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The 6th International Conference of New or Restored Democracies (ICNRD-6)

Doha, Qatar 29 October-1 November, 2006

“Building Capacity for Democracy, Peace and Social Progress”


Executive summary

Enhancing effectiveness and efficiency of ICNRD has been on the agenda of its conferences almost since its first meeting held in Manila in 1988. It is therefore high time to seriously address this issue which directly affects the conference’s international standing and its performance in attaining its noble objectives. 

The paper underlines that one of the immediate measures that needs to be taken is adopting its charter that would clearly define its goals, institutional structure, modus operandi, sources of its financing, etc., which would enable to define its immediate and long-term goals.  

Today, general commitments to democracy and democratic ideals are no longer enough. There is a growing trend to see ICNRD as a practical tool to promote democracy at the national, regional and international levels. Its comparative advantage is that it is an inclusive intergovernmental forum of almost 120 states with increasing relations with the United Nations. Since 2003 ICNRD has been forging partnership relations with parliaments of many countries and civil society organizations that are committed to promoting democratic reforms. The emerging new trilateral partnership, if used effectively, could make a deep impact on democracy promotion at all level. Therefore this trend needs to be consolidated in Doha. 

In this connection the paper makes some proposals to institutionalize ICNRD, including drawing up a charter, defining the types of activities that it would pursue, monitoring of some activities, undertaking studies, making declarations, taking actions in support of member governments confronting unconstitutional challenges, etc. Clear definition of the rights and obligations of members, defining the institutional structure, decision-making, relations with the Parliamentarians’ Forum and the International Civil Society Forum for Democracy (ICSFD), and the United Nations (UN) need to be addressed.  To be effective the emerging trilateral partnership needs a joint coordinating body with clearly defined responsibilities. 
The paper points out four issues that need special consideration at the present stage: financing of ICNRD, leadership, secretariat and relations with the United Nations. 
At present UN is undertaking “a study on the comparative advantages, complimentarity and desirable distribution of labor of various intergovernmental democracy movements and the UN system could further work with them in a mutually supportive way.”  ICNRD should not only support the study, but take an active part in it and, based on the outcome of ICNRD-6, present to the Secretary-General its concrete proposals that would mutually enrich and support these two international bodies. One of the issues that needs to be raised with the UN is the issue of democratic governance at the international level, absence of which is equally felt both at the UN and in international relations in general, undermining the very concept of democracy and making its promotion difficult at the regional and national levels as well.
Like the ICNRD, ICSFD has not yet been able to focus on defining clearly its goals and mission, its organizational structure, relations with ICNRD, the UN, other organizations, mode of financing, etc. The paper makes the case for institutionalizing ICSFD and proposes to focus on the following issues: a) improving its organizational structure, including more effectively reaching out to and working with its membership;  b) developing a small, yet effective structure to better and more closely cooperate with ICNRD and the PF as core partners;  c) developing a structure to enable it to closely cooperate with the UN system,  like-minded international, regional and national CSO and the private sector, i.e. with broader partners; and d) ensuring adequate financial resources for successfully carrying out its mission. The most effective way of governance might be placing more emphasis on regional cooperation and addressing specific issues connected with democracy promotion or consolidation. 

Both ICNRD and ICSFD need to expand their cooperation with the UN system. Given the latter’s general mandate to promote democracy, good governance and human rights, they could cooperate more closely in such areas as electoral assistance, enhancing the rule of law and accountable public administration, human rights protection and promotion, improving accountability, transparency and quality of governance, promotion of free and independent media and democratic governance at the international level. All the three partners of the ICNRD-led process need to contribute their views and proposals to the UN study. This would not only be their contribution to the study itself, but also to identifying their place in cooperation with the United Nations system. Another area where ICSFD needs to expand its activities is cooperation with other like-minded national, regional and international civil society organizations, the donor community and the private sector.

In order to better manage the emerging partnership, there is a need to establish a joint coordinating committee with a limited yet concrete mandate. The partnership understanding could include such issues as general areas and principles of cooperation, governance structure of the joint committee and ways of effectively implementing and monitoring its decisions.

It would be very important in Doha to set up a trilateral working group to discuss in greater detail all the proposals that would be made there and ask the group to present its findings and proposals to the first follow-up meeting of the joint coordinating body.  

Introduction
This paper has been prepared as a reference material for a joint meeting of representatives of Governments, Parliaments and Civil Society under the title “Building Democracy from Manila to Doha and Follow-up Mechanism” to be held on 1 November 2006 as part of ICNRD-6 events.  It is expected that at the end of the meeting the participants might consider and adopt a joint statement that would define their common objectives and  possible practical actions that ICNRD jointly with ICSFD and the PF could take to further promote or consolidate democratic changes in the states that form part of the ICNRD-led process
 and democratic governance at the international level.

The issue of enhancing the effectiveness and efficiency of ICNRD has been on the agenda of its conferences since the first meeting held in Manila in 1988. The background paper by Petru Dumitriu entitled “The History and Evolution of the New or Restored Democracies Movement” prepared for ICNRD-5 gives a clear picture of not only the evolution of the concept of ICNRD,  but also the conference’s successive efforts and decisions to make the movement more organized and effective in attaining its broadly defined goals. Bearing in mind the paper’s usefulness for understanding better the ICNRD process, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Finland in 2005 published it in a book along with other articles and contributions of different authors “as a useful compilation of insights for all who are interested in the problems and prospects of democracy at the beginning of the 21st century”
. The book can be considered as an important authoritative source material in English on ICNRD.
 

The main purpose of this paper is, on the basis of analysis of the evolution of ICNRD, to propose, from the perspective of a civil society participant in the ICNRD-led process, some practical suggestions as to what kind of follow-up mechanism might be useful to make this process serve better its membership, to make it more effective
 and efficient
. This corresponds to the decision taken by ICNRD-5 three years ago and reflected in para. 5.1 c of the Ulaanbaatar (UB) plan of action, which had asked the President of ICNRD-5 to make a study for the purpose of making the Conference “even more effective and efficient” and “establishing a practical program of work for future conferences”
.

The author sees no need in this paper to dwell extensively on the ICNRD process and its evolution since a paper on ICNRD follow-up mechanism as seen from the perspective of governments is being separately prepared for the joint meeting and since the book mentioned above also extensively dwells on these and related issues. However, since the international democracy promotion process is lead by ICNRD, it is inevitable in this case first and foremost to focus on the nature the conference, determine its strengths and weaknesses, its comparative advantage and, based on the findings, make recommendations on how to strengthen its follow-up measures and enhance its effectiveness and efficiency to better serve its mission as well as the interests of its members. Based on those findings and proposals, the author shall try to see how the other two pillars of the ICNRD-led trilateral partnership, i.e. ICSFD and the PF, as well as the United Nations could also be made more effective without undue duplication in promoting democratic changes nationally, regionally and internationally. .

Need for a constituent document

There is no constitution or charter of ICNRD. It is a process that was initiated by the government of the Philippines in 1988 to promote international cooperation among the then newly restored democracies, including providing mutual support of the democratic reforms and exchanging of experiences in both successes as well as setbacks. The original concept of the movement was clearly reflected in its outcome document – the Manila Declaration.  The question of the need for a constituent document was mentioned at times in the past but not raised officially. Thus the background paper entitled “An International Normative Framework for Democratization”, prepared by Dr. Roy Lee for ICNRD-5 suggested that the institutionalization of the Conference could best be set out in an international legal instrument (for example, a Charter or Compact) to be adopted by the Conference
. Some participants of ICNRD-5 welcomed the proposal, yet no follow-up measures were undertaken.
Defining the movement’s nature

However absence of a constituent document does not mean that it is impossible to read exactly the general intention of the members of the movement. Different documents adopted by ICNRD since 1988 do not, however, give a clear picture to understand the nature of ICNRD. The five conferences held in the past 18 years have clearly shown that its member states saw it as a movement to promote and consolidate democracy in their countries as well as internationally. However, a closer analysis of the deliberations in  past conferences and the documents adopted show that while some of its members saw it mainly as a forum for dialogue, as a means of sharing information and experience, articulating and expressing their common views on issues related to democracy and promoting them in the form of political declarations, others saw it as a platform for individual and joint action, as inferred from the adopted plans of action and follow-up activities. The latter raises such practical questions as would such joint action include support of democracies that are threatened by undemocratic or violent changes, to what extent solidarity with and support of their peers is allowable under international law and practice,  what political, diplomatic or other tools does the conference have to practically support democratic reforms within the movement or “protect” the states that are in danger.  Lack of a clear understanding of the nature of ICNRD leads to either exaggeration or underestimation of its political potential and practical significance. Lack of any reaction from ICNRD to unconsitututional changes in Nepal and Thailand, for example, underlines the need to clearly identify the conference’s nature and its role in democracy promotion and protection. Lack of clarity of the nature of ICNRD also creates difficulties to identify clearly the achievements and the challenges that lay ahead. 

Need for soul searching

The political significance of ICNRD as an important tool for democracy promotion is understandable. However, its legal standing and practical utility are still not very clear. In order to serve better its members, ICNRD therefore needs to clearly identify its goals, its international status, relations with its members, the organizational structure that would enable it to attain its objectives effectively and the means to attain it efficiently. Therefore, in order to be effective and efficient, ICNRD needs to clearly identify the binding nature of its decisions: would they be recommendations for possible action or concrete decisions that need to be implemented; would ‘cherry picking’ be admissible in implementation depending on political convenience or there should be implementation of all the decision and not only the ones convenient for a particular government or particular field of interest. At present soul searching is still continuing, as is evident from  ICNRD-5 decision reflected in para. 5.1 c of the UB plan of action mentioned above. Therefore ICNRD-6 needs to bring more clarity to the question of the nature of ICNRD.

Soul searching also implies that ICNRD needs to determine its place in the community of nations, its relations with the United Nations that has been supportive of its activities for over a decade, determine clearly its comparative advantage, avoid unnecessary duplication and determine on how it could work more productively with other pro-democracy movements, international organizations and the donor community that support or encourage democratic reforms and changes. 

Comparative advantage

International practice shows that today there are many intergovernmental organizations, both regional and international, that are working for promoting good governance, rule of law and greater respect for human rights. ICNRD is one of the intergovernmental fora that focuses primarily on promoting democratic reforms in emerging democracies through holding periodic conferences, expressing common views of its membership on democracy, its promotion and the challenges members face, and trying to follow-up on its decisions through the follow-up mechanism and its Presidency
.  The unique trait of ICNRD lies in the fact that it is an ad hoc inclusive intergovernmental forum of almost 120 states that is now trying to institutionalize itself to better serve its members. As such it has the “ears” and support of member governments as well as of the United Nations. After ICNRD-5, it is becoming the main moving force of the strengthened tripartite  pro-democracy international movement, with parliaments and civil society organizations as its partners pursuing the same, if not completely identical, goals. 

Therefore the comparative advantage of the ICNRD-led process today lies in the fact that it has the support of not only the governments, but also of a) the parliamentarians, that bear prime responsibility for articulating the interests of the people into public policies that promote their welfare
, and b) the civil society that plays a major role in the promotion of democracy by articulating diverse socio-cultural, political and economic issues
  as well as by serving as an important source of policy ideas and monitoring government performance.  As from ICNRD-5, the uniqueness of this process is reinforced by the fact that all its three components, i.e. governments, parliaments and civil society have agreed to work in close partnership with each other to promote the common goals.
 This strengthened ICNRD-led process, recognized by the United Nations General Assembly
, should make use of this emerging new partnership to promote more effectively the common goals. This partnership, one of its kind, can serve as a powerful tool in promoting democracy nationally, regionally and internationally. 

Favourable conditions for institutionalizing the process

ICNRD is an intergovernmental process. There is a growing trend to see it not only as regularly held  ad hoc conferences to exchange information and experience, or to express common positions on the issues related to democratization, but more as a promising tool to promote democracy at the national, regional and international levels. Today general commitments to democracy and democratic ideals are no longer enough. People want to feel and enjoy the benefits of democracy, including participation in the decisions affecting their lives and well-being, and enjoying fully the basic rights and freedoms. This tool is seen to becoming even more effective, if used properly, with the emerging trilateral partnership. That is why it is important that ICNRD starts working on its charter or some other constituent document that would clearly define not only its goals and nature of the movement, but also its organizational structure, method of decision-making as well as concrete mechanism of following up on the decisions taken
.

Three years ago, when the draft Ulaanbaatar Declaration and Plan of Action were being considered unofficially and then in the drafting group during the conference it was generally felt that the Conference needed to be strengthened and even institutionalized. However, there were also a few that opposed institutionalizing the process and  have even submitted written amendments to the draft proposing deleting the entire sections dealing with institutionalization of ICNRD and setting up a small Secretariat
. When the General Assembly considered in 2003 the Secretary-General’s report on the outcome of ICNRD-5
 and his 2005 report on the same item
 no delegate spoke against institutionalizing ICNRD. This positive attitude by states coupled with UNGA resolution A/RES/60/253 which welcomed the trilateral ICNRD-led process, are creating a favorable environment to start institutionalizing  the process already in Doha. 

Some proposals for consideration

ICSFD, as partner of ICNRD has already undertaken some research work on making the Conference and the entire process more effective and efficient. The main findings and recommendations have been presented to the Follow-up to ICNRD-5 International Conference, held on 1-2 June of this year in Ulaanbaatar, Mongolia
. 

Thus ICSFD study proposed that the following be carefully considered when addressing institutionalization of ICNRD and making it more effective and efficient, as formulated in its decision 5.1. c mentioned above:
· The need for a Charter or Compact (that would define the goals and nature of ICNRD and of the ICNRD-led process in general);

· Agreed activities of the Conference and of the ICNRD-led process (i.e. its concrete agreed mandate: action programs, exchange of experience, joint studies, monitoring of some activities, joint declarations (by the Conference, the bureau or the President on behalf of the Conference), offering of good offices,  jointly sponsored projects, actions that could be taken in support of member governments confronting unconstitutional challenges, etc.;

· Rights and obligations of member States of the Conference, observers, guests and other participants;

· Institutional structure of the Conference (its main and subsidiary bodies
, including the Presidency, the bureau, Follow-up Mechanism, the Secretariat and other needed support structure
;

· Distribution of functions and powers among the main and subsidiary bodies of the Conference; standing and ad hoc bodies (if need be) on issues of special interest or concern for the Conference;
· Relations of the Conference with the PF and  ICSFD (at the ministerial and other levels)
;
· Joint coordinating body of ICNRD, the PF and ICSFD  (its powers, frequency of meetings, etc.);
· Relations of the Conference with the United Nations, its subsidiary bodies, with the Community of Democracies  and other inter-governmental organizations, the donor community and the private sector
;
· Rules of procedure and decision making; documentation;
· Financing the ICNRD led process, relations with the funders and other supporters;
· Website, publications as means of promoting effective cooperation, raising awareness, reaching out, campaigning, etc. 

 When making the above suggestions ICSFD-5 stressed the advisability for the President and the bureau to consider the above issues and present concrete suggestions to ICNRD-6. It also proposed that, if needed, a working group could be established either prior or during ICNRD-6 to consider these issues with a view to taking already in Doha decisions in principle. 

Among the issues connected with the governance of ICNRD the following deserve special attention at this stage:
1).  Financing of ICNRD. This issue needs careful consideration. Without adequately addressing this issue it would be difficult, if not almost impossible, to strategize, plan and implement concrete democracy promotion and support measures, especially at the regional and international levels. Until now United Nations has been very generous in providing not only substantive but also logistical support for the past four conferences. However, the Secretary-General in his 2003 report on the organization’s support of the efforts of governments of new or restored democracies has specifically pointed out that “if the Conference is to be more institutionalized, a new support structure [would] be needed.
 Though UNDP and some donor countries have been providing generous financial assistance in holding various democracy promotion activities and the Democracy Fund, created recently to support projects that “consolidate and strengthen democratic institutions and facilitate democratic governance in new or restored democracies”
 might support some activities, it is still important that ICNRD is provided with an adequate and predictable sources of financing. Financing ICNRD activities should involve some form of contributions by member States in line with their sense of responsibility for the movement and co-ownership of the process. The actual amount of such contributions could vary, while some contributions could also be made in the form of specific services or activities.
2).  Leadership of ICNRD.  The process needs to be led by its membership and the duly elected bureau, reflecting representation and interests of all regional groups and not only by the President and his/her friends. The feeling of co-ownership of the movement is very important for raising the activeness of its members. This would also be a major step in making the ICNRD-led meetings from triennial extravagant events into meaningful processes in which all member States would feel fully involved in, responsible to and part of the movement. On the other hand, the President, together with the elected bureau, needs not only to represent the Conference at different fora, but actually lead it, permanently consult with the entire membership and strategize priorities bearing in mind the prevailing situation, organize implementation of the decisions taken, monitoring implementation and, if needed, take additional follow-up measures to ensure fullest possible implementation.  
3).  Secretariat. It goes without saying that institutionalization of ICNRD and making it more effective and efficient would need a dedicated and highly efficient secretariat that would do the actual day to day “heavy lifting” by providing the needed services required for running the movement and especially organizing implementation of the decisions of ICNRD and its subsidiary bodies. It would also be required to maintain the institutional memory of the Conference. Following the previous practice, the main secretarial work could be done by the President’s office in the host country with liaison offices in New York and in the countries that are serving on the bureau representing a particular region. The examples of the Secretariats of the Group of 77 and the Non Aligned Movement, both with close ties to the United Nations, could be useful in maintaining a small, yet efficient secretariat. 
4).  Relations with the United Nations. One of the specific features of ICNRD is its close relations with the United Nations, which is evident from the references made to the United Nations in declarations and plans of action adopted by the conferences, the reports of the Secretary-General on the support of the United Nations System of the efforts of governments to promote and consolidate new or restored democracies and the numerous resolutions adopted by the General Assembly of the United Nations, its subsidiary bodies and specialized agencies. The contribution of the United Nations is truly enormous and is expected to increase because of the organization’s greater commitment to democracy and good governance as well as due to the fact that attainment of the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) is directly connected with and dependent on promotion of good governance, human rights, social justice, rule of law, etc., that are the hallmarks of democracy. Just like the United Nations can offer much in supporting the governments, so can ICNRD, in its turn, help United Nations in promoting its Charter objectives as well as the concrete objectives reflected in the MDGs. In his report to the General Assembly in 2005 the Secretary-General proposed that UN undertake  “a study on the comparative advantages, complimentarity and desirable distribution of labor of various intergovernmental democracy movements, organizations and institutes, whether global or regional, and on how the United Nations system has worked and could further work with them in a mutually supportive way.”
  ICNRD should not only support such a study, but take an active part in it and, based on the outcome of ICNRD-6, present to the Secretary-General its concrete proposals that would mutually enrich and support these two international bodies. One of the issues that needs to be raised with the United Nations is the issue of democratic governance at the international level, absence of which is equally felt at the United Nations as in international relations in general which undermines the very concept of democracy and makes democracy promotion difficult at the regional and national levels.
Parliamentarians’ Forum (PF)

The idea of holding a parliamentarians’s forum concurrently with ICNRD-5 was proposed by conference organizers, which was fully supported by IPU and many of its member parliaments. As Martin Chungong, Director of IPU’s division for the promotion of democracy has written about the first PF, “the decision to involve parliaments was premised on the fact that one cannot talk about democracy, a people-driven process, without involvement of the official representatives of the people. Parliaments, as the foremost representative institution in each State, bears prime responsibility for articulating the interests of the people into public policies that promote their welfare.
 Some 120 participants from 47 countries participated in the PF which was held under the theme of “The role of Parliaments in Promoting Democracy – Relationship between Parliaments and Civil Society”.  Thus participants addressed such issues as how parliaments could strengthen democracy in partnership with civil society and how that role could be fulfilled in a coherent and coordinated manner at the international level. The overarching focus of the debate was participation as a cornerstone of democracy.
 One of the particular features of the PF was that representatives of not only governing but also opposition parties participated which allowed for the expression of divergent views within the same delegation.
  Interaction of representatives of civil society with parliamentary delegations enabled both sides to agree that relationship between these two important stakeholders of the society were of partnership rather than rivalry and that they could and should work together. Participants also agreed that parliament, as the link between society and government, needed to forge and strengthen a strategic partnership with civil society to ensure that the interests the latter represented were articulated into relevant and effective public policies.
  

The PF unanimously adopted a declaration reflecting its deliberations, findings and decisions. For the purpose of this study it should be pointed out that parliamentarians have decided henceforth to participate actively in the mechanisms established for following-up on successive ICNRDs and make the PF “a permanent feature” of ICNRD process. The PF has “entrusted the Parliament of Mongolia and the Inter-Parliamentary Union with the responsibility of identifying effective ways of ensuring the achievement of this objective.”
 It is expected that the paper to be presented to the joint meeting on follow-up mechanism on the part of the PF would provide a good basis for discussion and strengthening the PF’s follow-up mechanism.   
Nature of ICSFD

Though there was a general agreement on the important role that independent and vibrant civil society can play in democratic societies, the issue of civil society participation was first officially addressed during ICNRD-3 held in 1997 in Bucharest, Romania, when a civil society forum was organized simultaneously with the conference. Participants in both events had access to both sessions; the civil society declaration was incorporated into the conference conclusions.
  At ICNRD-4, held in 2000 in Cotonou, Benin civil society representatives were invited to participate in the work of the Conference on an equal footing with  government delegates (however, obviously, without access to final decision making). The civil society did not adopt a separate declaration, however some of its views were reflected in the conference’s outcome document.  
Mindful of the experiences of previous immediate two conferences, organizers of ICNRD-5 thought that it would be more effective if the civil society forum on promoting democracy precedes the intergovernmental conference and that the forum’s delegation presents its major findings and recommendations to the conference. Thus International Civil Society Forum (ICSF-2003)
 was held two days prior to ICNRD-5 in Ulaanbaatar, Mongolia, which adopted its own final document – Declaration, Recommendations and Plan of Action. On invitation of the organizers of ICNRD-5 a delegation of the Forum was invited to participate in the conference’s opening session and present its findings and recommendations as well as participate in the panel that considered, inter alia, civil society-related issues. 

A separate forum of the civil society, adoption of its own recommendations and decisions and presenting them to ICNRD at the beginning of the latter’s deliberations marked an important step, both procedural and substantive, in developing a practical working relationship with ICNRD. ICSF-2003 first coined the notion of ‘partnership’ in its outcome document, though its context was a bit different. Thus in UB Plan of Action, the participants agreed that ICSF Follow-up Mechanism would include as part of its program “…links with international organizations and stakeholders, in particular strengthening trilateral partnerships (government, civil society, UN agencies) for advancing the ICSF-ICNRD process”.
 The Parliamentarians’ Forum (the PF) held in parallel with ICNRD not only recognized the major role of civil society in democracy promotion, but has decided that the PF would become a permanent feature ICNRD
. ICNRD-5, in its Plan of Action mandated the Follow-up Mechanism to coordinate its activities with the International Civil Society Forum.
 Thus conditions were created for emergence of a trilateral partnership. 

In line with the above spirit, since 2003 ICSFD has been taking steps to coordinate some of its activities with ICNRD. Thus its International Steering Committee (ISC) has been working in contact with ICNRD Follow-up Mechanism and the President’s office, including in exchanging information on their activities, holding trilateral stakeholders’ meeting (with the participation of representatives of parliaments as well) and preparing for ICNRD-6. ICSFD interim Secretariat in Ulaanbaatar has also been closely working with ICNRD President’s office in implementing recommendations of UB Plan of Action to develop nationally-owned democratic governance indicators (DGIs) to be better able to monitor progress in democratic and social development, country information notes (CINs) that would outline prospects of advancing and deepening democracy and the steps that have or still need to be taken,  and a national plan of action (NPoA) for strengthening democracy.  Though these three pilot projects were undertaken in Mongolia only, it is hoped that other countries would benefit from its accumulated experience.

Like the ICNRD, ICSFD has not yet been able to focus on defining clearly its goals and mission, its organizational structure, relations with ICNRD, United Nations, other organizations, mode of financing, etc. Its main decision-making body since ICSF-2003 has been a regionally representative ISC. Secretariat duties were performed by UB based ICNRD Interim Secretariat and the international coordinating unit in New York.
 Like ICNRD, ICSFD needs to elaborate and sets up its organizational structure that would make coordination of its activities more efficient and enable ICSFD to more effectively implement its decisions as well as fulfill its functions as an active partner in the ICNRD-led process. With that in mind, ICSFD needs to focus on the following organizational issues: 1) improving its organizational structure, including more effectively reaching out to and working with its membership;  2) developing a small yet effective structure to better and more closely cooperate with ICNRD and the PF as core partners;  3) developing a structure to be able to closely cooperate with the United Nations system,  like-minded international, regional and national CSO and the private sector, i.e. with broader partners;  4) ensuring adequate financial resources for successfully carrying out its mission. All these issues need to be considered in a package
 bearing in mind the future organizational structure of ICNRD and the level and form of cooperation with the PF.

The ICSFD needs, like ICNRD, also to clearly define its goals and principles of governance. It goes without saying that its membership needs to be open to all civil society organizations that subscribe to its principles and objectives. It seems that the most effective way of governance would be placing more emphasis on regional cooperation as well as addressing specific democracy promotion or consolidation issues. A representative ISC, which has demonstrated its effectiveness and potential, could continue to be the main decision-making body. Representativeness means both geographical and representation of major international civil society organizations/networks that are effectively involved in democracy promotion at all levels. 

To ensure continuity and institutional memory, ISC would need to have civil society representatives of the immediate past, present and immediate future ICSFD hosts as its members. The Chair of ISC (ex officio) or his/her designated person would represent the Forum at international fora, while representatives of its regional focal points would represent it in that particular region. Like in the case of ICNRD, the issue of financing ICSFD programs and its secretariat needs to be addressed without delay.  This would enable the Forum to strategize and draw up practically implementable plans of action that is within its mandate or in which it could effectively participate. 
Cooperation with the United Nations system

ICSFD needs to expand its cooperation with the United Nations system. So far it has been able to do that through the Department for Political Affairs of UN, UNDP’s Bureau for Development Policy (BDP), its relevant regional bureaux, Subregional Resource Facility and UNDP offices in the host country and offices elsewhere. Given UN’s general mandate to promote democracy, good governance and human rights, ICSFD could more closely cooperate with the United Nations system in the fields of electoral assistance, enhancing the rule of law and accountable public administration, human rights protection and promotion, improving accountability, transparency and quality of governance, promotion of free and independent media, encouraging a democratic political culture and other areas, where United Nations is trying to broaden its activities. Depending on the form and extent of UN cooperation with ICNRD, ICSFD could also work, within its mandate, in implementing as well as monitoring implementation of ICNRD decisions. Like the ICNRD, ICSFD needs to clearly identify its comparative advantage and present its views and proposals to the United Nations so as to contribute to the study on the comparative advantages, complimentarity and desirable distribution of labor of various intergovernmental democracy movements and on how the United Nations system has worked and could further work with them in a mutually supportive way.
 This would not only be its contribution to the comprehensive study, but also to identifying its place in cooperation with the United Nations system.
Another area where ICSFD needs to expand its activities is cooperation with other like-minded national, regional and international civil society organizations (Community of Democracies, World Forum for Democratization in Asia (WFDA), CIVICUS, etc. ), the donor community as well as with the private sector.
  The initial contacts that it has developed with these organizations need to be broadened and deepened. 
Establishing a joint coordinating committee

Since the joint meeting of representatives of governments, parliaments and civil society would be focusing on not only on the follow-up mechanisms of respective partners but also on promoting the emerging partnership in support of democratic reforms and consolidation, it is natural that they should contemplate on an effective, yet simple mechanism of cooperation. The most logical solution would be to establish a joint coordinating committee with a limited yet concrete mandate, which could meet regularly or when the three sides agree to do so. The partnership understanding or agreement needs to focus on the following issues:

· General areas and principles of cooperation;

· Governance and structure of the joint coordinating committee

· Decision-making (by consensus)

· Implementing and monitoring of the decisions of joint meetings (there is no need for a joint secretariat or joint standing body to monitor implementation of the joint decisions.

In the two hours that would be dedicated in Doha to the joint meeting of representatives of the three pillars of the ICNRD-led process  it would be difficult to discuss in detail the concrete issues of institutionalizing the emerging partnership. Nevertheless, it would be very important to exchange views on the follow-ups and how to strengthen them, and perhaps decide to set up a trilateral working group to discuss in greater detail the proposals to be made in the background papers, in the statements of the participants of the three parallel meetings as well as at the trilateral meeting itself and ask  the group to present its findings and proposals to the first follow-up meeting of the joint coordinating body that, hopefully, would be created in Doha.  

Conclusion

The ICNRD, which started in 1988 as a conference of 13 like-minded emerging democracies has in the past 18 years grown from an ad hoc fora for exchange of experience and mutual support into a truly international intergovernmental pro-democracy movement with a membership of almost 120 states and a close relationship with the United Nations. ICNRD-5 opened the doors for qualitative expansion of this pro-democracy intergovernmental movement and include parliaments and like-minded civil society movements.  ICNRD-6, to be held on 29 October – 1 November in Doha, Qatar provides an important opportunity not only for governments, parliaments and civil society to address the pressing issues of democracy promotion, but also to institutionalize further their follow-up mechanisms as well as devise a practical mechanism  of ICNRD-led trilateral partnership. The joint meeting of representatives of governments, parliaments and civil society has the opportunity to forge this emerging new partnership dedicated to promoting democracy at the national, regional and international levels. 
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�   ICNRD-led process means international movement to promote and consolidate democracy that consists of the International Conference of New or Restored Democracies (ICNRD), the Parliamentarians’ Forum (the PF) and the International Civil Society Forum for Democracy (ICSFD).


�   See “Building Democracy from Manila to Doha: The Evolution of the Movement of New or Restored Democracies”. Helsinki Process Publications Series.  Helsinki, 2005.  p. 5


�   The book is expected to be translated into Arabic by the time ICNRD-6 is held in Doha, Qatar at the end of October, 2006.


�   Effective – adequate to accomplish a purpose; produce the intended or expected result


�   Efficient – using a given product or resource with maximum efficiency; performing or functioning effectively with the least waste of time and efforts


�   Para. 5.1 c of the International Action of the Ulaanbaatar Plan of Action: “The President of the Fifth ICNRD establishes, with the assistance of the United Nations, a working group to examine the conclusions of the Fifth Conference and proposals made in background papers submitted to and interventions made at the Fifth Conference with the aim of studying proposals for making the Conference even more effective and efficient and establishing a practical programme of work for future conferences.”


�   Due to lack of time ICNRD-5 was not able to concretely consider Dr. Roy Lee’s proposal, though many delegates made references to his paper. It was decided that the President of ICNRD-5 would establish, with the assistance of the United Nations, a working group which would examine the conclusions of the Conference, proposals made in the background paper and interventions made at the Conference and present the findings and concrete to ICNRD-6.


�   See paraa. 1 and 5.1 of the Ulaanbaatar Plan of Action


�   “Building Democracy ….”  p. 155


�   Ibid.  p. 167


�   See para. 5;1 of  Ulaanbaatar Plan of Action of ICNRD, para. 3 of  Plan of Action of ICSFD and para. regarding follow-up of the Declaration of the PF.


�   The General Assembly of the United Nations in its resolution of May 2, 2006 specifically ….”welcome(d) the comprehensive tripartite character (governments, parliaments, civil society) of the Sixth International Conference of  New or Restored Democracies, which will allow for greater interaction and cooperation in the common effort of promoting democracy”.  See document UNGA A/RES/60/253.


�   A decision to establish a working group could be taken in Doha that could report on its findings and recommendations to ICNRD Follow-up mechanism base in New York for its consideration and appropriate action.


�   which would have had, besides carrying out purely technical secretarial duties would also assist the Follow-up Mechanism to prepare a draft Charter, develop democracy indicators to be submitted to ICNRD-6 for its consideration, research and compile different regional or national initiatives that have served to advance and deepen democratic governance, etc. 


�   See parts II and IV of  Secretary-General’s report entitled “Support by the United Nations System of the Efforts of Governments to Promote and Consolidate New or Restored Democracies.  UN document A.58/392 of 26 September, 2003


�   See document A.60/556 of 15 November, 2005


�   “Options for making the ICNRD process more efficient and effective”. Ulaanbaatar, 2 June, 2006.


�   The structure of the Conference could include ministerial Conferences, ministerial meetings (for example during the session of the General Assembly), meetings of the bureau of the Conference, the Follow-up Mechanism and a small Secretariat.


�   Since some of the members of the Conference, especially those that contribute or can contribute more financially to the process believe that a bureaucratic Secretariat would not be desirable, perhaps a pro-tempore working secretariat could be established with the Presidency of the Conference and a small office at the United Nations Headquarters with direct links to the Follow-up Mechanism.


�   This should be considered as the ‘core partnership’


�   This should be considered as ‘broader partnership’


�   See para.  60 of  Secretary-General’s report contained in document A/58/392 of 26 September 2003.


�   See para. 30 of Secretary-General’s report contained in document  A/60/556 of  15November 2005.


�   Ibid. para. 35


�   “Building Democracy from Manila to Doha …. “   p. 155


�    Ibid.  p. 156-157


�    Ibid.  p. 157


  � Ibid.  p. 160


�   see part on follow-up of the Declaration of the Parliamentarians’ Forum, adopted on 11 September, 2003 in Ulaanbaatar, Mongolia


�   “Building Democracy from Manila to Doha ……” p. 183


�  In February 2004 ICSF Steering Committee decided to change the name of the Forum into International Civil Society Forum for Democracy (ICSFD), so as to underline its main objective and field of activity.


� “  Building Democracy from Manila to Doha ….” p. 181


�   Ibid.  p. 169


�   Ibid.  p. 151


�   More on ICSFD activities see paras. 20-23 of Secretary-General’s report A/50/556 of 15 November, 2005


�   The New York unit was established to facilitate relations with the New York based ICNRD Follow0up Mechanism and delegates of member States, relevant UN officials and international civil society representatives based in New York and with the representative of IPU.


�   A paper on the proposed structure (for 2006-2009) is being prepared by ICNRD ISC to be considered by the forum in Doha as part of efforts to making the Forum more effective and efficient.


�   See para. 35 of United Nations Secretary-General’s report contained in document A/60/556 of 15 November, 2005


�   A number of concrete recommendations regarding cooperation with intergovernmental organizations and the donor community can be found in part C of the recommendations adopted by ICSF-2003. However since no special effort has been made to monitor implementation of that part of recommendations of ICSF-2003, it is difficult to comment on it.
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