni ng process, deci si ons
and operations woul dineffect be deci ded by Papuans t hensel ves, therad e of the gover nnent
bel ngtonake surethat the presence of aforeignnul tinati onal woul d benefit Papuan peod ein
thefirst i nstance. The governnent shoul d estadl i shanonitoringteamthat woul d eval uate the
conmnt nent of foreignnul tinational s towards the Papuan popul ation, anditsinpl enentation.

Gventhe negati ve precedents of forel gnml tinational s inPapua, the governnent of | ndo-
nesi ashoul dact as anadvocatefor theinterests of theloca popul ation. This neans that the
gover nnent shoul d t ake t he si de of t he Papuan peopl e and t ake acti on agai nst any vi ol ati on on
thepart of theml tinationa , wether it affectsthe environnent, workers, traditionor other
hunan ri ght s st andar ds.

Foreignnol tinati onal s operatingin Papuashou drespect | ocal traditions, particdarlywth
regards tothe environnent. Furthernore, they shoul d consi der the saf ety of workers and | ocal
inhabitants, aswel | as hunanrights standar ds.

Foreegnmul tinati onal sshou dcreateaunt tocarry out consutationswththeloca popd &
tion, andnat sodelywththeloca eite, about policiesandlocal nechanisns. Thisunit woul d
al sofunctionas aspace for acconmodat i ng conpl aints originatingfromthel ocal popul ati on,
and sol ve di sput es between | ocal peopl e and t he conpani es t hensel ves.

The popul ati oninPapuashou dbenefit fromtheexpoitationof their landby forel gnnol ti -
national s. Fowever, contributi ons and hel p shoul d be gi ven t hr ough an enpower i ng appr oach,
and nat through charity.

TH RD PARTY FAQ LI TATI ON

There was signi fi cant debat e about includingthird partiestosa vethe probl ens i n Papua.
Partici pants thought thepresenceof athirdparty ava ds dead ock. Athirdparty cod dfacilitate
conmuni cat i on bet ween central gover nnent and t he popul ationin Papua, particul arly those
out si de executi ve and | eg sl ati ve spheres. For good conmoni cationtotakeplace, it isdesirad e
for trust toincrease betveenthe caflictingperties.

Participants savtherdeof athirdparty focused onprovidingservices that hel pthe conflict-
ing parties di scuss conpl ex probl ens—such as the hi story of Papuanintegrationinto | ndone-
siaand hunanrights vio ations. Thera e pl ayed by the Henry Dunant Genter i nthe negoti a
ti ons between t he | ndonesi an gover nnent and t he Fr ee Aceh Mvenent (GAV) was of t en
nent i oned as a precedent for t he Papua case.




Parti ci pant's di scussed the cases of afewcand dates that were consi deredto have the potenti a
toplayapositiverdeinned ati ng betweenthe conflictingpartiesinPapua. Anong potenti d
candi dates were donesticandfore gnactars fromstateand Gvil Soci ety Qgani zati ons (C3).

Withregardstonon-state actars, participants nenti oned afewi nstitutions such as the Gurch,
both protestant (F3) and Gatholi ¢ (KW) and | sl amhc organi zati ons such as Nahdl at ul U ana
and Mihanmadi yah. Q her potential actors nentioned were universities, particul arly those
fromout si de Papua, and Non- Gover nnent Qgani zations workinginthefiel dof hunanrights
andtheenvironnent. Sateactars, suchas parlianentary institutions bothin Papua (0FRD and
inJakarta (OFRand M) were al so consi dered. Participants arguedthat t he gover nnent woul d
not constitueasutadethirdpartybecauseitsneutra ity cod deasily be questi oned

Sone parti cipants consi deredthat athird party fromi nsi de | ndonesi a, other thanthe govern
nent, woul d be the best option. Accordingtothese participants, adonesti c norn gover nnent
party woul d be acceptabdl etoa | conflictingparties. Inva venent of suchapartywu dtendto
denonstrate al evel of enpathy onthe part of the | ndonesi an popul ationfor the probl ens in

Papua.

Wthregardstopaetid ineraiod actas, paticpatsstressedthepaatid rded inena
tional non-governnent organi zations, such as the Henry Dunant Gantre, the Grter Genter, or
establ i shed Aneri can uni versities. A though sone partici pants nenti oned AENas apotenti a
facilitator, noperticipant nentionedthe N

Rarti ci pant's d scussed necessary cheracteristicsadethics of athirdparty. RPartici pats stressed
that asutabethirdpartywu dneedtobeneutrd. Qher abilitiesinclude theablitytoap
proechd | invd vedperties, theadlitytodfer wderang ngd termatives, theaalitytocarry au
advocacy and the abi | ity t 0 access any sour ces or dat a needed such as dat a on hunan ri ght s
vidationsandtheintegrati onof Papuato | ndonesi a

Participantswereanaredf thedfficutiesinvdvedwthinclud ngathirdparty ned ator. Sone
partici pants concl uded that the central governnent woul d not be easi |y convi nced about t he
needfor athirdparty tohand ethe Papuai ssue. A present the governnent i s nownareincl i ned
tofocus not onadia ogue or negatiati onsinPapua, but ontheinpl enentati on of the * Soeci a
Autonony' lavs. Thedirect inplicationof thisapproachisthat athirdpartyisnot needed.

Therearevariosslevd so internatiod support for theidead thirdpartyfacilitati oninPypua
As noted by parti ci pants, Southeast Asiancountries andinternati ona organi zati ons suchasthe
Wkeeptotheprincipledf Indonesianintegity, and consequentlytendtoconsider that it isthe
ro e of I ndonesi atohand ethe Papuani ssue. Participants consideredthat thissort of interna
tional opinionisnat conduci vetothirdpartyfacilitati on. |naccordance, sone partici pants
consi deredthet thesuitablethirdpartywl !l infact conefromi nsi de | ndonesi a

Ohthe other hand, sone parti ci pants consi deredthat international opinionis synpat heticto
the Papuanstrugg etodefendthe r fundanentd rigts. Thisisexenplifiedbythepositionof the
“Pacific | sl ands Forum, whi ch consi sts of 16 countries. The Papuan Gunci | Aresi di umhas bui | t
arelationshipwththese countries and concl uded that they woul d support, bothexplicitly and
ingidtly, theRpuenefatstofindasutadethrdpartytofadlitaearesd uiond thecatflict.

Recommendations

- Jakarta and Papua should acknowledge the need for a third party in order to overcome the current
deadlock.

- A potential third party mediator should be identified immediately. The mediator should be

independent, impartial, and possess the necessary competence in the field of conflict resolution.
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Background i nf or nat i on on HPFCR and CSPS

CPI

The Gnflict Rrevertionlnitiative ((A) ispart of The Arogramon Hinani tari an Rl i cy and Gon-
flict Research based at Harvard Lhi versity. The Rrogrami s engaged i n resear ch and advi sory
servi ces on conflict preventi onstrateg es, the nanagenent of hunani tariancrises andthe pro-
tectionof civiliansincoiflict areas. The Rogramadvi sesinternati ona organi zations, govern
nent s and non- gover nnent al act or s and f ocuses on the prot ection of vul nerabl e groups, con-
flict preventionstrateg es, axdtherad edf infornati ontechnad ogy i n engr gency response.

Akey prg ect of theFrogram sthe Gnflict Rrevertionlnitiati ve (), v chdeve ops website
portal s onconflict prevention and crisi s nanagenent, i npartnershipwththe Lhited Nati ons
and w th t he generous support of the WIKDepartnent for Internati onal Devel opnent (OH D WK).
The portal s provide aninteracti ve pl atformfor pol i cy and deci si on nakers to gai n access to
i nfornati on, anal ysi s and acadenc resour ces as Wel | as onl i ne di scussi on foruns and conf er -
ences. (H asoanstodevel oppartnershipsandtocad laboratewthlocal organi zati ons f ocus-
i ng on i nnovat | ve apprcaches to conflict preventi on.

CSPS

The Genter for Security and Peace Sudies (C3 islocated at Gadj ah Mida Lhi versity, a
| eadi ng and i nnovat i ve uni versi ty inlndonesia. The Ganter vas estaldl i shedin Qtober 19961 n
responsetothe denandfor an“intel l ectual enterprise’ toreshape conceptions of security and
peace, Wththe goal of rai sing public anareness about international, regional and national
security and peace i SSUes.

The Genter focuses onthe study of changi ng conceptions of security, peace and order. The
naininerests of the Gnter are (@) security sector reform (b) conflict resd ution; (c) peace
educat i on and (d) yout h.

As aresearch and educat i onal institute of Gadjah Mada Lhi versity, C3’Shas conducted re-
searches, tranngs, facilitations, ned ations, and advocaci esinMi | ucas, North M | ucas, Aceh,
Rau, Kupang, B na, Roso, Pal u, Papua, and Yogyakarta. PRroceedi ngs fromthese activities can
be accessed at wwv csps-ugmor.id. Researchers at C3Sarel ecturers, students, and a unmi of
Gdj ah Mda Lhi versity. Neverthel ess, the Genter nakes astrongeffort towdenits commonity
by provid ngopportunities for peopetojonas associ ates andinterns.




