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REPORT ON WORKSHOP I

I.  Background to Workshop
The first training of a diverse cross-section of 34 Burundian leaders was held in Ngozi, in northern Burundi, from March 11-16.  Most of the training was conducted by Elizabeth McClintock, Director of Programs for the Cambridge-based Conflict Management Group, and by Alain Lempereur, Professor of Law and Negotiation, and the Director of  IRENE (the Institute for Research and Education on Negotiation in Europe).  Project Executive Director Howard Wolpe led a day-long SIMSOC simulation – an exercise developed by Dr. William Gamson of Boston College.

A second follow-up training session with the same group of leaders will be held in Bujumbura, April 15-16.  

II. Composition of the Workshop 

In all significant respects, the final panel of workshop participants – selected after broad consultation with a large number of Burundians and non-Burundian analysts – constituted a representative cross section of Burundian society.  First, the workshop composition was distinctive for its ethnic balance (18 Hutu, 14 Tutsi, 2 Twa), and included 23 men and 11 women.   

Second, the workshop drew leaders from all of the targeted institutional sectors – government and non-government, civilian and military.  Two leading Army officers – a general and a colonel – were joined by persons identified with six of the seven rebel factions; the only rebel group not included was Alain Rwasa’s FNL.  A spokesman for Rwasa had earlier indicated that security considerations precluded the FNL’s participation in the first workshop; however the FNL welcomed the initiative and wanted to maintain contact with the evolving project.  A number of parliamentarians and other party leaders were present; the party organizations represented included FRODEBU, UPRONA, INKINZO, PARENA – and, as previously indicated – five rebel organizations (CNDD, PALIPEHUTU, FROLINA, CNDD/FDD, the Alain Mugabarabona wing of the Palipehutu/FNL, and the Jean Bosco Ndayikengurukiye wing of the CNDD/FDD.  Also included among the participants were the President of Burundi’s Constitutional Court and two Bashtunigaye. 

The fourteen participants drawn from “civil society” included a Catholic priest and a Catholic nun and the Secretary-General of the Catholic Peace and Justice Commission, a representative of the Pentecostal Church, three entrepreneurs (one of whom had earlier served in the Army, as Governor of Ngozi, and as Minister of the Interior), several leaders of activist women organizations, a journalist, two academics, and one student.  

While the workshop was designed to be inclusive of Burundi’s key institutional and social sectors, all participants were invited in their individual capacities and not as representatives of their respective organizations and institutions.

III. Content of the Workshop 

Day One: Introductions, Purposes of Training

1.  Orientation and Introductions.

When the workshop participants were assembled at Ngozi’s Search for Common Ground training facilities on the late afternoon of March 11, Project Executive Director Wolpe reviewed the project’s background and objectives, and introduced the project team.  Wolpe reiterated the leadership training project’s over-all purpose: the development of a sustainable network of a diverse cross-section of 100 Burundian leaders that would be able to work collaboratively in developing a common vision for Burundi’s future, and in providing leadership for the development and implementation of concrete projects of economic recovery.   He emphasized that their invitations to participate in the project had resulted from a very extensive consultative process with a large number of organizational and institutional leaders.  They had each been selected to participate in the first training group because they each were perceived by other Burundians as being capable of shaping Burundi’s future, either by virtue of the roles they played or by virtue of the influence they exercised within their constituency-groups.  The training they were about to receive would center on essential leadership skills of collaborative decision-making, problem-solving and consensus-building.

Wolpe then turned over the opening session to trainers McClintock and Lempereur, who proceeded to lead the participants through an ice-breaking “introductions” exercise.  The participants were told that rather than introduce themselves, they would instead each be asked to introduce another participant – and that participant had to be someone they did not know.  The technique worked magically, with all of the participants repositioning themselves with persons they did not previously know.  (The decision had been made earlier to dispense with all rank and formality – and all nametags bore only the participants’ first names.  This was consistent with the understanding that, while the workshop was designed to be inclusive of all of Burundi’s social and institutional sectors, all the participants were invited in their individual capacities and not as representatives of their respective organizations or institutions.)  After a few moments to become acquainted with one another, the introductions proceeded – laced with much humor, and considerable energy. Periodically, some of the participants would be invited to recite, by memory, the names of all the participants present. 

2.  The Arm Wrestling Exercise: Collaboration vs. Competition

Following the introductions, the participants were asked to pair up for an arm wrestling exercise.  The rules were simple: whoever had the most points would win, and a point would be achieved every time the partner’s hand touched the table.  

The exercise proceeded for less than a minute, with each Burundian struggling to force his/her partner’s hand to the table.  Then the scores were tabulated – with most participants scoring from 0-5 points.  There was a solitary exception: one paired couple achieving a score of 10.  The “secret” to the success of this couple was that they realized that more points could be achieved for both if neither resisted the other, and their hands could be whipped rapidly back and forth.  

When the results of this exercise were displayed, the participant reactions varied from bemusement to amazement.  They then moved into a discussion of how, in this instance, the assumption that almost everyone made, that if their partner “won,” that would mean they would “lose” was an erroneous assumption, that led to failure for both rather than success for either.  The one couple that began the exercise with a collaborative rather than competitive attitude emerged with both partners “winning.”  There is a connection between one’s original suppositions or assumptions, and the final result; the assumptions one makes frames one’s thought process which, in turn, leads to a series of actions that produce the observed results.  Erroneous initial assumptions, therefore, can yield wholly unintended consequences.

From this discussion of the distinction between “competitive” and “collaborative” mechanisms, the participants turned to the question of how the one successful couple – the Army general and a woman – had achieved their insight.  It turned out that they had spoken to each other beforehand, and had reached agreement on their strategy.  Thus, the second lesson to emerge from this exercise: the value of communications.  None of the other couples had thought to discuss how to proceed in advance; they had simply plunged into their contest of strength. 

Day Two: A Framework for Measuring Success

The second day was devoted to the development of a framework by which leaders in any institutional context could measure the success of decisions made.  A seven-element framework was presented: (1) the interests of the various parties, (2) the options available to them, (3) comparison of the best negotiated option to the best alternative to a negotiated agreement, (4) the criteria of legitimacy to be employed in evaluating options, the (5) quality of the relationship of the parties following the decision, (6) the nature of the communication between the parties, and (7) the commitment of the parties to the decision taken.  
Following the presentation of the framework, the participants were asked to apply the framework to a simulated negotiation involving an aging football player and a football club.  The results of this negotiation were then analyzed in terms of the utility of the framework, and the quality of the negotiated agreement.

Day Three: SIMSOC – “Simulated Society”

The workshop’s third day was devoted to SIMSOC, an elaborate simulation designed by William Gamson, to illuminate a number of principles of leadership, communications, conflict and joint decision-making.  In brief, SIMSOC consists of a society comprised of four regions – red, green, blue and yellow – with a very unequal distribution of resources.  The “red region” is a veritable ghetto: at the beginning of the game, those who inhabit the red region have neither subsistence tickets (simulating food), nor simbucks (simulating money), nor travel tickets (enabling individuals to travel to other regions).  The “green region” is an economic powerhouse, containing within it both an industrial base and several subsistence and travel agencies.  The “blue region” and “yellow region” are moderately wealthy, middle-class enclaves.  Those who live within SIMSOC must do everything that persons are required to do in the real world:  they must subsist (with the failure to subsist for two consecutive game sessions causing death); they must secure employment (with the level of unemployment, like the number of deaths, impacting on the society’s “national indicators); and they must decide how to allocate whatever resources they possess – whether to invest in industry, or in public welfare programs, or in the creation of police forces.  Rioting is also an option.  Whatever decisions people make, individually and collectively, determine whether the national indicators rise or fall; and this determines, in turn, whether the income available to the society’s basic institutions increases or declines.  If any of the national indicators falls below 0, the society collapses.

As the participants’ own reflections on their involvement in SIMSOC make clear (Section IV below), the simulation yielded many insights with direct application to real-world Burundi.   In particular, the SIMSOC experience brought home the danger of acting on the basis of untested assumptions, highlighted the ways in which poor or inadequate communication can often lead to messages being received in ways wholly unintended by the sender, and drew attention to the importance of inclusive decision-making processes in reducing conflict and deepening popular support for public policies.

Day Four: Communication for Effective Leadership

The previous day’s SIMSOC experience provided the backdrop for a deeper examination of ways of strengthening one’s communications skills.   A discussion of tools for both “active listening” and “active speaking” was elaborated in a series of exercises and simulations.  The most important lessons imparted through these activities are summarized in the “Trainer Summary of Lessons Learned” section below.

Day Five: Four Quadrant Tool – Brainstorming A Future Vision

On Day Five, the training focus shifted from a consideration of general leadership principles and techniques to the application of these principles to the Burundi situation and, in particular, to the fundamental objective of the training initiative: the development of a coherent vision for national economic recovery, and the implementation of concrete economic recovery projects.  In addition, several tools useful for strategic planning were presented – brainstorming; the “4P” analytical model that distinguishes between purpose (why are we here?), people (who needs to be part of the process?), process (how will we accomplish our goals?, and product (what is the end-result we hope to achieve?); and the 4 quadrant tool (statement of the problem; diagnosis of the problem; consideration of possible approaches to its resolution; and ideas for action). The participants were invited to apply these tools to a preliminary examination of the barriers to Burundian economic recovery. 

Day Six: Planning for Economic Recovery 

The workshop’s final session was devoted to deepening the participants’ analysis of the challenges Burundians faced as they confronted the task of national economic recovery.  The participants divided themselves into four working groups – each devoted to one of the four principal challenges that they had concluded needed to be addressed as part of broad economic recovery strategy: (1) insecurity, (2) governance, (3) education/social capacity and (4) visioning.  The participants decided that that they would meet during the four week interval between training workshops, in an attempt to dissect these challenges in greater depth.  This analysis, they concluded, was essential to laying the groundwork for an effective economic recovery strategy, and for the prioritization and implementation of concrete recovery projects.  

IV.  Trainer Summary of Leadership Lessons

The following summary of the lessons imparted during the six days of training was developed by the trainers and sent to the participants, to help them prepare for their second training workshop scheduled for mid-April: 

1) The importance of testing assumptions

2) The significance of building trust and its role in our success

The Arm Exercise is designed to raise participants’ awareness about their assumptions.  Of particular importance are assumptions about “cooperative” versus “competitive” strategies.  Throughout the exercise, participants have the chance to test the maxim that “in order to do better for myself, the other party must do worse.”  Several lessons emerge around this issue, in particular the fact that there are often ways to increase the size of the “cake”, divide it, and still do well for oneself without forcing the other party to do worse.  Both the Arm Exercise and SIMSOC demonstrate, more generally, the dangers of acting on the basis of untested assumptions.

Two other points that the Arm Exercise and SIMSOC surface are the importance of 

being aware as to how trust impacts the process and the role that communication plays in 

developing (or destroying) that trust.  Breakdowns occur when teams are unsuccessful at 

creating an effective communication process.  Often, the messages intended to be sent are 

not those received by the other party.  Differences in perception and experience color the 

lens through which the messages are heard and frequently no mechanisms are created to 

manage that distortion.  During the workshop, participants discussed ways to improve the 

communication process and recommended ways in which parties could behave in a 

trustworthy manner (as opposed to simply hoping that others will operate on the basis of 

blind trust).  The SIMSOC review process concluded with an examination of the tension 

between in-group and external negotiation processes and how they influence each other 

and the construction of trust in a society.  





3) Seven Element Framework and the importance of preparation

3) Seven Element Framework and the Importance of Preparation

The Seven Element Framework is designed to give the decision-maker the ability to take a proactive role before, during, and after the decision-making process:

1. ALTERNATIVES.  Alternatives are the walk-away possibilities that each party has if an agreement is not reached.  In general, neither party should agree to something that is worse than its "BATNA" -- its Best Alternative To a Negotiated Agreement -- "away from the table". 

2. INTERESTS.  Interests are not positions; positions are parties' demands.  Underlying the positions are the reasons they are demanding something: their needs, concerns, desires, hopes and fears.  The better an agreement satisfies all parties' interests, the better the deal. 

3. OPTIONS.  Options are the full range of possibilities on which the parties might conceivably reach agreement.  Options are, or might be, put "on the table".  An agreement is better if it is the best of many options, especially if it exploits all potential mutual gain in the situation.

4. LEGITIMACY.  Each party in a negotiation wants to feel fairly treated.  Measuring fairness by some external benchmark, some criterion or principle beyond the simple will of either party, improves the process.  Such external standards of fairness include laws and regulations, industry standards, current practice, or some general principle such as reciprocity or precedent.

5. COMMUNICATION.  Good communication helps each side understand the perceptions and concerns of the other.  Other things being equal, a better outcome will be reached more efficiently if each side communicates effectively. 

6. RELATIONSHIP.  Most important negotiations are with people or institutions with whom we have negotiated before and will negotiate again.  In general, a strong working relationship empowers the parties to deal well with their differences.  Any transaction should improve, rather than damage, the parties' ability to work together again.

7. COMMITMENTS.  Commitments are oral or written statements about what a party will or won't do.  They may be made during the course of a negotiation or may be embodied in an agreement reached at the end of the negotiation.  In general, an agreement will be better to the extent that the promises made have been well planned and well-crafted so that they will be practical, durable, easily understood by those who are to carry them out, and verifiable if necessary.
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4) The "brainstorming" rules

- All ideas are listed, including possibly crazy ideas

- No criticism is permitted

- There is no ownership of ideas, and no one is bound by an idea on the table

- Everyone has an opportunity to speak
- The brainstorming process is not complete until all have had a chance to list their ideas
- Evaluate the ideas only AFTER the brainstorming process has been completed 

5) Effective communication through active listening and active speaking

Keys for active listening 

- Being courteous/respectful

- Looking at the other 

- Being clear in terms of objectives

- Choosing the right moment for the other to speak and for me to listen

- Demonstrating one’s interest in what the other side is saying

- Being open to the other

- Translating it in body language 

- Letting the other speak

- Getting the dialogue going

- Asking questions

- Paraphrasing

- Sincerity

Keys for active speaking 

- Choosing the right moment for me to speak

- Focusing on the other, on the receiving end

- Focusing on the relationship, including emotions

- Suggesting, and not imposing

- Rather than “yes, but”, better saying “yes, and”

- Favoring the right frame

- Beware overconfidence

- Reframing in terms of interests, options, criteria, etc.

- Empowering the other in the conversation, in a real dialogue

6) 4 Ps as an approach to project development
Purpose: Why are we here?

People: Who needs to be a part of this process?

Process: How will we accomplish our goals?

Product: What do we hope to achieve?

7) The 4 quadrant tool – A tool to help generate effective solutions to problems.  After identifying the problem, and examining its possible causes, we can examine what general approaches might be taken to its resolution.  A careful examination of these approaches can suggest precise ideas for action.  Using this quadrant tool -- problem, diagnosis, possible approaches, and ideas for actions  -- can help generate effective solutions.

V.  Participant Identification of SIMSOC Lessons Learned

The morning following the playing of SIMSOC, the participants were invited to reflect on what insights they had obtained through their participation in the simulation.  The following are some of the observations that participants offered:  

“Movement between regions is one key to opening things up.  Everyone needs the input of others; no one is self-sufficient.”

“Mistrust and paranoia developed just because of the lack of knowledge.”

“There may be people that seem smaller than you, but you need them.  You need to integrate the little people.”

“People initially turn in on themselves; only later did we begin to look at what was happening to the other guy.”  

“The Green Region mistrusted the Yellow Region because the knowledge of the Yellow Region was incorrect.  We were organizing a SIMFORCE only because of erroneous assumptions we were making about Yellow region being a threat.”

“Too much wealth brings too many problems.  To have nothing at all also brings problems to manage.  If you have just enough, you can organize yourselves better.”

“Prejudices are our daily companion.  For social cohesion and development, you need sharing of the wealth, a willingness to share.”

“Poverty is not a fatal blow if you have some ideas; with imagination, with effort, we could survive.”

“If you mobilize your resources, and organize yourselves, you will end up with work and production that benefits everyone.  For social cohesion you must work with the weakest.”

“As in real life, you need to be careful to honor your commitments, or you can fall into a trap.”

“A poor leader is interested first in his own well-being before that of others.  The most important thing is not whether one is right or wrong, but whether there is justice or injustice.”

“If you are divided internally you can lose sight of the wider conflict; but you can learn through the internal conflict lessons to be applied elsewhere.”

Participants were also asked to submit on paper one sentence specifying the most important lesson they had learned from SIMSOC.  The following synthesis of their written responses, organized by themes, together with the observations recorded above, offers dramatic evidence of the educational impact of this simulation exercise:  

1. On the organization of the society and the understanding of the interests  

· The experience of community life is not as easy as one believes it.   

· The construction of a society is a process that asks for a personal commitment and perseverance.  

· A global vision of societal problems is necessary.  

· In every society, to succeed in solving a problem and to be efficient, a well structured organization is necessary.  

· Important to specify for a community the task at hand, the objective to pursue.  

· One of the major inconveniences is that in the beginning there is unavoidable trial and error.  

· There is no pre-ordained roadmap to life. 

· A society or a country is formed by regions with different potentialities. But the inhabitants of these regions all have the right to live. Many socio-economic alternatives must be established in the interest of the whole population. And the persons responsible at all levels must be conscious of these needs and must facilitate the dialogue that is necessary for effective collaboration between the regions. That way the whole society or country will find the means to develop.

· When one is united, no problem is unsolvable.  

· A sharp collaboration must exist between the members.  It is necessary to search for the common interests in a society.  

· Individual interests also must be clarified in the management of the society.   

· In the case of conflict, grappling with individuals, of the groups, or societies, one must decide:  

- What attitude to adopt?  

- What is the most productive beginning step?  

- To wait, to observe the behavior of the other?  

- Try to communicate with interposing people?  

- To take the initiative or to wait for contact?  

2. On the equitable allowance of resources  

· The survival of a society is a function of an equitable distribution of resources and a real willingness to share.  

· Importance of social justice if one wants to build a solidly united community.  

· No unfavorable situation is insurmountable.   

· In poverty, people tend to unite, in wealth they tend to ignore each other.  

· Importance of sharing material and intellectual resources of the group in order to assure survival and the improvement in the group’s standard of living.

· It is insufficient to rely solely on material and financial resources to insure a region’s prosperity.

· Solidarity is never spontaneous between those that have and those who have not.

· I noticed that if someone is unemployed, it is difficult for him to find an occupation and risk dying of hunger. Again, I found that the rich ignore the poor, if one refers to the people who live in other regions, and that the poor did not want to receive the charity of others from other regions.  

· While being an unemployed person, I was nonetheless useful to the society in suggesting the methods of negotiation with the neighboring regions.  

3. On  communication  

· Dialogue is important if one wants to solve a conflict.   

· Our perceptions of reality dictate our behavior the most, regardless of the objective facts.  

· The exercise taught me that even we, supposed "leaders ", still didn't pass the “I, me, my… " stage. 

· Be careful of the conclusions taken from prejudices due to cultural differences.  

· The pre-eminence of information and communication for all decision making.  

· The importance of effective facilitation in structuring groups so as to stimulate participation.

· Mass media is an essential element in a society.  

4. On approaches to solutions 

· For good management of the society or human relations, each person should put himself in the place of the other and should wonder if he would appreciate the reaction that he adopts towards the other.  

· Understanding of the problems that the neighbor feels and to help him/her to find some solutions.  

· One must be pretty courageous to make the first step toward another and better the situation.  

· Necessity of collaboration to build together.  

· Necessity to understand the other for a better social harmony  

· Necessity to establish objectives and to work collaboratively to achieve them.

· Necessity for us to organize ourselves within our society in order to be effective.  

· The first option of collaboration instead of confrontation and competition – win-win solutions.   

· To be able to resolve a personal problem in collaboration with others who have the same problem.  

. Cohesion and agreeable adherence of a group are easy, if one is simple and humble.  

· Before taking important decisions, it is necessary to consult his/her collaborators.  

· Patience counts a lot if one wants to resolve problems.  

5. On the game itself

· The experience of SIMSOC is of exceptional interest.  It contrasts with our usual work methods.  It goes directly to the goal of practice and experimentation.  

· I didn't understand the whole progress of the game. I am going to deepen my knowledge at home. I would suggest work on the translation again for a faster understanding and a better result.  

· The exercise was a good experience for the resolution of conflict. I was satisfied by the examples and the explanations given.   

· The exercise was very enriching for the work of the group. The spirit of dialogue improved and the long length didn't alter the collective interest of the group.  The uncertainty of the results of negotiations yielded an attractive case.

VI.  Participant Decisions On Next Steps

In addition to deciding that they would continue to meet in their working groups, the participants decided that they would use the four week interval between workshops to attempt to apply in their work settings one or two of the lessons gleaned from their initial training, to attempt to convey to others with whom they associated some of what they had experienced in the Ngozi workshop, and to stay in touch with one another via e-mail or phone.  

The participants were also invited to structure the agenda of the follow-on training session, scheduled for April 15-16 in Bujumbura.  They decided that this session would be comprised of four elements: (1) training in team-building; (2) training in visioning; (3) a consideration of their respective experiences in applying the lessons learned from the Ngozi training; and (4) further work in elaborating their analysis of the principal obstacles to economic recovery and of the means by which these obstacles might be overcome.

Among many comments on content and methodology received from the participants, there was one in particular worth noting about the make up of participant groups in subsequent training modules.  It was suggested that the Management Team consider including participants from the refugee camps in Tanzania.  

VII.  Participant Evaluations

(1) Open-ended Questions

As a part of the evaluation process for the workshop, each participant was asked at the end of the workshop to undertake a written evaluation.  The evaluation instrument first asked the participants to respond to three  open-ended questions: What is your general opinion of the workshop?”;  “What are the strong and weak points of the workshop?”; and, “What aspects of the program require the most improvement or the least improvement?”

The individual evaluations have been retained, and are available for review.  What emerges from a reading of all the narrative responses is a universal enthusiasm for the make-up of the workshop participant group, the training methodology, the quality of the training and trainers, the focus on economic recovery and development, and the personal impact of the training.  The venue and logistics of the workshop received satisfactory comments with some specific criticisms being voiced on the lack of per diem allocations, certain accommodation issues in small town Ngozi, and the pace and intensity of the workshops.   A sampling of the responses on the substance of the workshops follows:

1. Group Make-up:

· There was a “diversity of personalities and opinions…putting together leaders who can really influence opinion.”

· “A very good selection of participants…allow(ing) an understanding and the discovery of `the other’ in diversity.”

· “The initiators of this workshop must be thanked for the pertinence of their choice [of the participants].”

· “The heterogeneity of the participants enriched the exchanges.”

· “Each participant brought something to the table.”

2. Training Methodology:

· It was “practical learning and not theoretical.”

· We had a “framework that permitted concentration.”

· “The workshops were very well organized and conducted…(with) an atmosphere that was nice and productive.”

· This was an “ideal tool for the training of leaders.”

· The workshop “illustrate(d) through simulation an existing society to show to Burundi that the experiences of Burundi are similar to others.”

3. Quality of Training and Trainers:

· We appreciated “the team spirit…the participatory methods.”

· The facilitators had “savoir faire…(were) skilled and rich in training and information.”

· The strength of the training was “the way in which everyone experienced the brainstorming…a maximum participation of everyone.”

· “An extraordinary methodology that engages you no matter your training.”

· “The organizers were very competent.  The participants were all interested.”

4. Focus on Economic Recovery:

· The training “was successful because it can contribute to the generation of a new class of Burundian leaders more busy with constructing their nation than chaining it to poverty and party rivalry.”

· It was “pertinent…(because) the most important problems of this country are tied to its leadership and to economic poverty.”

· “The workshop was adapted to the real problems that Burundians face.”

5. Personal Impact:

· “This workshop created a socially friendly climate and extraordinary collaboration between people of diverse origins.  It contributed notably to breaking ethnic ghettos.”

· The workshop was “very enriching in terms of individual professional plans, (pushing participants) to question and evaluate one’s self, his/her performance, perception, prejudices, and put at our disposition concepts and tools to help us to better communicate, work better, and even lead better.”

· “One drew a lot of useful and very enriching things (from the workshop) in which one finds mechanisms that take us to finding how we are going to build our future country.”

· SIMSOC “gave us incredibly valuable lessons and practices for the organization of our Burundian society.”

· The workshop “helped push us towards the future in spite of numerous obstacles…(and) the harmonization of differences.” 

(2) Quantitative Evaluations

The following chart represents the sum of the responses of the various participants to the quantitative evaluation questions on the form.  We have used the same graphic to which the participants responded, but merely entered the total of responses in each numerical block.  The responses to any specific question do not always add up to the same total number of participants because, we must assume, everyone did not answer every question.  Also, five participants were not able to stay for the final evaluation session.  In general, the assessments offered by the participants were positive to very positive in terms of the teaching methodology, the support materials, and the various training games and simulations and the role and skills of the trainers.

1. Overall, The pedagogic material seemed: 

17 very well adapted 12 well adapted o adapted  o  poorly adapted o very poorly adapted
2. On a scale from 1 to 5, 1 (very negative) and 5 (very positive): How do you evaluate the quality and pertinence of the following simulations, exercises, tools and proposed concepts? 

EVALUATION                
                                                                                1--   2-   3+/-  4+  5++


(Exercise 1: Arm Wrestling

1
2
5
5
6

- The Impact of prejudices on interaction

o
o
6
11
10

- Collaborative vs. Competitive Approach

o
1
4
11
10


(Exercise 2: Laurent Koupo

o
1
1
5
4

- Seven element analytical framework

o
o
6
12
9

- Preparation for negotiation

o
o
6
15
6

- Meeting management (including brainstorming)

o
o
4
14
9

(Exercise 3: 7 elements applied to difficult decisions

o
1
5
8
11

(Exercise 4: Simsoc


o
2
4
6
6

- The difference between intention and impact 

o
o
5
14
7

- The importance of trust in relationships

o
o
5
7
14

- Interdependence of objectives (individual, group, and social)
o
2
8
4
12

- Resource distribution and social cohesion

o
1
5
10
11

- Inclusive and exclusive decision making 

o
1
6
11
6


- Importance of effective communication
 
o
1
2
8
14

(Exercise 5: Triad for active speaking and listening

o
o
1
7
11

- Active listening

 
o
o
o
9
16

- Active speaking and reframing

o
o
2
12
11

(Exercise 6: The economic recovery project

o
o
o
8
8

- The four quadrant tool

o
o
1
10
15


- 4 P’s (Why? (pourquoi), People, Process, Product)

o
o
1
8
17

3. On a scale of 1 (poor) to 5 (excellent), what do you think about the pedagogic material? 


EVALUATION
               
        1--   2-   3+/-  4+5++


(The syllabus



1
2
5
8
10

(Laurent Koupo



o
o
3
10
15

(Simsoc



1
5
11
4
8
4. Do you prefer translation with or without equipment (headphones): 

12  With equipment 
14 Without equipment
5. On a scale of 1 (very poorly organized) to 5 (very well organized), the administration of the workshop was: 


EVALUATION
 
                                                                                   1--   2-  3+/-4+5++

(Transportation



1
2
4
5
15


(Lodging 



1
o
1
10
15


(Meals
 


o
o
3
9
14

(Meeting space

 

o
5
7
9
7

6. Please circle your choice.

WORKSHOP CONTENT
	1. The workshop content corresponded  with
	0
	1
	1
	2
	23
	

	   the announced objectives
	not at all
	
	
	
	greatly 
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. The theoretic level of this workshop is 
	1
	0
	0
	6
	21
	

	
	insufficient
	
	
	
	appropriate
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. The practical level of this workshop is
	1
	0
	3
	9
	15
	

	
	insufficient
	
	
	
	appropriate
	


PEDAGOGY UTILIZED 
	4. The presentation of the simulations and 
	0
	0
	0
	11
	16
	

	   Their discussion seemed
	very poor
	
	
	excellent
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. The time reserved for simulation and
	3
	1
	14
	6
	4
	

	   Their discussion 
	insufficient
	adequate
	significant
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. The use of participants in the
	0
	0
	3
	5
	20
	

	   debates and interactions was
	not very enriching 
	
	very enriching
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. The pace of the workshop seemed
	0
	0
	10
	3
	14
	

	
	too slow
	well adapted
	too fast
	

	8. The availability of facilitators seemed 
	0
	0
	1
	6
	20
	

	
	very weak
	
	
	
	very strong
	


AUTO-ÉVALUATION
	9. The work that I provided during this workshop 
	0
	0
	6
	12
	10
	

	Seemed
	mediocre 
	
	
	
	very good
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10. I feel as if I have improved my leadership skills 
	0
	0
	1
	12
	15
	

	  
	not at all 
	
	
	
	greatly 
	


OVERALL
	11. I consider Howard Wolpe’s contribution to  
	0
	0
	0
	5
	23
	

	this workshop
	very poor
	
	
	  excellent
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	12. I consider Liz McClintock’s contribution to 
	0
	0
	0
	3
	25
	

	this workshop
	very poor
	
	
	excellent
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	13. I consider Alain Lempereur’s contribution to 
	0
	0
	0
	3
	25
	

	this workshop
	very poor
	
	
	excellent
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	14. In light of my experience in this workshop
	0
	0
	0
	0
	28
	

	  I want to implement what I have learned 
	not at all
	
	
	greatly 
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	15. I feel as if the dynamic of this workshop
	0
	0
	0
	5
	23
	

	  created a good work environment
	not at all
	
	
	greatly 
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	16. I believe that the implemented initiative can 
	0
	0
	0
	6
	22
	

	  help in Burundian economic recovery 
	not at all
	
	
	greatly 
	


VIII.  Management Team Observations

1.  Administration and Logistics

The first workshop of the Burundi Leadership Training Program (BLTP) took place in Ngozi, a provincial capital in Burundi located some 70 miles north, northeast of Bujumbura.  Situated in the highlands, in an agriculturally rich setting, Ngozi was chosen as the workshop site for several reasons:

· First, the Search for Common Ground has a newly built headquarters with spacious training facilities that they offered to the Management Team on a gratis basis for the workshop.

· Second, Ngozi, not too distant from the Rwanda border, is one of the more secure areas of Burundi, with no significant fighting or disturbances having occurred for several years.  Ngozi has little strategic value and also is far from rebel supply lines.  Its growing economy, even though agriculturally based, offers wide spread employment and keeps potential recruits out of rebel ranks.  

· Finally, Ngozi is a bustling and busy commercial center, graced with Burundi’s first private university outside Bujumbura, which hosts some 1500 students from Burundi, Rwanda, and the Congo, and boasting a coffee factory, hotels, an active market, and adequate infrastructure.  Hutu/Tutsi cooperation since the 1993 violence has been exemplary on all fronts and many Burundians hold Ngozi up as a role model for reconciliation and economic progress.

Ngozi can be accessed by paved road, an approximately 2 hour drive.  However, driving raises security concerns as one passes through the Kibira Forest and Bujumbura Rurale, both areas of CNDD/FDD presence and occasional guerrilla activity. Therefore, the Management Team selected to move the staff and participants by air to Ngozi.  The World Food Programme graciously assented to fly on its aircraft all training project staff and the training team to Ngozi, along with those participants who represented civil society.  Other participants with government, military or rebel affiliations had to be flown in by a chartered Air Burundi flight.  Staff arrived on the site of the workshop on March 10 to prepare and the participants arrived on March 11.  A welcoming meeting and briefing on the agenda was held the evening of March 11, followed by dinner.

Three rebel participants who were required to have security protection were escorted by land from Bujumbura by South African soldiers.  We worked directly with the South African Consul General and the Commanding Officer of the protective units of the South African forces to put in place the needed security arrangements.  We greatly appreciate their cooperation and were very pleased with the helpful and accommodating attitude of the members of the protective unit itself during the Ngozi training, particularly their unit commander.

Participants and staff were dispersed among four small hotels in the town of Ngozi, and shuttle buses were provided to transport them between the hotels and training site.  Lunch was catered daily at the workshop locale, along with the morning and afternoon coffee breaks.  The evening meal was taken together at one of the hotels which could provide a pleasant facility large enough to accommodate the whole group.  The last evening featured a small reception with the Governor of Ngozi as a guest speaker.

The Management Team had one office fully equipped with computer and printer at the Search for Common Group facility. This served as an informal secretariat for the duration of the workshop.  The computer equipment was loaned by Search.

The workshop facility provided by the Search for Common Ground was exactly suited to the training needs with one large room fully equipped with an adequate number of tables and chairs for the plenary sessions.  There were also four smaller rooms available for “breakout” sessions during the SIMSOC exercise as well as for working groups during the other training modules.  

Display and facilitative equipment was limited in Ngozi so the Management Team had to transport an overhead projector from Bujumbura and to commission the construction of flip charts and even extra tables.   Materials such as flip chart paper, tablets, pens, etc., had to be transported from Bujumbura as well.

While hotel accommodations were not luxurious, they were adequate.  Some hotels had limited hours for hot water and there were reports of no hot water on certain days.  Some participants complained about the size of hotel rooms, but overall the group seemed satisfied.  

Food, both at the catered daily lunches and at the dinners at the Camuganie Hotel, was nutritious and plentiful, offering primarily local and traditional Burundi dishes, to the delight of participants and training staff alike.  There were no complaints in this regard.  Breakfasts for the participants were provided by pre-arrangement with the hotels, although there was some misunderstanding with two of the hotels on the amount to be charged for breakfast.  These misunderstandings were clarified by the Management team prior to departure, but it was decided that written contracts for accommodation and meal arrangements would be executed in the future.

A few participants did complain about the absence of per diem payments.  The Management Team had determined, with extensive advice from its many Burundian interlocutors and our Burundian consultant, that per diem would not be offered.  One of the reasons for holding the workshop inside Burundi was to avoid a need for per diem.  A certain culture of excess had been reported surrounding the large per diems awarded Burundians during the Arusha negotiation process, and all agreed that this practice should be avoided.  For the most part the participants accepted this and agreed that their attendance without per diem payments was a mark of the serious nature of the training and of their commitment to the process.  Nonetheless, in an effort to respond to legitimate expense requirements, a small expense allowance slightly in excess of $5 per day was  provided.

2. SIMSOC  Administration 

In its postmortem evaluation of the training, the Management Team collectively felt that the SIMSOC presentation had been an overwhelming success.  Concerns about Burundian cultural receptivity to the exercise turned out to be without foundation.  , Most participants recognized its relevance to the Burundi situation, and many cited SIMSOC “lessons learned” as particularly meaningful..  However, there were several criticisms related to the complexity of the introduction to the SIMSOC exercise which the Management Team felt were valid.  

The most common criticism was that the instruction package was too large and intimidating, particularly given the limited time available to digest its contents.    On review, the management team concluded that there were elements of the introduction that could be eliminated in the interest of rules simplification.  Moreover, it was not necessary to expose all participants to certain of the rules that in fact pertained only to a few individual roles in the simulated society.  

In addition, it was felt that the feedback session at the game’s conclusion could be re-structured so as to surface more quickly the divergent regional perspectives of what happened in SIMSOC before inviting participants to reflect on what they might have done differently to produce a better outcome, and on what SIMSOC lessons they could apply to real-world Burundi. The Management Team has undertaken to revise the introduction to SIMSOC, deleting redundant or inappropriate details and streamlining the preparation phase.  

IX. Next Steps

The next step is the planned follow-up training workshop to be held on April 15-16, 2003, in Bujumbura.  This workshop will provide the participants an opportunity to share their efforts, undertaken during the intervening month, to apply one or more of the lessons learned in the Ngozi training to their work-situations; they will also report back to “the plenary” the result of their working group deliberations.  In addition, in accord with the participants’ decision, the Bujumbura workshop will feature training modules on team-building and on visioning.

In May there will be a one-day “feedback” session to evaluate the Burundi Leadership Training Project’s first module.  This meeting will be held at the Woodrow Wilson Center in Washington, and will feature two of the Ngozi participants, the trainers, our Burundian consultant, and the management team.  Experts on conflict resolution and on Africa will be invited to join with representatives of NGO’s active in Burundi, donor agencies, the UN and the World Bank, in considering the lessons learned from this first phase of this capacity building initiative, and their possible application to other countries and zones of conflict.  

During the summer months, the participants in the Ngozi workshop will be reconvened periodically to process the work of their sub-groups, and for further training and networking with the project Management Team.  The first such meeting will be held in late-June.  At that time, the Management Team hopes to bring the participants together with donor country representatives to begin a discussion of funding possibilities and strategies for actual projects. After the second training group receives its initial training (in July), the first and second groups will be linked together – for purposes of networking, training, visioning and project development.   
Annex

1. The Agenda in French and English

2. The list of Participants

3. The Evaluation Form

4. Pie Charts for Evaluation Responses

5. Press Release

Enclosures

1. Conflict Management Group’s Training Manual

2. SIMSOC Simulation Manual in French

3. ESSEC Book on Guide to Practitioners by Liz McClintock

The Role of Assumptions





We all make assumptions.  They are a necessary part of how we function in life.  Without making assumptions, we would have too much data to process and we might never be able to make decisions or take action.  As the model below demonstrates, our assumptions influence our thinking, which in turn influences our actions, which impact the results that we achieve in any given interaction.





  Suppositions		Thoughts		Actions		   Results





In order to change the results that we get, we must not only change our behavior but TEST the thinking and assumptions that underlie that behavior.  Once we've made the link between assumptions, thinking and action, we will better understand our results and have the power to change them.





Participant observations in the workshop:





0/0�
3/0�
10/10


�
�
Lose/lose�
Win/lose �
Win/win�
�
I already know that game�
I can not win much�
I like to cooperate�
�
What is the point anyway?�
I could win easily�
No war�
�
It is too silly to play�
It was easy to win �
No real effort �
�
I will resist the other�
I knew the other would win�
Give the other a chance�
�
I do as I always do�
I let the other win�
Talking to each other�
�
No real stake�
I knew I would lose�
�
�



                       Me�The Other�
Cooperative Approach�
Competitive Approach


�
�



Cooperative Approach


�



10/10�



0/3�
�



Competitive Approach


�



3/0�



0/0�
�












If Agreement:





COMMITMENT





COMMUNICATION





RELATIONSHIP











Value is Created at the Table





If NO Agreement:


Best Alternative to Negotiated Agreement


(BATNA)
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