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Background 

There are serious concerns about the latest rounds of peace negotiations, including the fact that the 
group that has been meeting with the Taliban since November 2018 does not include non-aligned 
representation from civil society or the Government of Afghanistan. Compromises on the rights of 
women, youth, and minorities to make peace with the Taliban are likely to reverse changes made in 
Afghanistan since 2001 and counter Afghanistan’s commitments to human rights and the various rights-
related constitutional provisions.1 In the current peace talks with the Taliban there is little or no 
endogenous process, strong and inclusive national ownership and leadership are lacking, and multi-
sectoral, all-encompassing meta-policy indicating an agenda for peace is missing. 
 
Negotiated peace agreements in other contexts clearly demonstrate that: 
 
1. Renunciation of violence by all sides is a pre-condition for holding peace talks.  
2. A peace process is a long process that requires several years of engagement at multiple levels to 

yield results.   
3. The sustainability of a negotiated peace is a function of the inclusivity of the process and 

representation from multiple stakeholders, including spoilers. 
4. Representation at peace talks is best ensured through election of mediators at multiple levels. 
5. A multi-stakeholder, multi-level approach to peace through organic engagement of citizens is crucial 

in increasing the sustainability of peace based on popular sovereignty. 
6. Women must be active participants in peace negotiations and stakeholders in peace agreements.  
7. NGOs and INGOs must create spaces for dialogue and empowerment of vulnerable groups. 
8. Local structures such as religious institutions and local governance mechanisms can play a major 

role in supporting the peace process. 
9. Sustainable peace requires an agenda for peace during negotiations to address systemic issues such 

as poverty, corruption, fundamental rights and political representation.  
10. Support from international stakeholders and multilateral organizations such as the United Nations 

and the European Union is indispensable.2 
 
To date, the process for peace in Afghanistan has lacked, to varying degrees, meeting the above 
conditions. Efforts to support the peace process should include confidence building, inclusive dialogue 
and learning, and agenda setting for peace. Civil society, broadly defined to include citizens’ groups, 
NGOs, businesses, labor associations, academics, religious institutions and actors, local government 
officials and opposition groups can play an instrumental role in supporting these efforts. 
 
Recognizing the need for civil society-driven initiatives for peace, on November 18, 2019 the National 
Advocacy Committee for Public Policy (NAC-PP), with support from Afghanistan Public Policy Research 
Organization (APPRO) as its Secretariat, held an Open Forum on Peace in Kabul, Afghanistan. A similar 
event was held in Mazar-e Sharif on January 19, 2020. The aim of Open Forums on Peace is to create 
opportunities for holding regular, inclusive, participatory and transparent dialogue on peace without 
pressure and prejudice, by bringing together a broad spectrum of stakeholders. 
 
Given the limitations posed by COVID-19, a Virtual Open Forum for Peace was held on July 13, 2020. This 
Communiqué is based on the proceedings from the virtual open forum. As with the Kabul and Mazar-e 
Sharif open forums, the virtual open forum was organized with the intention of building on the 
momentum created for peace in Afghanistan since late 2018.  



www.appro.org.af 5 

Momentum for Peace 

There have been numerous formal and informal talks between the United States and the Taliban since 
2018. These talks led to the fourth round of talks between the two sides starting on January 21, 2019 in 
Doha, Qatar.3 The fourth round concluded with an agreement for a framework for the negotiations 
according to which, in the event of a negotiated peace, the Taliban would ensure that Afghanistan 
would not be used as a safe haven for terrorists or become a base for terrorists to launch attacks against 
the U.S. or its allies. In return, the United States would fully withdraw all its troops from Afghanistan. 
This framework is also said to have provisions for “enforcement mechanisms” though no details are 
available on how these mechanisms will work or who will enforce them.4 According to Zalmay Khalilzad, 
the chief negotiator for the United States, the Taliban will ultimately agree to a ceasefire and direct talks 
with the Afghan government, a claim that has been denied by the Taliban.5 
 
To bolster peace efforts, President Ghani issued a decree dissolving the Secretariat of the High Peace 
Council on July 27, 2019, handing over its responsibilities and authority to the newly established State 
Ministry for Peace.6 The ministry is responsible for all peace-related issues and charged with the task of 
building and strengthening national, regional and international consensus around peace.7  
 
Table 1 presents an overview of the rounds of talks, and their key outcomes, held between the United 
States and the Taliban in Doha, Qatar, since February 25, 2019. 
 
Table 1: Talks Between the United States and the Taliban, February 2019 – February 2020 

Round  Date  Details/ Outcome 
Round 5 February 25, 2019 § Talks between the US envoy Khalilzad and newly released Mullah 

Baradar as the Taliban representative last for 11 days. 
§ Progress reported though no agreement is reached and the Taliban 

continue to refuse meeting with Afghan government delegation.8 
Round 6 April 30, 2019 § The main topic of discussion is the withdrawal of foreign troops from 

Afghanistan in return for counter-terrorism assurances by the Taliban. 
§ The Taliban political spokesperson, Suhail Shaheen, states the talks 

ended with “progress” and describes the round as “positive and 
constructive”.9 

Round 7 June 29, 2019 § Focus remains on withdrawal of foreign troops and assurances from the 
Taliban that Afghan territory would not be used against the US and its 
allies.10  

Round 8 August 3, 2019 § Last nine days but no agreement as both sides have to consult with their 
leaderships.11 

Round 9 August 22, 2019 § Resulted in an “agreement in principle” by both sides, conditional on 
approval by President Trump.12  

§ The agreement entailed withdrawing 5,400 troops from five bases in 
Afghanistan within 135 days, conditional on significant reduction in 
violence and counter-terrorism measures from the Taliban.13 

§ The Taliban delegation was scheduled to meet President Trump at Camp 
David n September 2019 to sign the peace agreement. However, the 
meeting was abruptly cancelled by President Trump on the grounds that 
the attack in Kabul for which the Taliban took responsibility had killed 12 
people including a US service member.14 While the Taliban expressed 
shock at the President Trump’s decision to cancel the signing of the 
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agreement, they stated that “doors are open” should the US decides to 
resume peace talks.15 

Round 10  December 7, 
2019  

§ In November 2019, President Trump visited Bagram Airfield near Kabul 
and announced that the talks will soon resume between US and the 
Taliban.  

§ The revival of peace talks came days after a prisoner swap between the 
US and the Taliban in which two professors from the American 
University of Afghanistan were released by the Taliban in exchange for 
the release of some Taliban commanders.16 

§ Talks resumed on December 7, 2019 but were paused because of a 
Taliban attack on the Bagram Airfield on December 11, 2019.17 

Round 11 January 17, 2020  § Ceasefire is the main agenda point in the negotiations.18  
§ Resulted in a 7-day “reduction in violence” between the US forces, the 

Taliban and Afghan government forces, coming into effect on February 
22, 2020.19 

Agreement February 29,2020  § Signing of the “Agreement for Bringing Peace to Afghanistan.”  
 

 
On February 29, 2020 the United States and the Taliban signed an “Agreement for Bringing Peace to 
Afghanistan.”20 The agreement provided for the cessation of violence between the Taliban and the 
United States, a phased withdrawal of foreign forces within 14 months, and the organization of intra-
Afghan peace talks, intended to pave the way for peace in Afghanistan and planned to start on March 
10, 2020. The Taliban’s political office in Qatar emphasized their commitment to implementing the 
agreement, calling on all Afghans "… to honestly work for peace and gather around the table for peace 
negotiations."21 
 
Intra-Afghan peace talks, however, were delayed as a combined result of the inability of conflict parties 
to come to an agreement on pre-requisites for the talks, such as the release of prisoners, and a political 
standoff over disputed results of the 2019 Presidential election until May 17.22  Calls for a humanitarian 
ceasefire in light of COVID-19 by the UN Security Council, the Organization for Islamic States, regional 
government including China, Iran and Russia, international and local civil society organizations, were 
ignored by the Taliban, and the pleas for a reduction in violence as a pre-requisite for intra-Afghan 
negotiations were dismissed as “illogical” by the insurgent group.23 
 
While attacks by the Taliban on foreign troops have halted since the signing of the “Agreement for 
Bringing Peace to Afghanistan” on February 29, there has been an intensification of Taliban attacks on 
Afghan forces. By the 45th day after the agreement, the Taliban had reportedly conducted 4,500 attacks 
throughout the country, a 70% increase from the same period in 2019.24 In June 2020, Afghanistan’s 
National Security Council stated Afghan security forces had witnessed their bloodiest week in 19 years.25 
The Taliban dismissed claims by the government that the attacks were a violation of the provisions for a 
reduction in violence stipulated in the agreement of February 29, stating that their attacks on 
government targets had substantially decreased.26 In July 2020, Taliban forces took responsibility for an 
attack against the Directorate of Security in Aybak, Samangan, stating it was a message to those who 
“do not understand the language of diplomacy”.27  
 
The Agreement for Bringing Peace to Afghanistan was unanimously endorsed by the United Nations 
Security Council on March 10, 2020 through Resolution 2513 (2020), recognizing that “… a sustainable 
peace can be achieved only through an Afghan-led, Afghan-owned peace process that leads to an 
inclusive, negotiated political settlement.” The resolution further “emphasizes the importance of the 
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effective and meaningful participation of women, youth, and minorities, and affirms that any political 
settlement must protect the rights of all Afghans, including women, youth and minorities, and respect 
the strong desire of Afghans to achieve durable peace and prosperity.”28 
 
Similar sentiments have been expressed in earlier statements by major international actors, civil society, 
and Afghan government officials. All statements and sentiments about peace in Afghanistan are clear 
about the peace process being multi-faceted, multi-level, complex, and requiring simultaneous efforts in 
a number of fronts.29  
 
Despite the many shortcomings of the peace process, all mentions of a possible peace with the Taliban 
have been welcomed by a charged wave of optimism. The intra-Afghan dialogue and discussions over a 
peace and reconciliation plan present an opportunity, particularly for women and civil society 
organizations, to exert themselves by articulating their terms for a sustainable peace. This articulation 
must be based on as full as possible an understanding of ordinary citizens’ needs, anxieties and hopes 
and expressed freely and without pressure and prejudice. 

Unresolved Issues 

It would be simplistic to expect that one agreement, hastily negotiated with a limited agenda and 
excluding legitimate representation and voice of all stakeholders, could result in sustainable peace. Even 
the oft-cited successful peace agreements, such those for Colombia and Northern Ireland, have 
remained vulnerable to external influences and internal divisions – despite being inclusive.  
 
In terms of being subject to significant external influences and insurmountable internal divisions, 
Afghanistan’s decades-long conflict is perhaps one of the most difficult to end via a peace agreement.  
 
The agreement of February 29, 2020 between the United States and the Taliban is a declaration of 
cessation of hostilities and a commitment to hold intra-Afghan talks between the Taliban and an 
undefined group of Afghans to bring peace and prosperity to Afghanistan. Given the events since the 
signing of the agreement, particularly the heightened level of attacks by the Taliban throughout 
Afghanistan, there is increasing pessimism among ordinary Afghans and international observers about 
the prospects for a sustainable peace. 
 
On July 13, 2020, APPRO and National Advocacy Committee for Public Policy organized a Virtual Open 
Forum for Peace to explore the potential for sustainable peace in Afghanistan. The panelists were 
invited to reflect on the developments in the peace process since the signing of the agreement and the 
key issues that needed to be addressed as pre-requisites for sustainable peace. The remainder of this 
section is based on an analysis of the responses from the panelists, proceedings from the two most 
recent Open Forums for Peace in Kabul (November 2019) and Mazar-e Sharif (January 2020), and the 
literature on peace and conflict from secondary sources. 

Systemic Drivers of Conflict 

There has to be recognition that Afghanistan’s conflict is not just because of the Taliban and, by most 
accounts, the most recent chapter of the Afghan war(s) starting with the Soviet invasion in 1979, is far 
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from over.30 Sustainable peace needs to be based on a clear understanding of the root causes of the 40-
year conflict including the regional and geopolitical, ethnic, linguistic, religious and economic factors.  
 
One key point that emerged as part of discussions held during the Virtual Open Forum of July 13 is that, 
for peace to hold in Afghanistan, Afghanistan’s neighbors and allies need to see peace as a strategic 
interest or priority. Without clear and concrete support for peace from neighbors and allies, even if the 
Taliban stop fighting, other groups will emerge to replace them and undermine peace and stability in 
Afghanistan. From this broad strategic perspective, the agreement between the Taliban and the United 
States is at best weak and at worst destined for failure.  
 
To increase the possibility for sustainable peace,  
 

… the United States should have used its power and influence to bring pressure onto the Taliban through 
Pakistan and Saudi Arabia to become party to an inclusive dialogue on peace. As it stands, there is a 
hastily negotiated peace agreement between the Taliban and the United States and Afghans are left with 
the task of starting intra-Afghan talks. This will not work.31 

 
The political economy of war in Afghanistan benefits multiple powerful stakeholders because they are 
profiting from the instability and the absence of the rule of law. These benefits include all forms of 
criminal activity, extortion and drugs production and trafficking.  
 
The dynamics of the political economy of the conflict, lack of clarity on the foundation or principles of a 
peace agreement, and exclusion of spoilers including regional powers and key national stakeholders, 
leave open the possibility that social, economic, and political peace will be undermined after a formal 
peace agreement. For peace to hold, the parties to the peace agreement must honor its terms: 
 

The Taliban have to have a sense of responsibility toward Afghan people. What guarantees do we have 
that the Taliban honor their agreement on peace based on the concessions that we make to them 
including limits on women’s rights? 32 

  
In terms of managing external influences driving the conflict in Afghanistan, reference was made by one 
of the panelists to the conflict in Cambodia and the role of China as the external factor: 
 

 … for years China had strong influence [in Cambodia] but a solution was finally found based on 
international law and protocols. From a legal perspective, we need to find a way to legally bind Pakistan 
so that it stops interfering in Afghanistan, just like China was legally bound not to interfere in Cambodia 
based on an agreement brokered by the United Nations Security Council according to which China did not 
have the right to interfere in the affairs of Cambodia.33 

 
Other major factors that drive the conflict in Afghanistan are the longstanding ethnic, linguistic and 
religious divisions, compounded with widespread poverty, rural-urban divide, local conflicts over 
livelihood resources such as land and water, institutionalized abuse of power and institutionalized 
misogyny affecting women as one half of the population. Overcoming these challenges will require 
painstaking mediation, empowerment and confidence building long after a peace agreement.  
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Conflict Trauma 

Little is known about a causal relationship between unresolved trauma and protracted conflict and how 
this relationship might undermine efforts for long-term peace. There are complex relationships between 
conflict trauma and attitudes toward making peace with the enemy based on making compromises, 
effecting mutual trust, and co-existence of the warring sides and their constituents after peace. Two key 
elements need to be considered in relation to conflict trauma. 
 
First, conflict related trauma affects men and women differently and, second, deeply rooted animosities 
can take generations to heal, requiring much investment in confidence building and increasing mutual 
trust. 
 
Desperate to have peace, a number of women who have attended APPRO/NAC-PP’s open forums for 
peace since July 2019 and in other forums have stated in no uncertain terms that they would be willing 
to change their dress codes and even stay at home if in return they can live in peace. However, as one of 
the panelists put it,  
 

We should be concerned when Afghan men and women say they would be willing to accept limits on 
women’s place in society in return for peace. Some women have said that they are willing to stay at home 
if peace comes. But, being confined to home is not peace. Others deciding on what I can and cannot do, 
what I wear and do not wear, whether my shoes make a sound when I walk, and covering my face and 
hands and everything about me being controlled is not peace. This would be a prison sentence.34 

 
A peace agreement that does not address the deep-rooted divisions in Afghanistan based on gender, 
ethnicity, language and religion is at best at a high risk of failing in the longer term.  
 
The gender disparity and fluctuations in women's social, economic and political participation are the 
results of social and cultural conditions and biases that work against women's full enfranchisement 
including gender stereotypes, mobility barriers, educational inequalities, and constraints to access to 
basic services.35 War related trauma compounds the collective impact of these factors on political 
preferences, views about politics and voting, and attitudes toward peace.36 Perceptions by citizens 
about the level of threat toward themselves, their families, and their communities can influence 
priorities in terms of social, economic and political participation. References to and experience of war 
can therefore permeate the discourse about fundamental rights of all citizens.  
 
Offering to compromise on basic rights, driven by helplessness and desperation, to have relative peace 
should be understood, recognized and addressed through full clarity on different scenarios of peace 
within a spectrum of imposed (weak) and unsustainable peace and inclusive (strong) and sustainable 
peace. Overlooking deep-rooted divisions of Afghanistan for the sake securing a hastily negotiated 
peace is negligent and potentially dangerous for the most vulnerable. 
 
A major determinant of inclusive and sustainable peace based on recognition of trauma, vulnerability 
and multiple tensions is having a clear agenda for peace, what it entails, what compromises it bases 
itself on and at whose expense. The need for a peace agenda is discussed further, below. 
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Women’s Rights 

Men and women experience conflict and its traumas in different ways. In the context of Afghanistan, 
where conflict and violence affect all aspects of social, political and economic life, gendered experiences 
of violence and their legacy in everyday life interact with multiple forms of discrimination that affect 
women’s participation and place in society. 
 
There appears to be unanimity among men and women, however, on the question of women’s presence 
and active participation in the peace negotiations with the Taliban. A survey conducted by APPRO in six 
provinces in late 2018 and early 2019 shows that eighty seven percent (87%) of both male and female 
respondents see women’s participation in the peace talks as important.37  
 
The common view of women in conflict situations is that because women are not directly involved in the 
armed conflict, women can act as mediators and peace makers. This view is based on the significant role 
played by women during the peace negotiations in Northern Ireland. In Afghanistan, the position of 
women in relation to the conflict and the peace talks is significantly different. According to one of the 
panelists, 
 

… the fact of the matter is that women are a target of hostilities from the Taliban. Women would be the 
biggest losers of a hastily negotiated peace with the Taliban. The Taliban will come to some arrangement 
regarding the men. But for the women of Afghanistan, what is at stake in a peace deal with the Taliban is 
the loss of fundamental social, economic and political rights. Despite this risk, women still support peace. 
But we want everyone to know what is at stake for women if their rights are not guaranteed in a peace 
agreement.38 

 
In reference to the Taliban’s austere views about women in society, one of the panelists suggested that 
the Taliban “… should take a look at what women are doing in Pakistan, Saudi Arabia and Qatar – the 
countries that support the Taliban” and asked “Why can’t Afghan women have the same rights as 
women in those countries?”39  
 
It is worth adding that the inclusion and participation of women as survivors of the armed conflict and as 
mediators and/or negotiators in the peace process – in line with Afghanistan’s commitment to UNSCR 
1325 and the subsequent resolution on Women, Peace and Security – have to date remained absent 
from the peace negotiations with the Taliban. The Taliban’s agenda concerning the place of women in 
society remains blurry. A commitment was made in the Joint Declaration issued after the Moscow Talks 
in February 2019 to protect the “social, economic, political and educational rights of the Afghan women 
in line with Islamic principles” with no clarity regarding what “Islamic principles” would entail.40 

Representativeness 

Representativeness is all comprehensive and broader than simply having representation at the peace 
talks of the political parties, the current powerholders who claim to represent Afghans, civil society, 
media, and international allies of Afghanistan – all of whom are centered in Kabul.41  
 
Representativeness of those who attend intra-Afghan peace negotiations should be measured based on 
the degree to which the representatives reflect and relate the worries and aspirations of all Afghans 
during peace talks. To date, there has not been a full and comprehensive representation of all Afghans, 
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particularly local communities, all women, and the diverse ethnic and religious segments of the 
population, at the peace talks.   
 
While selecting individuals from civil society – broadly defined to include all non-violent, non-
government actors such as citizens’ groups, NGOs, businesses, labor and other forms of associations, 
academics, religious entities and actors, and oppositions groups – may appear as presentation by 
multiple stakeholders, representativeness can only be measured based on the degree to which these 
individuals are representative of their immediate constituencies and the manner in which they were 
appointed to act as representatives. 
 
Given Afghanistan’s less than positive experience of holding free, fair and formal elections, there is 
significant skepticism about relying on elections to appoint representatives for the peace talks. 
However, there is an argument for using pre-existing traditional and formal structures to elect 
representatives rooted in local communities and thus having legitimacy within local communities and 
knowledge of their communities’ specific redlines or green lines for peace negotiations: 
 

To give legitimacy to the peace process we need to make participation inclusive. … [We] have village 
councils that could nominate a representative to go to the jirga at the district level and from the district 
level representatives could be elected to go to the jirga at the provincial level. At the provincial level we 
can have peace shuras that do advocacy for peace for their constituents. These provincial shuras can then 
elect who to send to Kabul and who will ultimately represent all Afghans during peace talks. This approach 
for deciding who should represent the interests of all Afghans is effective, legitimate and costs very 
little.42  

 
A second issue regarding representativeness is the category of individuals with Afghan lineage but roots 
and homes in other countries who have had a significant presence in key decision making processes at 
multiple levels in Afghanistan. According to one of the panelists, 
  

… those who decide for us are Afghans who are not fully rooted in Afghanistan. With their families and 
relatives in other countries, the many Afghan diaspora who came back to Afghanistan after 2001 to work 
cannot feel the stress and the vulnerability that ordinary Afghans feel in the conflict. When there is an 
attack or an explosion, those of us who have their families, friends and relatives in Afghanistan spend 
hours trying to get news from everyone and make sure everyone is safe. Our diaspora officials do not fully 
feel the impact of attacks and explosions, know little of what it means to live in poverty, and all they do is 
sit behind desks and propose solutions to solve our problems borrowed from Singapore or the US.43 

 
A third issue in relation to representativeness in peace negotiations as the key factor determining the 
sustainability of a negotiated peace is the exclusiveness of the peace talks. Formal peace talks to date 
have been primarily between the United States and the Taliban. The Agreement for Bringing Peace to 
Afghanistan is not, however, a final peace agreement. As far as implied agendas for the peace 
negotiations, the main point of agreement sought by the United States has been about Afghanistan not 
being used as a launchpad for attacks against the United States and its interests while the main 
objective of the Taliban has been the withdrawal of all international military forces from Afghanistan.  
 
The agreement signed on February 29, 2020 has provisions for troops withdrawal from Afghanistan and 
provisions for the post-withdrawal Afghanistan not to play host for international terrorism. Little has 
been said about how Afghanistan will look in terms of governance, fundamental rights, or economic 
development apart from vague mentions by the Taliban negotiators about a sharia-based system and 
the ills of immorality, particularly in relation to women’s rights. 
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Legitimacy 

Closely related to the issue of representativeness is the legitimacy of those who negotiate the peace. 
Reference was made by one of the panelists to the peace agreement between Hezb-e Islami of 
Gulbuddin Hekmatyar and the National Unity Government in 2016 as an example of how a peace 
agreement should not be negotiated: 
 

A peace agreement has to have legitimacy based on a broad base of support from ordinary citizens. The 
peace with Hezb-e Islami, for example, was not accomplished by the High Peace Council but by people 
behind the scenes.44 

 
The current peace process lacks legitimacy because a major criterion for selecting who goes to Doha to 
talk with the Taliban is being son or daughter of the current powerholders, laying the foundation for a 
later monopolization of power and thus undermining peace:   
 

We spend months fighting over who should be a member of the team that negotiates with the Taliban not 
based on the merits of the candidates but based on their connections to various powerholders.45 

 
Echoing these concerns, another panelist suggested: 
 

To bring legitimacy to the process of representation, we need to have dialogue to establish our redlines in 
negotiations. We also need to build on previous attempts in creating a roadmap for peace. Two years ago 
there was a peace jirga in Kabul which put together a roadmap for peace. That jirga had legitimacy 
because it had representation from provincial and district levels from different provinces.46 

Negotiation Capacity 

If representativeness and legitimacy are addressed, including having representative / elected numbers 
and categories of women being members of the negotiation team, the next challenge is to ensure 
adequate capacity of these representatives to negotiate on behalf of their constituents.  
 
There are reports of international organizations providing training since 2019 for selected Afghan 
women in negotiations skills in relation to the current peace process. Some of the training is targeted at 
the women who went to Doha to be present in the talks between the United States and the Taliban, 
while there is a general lack of details about who is being trained, by whom, and based on what 
content.47 Further, there is no evidence to suggest that there is coordination among these entities in the 
provision of training.  
 
According to one panelist, qualifications to negotiate with the Taliban need to include knowledge about 
Islam and its provisions for civil liberties and knowledge of international standards on human rights.48 It 
would also be instructive to have knowledge of case examples where combinations of Islamic values and 
international human rights principles are being applied including Tunisia, Morocco, Turkey, Pakistan, 
Malaysia and Indonesia.      
 
Training aimed at increasing the capacity of the negotiators needs to be of high priority in preparations 
for the intra-Afghan talks on peace. 
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Agenda for Peace 

There is consensus that to date there has not been an agenda for peace in the talks between the United 
States and the Taliban. 
 
The available information on peace negotiations in other contexts suggests strongly that the 
sustainability of a peace agreement is a function of a clear agenda for peace, devised to eliminate or 
manage the key drivers of the conflict. For example, the Colombian peace process (2011-2016) was 
guided by an agenda that included commitments by both sides to a ceasefire and cessation of hostilities, 
reductions in poverty and corruption, enhancements in economic development, combating the drugs 
production and smuggling problems, instituting transitional and restorative justice, ratifying the peace 
agreement by impartial third parties, and monitoring the implementation of the provisions in the peace 
agreement. 
 
In stark contrast to having a clear agenda for peace in Afghanistan, there appears to be a working 
assumption by the United States and likely other international actors that, if there is relative de-
escalation in fighting due to an end to the confrontation between the Taliban and US troops, Afghans 
come to a peaceful solution somehow. As one of the panelists put it, “this lacks ambition and is not 
enough.”49  
 
The apparent agenda for “bringing peace to Afghanistan” has not been clear on whether it is about an 
honorable withdrawal by the United States from Afghanistan or sustainable peace for Afghanistan.50 
This limited and incomplete agenda for peace makes a peace agreement for Afghanistan particularly 
vulnerable, given the fact that even full and comprehensive peace agreements around the world have 
remained vulnerable to long standing and historically rooted divisions. 

Human Rights 

During the panel discussion reference was made to Article 1, Universal Declaration on Human Rights, 
that all individuals are created as equal with equal rights, as the necessary starting point in peace 
negotiations.51 Throughout the discussion, multiple references were also made to the rights of women, 
minorities, and youth that would have to be incorporated in a peace agreement for Afghanistan.  
 
Despite numerous and persistent challenges, the agreement to end the decades-long conflict in 
Colombia remains as one of the most comprehensive and inclusive peace agreements.52 Apart from 
clear provisions to combat poverty, corruption, drugs production and smuggling, and commitments to 
increase political participation and improve social and economic conditions, Colombia’s peace 
agreement also has provisions for human rights and a specific provision for a constitutional amendment 
on “Humane and Non-discriminatory Treatment” of persons based on Article 3 of the Geneva 
Conventions.53 
 
Also, through “guarantees of non-repetition”, the provision for transitional justice in Colombia’s peace 
agreement represents the “ultimate aim of any peace process: a sustainable peace with respect for 
human rights for all.”54 The provision for transitional justice in this peace agreement makes explicit 
references to the right to legal identity, effective civilian control off the military and security forces 
based on human rights standards, strengthening the independence of the judiciary, and protecting civil 
society, journalists, and human rights defenders.  
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Civil Society and Taliban 

The two extremes within which a state derives its legitimacy are governing based on broad-based 
consensus within a rule of law framework at one extreme, and fear and intimidation through use of 
force and terror on the other. State-society relations, based on institutional qualities and principles that 
underpin mutual dependability and trust, amount to “good governance”. These institutional qualities 
are performance, adaptability, and stability while the principles are participation, rule of law, 
transparency, responsiveness, consensus, equity, effectiveness, efficiency, and accountability.55  
 
A key challenge in ensuring the sustainability of a peace agreement is the degree to which the post-
peace agreement state acts according to the principles of good governance, particularly the degree to 
which the new state works with or against civil society including non-aligned NGOs. There is uncertainty 
about the prospects for civil society organizations, including local NGOs, which have emerged since 2001 
and operated mostly with Western funding, under a government heavily influenced or fully run by the 
Taliban. This is because: 
 

… Afghan NGOs are generally viewed by the Taliban as being on the government’s side because these 
NGOs have so far only worked with a government that has so far had a relatively open-door policy toward 
civil society. Civil society has not had any contact with the Taliban because the Taliban do not have a fixed 
address.56  

 
To overcome this disconnect, civil society must find ways of engaging the Taliban while the Taliban 
should be expected to reach out to civil society and its organizations including NGOs about peace and an 
agenda for peace.57 To this end, civil society organizations need to mobilize themselves, minimize rivalry, 
and build confidence among the Taliban by collectively approaching them and expressing the worries, 
hopes and expectations of ordinary Afghans. Over time, this approach is likely to result in constructive 
dialogue between civil society and the Taliban about peace.58 

Civil Society and Peace Making 

A direct relationship has been established between inclusiveness of peace process and the durability of 
resultant peace (Table 1).59 The inclusion of civil society in peace processes requires formal structures 
and provisions, including mechanisms for the selection of civil society representatives at peace talks and 
measures to ensure voice and legitimacy for civil society representatives.  
 
Where high-level talks fail or stall, an empowered civil society could act as catalyst for resumption of 
peace talks or initiate its own peace process by acting as facilitator in bringing together warring parties. 
 
Table 1: Civil Society and Peace Processes 

Place of Conflict Role of Civil Society Years in Conflict Negotiation Period Peace Holding? 
Northern Ireland 
(UK) 

Direct representation in official 
negotiations 

Since early 20th 
Century 

1996 – 1998 Yes 

Guatemala Formal, non-binding advisory 
role 

36 Years 1994 – 1996 Yes 

Darfur  
(Sudan) 

Semi-official technical resource 
to negotiating teams 

18 Years 2004 – 2006 No 

South Africa Creating space for talks Since 1960s 1990 – 1993 Yes 
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Mozambique Initiation and mediation of 
peace accords 

15 Years 1992 – 1994 Yes 

Sierra Leone Confidence-building between 
conflicting parties 

Since 1991 1997 – Ongoing No 

Liberia Mass mobilization for peace 2003 (latest) 2003 – Ongoing No 
Colombia Track II localized citizen-led 

peace agreements (followed by 
elected national government 
initiatives) 

Since 1960s 2012 – 2016 Yes 

Tajikistan Track II dialogue as basis for 
official negotiations 

1991-1993 1993 – 2003 Somewhat 

Source: Inclusive Security 
 
All parties with a stake in ending the war in Afghanistan must recognize that a peace process takes a 
minimum of three, and often more, years to yield results. Also, the experience from around the world 
suggests that the sustainability of a negotiated peace increases with when civil society in general, and 
the most vulnerable segments of the population in particular, are represented in peace negotiations.  

Post-peace Mode of Governance 

There has been no specific indication or discussion about the form of government after peace with the 
Taliban. Implicitly, this is left to be decided during the intra-Afghan peace talks which started 
haphazardly soon after the February 29, 2020 peace agreement between the United States and the 
Taliban.  
 
Vague references have been made by the Taliban to the form of government as an emirate, governing 
based on an interpretation of sharia. There are worries that under strict Taliban rule, there will be no 
elections or other forms of representative institutions of governance, disenfranchising vast swathes of 
the population. To institute and safeguard representativeness,   
 

We need to frame issues in representative and multi-stakeholder forms of governance. We cannot view 
participation as being about talking to governors or other stakeholders through video conferences every 
now and again. Ordinary Afghans deserve more than this and many of them do not see these ad hoc 
consultations as sufficient or adequate forums to capture their views and voices. A roadmap for peace 
needs to be inclusive in its agenda by focusing on good governance and inclusive in representation of 
voices of all stakeholders.60 

 
A key guiding pre-condition for the exercise of good governance, however, is a shared view or notion of 
the “greater good”, a topic that has not received adequate attention and deliberation in Afghanistan. 
Included in the elements that constitute the greater good for Afghanistan are clear answers to the 
questions regarding the form of government, i.e., an emirate, republic, or Islamic republic, and strategic 
priorities of the government, i.e., exclusive focus on security and geopolitical issues including 
counterterrorism or poverty reduction through equitable economic development, anticorruption, and 
equality and equity in fundamental rights of all citizens.  
 
Since the form and strategic outlook of a post-peace government have not yet been articulated, a third 
question regarding a sustainable peace in Afghanistan is whether the current arrangements and 
mechanisms are adequate for inclusive engagement of multiple Afghan stakeholders to define the 
greater good. In other words, there is an urgent need to establish a framework for peace by identifying 
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what is lacking and what can be done to introduce components that would facilitate a dialogue on the 
greater good for Afghanistan and the means through which, including the form and strategy of the 
government, to attain it. 
 
Civil society, broadly defined, has a key role to play in demanding answers to these questions and 
placing them on the agenda of peace negotiations and plans for the future of Afghanistan. 
 
Assuming that the form of government that will prevail after a full peace with the Taliban has provisions 
for democratic representation including elections, a further question concerns the manner in which the 
elections are held, the degree to which potential voters would be willing to exercise their right to vote, 
and their electoral preferences. 
 
The poor showing of voters in the last presidential election in September 2019 at less than two million 
notwithstanding, since 2001 Afghans have demonstrated a strong tendency to participate in voting. 
Given this tendency, it would incumbent upon the Taliban and other contenders wanting to govern 
Afghanistan to win the confidence of the electorate. Efforts to win confidence are particularly needed 
from the Taliban who, since 2001 have had “no fixed address” and have been formally absent from 
elections. 
 
Until the emergence of the news about the United States making peace overtures to the Taliban in late 
2018, great emphasis had been placed on holding free and fair elections as a key component of the 
reconstruction efforts by international community in Afghanistan. Despite this focus, there has been 
little or no discussion in the current peace talks about elections as a pillar of the form of government for 
Afghanistan after a full peace with the Taliban. 
 
To establish the willingness of potential voters to vote for various contenders including Taliban 
candidates, in late 2019 APPRO conducted a survey in 12 provinces and asked the respondents (2,530 
women and 2,610 men) whether or not they would vote for Taliban candidates in an election (Figure 1).  
 
Figure 2: Willingness to Vote for Taliban Candidates 

 
Source: APPRO (2020)61 
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As Figure 1 shows, a clear majority of male and female voters is unwilling to vote for Taliban candidates 
in an open election. Assuming that there will be free elections after peace, with the Taliban fielding 
candidates, much will need to be done by the Taliban candidates to build the confidence of the potential 
voters in their vision for Afghanistan and win the popular vote.  
 
If elections were to be held after a full peace with the Taliban, the main issue for all candidates, Taliban 
and others, should be to increase their chances of being elected based on concrete policy agendas for 
addressing such fundamental issues of security, fundamental rights of all citizens (such as education, 
health, and justice), poverty, corruption, and economic development. 

Red Lines, Green Lines, and Trade-offs 

During two previous open forums for peace, held in Kabul in November 2019 and Mazar-e Sharif in 
January 2020, the participants were asked to list what they were willing and not willing to accept as 
compromises to reach peace with the Taliban. Table 1 provides a summary of these positions. 
 
Table 1: Civil Society’s Red Lines and Green Lines in Peace Negotiations  

 Red Lines Green Lines 
Kabul • Changes to the 2004 Constitution, particularly 

reduction in provisions on: 
o Human rights 
o Full rights in access to basic services such as 

health and education 
o Right to work (men and women) 
o Gender equality 
o Political, economic and social participation 
o Protection against discrimination based on 

language, ethnicity, and religion 
• Reversal of gains made since 2001 
• Changes to the status of Afghanistan as a republic 

• Release of Taliban prisoners 
• Women’s Islamic hijab 
• Full departure of international 

military forces from Afghanistan 
• Power sharing with the Taliban 

Mazar-e Sharif • Changes to the 2004 Constitution, particularly 
provisions on: 
o Freedom of speech 
o No discrimination based on gender, ethnicity, 

religion or language 
o Right to vote 
o Fundamental rights for all citizens 
o Fundamental rights of all children 

• Maintaining the Afghan National Army 

• Release of Taliban prisoners 
• Women’s Islamic hijab 
• Withdrawal of international 

military forces from Afghanistan 
• Separation of men and women in 

workplaces and in access to 
services 

• Limits on freedom of media 

 
The Kabul and Mazar-e Sharif forums did not have the benefit of representation from the Taliban and 
the discussions regarding the Taliban’s red and green lines were entirely speculative. It was widely 
assumed that the Taliban had red lines regarding an emirate as the form of government and operating 
on the basis of sharia, departure of all foreign troops from Afghanistan, segregation of males and 
females in all respects, release of all Taliban prisoners, removal of the Taliban from the list of 
international terrorist organizations, strict limits on the media, and banning music. It was also 
speculated that the Taliban’s green lines might include access to education and work for girls and 
women but in compliance with segregation rules separating of boys and girls and men and women, 
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phased (as opposed to rapid and complete) withdrawal of international military forces from 
Afghanistan, and direct negotiations with the Government of Afghanistan. 
 
Despite the willingness to compromise, expressed as green lines by civil society participants (Table 1), 
there remain significant gaps between what is known or assumed about the Taliban’s positions on 
fundamental issues and what civil society sees as its red lines. Without inclusive and ongoing dialogue to 
resolve these differences and without mutual trust and a painstaking process of confidence building, 
these gaps reduce the legitimacy of the peace process. 
 
For dialogue, confidence building and mediation to bear fruit, there needs to identify the key elements 
of a framework for peace to guide the process of peace negotiations. 

State of Afghanistan’s Peace Process 

Consultations aimed at ending armed conflict and effect peace have been typically divided into three 
“tracks”. Track 1 usually consists of “contacts between governments of different states through use of 
intermediaries mutually recognized by the respective parties.”62 Track 1 often also includes involvement 
of multi-lateral entities such as the United Nations, European Union, Organization of American States, 
African Union and similar organizations.  
 
Track 2 brings together unofficial representatives from the different sides of the conflict with no 
government participation. Through informal interaction, the sides that participate in Track 2 “aim to 
develop strategies, to influence public opinion, organize human and material resources in ways that 
might help resolve their conflict.”63 
 
Track 1.5 consultations, not to be mistaken for all of Track 1 and half of Track 2, “include a mix of 
government officials – who participate in an unofficial capacity – and non-governmental experts, all 
sitting around the same table.”64 Put differently, Track 1.5 consultations are a hybrid or mix of elements 
from both Track 1 and Track 2. The degree to which this mix contains elements from Track 1 and Track 2 
is a function of a number of contextual factors, not least of which is the degree to which civil society is 
organized, can effect coordinated efforts, and can speak with one voice and the willingness and ability of 
Track 1 actors to drawn in Track 2 actors. Track 1.5 consultations for peace appear to have gained 
popularity and momentum since the early 2000s, since they seem to have succeeded where traditional 
formal diplomacy to bring peace, consistent with a Track 1 approach, have failed.65 
 
It is difficult to apply these categories of consultation types to Afghanistan’s peace process for three 
main reasons. First, the negotiating sides of the high-level consultations have been the United States 
and the Taliban, with the Government of Afghanistan having no formal role in the negotiations to date. 
For these consultations to be classified as Track 1 they would need to formally include the Government 
of Afghanistan and some of the multi-lateral agencies such as the United Nations and the European 
Union. In addition, given the stakes of a number of western and regional governments in Afghanistan, a 
Track 1 type of peace process in Afghanistan would need to formally include multi-lateral agencies such 
as the United Nations and key countries such as the United Kingdom, Nordic+ countries, and Pakistan 
and Iran as the two main neighbors with stakes and influence in Afghanistan. 
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Second, on the non-government side as actors of Track 2, there has been no coherent, collective, or 
adequately resourced effort to attempt to organize civil society at any level, from national to the 
community level. Typically, Track 2 actors should consist of community-based organizations such as 
mosques and religious and traditional figures, businesses and youth organizations. Track 2 consultations 
should also have the full participation of NGOs and their networks, various forms of associations 
representing business owners and workers, and academia. If there is a need for representation and 
voice of a specific constituency of the population, such as women in Afghanistan, new structures need 
to be put in place and supported to enable them to organize and to capture their voice. The Northern 
Ireland Women’s Coalition serves as a useful example in this regard. 
 
Third, the Afghan media has thus far not risen to the challenge to play a neutral and constructive role in 
the peace negotiations. To meet this challenge, the media as a whole must do more than simply report 
updates of meetings about peace. In addition to disseminating information about the ongoing peace 
process, the media should seek building relationships and confidence among different groups by 
organizing public events and inviting representatives from different sides of the conflict. Fact-based, 
independent, transparent, accountable and impartial reporting by the media can contribute to good 
governance in peace negotiations through holding officials and civil society accountable for their roles 
and actions. Media can also place complex and complicated issues such as corruption, violence against 
women, injustice and marginalization on the agenda for peace.66 
 
In summary, Afghanistan’s peace process to date has been incomplete as the basis on which to 
negotiate sustainable peace. This state of incompleteness is the result of the decision at the highest 
levels to exclude the Government of Afghanistan and the apparent inability and/or willingness of all 
non-government actors, including the many NGOs, to organize themselves and speak in unity and 
demand inclusion and full participation in the peace process. 

Necessary Conditions for Sustainable Peace 

Based on the two preceding sections, we may conclude that securing sustainable peace in Afghanistan 
needs a framework within which various agendas for peace could be raised, contested and steered 
toward reaching a consensus. Such a framework would need to have the following elements: 
 
• Agreement on all sides that the current conflict in Afghanistan cannot produce an absolute winner. 
• Agreement in principle by all parties to end the conflict and agree to a ceasefire or a significant de-

escalation of violence. 
• Agreement in principle by all parties to make concessions regarding their “redlines” and willingness 

to agree on trade-offs. 
• Agreement in principle by all parties that the peace agreement leads to the “greater good” for 

Afghan citizens after peace. 
• Agreement in principle that peace negotiations need to go beyond purely political objectives by 

having a concrete agenda for peace and a post-peace reconciliation and development plan. 
• Agreement in principle the mode of government after peace is based on “popular sovereignty” (see 

below). 
 
Attaining sustainable peace also requires that the resultant post-peace government will function based 
on “popular sovereignty”, or a form of government based on consent of citizens. Governing based on 
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popular sovereignty will ensure the legitimacy and effectiveness of the post-peace government. The 
main characteristics of popular sovereignty are: 
 
• The people are involved either directly or through their representatives in the making of a 

constitution.  
• The constitution made in the name of the people is ratified by a majority vote of the people or by 

representatives elected by the people.  
• The people are involved directly or indirectly in proposing and ratifying amendments to their 

constitution.  
• The people indicate support for their government when they vote in public elections, uphold the 

constitution and basic principles of their government, and work to influence public policy decisions 
and otherwise prompt their representatives in government to be accountable to them.67 

 
Applying popular sovereignty in the context of Afghanistan’s peace negotiations would entail a 
framework characterized by transparency and accountability; inclusiveness to ensure that the needs of 
all segments of society, particularly the most vulnerable, are openly addressed; representativeness in 
terms of who negotiates; and mechanisms for oversight by third parties to ensure sustainability after the 
peace agreement. 
 
Admittedly, meeting all the above conditions in the context of the current peace process in Afghanistan 
will be challenging. However, despite the incompleteness of the peace process to date, it is possible to 
work toward some of the key conditions such as representativeness. To this end, the government with 
political support from the United States, the Taliban, and key multi-lateral agencies could initiate inter 
and intra-community consultations at the national, provincial, and district levels with the aim of 
gathering momentum for a consensus for peace and electing representatives to actively participate in 
the intra-Afghan peace process.  
 
Applying popular sovereignty to the peace process in Afghanistan would also necessitate input and 
active participation from Afghan NGOs, private sector, formal and traditional religious authorities, and 
various forms of community-based organizations. The current situation of international donors 
providing financial support to selected NGOs without the key objectives of creating an inclusive 
mechanism for peace and setting a concrete agenda for peace is not conducive to the emergence of a 
mechanism or an agenda for the intra-Afghan peace process. 
 
Given the current momentum for peace, it is crucial that a national, multi-stakeholder, and 
representative body with a mandate to develop a roadmap for peace for Afghanistan is initiated by civil 
society to emphasize the lessons learned from other peace frameworks, roadmaps and agreements, 
underlines the instrumental roles of women, civil society and community-based organizations in 
reaching consensus to end conflict, and articulates realistic demands, objectives and timelines to reach 
peace milestones. As part of its mandate, this new body would also undertake outreach, advocacy and 
lobbying activities outside Afghanistan to target influential neighboring countries and key international 
donors and actors. 
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Conclusion 

Lessons learned from the cases of Northern Ireland and Colombia strongly suggest reaching peace needs 
to be based on political trust and cooperation, representative negotiations, and direct participation of 
civil society – broadly defined – in peace talks. The second insight from other peace processes is that for 
peace negotiations to bear fruit, there needs to be an agenda or agendas of what constitutes the 
common good. The third lesson is the legitimation of a peace agreement through referendums or other 
means, to seek approval from and win the trust of the general public. A fourth, and crucial for 
Afghanistan, lesson learned is having provisions as part of the peace agreement on transitional and 
restorative justice. 
 
The peace process for Afghanistan remains secretive, high-level and unrepresentative. While high-level 
peace negotiations always tend to be secretive at first, the later accomplishments toward securing 
peace are direct functions of inclusiveness, representativeness, and legitimation, all of which tend to 
occur after an initial period of secrecy. In successful peace processes, the initial secretive consultations 
(or Track 1 as described above) are followed by a full-fledged peace process to include non-government, 
or Track 2, actors. The cases of Northern Ireland and Colombia are clear examples of this trajectory. 
 
At the time of writing this communiqué, none of the elements present in the peace frameworks of 
Northern Ireland and Colombia has been present in Afghanistan’s peace negotiations. There has been 
no communication about a framework or parameters of a framework for the peace talks. To date, no 
effort has been made by any side in Afghanistan’s peace negotiations to define the common good for 
Afghanistan or the agenda that should drive development after peace. The existential issues as poverty, 
corruption, economic development, and fundamental rights of all citizens have so far remained off the 
peace negotiation agenda. 
 
Quite apart from the natural disorder that sets in in negotiations without frameworks and peace 
agreements without agendas, efforts by the excluded to participate will continue to be seen as a 
nuisance rather than an indispensable element of sustainable peace. 

Ways Forward 

The structured way in which National Advocacy Committee for Public Policy (NAC-PP), with support from 
Afghanistan Public Policy Research Organization (APPRO) as its Secretariat, have been holding Open 
Forums for Peace is an attempt to fill the void in the current peace process, particularly in terms of 
having no defined mechanism for negotiations and no clear agenda for peace.  
 
A recalibration of the current peace process would benefit from a rapid assessment along the lines of 
the World Bank’s “Recovery and Peace Building Assessment” (RPBA).68 Two of the main priorities in 
RPBAs are to a) Provide an inclusive process to support political dialogue and participation of 
stakeholders, and b) Coordinate international support through a joint exercise and monitoring system.  
 
A RPBA will generate a broad range of immediate, medium- and long-term needs across the 
humanitarian, security, political, peace building and socio-economic development spectrums. Findings 
from a RPBA exercise will generate much of the substance currently missing from the peace talks. 
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Holding multi-stakeholder peace forums similar to the ones organized by NAC-PP and APPRO on a 
regular basis to discuss and debate how peace could be achieved in Afghanistan will go a long way in 
generating dialogue based on mutual trust among multiple stakeholders. Another significant outcome of 
such events is that they would serve as de facto confidence building exercises. A third outcome of 
holding these forums is likely to be a consensus on the need for civil society to exert itself in the peace 
process or, in the least, be heard.  
 
The scope for multi-stakeholder open forums for peace must go beyond Kabul and major cities of 
Afghanistan to include community-level consultations and forums. As much as possible, all such efforts 
at sub-national levels should be carried out in coordination with and through pre-existing traditional 
governance structures such as multi-level and multi-purpose jirgas and shuras, community development 
councils and provincial councils. 
 
A final outcome of the open forums is increased interest by the warring parties, particularly the US and 
the Taliban but also other stakeholders, in the outcomes and recommendations of such forums. Regular 
open forums on peace could, ultimately, result in real time discussion and debate between formal 
Taliban representatives and civil society, a pre-requisite for sustainable peace in Afghanistan. 

Recommendations 

1. The Government of Afghanistan, in close collaboration and consultation with civil society 
organizations, local community leaders and the international community should initiate a process to 
develop a peace framework. 

2. The Government of Afghanistan, the Taliban, and international stakeholders must declare their 
negotiating positions as manifestos, agendas, or, at a minimum, redlines and issues over which they 
are willing to make concessions. 

3. The multi-partite declaration of agendas should form the basis for the intra-Afghan peace dialogue. 
4. Civil society organizations must carry out a critical self-assessment of their capacity needs in 

reference to conflict resolution, peace negotiations and diplomacy. 
5. Non-government organizations, particularly those with funding from international donors 

earmarked for activities related to peace, need to see inclusion, transparency and coordination as 
being beyond selective training and ad hoc messaging through Twitter and other social media. 

6. National and international entities with capacity building mandates must invest in developing tailor-
made courses for conflict resolution, peace negotiations and diplomacy for representatives of civil 
society nominated by civil society rather than the arbitrarily chosen few. 

7. Events such as the Open Forums for Peace should be replicated as much as possible as a means to 
share knowledge, increase awareness and create spaces for exchange of ideas and debates about 
peace.  

8. To be as inclusive as possible, dialogues on peace need to reach out to the Taliban and pro-Taliban 
elements so that their positions are heard, rather than speculated on.  

9. Efforts toward peace need to move beyond Kabul and below the national level. Maximum use 
should be made of established formal and traditional sub-national structures to mobilize 
communities for peace at multiple levels and for electing civil society representatives to attend 
peace talks. 
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