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E
xecutive S

um
m

ary

Funding aspects are a key issue in peace negotiation and m
ediation processes 

(referred to as peace negotiations in shorthand). Yet, their role and im
plica-

tions are insuffi
ciently understood. Funding for peace negotiations is often 

treated as a purely technical issue. H
ow

ever, on closer inspection, funding is 
fundam

entally political and, as such, has a profound im
pact on the architec-

ture and the dynam
ics of peace negotiations. 

For a functioning peace negotiation process, the funding requests of 
the negotiation stakeholders, defi

ned as the negotiating parties and the m
e-

diator, need to be m
atched w

ith a lim
ited pool of external funds m

ade availa-
ble by donors. This research conceptualizes this resource allocation dynam

ic 
as a m

atching gam
e that consists of a series of interactions (or negotiations) 

w
ith the intention of m

atching the existing funding requests w
ith available 

external funds. The negotiation architecture that is fi
nally applied in a given 

process thus results, at least to som
e extent, from

 a negotiation betw
een the 

participating negotiation stakeholders and the donors.

W
hen it com

es to the overall funding m
arket for peace negotiations, the 

research team
 found several features that defi

ne it: a) funding is endogenous 
to the overall negotiation architecture, b) the m

arket becam
e m

ore volum
i-

nous and diversifi
ed over the years, and c) funding is increasingly “projec-

tized” (m
ade up of project-based funding) and professionalized. 

The fi
nancing of peace negotiations is beset by a series of m

arket fail-
ures that can underm

ine entire processes. W
hile few

, if any, processes have 
failed due to m

arket failures, these constitute obstacles to w
ell-functioning 

negotiations, contribute to increased duration of the processes, and increase 
their costs. To overcom

e the existing m
arket failures, actors have to deal m

ore 
adequately w

ith inform
ation asym

m
etries and m

isaligned incentives, as w
ell 

as w
ith collective action problem

s.

The research team
 found eight funding-related issues that underpin 

the m
arket and can infl

uence the effi
cient functioning of peace negotiations in 

a positive or negative w
ay. These key issues are:

 
–

 D
istribution: W

hile som
e negotiation processes –

 as w
ell as specifi

c 
phases or com

ponents of these processes –
 are overfunded, others do not 

receive enough support.
 

–
 R

esponsiveness: Funds are often needed m
ore rapidly than donors can 

m
ove.

 
–

 C
om

petition and coordination: D
onors’ failure to coordinate w

ith each 
other can lead to duplication of efforts and m

issed opportunities to m
ake 

use of com
parative advantages.

 
–

 D
onor leverage: D

onors, at tim
es, use funding to infl

uence the process, for 
better or w

orse.
 

–
 Legal, institutional and adm

inistrative constraints: D
onors are bound by 

various constraints, w
hich som

etim
es are not m

utually com
patible w

ith 
the necessities of the negotiation process.

 
–

 Legitim
acy of the funding: If donors (and funds) are not perceived as im

-
partial, the funding m

echanism
 itself, and therefore the w

hole negotiation 
process, can be underm

ined.
 

–
 Financial incentives: Financial incentives, such as per diem

s, can play an 
enabling or disabling role for the conduct of peace negotiations, depending 
on their design and application.

 
–

 Trust: Funding can have an im
portant role in building trust betw

een nego-
tiating parties, w

hich can underpin or underm
ine faith in the entire 

process. 

To overcom
e funding challenges, the research cam

e up w
ith several 

strategies for negotiation stakeholders and donors: 

 
–

 E
stablishing suitable com

m
unication and coordination m

echanism
s

 
–

 D
iversifying funding sources

 
–

 E
nsuring a clear division of roles

 
–

 Planning ahead
 

–
 D

esigning tailor-m
ade funding m

odalities
 

–
 U

sing dedicated adm
inistrative capacities

 
–

 S
etting the incentives right

 
–

 E
stablishing adequate funding instrum

ents and strategic partnerships
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1 Introduction

1.1 
B

ackground and know
ledge gap

S
ince the 1990s, peace negotiations and m

ediation have becom
e central ele-

m
ents of the international ‘standard treatm

ent’, w
hich em

phasizes negoti-
ated settlem

ents as a preferred m
ethod for civil w

ar term
ination (G

ow
an &

 
S

tedm
an, 2018). In the last three decades, the fi

eld of peace negotiation and 
m

ediation has becom
e increasingly institutionalized, diversifi

ed and profes-
sionalized (S

vensson &
 O

nken, 2015). N
orm

ative guidelines, such as the 
“U

nited N
ations (U

N
) G

uidance for E
ffective M

ediation”, have been developed. 
A

t the sam
e tim

e, foreign m
inistries and international and regional organiza-

tions have established negotiation and m
ediation (support) structures, new

 
private m

ediation actors have em
erged, and international netw

orks have been 
constituted (Lanz et al., 2017).

N
egotiation and m

ediation require funding. Yet, the role of fi
nancing 

and its im
plications are insuffi

ciently understood by academ
ics and practi-

tioners alike. The grow
ing interest in peace negotiations has not been m

atched 
by a sim

ilar interest in how
 they are funded. Indeed, there has been little sys-

tem
atic effort m

ade to study and collate inform
ation on funding from

 past ne-
gotiations (D

udouet and G
alvanek, 2018) and, consequently, few

 refl
ections 

on good practice. Funding for peace negotiations is often perceived as a purely 
technical issue. H

ow
ever, below

 the surface, it is also fundam
entally political 

and, as such, m
ight have profound im

pacts on the dynam
ics of peace negotia-

tions them
selves. N

egotiations do not necessarily function according to con-
ventional econom

ic m
arket logic, w

here those dem
anding a service pay for the 

services of those offering them
. In turn, the standard concepts of dem

and and 
supply neither regulate the price of peace negotiations nor the quantity of 
their provision. 

A
t the sam

e tim
e, these processes should not be considered as a public 

good, as they are certainly excludable (that is, it is easy to decide w
ho can be 

included, or excluded, from
 a process) and likely rivalrous (that is, as there is 

not an infi
nite pool of fi

nancial and technical resources, providing to one pro-
cess likely reduces providing to others). N

egotiations are often decentralized 
and fragm

ented, refl
ecting the interests, needs and priorities of donors and 

negotiation stakeholders (i.e. the negotiating parties and the m
ediator), w

ho 
do not alw

ays m
anage to coordinate w

ith each other. This m
akes it diffi

cult to 
draw

 understanding and potential good practices from
 other fi

elds and under-
pins the need for specifi

c, prim
ary, research on the funding of peace negotia-

tions. In turn, based on a review
 of the status quo, this report fi

nds that the 
fi

eld of peace negotiations and m
ediation suffers from

: 

1. 
 A

 lack of a conceptual clarity for the analysis of funding aspects
2. 

 A
 lack of suitable data (either across or w

ithin case studies) to describe 
funding trends and issues

3. 
 A

 lack of em
pirical analysis of these issues w

ith such data, if it existed
4. 

 A
n absence of analytically and em

pirically founded guidelines on funding 
peace negotiations. 

1.2 
R

esearch project and team
 set-up

A
gainst 

this 
background, 

IS
D

C
 

(International 
S

ecurity 
and 

D
evelopm

ent 
C

enter) and sw
isspeace jointly conducted a research project on the funding of 

peace negotiations, accom
panied w

ith expertise (and generous funding) from
 

the S
w

iss Federal D
epartm

ent of Foreign A
ffairs (S

w
iss FD

FA
). The unique 

set-up of the research team
 com

bined know
ledge from

 the fi
elds of peace ne-

gotiations and econom
ics, as w

ell as qualitative and quantitative m
ethodo-

logical approaches. The overarching goal of the project w
as to generate know

l-
edge in order to inform

 and im
prove funding m

echanism
s for peace negotiations 

and m
ediation. In particular, the project sought to trace the evolution of the 

‘funding m
arket’ for peace negotiations in recent decades, and to understand 

how
 funding can act as an enabling or disabling factor for functioning peace 

negotiations. B
ased on these insights, the project carved out key considera-

tions that offer guidance to policym
akers and peace practitioners on how

 to 
navigate com

m
on challenges related to the fi

nancing of peace negotiations. 

1.3 
S

cope of the research

The research focuses on peace negotiation and m
ediation processes, w

hich 
can be understood as the particular stage, w

ithin a w
ider peace process, 

w
here parties negotiate a peace agreem

ent, w
ith or w

ithout the assistance of 
a m

ediating entity. ‘M
ediation’ is understood as ‘a process w

hereby a third 
party assists tw

o or m
ore parties, w

ith their consent, to prevent, m
anage or 

resolve a confl
ict by helping them

 to develop m
utually acceptable agreem

ents’ 
(U

nited N
ations, 2012). In other w

ords, cases of ‘m
ediation’ are a subset of 

cases of ‘negotiation’. H
ereafter, the study therefore uses the term

s ‘peace 
negotiations’ or ‘(peace) negotiation processes’, as a term

 that subsum
es ne-

gotiation and m
ediation processes. 

M
ore specifi

cally, w
hile understanding that peace negotiations do not 

proceed linearly, the project focuses on the pre-negotiation and negotiation 
phases. 1 The pre-negotiation phase, often also called ‘talks about the talks’, 
consists of the confl

ict parties discussing how
 a potential negotiation process 

could be designed and set up. D
uring the negotiation phase, the actual con-

tent of the negotiations is discussed. The adoption of a peace agreem
ent or 

the collapse of the talks m
ark the end of this phase. This research does not 

look at funding aspects of the im
plem

entation phase. A
lthough this is cer-

tainly a very im
portant phase w

hen thinking of a process as a w
hole, it w

ould 
have gone beyond the scope of this project and required another set of re-
search questions and interview

 partners. Further research m
ight like to con-

sider how
 other phases are funded, or to test how

 the lessons developed in 
this project can be abstracted to those other phases. 

B
y the design of this research, the team

 have only been able to look at 
funding in processes that have actually taken place. In that sense, the im

pact 
that funding (or a lack thereof) had on processes that w

ere ripe for interven-
tion but did not take place is a question on w

hich the research w
as unable to 

Introduction

1 
For the term

inology of the different 
phases, please see A

m
bassador Thom

as 
G

rem
inger’s 2007 presentation on 

M
ediation &

 Facilitation in Today’s Peace 
P

rocesses or S
im

on A
 M

ason’s 2007 
publication on M

ediation and Facilitation 
in Peace P

rocesses.
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shed light. Future research m
ight like to consider these processes in a w

ider 
exam

ination of the lim
its and opportunities in the funding m

arket. The team
 

also notes that, predom
inantly, the interview

s are dom
inated by individuals 

w
orking w

ithin ’w
estern hem

isphere’ fram
ew

orks and institutions. It accepts 
that this provides a certain bias to the results. Future w

ork m
ight like to con-

sider the nature of the m
arket am

ong non-W
estern donors and the interplay 

betw
een those m

arkets. Finally, due to lim
ited access, the research team

 w
as 

able to interview
 only a very sm

all num
ber of individuals from

 confl
ict parties. 

The interpretation of results should therefore be understood in that context.

1.4 
G

uiding research questions

B
ased on a sm

all num
ber of prelim

inary interview
s and associated desk re-

search during the inception phase of the research, four guiding research ques-
tions em

erged: 

1. 
 H

ow
 has the size and structure of the ‘funding m

arket’ for peace negotia-
tions evolved in the last decades, and w

ith w
hat im

plications?
2. 

 H
ow

 
does 

fi
nancing 

contribute 
to 

a 
functioning 

peace 
negotiation 

process? 
3. 

 W
hat are key elem

ents of a functioning funding m
echanism

 for peace 
negotiations? 

4. 
 W

hat constitutes a ‘typical’ budget for peace negotiations? 

These four questions underpinned the interview
 fram

ew
orks and other com

-
ponents of the research

1.5 
M

ethodology, data collection 
 

and analysis

This research project has m
ade use of a range of m

ethods to collect inform
a-

tion about the funding aspects of peace negotiations. The research team
 con-

ducted extensive desk research on the topic in order to provide background 
inform

ation on the fi
eld of peace negotiation and on the selected case studies. 

S
pecifi

cally, it conducted desk research through policy docum
ents and O

E
C

D
 

data that served to build a general picture of the ‘funding m
arket’ for peace 

negotiations and its evolution over tim
e. 

In the inception phase, the team
 conducted fi

ve preparatory interview
s 

in order to inform
 and fram

e the research. This w
as follow

ed by a further 
tw

enty-three in-depth sem
i-structured interview

s w
ith experts from

 various 
backgrounds, including m

ediators, practitioners and scholars, as w
ell as do-

nors. These interview
s served to gather general, com

parative experience re-
garding the key trends, challenges and good practices in the fi

nancing of 
peace negotiations. A

dditionally, four case studies w
ere conducted, based on 

tw
enty-four country-specifi

c sem
i-structured interview

s. Them
atic content 

Introduction

analysis w
as conducted on the interview

 narratives using several rounds of 
inductive and deductive coding. The codes w

ere then organized into catego-
ries, from

 w
hich com

m
on them

es w
ere deduced. The coding w

as done to 
structure the interview

 notes and to system
atically analyze their content. P

re-
lim

inary fi
ndings w

ere discussed w
ith practitioners and scholars during a con-

sultation w
orkshop held in B

ern in February 2020. 

The case studies w
ere selected based on the follow

ing principles. First, 
the research team

 restricted attention to the post-cold-w
ar period. S

econd, it 
selected processes that had taken place at different tim

es throughout this 
period. This ensures that the case studies offer a variety of exam

ples of con-
tem

porary peace negotiations. Third, the sam
ple presents variations in term

s 
of the type of m

ediator and geographical areas. Finally, given the sensitivity of 
the topic, case studies w

ere selected in contexts w
here the research team

 had 
established w

orking relationships and trusted contacts. These case studies 
served to gather insights into the selection of funding m

odels and how
 they 

perform
ed in particular circum

stances as w
ell as into challenges and best 

practices deriving from
 a given context. The case studies also allow

ed under-
standing of the relationships and contrasts betw

een m
ore general know

ledge 
and the lived experiences during particular processes.

1.6 
S

tructure of the report

This report (1) presents an overview
 of recent trends in peace negotiations in 

general and in the funding for peace negotiations in particular. It (2) proposes 
a theoretical fram

ew
ork to understand the interaction betw

een funding as-
pects and the negotiation structures and set-ups. It (3) highlights a series of 
key issues regarding the fi

nancing of peace negotiations.; Finally, it (4) dis-
cusses a series of key considerations for policym

akers and peace practition-
ers w

ho deal w
ith the fi

nancing of peace negotiations.

Introduction
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This section presents three key trends in the fi
eld of peace negotiation and 

m
ediation since the end of the cold w

ar, follow
ed by three m

irroring trends in 
the fi

nancing of peace negotiations.

2.1 
Trends in peace negotiations 

 
and m

ediation (1990 –
 2020)

P
eace negotiations have experienced im

portant transform
ations since the 

end of the cold w
ar. In the decades since, the num

ber of civil w
ars term

inated 
by negotiated settlem

ents has substantially increased. This has occurred at a 
tim

e w
hen peacem

aking organizations have becom
e m

ore diversifi
ed and nu-

m
erous, 

and 
w

hen 
the 

m
ediation 

fi
eld 

has 
becom

e 
increasingly 

professionalized. 

2.1.1 
Trend 1: N

egotiated settlem
ent as the preferred m

ethod 
 

of civil w
ar term

ination

The post-cold-w
ar era saw

 the em
ergence of a new

 international regim
e for 

civil w
ar term

ination. W
hile civil w

ars w
ere m

ostly considered non-negotiable 
proxy w

ars betw
een great pow

ers during the cold w
ar, this new

 regim
e w

as 
based on the ‘belief that political agreem

ent is a m
ore appropriate end to civil 

w
ars than m

ilitary victory’ (G
ow

an &
 S

tedm
an, 2018: 171). P

eace negotiations 
progressively becam

e the international com
m

unity’s preferred tool for civil 
w

ar term
ination (W

allensteen &
 S

vensson, 2014). C
orrespondingly, the num

-
ber of civil w

ars term
inated by negotiated settlem

ents and the num
ber of 

peace agreem
ents adopted increased steeply during the 1990s (fi

gure 1). B
e-

tw
een 1990 and 2005, peace agreem

ents accounted for 56%
 of intra-S

tate 
confl

ict term
inations, as com

pared to only 14%
 for the tim

e period of 1946 to 
1989 (K

reuz, 2010). Instances of m
ediation in civil w

ars saw
 a parallel in-

crease. In absolute num
bers, there w

as m
ore m

ediation in the 1990s than in 
the w

hole tim
e period from

 1945 to 1990 (G
reig &

 D
iehl, 2012). 

Figure 1: N
um

ber of P
eace A

greem
ents per Year (1975-2018) 2

2 Trends and D
evelopm

ents 

2 
B

ased on U
C

D
P Peace A

greem
ent 

D
ataset (https://ucdp.uu.se/dow

nloads/
peace/ucdp-codebook-peace-agree-
m

ents-191.pdf).

Trends and D
evelopm

ents

2.1.2 
Trend 2: P

eacem
aking organizations m

ultiplying and diversifying

S
ince the 1990s, there has also been a m

ultiplication of peacem
aking institu-

tions, leading to a com
plexifi

cation of the fi
eld (M

ason &
 S

guaitam
atti, 2011; 

B
aum

ann &
 C

layton, 2017). W
hile traditional actors rem

ained involved in m
e-

diation and negotiation support, international and regional organizations
3 

have developed their m
ediation expertise and institutional capabilities in this 

tim
e, playing an increasing support role in negotiation and m

ediation (Lund-
gren, 2015; fi

gure 2). The U
nited N

ations –
 w

hose S
ecurity C

ouncil w
as ‘unfro-

zen’ w
ith the end of the cold w

ar –
 becam

e the m
ost active m

ediator betw
een 

1989 and 2013 (S
vensson and O

nken, 2015). S
ubsequently, greater confl

ict 
resolution responsibilities have been progressively attributed to regional or-
ganizations (G

artner, 2011). S
everal non-governm

ental organizations (N
G

O
s) 

focusing on peacem
aking em

erged or developed their focus on m
ediation as 

w
ell as negotiation and m

ediation support in the 1990s and 2000s (Lehti, 
2019). 4The proliferation of peacem

aking organizations has transform
ed the 

fi
eld in m

any w
ays. O

verall, it has led to a com
plexifi

cation in the funding and 
support of negotiation processes, w

here it is com
m

on for a m
ultiplicity of or-

ganizations to play different roles (C
rocker, H

am
pson &

 A
all, 1999). This can 

have a positive im
pact on a process if actors com

bine their different strengths, 
but certainly also poses som

e challenges w
ith regard to com

petition and co-
ordination. Indeed, support for m

ediation and negotiation rem
ains unevenly 

distributed. S
om

e peace processes becam
e ‘crow

ded’ by actors offering ex-
ternal support, w

hile others did not receive m
ediation assistance at all (S

ven-
sson &

 O
nken, 2015; Lanz &

 G
asser, 2013).

Figure 
2: 

O
ccurrences 

of 
M

ediation 
disaggregated 

by 
type 

of 
m

ediator 
(1900-2009) 5

3 
Including, am

ong others, the African 
U

nion (AU
), the E

conom
ic C

om
m

unity of 
W

est African S
tates (E

C
O

W
AS

), the E
uro-

pean U
nion (E

U
), the Intergovernm

ental 
Authority on D

evelopm
ent (IG

A
D

), the 
O

rganization of A
m

erican S
tates (O

AS
) 

and the O
rganization of S

ecurity and 
C

ooperation in E
urope (O

S
C

E
).

4 
These include, am

ong others, the C
arter 

C
enter, the C

onfl
ict M

anagem
ent Initia-

tive (C
M

I), the C
enter for H

um
anitarian 

D
ialogue (H

D
C

), C
onciliation R

esources 
(C

R
), the B

erghof Foundation, sw
isspeace 

and AC
C

O
R

D
. S

ee M
ediation S

upport 
N

etw
ork (M

S
N

): https://m
ediationsup-

portnet.ethz.ch/.

5 
B

ased on data from
 C

W
M

 dataset, avail-
able on https://w

w
w

.canterbury.ac.nz/
arts/research/bercovitch-data-centre/ 
w

ith additional coding by the research 
team

 (types of m
ediator).
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6 
https://peaceoperationsreview

.org/the-
m

atic-essays/support-m
echanism

s-m
ul-

tilateral-m
ulti-level-and-m

ushroom
ing/

2.1.3 
Trend 3: P

eace negotiation and m
ediation 

 
increasingly professionalized 

The realization that m
ediation could not rem

ain the exclusive prerogative of 
diplom

ats or form
er H

eads of S
tate but needed to be rooted in technical ex-

pertise and com
parative know

ledge has led to a variety of efforts to profes-
sionalize the fi

eld, starting in the m
id-2000s (W

hitfi
eld, 2015) 6.

This professionalization cam
e about w

ith the creation of m
ediation 

support structures in M
inistries of Foreign A

ffairs as w
ell as international and 

regional organizations, starting w
ith the S

w
iss FD

FA
 M

ediation D
esk in 2000 

and the U
nited N

ations M
ediation S

upport U
nit in 2006. S

om
e S

tates also out-
sourced part of their m

ediation and negotiation support w
ork to organizations 

such as sw
isspeace in the case of S

w
itzerland, or N

O
R

E
F for N

orw
ay. S

uch 
m

ediation support structures typically provide operational support, know
l-

edge m
anagem

ent and trainings (Lanz et al., 2017).

The fi
eld also saw

 the creation of professional netw
orks of exchange for 

m
ediation practitioners. This includes the M

ediation S
upport N

etw
ork (2009), 

w
hich consists of the U

nited N
ations and tw

enty m
ediation support organiza-

tions; the N
etw

ork for R
eligious and Traditional P

eacem
akers (2013), w

hich 
brings together different faith-based organizations involved in m

ediation sup-
port (Lehti, 2019: 106); and various W

om
en M

ediation N
etw

orks, aim
ing at 

prom
oting gender equality in the fi

eld of m
ediation (M

öller-Losw
ick et al., 

2019). Finally, a m
ediation doctrine has progressively em

erged. A
longside ac-

adem
ic and practice-oriented research, various policy and norm

ative fram
e-

w
orks specifi

cally focusing on m
ediation em

erged in the last decades. W
hile 

the m
ost infl

uential is the “U
nited N

ations G
uidance for E

ffective M
ediation” 

(U
nited N

ations, 2012), other actors developed their ow
n m

ediation strate-
gies, for exam

ple the 2009 E
U

’s “C
oncept on S

trengthening of E
U

 M
ediation 

and D
ialogue C

apacities” (also see S
herriff et al., 2018: 7-8). To dissem

inate 
know

ledge, share experiences, create aw
areness and deepen skills, different 

training courses focusing on peace m
ediation have em

erged, including a M
as-

ter of A
dvanced S

tudies on m
ediation in peace processes offered at the Fed-

eral Institute of Technology in Z
urich, S

w
itzerland (Lanz, 2017).

2.2 
Trends in the fi

nancing 
 

of peace negotiations

This section review
s developm

ents in the fi
nancing of peace negotiations spe-

cifi
cally, m

irroring and infl
uenced by the trends in the fi

eld of peace negotia-
tion in general. In particular, the research observed an overall increase in the 
am

ount of funds available for peace negotiations, the m
ultiplication and di-

versifi
cation of funding m

echanism
s, and the ‘projectization’ of funding for 

peace negotiations. 

Trends and D
evelopm

ents
Trends and D

evelopm
ents

2.2.1 
Trend 4: Increase in the am

ount of funding for 
 

peace negotiation and m
ediation

W
hile funding for peacebuilding in general, and peace negotiations in particu-

lar, rem
ains m

arginal com
pared to the funds attributed to hum

anitarian aid, 
developm

ent or peacekeeping (S
heriff et al., 2018), data on O

E
C

D
 O

ffi
cial D

e-
velopm

ent A
ssistance and on the budget of m

ediation organizations suggests 
that the am

ount of funds invested in and for peace negotiations has increased 
in the post-cold-w

ar era.  

The O
E

C
D

-D
A

C
 C

reditor R
eporting S

ystem
 (C

R
S

) tracks the contribu-
tions of developm

ent assistance providers in different sectors, including con-
fl

ict, peace and security. These data show
 an overall, although unsteady, in-

crease in the funds attributed to ‘civilian peacebuilding, confl
ict prevention 

and resolution.’ The overall com
m

itm
ents grew

 by 79%
 betw

een 2007 and 
2016, reaching U

S
D

 $1.9 billion in 2016 (about 1%
 of total aid). This refl

ected 
the evolution of country contributions to confl

ict resolution: ”…
increased dis-

bursem
ents for civilian peacebuilding, confl

ict prevention and resolution w
ere 

particularly evident for the E
U

 (a 577%
 increase from

 2007 to 2016), the U
K

 (a 
320%

 increase) and G
erm

any (a 335%
 increase), w

hereas in S
w

eden the in-
crease w

as “only” 55%
” (S

heriff et al., 2018. p. 10).

Figure 3: Total O
ffi

cial D
evelopm

ent A
ssistance (G

ross D
isbursem

ents) by all 
offi

cial donors to developing countries for 15220: C
ivilian peacebuilding, con-

fl
ict prevention and resolution

7

7 
Figure 1 show

s the evolution of fund-
ing for the purpose 15220 C

ivilian 
peacebuilding, confl

ict prevention and 
resolution; w

ithin 152: Confl
ict preven-

tion and resolution, peace and security. 
Taken from

 the C
R

S
 A

id Activity D
ata-

base, w
hich show

s aid fl
ow

s based on 
individual projects. M

ore inform
ation 

available at: stats.oecd.org (O
E

C
D

, nd).

8 
Figures calculated from

 the statistics 
given in the H

D
 C

entre A
nnual R

eports for 
2001 to 2018.

9 
Figures calculated from

 the statistics 
given in the C

M
I A

nnual R
eports for 2007 

to 2018.

10 
Figures calculated from

 the statistics 
given in the B

erghof Foundation A
nnual 

R
eports for 2013 to 2018.

A
n analysis of the incom

e of non-governm
ental organizations w

orking on 
peace negotiations and m

ediations points to a sim
ilar trend (Figure 4). The 

budget of the C
entre for H

um
anitarian D

ialogue (H
D

 C
entre) increased by 

717.91%
 from

 2000 to 2018. 8 The C
risis M

anagem
ent Initiative (C

M
I) budget 

increased by 377.84%
 from

 2007 to 2018. 9 D
uring a m

uch shorter period of 
only fi

ve years, the B
erghof Foundation’s budget increased by 121.29%

. 10 A
s a 
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peacebuilding 
organization, 

the 
budget 

of 
sw

isspeace 
increased 

from
 

5,544,530 C
H

F in 2014 to 6,854,371 C
H

F in 2018, w
ith about a quarter of the 

budget related to m
ediation support.

Figure 4: Incom
e of P

rivate M
ediation O

rganizations/N
G

O
s in E

uro
11

Trends and D
evelopm

ents

2.2.2 
Trend 5: Funding instrum

ents for peace negotiation 
 

and negotiation m
ultiplying and diversifying

W
hile S

tates rem
ain the m

ain source of funding for peace negotiations, the 
last decades have seen the em

ergence of new
 sources of funding and the cre-

ation of new
 funding instrum

ents for peace negotiations. 

P
eace negotiations w

ere, and rem
ain, m

ainly funded by S
tates. N

ow
a-

days, funding rem
ains heavily reliant on a core group of ten big donors, com

-
prising the U

nited S
tates, N

orw
ay, S

w
itzerland, the U

nited K
ingdom

, G
er-

m
any, S

w
eden, the N

etherlands, D
enm

ark and C
anada (along w

ith the U
nited 

N
ations) (S

heriff et al., 2018). In the last decades, several S
tates have becom

e 
increasingly active in the fi

eld, developing new
 funding instrum

ents for peace 
negotiations or specifi

c budget lines for peace negotiations. These include 
C

anada, G
erm

any and S
w

itzerland (O
E

C
D

, 2012), as w
ell as the N

ordic C
oun-

tries (Lethi, 2014). A
 m

ore recent trend is the increasingly active engagem
ent 

of 
non-W

estern 
donors, 

such 
as 

Turkey, 
C

hina 
and 

Q
atar, 

in 
confl

ict 
resolution.

R
ecent decades have also seen the em

ergence of the U
nited N

ations as 
a source of funding. O

ver tim
e, the organization has diversifi

ed its funding in-
strum

ents to fi
nance its m

ediation engagem
ents. O

n the one hand, it can draw
 

on the regular budget of the D
epartm

ent for P
olitical and P

eacebuilding 

11 
B

ased on the annual reports of each 
organization, depending on availability. 
E

xchange R
ate from

 Pound/C
H

F into E
U

R
 

calculated on 04.04.20.

A
ffairs (D

P
P

A
). These special political m

issions, w
hich include offi

ces of spe-
cial envoys as w

ell as regional offi
ces, w

ork on m
ediation and have access to 

the m
andated budget (U

N
S

G
, 2017). O

n the other hand, resources from
 U

nited 
N

ations funds and program
m

es m
ay also be used for m

ediation purposes. Im
-

portantly, peacekeeping operations also engage in m
ediation, w

hich then 
com

es out of their budget. For instance, the U
nited N

ations M
ultidim

ensional 
Integrated S

tabilization M
ission in M

ali has a m
ediation unit to support the 

w
ork of the S

pecial R
epresentative (U

N
S

G
, 2017). In addition to this, the fund-

ing of peace negotiation and m
ediation increasingly relies on extrabudgetary 

resources, such as voluntary contributions m
ade by M

em
ber S

tates through 
the D

P
A

 annual funding appeal (U
N

S
G

, 2017). 

‘E
m

ergency w
indow

s’ or fast-track procedures have also been estab-
lished to facilitate access to funding. The P

eacebuilding Fund (P
B

F), estab-
lished in 2005 and m

anaged by the P
eacebuilding S

upport O
ffi

ce, funds activi-
ties in support of countries com

ing out of confl
ict (U

N
S

G
, 2017), w

hich could 
be used to support m

ediation activities. The U
nited N

ations S
ecretary-G

ener-
al’s Fund for U

nforeseen C
ircum

stances m
ay also be used in cases w

here a 
m

ediator has been appointed at short notice. This fund, w
hile sm

all, is able to 
respond rapidly and disburse funding w

hen needed. The U
nited N

ations also 
channels in-kind support, through the w

ork of the M
ediation S

upport U
nit, 

and, in particular, the deploym
ent of experts from

 the S
tandby Team

 of S
enior 

M
ediation A

dvisors. 

R
egional O

rganizations have also developed funding instrum
ents for 

peace negotiations. The E
uropean U

nion (E
U

), for exam
ple, has developed a 

series of funding m
echanism

s w
hich could be used to fund peace negotia-

tions. These included the R
apid R

eaction M
echanism

 (average €20m
/year, 

2001-2006), the Instrum
ent for S

tability (average €230m
/year, 2007-2013), 

the Instrum
ent C

ontributing to S
tability and P

eace (since 2014) 12 and the A
fri-

can P
eace Facility (€2.7 billion since its creation in 2009 - E

uropean C
om

m
is-

sion, 2018). In A
frica, the O

rganization of A
frican U

nity (w
hich later becam

e 
the A

frican U
nion) created a P

eace Fund in 1993 (A
U

, 2016). The E
conom

ic 
C

om
m

unity of W
est A

frican S
tates also established a P

eace Fund in 1999.

M
ulti-donor, confl

ict-specifi
c pooled funds have been increasingly 

used in the last decade. E
xam

ples include the M
yanm

ar Joint P
eace Fund 

(JP
F), w

hich w
as established in 2015 to fund confl

ict m
anagem

ent, negotia-
tions and dialogue in the country (JP

F, 2019). S
im

ilarly, the N
epal P

eace Trust 
Fund (N

P
TF) grants funding to projects supporting the peace process there 

(O
’G

orm
an et al., 2012). 

A
s a result of the diversifi

cation of the funding channels for peace ne-
gotiations, contem

porary peace negotiations are funded through a com
bina-

tion of various funding sources. This m
ultiplication of funding channels has 

positive and negative consequences (B
oyce and Form

an, 2010), w
hich w

ill be 
discussed further in this report. 

Trends and D
evelopm

ents

12 
O

n the Instrum
ent C

ontributing to S
tabil-

ity and Peace, see: https://ec.europa.eu/
fpi/w

hat-w
e-do/instrum

ent-contrib-
uting-stability-and-peace-preventing-
confl

ict-around-w
orld_en.
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2.2.3 
Trend 6: Funding for peace negotiation and 

 
m

ediation increasingly projectized

A
n additional trend is the increasing ‘projectization’ of the funding for peace 

negotiations, w
hich is a critical transform

ation as com
pared to the traditional 

funding approach. A
s an interview

ee put it, nobody w
ondered how

 the Ver-
sailles peace negotiations w

ould be funded. B
ack in those days, peace talks 

w
ere funded by M

inistries of D
efense.

The very notion of externally funded peace talks can be dated back to 
the 1990s. A

s external donors becam
e part of the picture, they increasingly 

applied to peace negotiations the principles of result-based m
anagem

ent and 
subcontracting that are com

m
only used in developm

ent cooperation. Follow
-

ing this m
odel, funding tends to be allocated to specifi

c projects w
ith 1) pre-

defi
ned objectives, 2) lim

ited tim
e fram

es and 3) m
onitoring and evaluation 

reporting requirem
ents (B

uchanan, 2019; O
E

C
D

, 2012: 56). The m
odel of sub-

contracting w
as also increasingly applied, resulting in m

ulti-layered funding 
structures. D

ifferent elem
ents of peace negotiations being funded by differ-

ent projects m
eans that a m

ultiplicity of fi
nancing tools w

ith their respective 
requirem

ents are used, placing additional adm
inistrative burdens on m

edia-
tors and their support staff. H

ere, specialized project m
anagem

ent staff m
ay 

be needed to deal w
ith these adm

inistrative and project-m
anagem

ent-related 
requirem

ents. P
roject cycles are another issue, as these m

ight not alw
ays fi

t 
w

ith the ad hoc nature of and short-term
 needs that arise during peace 

negotiations.

A
n indicator of the w

eight of project-based funding is its increasing 
share com

pared to core funding in the budgets of N
G

O
s w

orking in the fi
eld. 

For exam
ple, w

hereas 65%
 of the H

D
 C

entre’s funding w
as project-based in 

2003 (H
D

 C
entre, 2004), this increased to 75%

 in 2016 (H
D

 C
entre, 2017). The 

B
erghof Foundation sim

ilarly relied on project-based funding for 59%
 of its 

budget in 2013 (B
erghof Foundation, 2014), a num

ber that clim
bed up to 86%

 
in 2017 (B

erghof Foundation, 2018).

Trends and D
evelopm

ents

Figure 5: P
ercentage of E

arm
arked/P

roject to U
nearm

arked/C
ore Incom

e for 
B

erghof Foundation 13

Trends and D
evelopm

ents

This projectization of funding for peace negotiations resulted in m
ajor changes 

in their funding structure. R
ather than a unitary negotiation structure that 

w
ould be funded by a specifi

c funding m
echanism

, peace negotiations have 
becom

e m
ore com

posite and aggregate different projects w
ith individual 

funding arrangem
ents (the visualization of the case studies presented in 

chapter 3.3.1 and 3.3.4 illustrate these phenom
ena). 

13 
D

ata from
 annual reports and corre-

spondence w
ith the B

erghof Foundation.
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This section presents the conceptual fram
ew

ork of the research, discusses 
the key cost categories of a negotiation process and illustrates the ‘w

ho’ and 
‘how

’ of funding.

3.1 
C

onceptual fram
ew

ork

The conceptual fram
ew

ork presented below
 conceptualizes how

 the fi
nancing 

and the design of a peace negotiation process are co-constituted through a 
m

atching gam
e betw

een the funding requests expressed by the negotiation 
stakeholders and the external funds available for this particular negotiation 
process. 

3 U
nderstanding the Financing 

of P
eace N

egotiations 

3.1.1 
N

egotiation architecture

The architecture of a peace negotiation process can be understood as form
ed 

by tw
o different, but interconnected structures: the negotiation structure and 

the fi
nancing structure. 

The negotiation structure (or negotiation design) is the fram
ew

ork 
through w

hich peace talks are organized. It can vary across an array of dim
en-

sions. A
m

ong others, these include the num
ber of parties, the size of the del-

egations, the venue of the talks, the role and num
ber of third parties, the size 

of the negotiation secretariat, the duration and frequency of talks, the scope 
of the agenda, the form

at of the talks (e.g. plenary or com
m

ittees), the exist-
ence and type of inclusivity m

echanism
s, the provision of capacity-building 

and expertise in the process, as w
ell as the associated logistical and security 

requirem
ents. The negotiation structure directly determ

ines the overall cost 
of the peace negotiations. 

The fi
nancing structure is the fram

ew
ork through w

hich funds are 
transferred to the negotiation process. O

ne can distinguish betw
een the quan-

tity (or am
ount) and the quality (or m

odalities) of funding being provided to a 
specifi

c process. The various potential confi
gurations, channels, and the con-

ditions attached to funding are subsum
ed under the term

 ‘funding m
odali-

ties.’ Funding can be provided by different sources, for exam
ple S

tates, 

U
nderstanding the Financing of P

eace N
egotiations

m
ultilateral organization or self-funding by negotiation stakeholders, or a 

com
bination thereof. It can be transferred directly or indirectly (w

hereas the 
donor engages a partner to provide the item

 or im
plem

ent the activity) by do-
nors to the negotiation process or adm

inistered through a pooled fund. Fund-
ing can also vary in nature, as donors provide both in-kind and m

onetary con-
tributions. Finally, a variety of conditions can be attached to funding (e.g. see 
section 4.1.5). 

The negotiation structure and the fi
nancing structure are tightly inter-

linked. A
s the next subsection argues, they are co-constituted through a pro-

cess of fund allocation.

3.1.2 
Fund allocation dynam

ics 

W
hen confl

ict parties (and potentially a m
ediator) w

ant to start or m
odify a 

peace negotiation, they generally have preferences regarding the design of 
this negotiation. These preferences m

ight be inform
ed by the needs, inter-

ests, beliefs, values, preferences, expectations and tactical considerations of 
the different stakeholders, as w

ell as by the type and history of the confl
ict. In 

m
ost cases, the proposed negotiation structure is the result of a negotiation 

betw
een the confl

ict parties, w
ith the possible support of a m

ediator. H
ow

-
ever, this proposed negotiation structure usually cannot be im

plem
ented au-

tom
atically, since funds m

ust fi
rst be found to fi

nance it. The funds can com
e 

from
 tw

o categories of sources: self-funding, w
hereby the parties fund the 

process; or external funding, w
hereby the funds are provided by actors that 

are not part of the process. W
hen external funding is required, the negotiation 

stakeholders form
ulate funding requests to potential donors, in w

hich they 
express their preferences for the negotiation. 

O
n the other side, there is a lim

ited pool of external funds that have to 
be allocated to those funding requests. There are different external sources 
for funding, such as S

tates, international organizations, regional organiza-
tions and non-governm

ental organizations (N
G

O
s), as w

ell as the private sec-
tor. The availability of external funds varies for different confl

ict contexts, 
phases of confl

icts and types of activities, depending on the ability and w
ill-

ingness of donors to fund a particular item
 or activity. D

onors’ abilities to fund 
depend, am

ong others, on institutional, legal and budgetary constraints, as 
w

ell as dom
estic or foreign policy priorities. D

onors’ w
illingness to fund de-

pends on factors such as the prestige of the project in question, the potential 
for positive visibility, the perceived im

portance of the project, the history of 
engagem

ent of a donor in a specifi
c context, the existence of potentially com

-
peting processes overall, the num

ber of processes in one particular context 
and the assessm

ent of risks.

The negotiation architecture that is fi
nally adopted results from

 the ne-
gotiation betw

een negotiation stakeholders and donors. For the purpose of 
this research, this dynam

ic is conceptualized as a ‘m
atching gam

e’ betw
een 

funding requests and external funds. A
 m

atching gam
e is understood as a se-

ries of interactions (or negotiations) w
ith the intention of m

atching the re-
quests of the negotiating parties w

ith external funds m
ade available by 

donors.  
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The basic logic of the m
atching gam

e is straightforw
ard. Funding re-

quests are only translated into the actual funding of elem
ents of the negotia-

tion structure w
hen they can m

atch w
ith available external funds. Tw

o theo-
retical scenarios can illustrate this logic. 

 
–

 In a fi
rst scenario, a funding request is m

ade by negotiation stakeholders 
and m

atches available external funds. The request can be im
plem

ented, it 
becom

es an elem
ent of the negotiation structure. The am

ounts and m
o-

dalities of funding negotiated betw
een the negotiation stakeholders and 

the donors becom
e part of the fi

nancing structure. 
 

–
 In a second scenario, a funding request m

ade by negotiation stakeholders 
does not m

atch available external funds. In that case (and if no self-fund-
ing applies), the funding request cannot be im

plem
ented and w

ill not be 
part of the actual negotiation structure. 

A
 second situation also needs to be considered, nam

ely the cases 
w

here donors are able and w
illing to fund specifi

c cost item
s w

ithout a fund-
ing request from

 negotiation stakeholders. In such cases, donors take a m
ore 

proactive part in shaping the negotiation structure. W
hen donors offer to fund 

item
s that w

ere not requested, they are im
plem

ented only if they are not out-
w

ardly refused and/or prevented by the negotiation stakeholders. Tw
o addi-

tional theoretical scenarios can illustrate this logic. 

 
–

 In a third scenario, donors w
ish to add a specifi

c elem
ent to the negotia-

tion structure, and negotiation stakeholders accept. In that case, the item
 

requested 
by 

the 
donors 

becom
es 

an 
elem

ent 
of 

the 
negotiation 

structure. 
 

–
 In a fourth scenario, donors w

ish to add a specifi
c elem

ent, but negotiation 
stakeholders refuse it. In that case, the item

 is not im
plem

ented and does 
not becom

e a part of the form
al negotiation structure. 

3.1.3 
From

 theory to em
pirics

W
hile the theoretical fram

ew
ork and the four scenarios presented above have 

a heuristic value, one should underline that they are purely theoretical. A
s 

such, they oversim
plify reality to help understand it. This subsection high-

lights a series of em
pirical fi

ndings –
 relating to the actors and the outcom

e of 
the m

atching gam
e –

 that adds som
e com

plexity and nuances to this theoreti-
cal m

odel. 

First, the actors taking part in the m
atching gam

e are m
ore com

plex in 
reality than in the m

odel. The negotiation stakeholders tend to be less cohe-
sive than suggested in the previous section. A

s such, there m
ight be disagree-

m
ent betw

een the different negotiating parties and/or betw
een the parties 

and the m
ediator regarding the funding request. For exam

ple, in the case of 
the intra-S

yrian peace talks, the C
ivil S

ociety S
upport R

oom
14 (C

S
S

R
) w

as im
-

plem
ented, although the S

yrian governm
ent, as one party to the negotiations, 

did not voice support to this initiative and the respective funding request 
m

ade by the m
ediator to the donors. 

U
nderstanding the Financing of P

eace N
egotiations

14 
C

S
S

R
 is an effort of the U

nited N
ations 

O
ffi

ce of the S
pecial E

nvoy for S
yria (O

S
E

) 
to facilitate the participation of civil soci-
ety in the intra-S

yrian talks in G
eneva.

U
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O
ne should also note that an actor som

etim
es occupies both the posi-

tion of a negotiation stakeholder and the position of a donor providing funding. 
This can happen in tw

o types of cases. First, there are cases w
here the m

edia-
tor belongs to the entity that fi

nances parts of the negotiation process. For 
exam

ple, the intra-S
yrian talks in G

eneva are funded to a great extent through 
the U

nited N
ations regular budget. The U

nited N
ations is therefore both m

e-
diator and donor. S

econd, in m
any negotiation processes, part of the costs of 

the negotiation process are covered fully or partly through self-funding by the 
negotiation stakeholders them

selves. This is often the case, for exam
ple, for 

governm
ent delegations (e.g. in C

olom
bia). In both cases, this m

eans that the 
m

atching gam
e still takes place, but that the m

ediating organization or the 
negotiation stakeholders are not only on the side of funding requests but also 
on the side of external funds.

A
 second factor of com

plexity relates to the nature of the process of 
fund allocation itself. A

s a consequence of the above-m
entioned projectiza-

tion of peace negotiations, there is generally not one single funding request 
for the overall negotiation process. R

ather, specifi
c funding requests are for-

m
ulated for each project and are the object of specifi

c negotiations betw
een 

donors and negotiation stakeholders. A
nother consequence of the com

posite 
nature of peace talks is that the m

atching gam
e is not a single event but takes 

place repeatedly throughout the pre-negotiation and negotiation phases, w
ith 

new
 requests being m

ade w
hile the negotiations are ongoing. 15 The overall ne-

gotiation architecture is the aggregation of the results of these various m
atch-

ing gam
es. The notable increase in potential donors and funds available for 

peace negotiations in recent years also im
pacts the funding allocation 

dynam
ics.

Finally, one should note that, w
hile the scenarios presented above as-

sum
ed a binary (’yes/no’) type of outcom

e, the negotiation over fund alloca-
tion betw

een negotiation stakeholders and donors results, in reality, in highly 
sophisticated m

iddle-ground com
prom

ises infl
uencing the negotiation struc-

ture as w
ell as the fi

nancing structure. 

3.2 
The budgets for peace negotiations

This subsection focuses on the budgets for peace negotiations. It underlines 
the (1) context-dependent and (2) fragm

ented nature of peace negotiation 
budgets, before (3) presenting a list of general cost categories for peace 
negotiations. 

3.2.1 
The context-dependent nature of peace negotiation budgets

Virtually all the interview
s conducted as part of this research stressed the 

heavily context-dependent nature of peace negotiations and their budgets. 
Just like each peace negotiation structure is planned to m

atch the circum
-

stances of the particular confl
ict, so does the fi

nancing structure. The overall 
cost of a negotiation process therefore depends on the factors listed in sec-
tion 3.1.1. 

15 
 For the term

inology of the differ-
ent phases, please see A

m
bassador 

G
rem

inger’s 2007 presentation on 
M

ediation &
 Facilitation in Today’s Peace 

P
rocesses: C

entrality of C
om

m
itm

ent, 
C

oordination and C
ontext or S

im
on A

 
M

ason’s 2007 publication on M
ediation 

and Facilitation in Peace P
rocesses.
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A
 consequence of the high variability of peace negotiation budgets is 

that the list of cost categories presented below
 (1) should be understood as 

elem
ents that are generally, but not necessarily, associated w

ith peace nego-
tiation budgets (that is, there m

ay be exam
ples of processes w

here these cat-
egories did not appear); (2) does not have the am

bition to be exhaustive; and 
(3) presents cost categories at a relatively high level of abstraction. W

hen 
m

oving from
 this ‘general’ budget of a peace negotiation to a real one, som

e of 
the cost categories m

ight thus rem
ain em

pty, w
hile others m

ight be added to 
m

atch the needs that arise due to the peculiarities of the situation. In turn, 
each category can be disaggregated in m

ore specifi
c budget lines. 

3.2.2 
The fragm

ented nature of peace negotiation budgets

A
 second im

portant observation is that, due to the projectized nature of the 
funding for contem

porary peace negotiations, there m
ostly is not one single 

overall budget for a peace negotiation. R
ather, there are a variety of separate 

budgets, featuring different objectives and regulations as they com
e from

 dif-
ferent sources. In the exam

ple of the intra-S
yrian talks led by the U

nited N
a-

tions, the tw
o inclusion m

echanism
s, C

S
S

R
 and the W

om
en’s A

dvisory B
oard 

(W
A

B
) 16, have separate budgets. For the C

S
S

R
, there is an overall budget, but 

specifi
c budgets w

ere also established for each im
plem

enting organization, 
w

hich needed to be refram
ed in different budgets for fundraising and report-

ing for each donor (a visualization of the S
yrian case study is presented in 

section 3.3). 

E
specially for larger negotiation processes, a single donor m

ight also 
provide funds for the peace negotiations tapping into different instrum

ents, 
depending on the different cost categories supported. In the exam

ple of the 
intra-S

yrian talks, S
w

itzerland is contributing to the talks through various di-
visions and instrum

ents w
ithin the S

w
iss FD

FA
. This includes the FD

FA
’s 

U
nited N

ations and International O
rganizations D

ivision (U
N

IO
D

), using the 
H

ost S
tate C

redit w
hich funds activities related to S

w
itzerland’s role as a host 

S
tate of international conferences and organizations. 17 It also includes the 

H
um

an S
ecurity D

ivision (H
S

D
), w

hich m
akes use of its annual budget from

 the 
International C

ooperation C
redit to fund the inclusion of civil society through 

the C
S

S
R

. In addition, S
w

itzerland funds the U
nited N

ations-led process indi-
rectly through its contribution to the U

nited N
ations regular budget.

W
hile the general budget presented below

 covers the w
hole negotiation 

process, a negotiation process does include m
any project-specifi

c budgets in 
reality. 

3.2.3 
G

eneral cost categories for peace negotiations

In addition to the highly context-specifi
c nature of peace negotiation pro-

cesses, confi
dentiality issues, fragm

ented budgets and a lack of clarity re-
garding the explicit and im

plicit costs associated w
ith such processes have 

m
ade the collection of concrete num

bers or even the provision of a m
eaningful 

cost range im
possible. H

ow
ever, a range of com

m
on cost categories could be 

identifi
ed. These categories do not include the costs for im

plem
entation 

U
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16 
The S

yrian W
om

en’s Advisory B
oard to 

the U
nited N

ations S
pecial E

nvoy for 
S

yria w
as established in 2016 and is 

com
posed of tw

elve independent S
yrian 

w
om

en from
 civil society, w

ith diverse 
backgrounds.

17 
Through the H

ost S
tate C

redit, S
w

it-
zerland only funds activities actively 
requested by the U

N
, it does not engage 

pro-actively. The annual budget for peace 
conferences, one of the tw

o pillars of the 
overall credit, is C

H
F 1’600’000, for the 

years 2020 –
 2023 (for m

ore inform
ation 

on the H
ost S

tate C
redit, see ‘Federal de-

cree concerning m
easures to strengthen 

S
w

itzerland's role as host state during 
the 2020–23 period’ (docum

ent in G
er-

m
an).

agreem
ents (e.g. m

onitoring of a ceasefi
re or im

plem
entation of reform

 
processes).

The key cost categories for peace negotiations can be divided into three 
broad categories: personnel costs, operational costs and costs related to 
com

plem
entary activities.

Personnel costs relate to persons w
orking on the peace negotiation 

process itself. This includes the m
ediators and their team

s or other possible 
third parties; delegation m

em
bers; support staff, such as a secretariat; secu-

rity and com
m

unication personnel; as w
ell as honorarium

s for them
atic ex-

perts and advisors.

O
perational costs relate to the costs associated w

ith the functioning of 
peace negotiations. S

uch costs m
ay include travel to the venue of the talks 

(including international and local transportation, such as from
 the airport to 

the hotel), visas, accom
m

odation, subsistence for m
em

bers of the negotiation 
delegations (e.g. in-kind or through per diem

s), m
edical care and other special 

requirem
ents of the negotiating delegations, the m

ediation team
 and other 

personnel. In addition to this, operational costs include a series of costs re-
lated to the logistics of the negotiation. These m

ay include the costs of con-
ference services (e.g. room

 rental), interpretation and docum
entation (e.g. 

transcription and record-holding), technical equipm
ent, security and com

m
u-

nications. The third category of costs relates to com
plem

entary activities 
such as inclusion m

echanism
s, capacity-building activities and confi

dence-
building m

easures.

U
nderstanding the Financing of P

eace N
egotiations
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3.3 
Funding m

echanism
s

This subsection focuses on funding m
echanism

s used to fi
nance peace nego-

tiations. It show
s the diversifi

cation of funding m
echanism

s that has been 
highlighted in section 2.2, and outlines som

e of the specifi
cities of each. It 

distinguishes betw
een funding sources (or types of donors) and funding chan-

nels (the m
eans through w

hich the funds are provided from
 the source to the 

negotiations). 

The negotiations betw
een the C

olom
bian governm

ent and the E
LN

 from
 

2017 to 2019 can be used to illustrate the com
bination of different sources 

and channels. W
hile the G

overnm
ent of C

olom
bia self-funded its participation 

in the negotiations, several S
tates, including the host countries C

uba and E
c-

uador, provided direct funding. In addition, a group of countries, at the re-
quest of the negotiating parties, set up a pooled fund.

U
nderstanding the Financing of P

eace N
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Visualization of the funding m
echa-

nism
s in the negotiations betw

een the 
G

overnm
ent of C

olom
bia and the E

LN
, 

2017-2019 (note: this visualization is based 
on the interview

s w
ith case study experts 

on C
olom

bia, and likely is not a full picture 
of the funding of the process)

The exam
ple below

 also show
s how

 different parts of the intra-S
yrian talks 

have been funded by various sources through a variety of channels. S
om

e 
funds are channeled directly from

 a donor to an activity; other funds are chan-
neled indirectly through an im

plem
enting partner, e.g. through N

O
R

E
F and 

sw
isspeace in case of the C

S
S

R
; or through a pooled fund, e.g. from

 the E
U

 and 
G

erm
any through the S

yria P
eace Initiative (S

P
I), w

hich is m
anaged by the 

G
erm

an developm
ent agency G

IZ
. In 2018, about U

S
D

 750,000 w
as channeled 

by different donors as extrabudgetary contributions to the U
nited N

ations in 
its role in leading the intra-S

yrian talks. These funds are used to support the 
O

ffi
ce of the U

nited N
ations S

pecial E
nvoy for S

yria and to cover planning for 
post-agreem

ent activities, as w
ell as to provide for backstopping by the U

nited 
N

ations H
eadquarters in N

ew
 York (U

N
S

G
, 2018).
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3.3.1 
Funding sources 

The follow
ing general funding sources exist for funding negotiation processes: 

S
tates; m

ultilateral organizations (e.g. the U
nited N

ations and regional organ-
izations) through their regular budgets; N

G
O

s though their core budgets; the 
private sector; and self-funding by negotiation stakeholders. Funding for 
peace negotiations often constitutes a com

bination of these sources. This, 
am

ong other things, m
akes it diffi

cult to say how
 m

uch one peace negotiation 
really costs. A

s discussed above, S
tates m

ay use different internal budgetary 
sources to fund peace negotiations, depending on their role in the negotiation 
process and the confl

ict at hand. S
om

e N
G

O
s have acquired substantial core 

funding, allow
ing them

 to engage in m
ediation-related activities and fund 

peace negotiations w
ithout relying on project funding. This also points to the 

increasing role of private diplom
acy N

G
O

s, w
ho are often w

ell-placed to en-
gage directly in supporting potential peace negotiations.

Visualization of the funding m
echanism

s 
of the intra-S

yrian talks (note: this visuali-
zation is based on the interview

s w
ith case 

study experts on S
yria, and likely is not a full 

picture of the funding of the process)
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In m
any cases, peace negotiations are in part self-funded by the nego-

tiating parties. In particular, governm
ents frequently cover the cost of their 

ow
n participation in peace negotiations. For exam

ple, in the A
ceh process, the 

Indonesian governm
ent funded its ow

n participation entirely. In the peace 
talks w

ith the FA
R

C
, the C

olom
bian G

overnm
ent covered a large part of the 

costs for the w
hole process. In the B

urundi peace talks in A
rusha, the B

urun-
dian G

overnm
ent provided per diem

s for its representatives. D
epending on the 

case, self-funding can contribute to establishing ow
nership over the process 

and add an incentive for the negotiating parties to proceed effi
ciently w

ith the 
negotiations.

P
rivate sector actors m

ay also provide funding for peace negotiations in 
som

e instances. It has been found that the higher com
panies perceive the 

cost of an arm
ed confl

ict for them
selves, the m

ore likely they are to lend sup-
port to negotiations or other peacebuilding activities as a m

eans to secure 
their business operations (R

ettberg, 2013). In S
outh A

frica, the C
onsultative 

B
usiness M

ovem
ent (C

B
M

) funded m
ediators to help broker peace talks be-

tw
een the A

frican N
ational C

ongress and the N
ational P

arty. P
rivate sector 

actors have also been found to m
ake positive contributions at the local level of 

confl
ict, i.e. w

here its operations take place, and m
ay have access to key indi-

viduals, including com
m

unity leaders or high-level politicians. In the P
hilip-

pines, U
nifrutti Tropical P

hilippines Inc. (U
TP

I) w
as able to provide access to 

the leaders of a local rebel group due to their good relations w
ith the local 

com
m

unity (M
iller et al., 2018). There is how

ever a lim
ited num

ber of private 
sector actors that provide funding for a negotiation process. 

3.3.2 
D

irect funding 

In the case of peace negotiations, direct funding m
eans that a donor, such as 

a m
ultilateral or non-governm

ental organization, channels the funds directly 
to a process, paying for different elem

ents of the negotiation structure di-
rectly, w

ithout m
aking use of an interm

ediary. M
ost m

ultilateral or non-gov-
ernm

ental organizations have a high level of discretion in the use of the regu-
lar or core budget, w

hich allow
s them

 to provide funding directly to peace 
negotiations. 

3.3.3 
Indirect funding

D
onors m

ay also channel their funds through project-specifi
c contributions to 

m
ultilateral or non-governm

ental organizations. For instance, IG
A

D
 and the 

A
frican U

nion, as regional organizations, have received funds from
 G

erm
any to 

support specifi
c negotiating processes. O

ne of the advantages of this is that 
regional m

echanism
s are em

bedded in their regions, w
arranting m

ore local 
ow

nership of the processes. Increasingly, N
G

O
s receive signifi

cant project-
specifi

c funds to support negotiation processes. In Libya, for exam
ple, the 

U
nited N

ations, as a m
ediator, besides fi

nancing its ow
n engagem

ent through 
its regular budget, has draw

n on N
G

O
s, such as the H

D
 C

entre, to raise funds 
for som

e m
ediation-related activities.
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3.3.4 
P

ooled funding

A
 pooled fund is a fi

nancing m
echanism

 w
hich allow

s different donors to put 
their funding into a single pot. These funds are a type of secondary contracting 
m

odality, perm
itting donors to disburse through a joint m

echanism
 and re-

duce the adm
inistrative burden. A

dm
inistrative tasks are outsourced to the 

fund adm
inistrator. In som

e cases, pooled funds are established as an ad hoc 
m

odality to fi
nance a particular peace negotiation. O

verall, such pooled funds 
m

ay be an effective m
eans to support peace negotiations, especially w

hen the 
donors have a com

m
on approach to the direction of funds and establish ap-

propriate coordination m
echanism

s, such as a steering com
m

ittee. These 
pooled funds m

ust have the right m
odalities for disbursing funds, ensuring 

coordination, effi
ciency and sustainability of funding. In order to do so, pooled 

funds m
ust be prem

ised on a com
m

on understanding, a w
illingness to cooper-

ate and standard reporting procedures. O
ne issue w

ith pooled funds is that 
w

hen this com
m

on approach is m
issing, decision-m

aking in the steering com
-

m
ittees m

ay becom
e cum

bersom
e. Indeed, challenges m

ay be encountered 
w

hen it com
es to com

peting donor interests. N
evertheless, pooled funds m

ay 
be useful to ensure greater coordination, to unite donors behind a com

m
on 

strategy and pool the risks of funding peace negotiations.

U
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Insights from
 the case studies on pooled funding

D
uring the negotiations betw

een the C
olom

bian governm
ent and the 

ELN
 (2017-2019), the G

roup of C
ountries for the S

upport, 
A

ccom
panim

ent and C
ooperation (G

PA
A

C
), consisting of G

erm
any, Italy, 

the N
etherlands, S

w
eden and S

w
itzerland, established a pooled fund 

adm
inistered by U

N
D

P. The G
PA

A
C

 fund covered three funding 
w

indow
s: C

ategory A
 covered the operational cost of the ELN

 
delegation, w

hich included item
s such as w

ork m
aterials and health 

care, as w
ell as transport and living costs incurred betw

een negotiation 
rounds. C

ategory B
 covered advisors and technical experts for the ELN

 
delegation. C

ategory C
 provided the possibilities for both delegations 

to request funding for joint activities related to the agreed upon 
them

atic agenda of the negotiation process, i.e. public com
m

unication, 
joint expert support, consultations w

ith civil society, confi
dence-

building m
easures and so on. It w

as a structured fund, w
ith a tentative 

annual budget allocated for each category. A
 steering com

m
ittee w

ith 
representatives of both negotiation delegations and the fi

ve G
PA

A
C

 
m

em
bers decided on funding allocation based on a trim

estral plan as 
w

ell as urgent requests by the negotiating delegations. The logistical 
costs of the negotiation rounds, such as food, accom

m
odation, 

transportation and security, w
ere covered m

ostly by the respective 
host S

tates (i.e. E
cuador and C

uba), and the governm
ental delegation 

covered the operational costs associated w
ith its ow

n delegation.

M
ulti-donor trust funds (M

D
TFs) are a particular type of pooled fund. To be 

classifi
ed as such, the m

oney provided m
ust be held ‘in trust’, m

eaning that it 
is not recognized as revenue to an organization until the funds are disbursed 
for a specifi

c program
m

e (U
N

IC
E

F, n.d.). M
D

TFs, often used in international 
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developm
ent, allow

 countries to pool resources in order to deliver vast 
am

ounts of funding to either governm
ents, m

ultilateral organizations or civil 
society organizations (M

iller, 2012). M
D

TFs can support a single program
, 

m
ultiple program

s or interventions in a given country; or m
ulti-country and 

cross-disciplinary interventions that address a com
m

on issue (“P
ooled fund-

ing and trust funds”, 2012). Thus, M
D

TFs often center on specifi
c issues, such 

as post-confl
ict reconstruction (M

iller, 2012), or m
ay focus on a specifi

c con-
fl

ict context. M
D

TFs m
obilize fi

nancial resources and have proper allocation 
m

echanism
s. They are governed as follow

s: M
D

TFs have a fund adm
inistrator 

(or fund m
anager, secretariat), m

ostly a U
nited N

ations agency or the W
orld 

B
ank, w

ho adm
inisters and coordinates the fund (M

iller, 2012). A
 steering 

com
m

ittee, typically m
ade up of representatives from

 donors, m
ultilateral or-

ganizations, national governm
ents and experts, outlines the fram

ew
ork and 

approves applications m
ade by different organizations or entities to the fund 

for grants. A
 review

 board, or funding decision-m
aking body, review

s these 
applications (M

iller, 2012).

O
ften, M

D
TFs are highly institutionalized funding arrangem

ents. H
ence, 

they are public, and used to fund public phases or activities of a negotiation 
process. Issues m

ay arise am
ong donors w

ith regards to attributability of 
funding for certain activities. This is closely related to com

petition betw
een 

donors, and the lack of visibility, or the inability to claim
 the glory for contrib-

uting to, a specifi
c activity w

ithin a process. E
xam

ining the U
nited N

ations 
P

eacebuilding Fund, as an exam
ple of an M

D
TF, it appears that there rem

ain 
m

any opportunities to use such funds for the fi
nancing of peace negotiations. 

From
 2006 to 2013, for instance, only a sm

all share of fi
nancing provided to 

the P
B

F w
as used to support peace negotiation and m

ediation processes. O
nly 

U
S

D
 3.5 m

illion w
ere given to the subcategory “E

nhancing P
olitical D

ialogue”, 
w

hich is part of P
riority A

rea 1 “S
upport the im

plem
entation of peace agree-

m
ents and political dialogue”. This represents only 1%

 of funding and 2%
 of 

projects supported. In contrast, 42%
 of global net transfers w

ere aw
arded to 

P
riority A

rea 1 overall (C
avalcante, 2019, p.244). 
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E
xam

ple of a M
D

TF
The Joint P

eace Fund (JP
F

) in M
yanm

ar is an exam
ple of an M

D
TF. 

U
N

O
P

S
, the Trustee and C

ontract M
anager, is its legal representative 

and holds the funds. The fund is governed by a Fund B
oard of its 

donors, including A
ustralia, C

anada, D
enm

ark, the E
U

, Finland, Italy, 
Japan, N

orw
ay, S

w
itzerland, the U

nited K
ingdom

 and the U
nited 

S
tates. E

stablished in 2015, the fund has three pillars: confl
ict 

m
anagem

ent m
echanism

s, negotiations and dialogue, and 
participation. Funds are disbursed to the governm

ent and ethnic arm
ed 

organizations (E
A

O
s), as w

ell as to projects that are supporting or 
strengthening any ceasefi

re agreem
ents. A

s an exam
ple, the JP

F 
funded the “Track II Inform

al Talks in S
upport of the P

eace P
rocess”, 

im
plem

ented by the C
enter for P

eace and R
econciliation (Joint P

eace 
Fund, “W

ho w
e are”, nd).

The extent to w
hich the funding of peace negotiations behaves like a m

arket is 
a question that underpins this research. First, w

hen view
ing donors as ‘suppli-

ers’ in the sense that they ‘supply’ funds, it seem
s m

ore logical that they 
w

ould be w
illing to supply less m

oney as the price increases. In other w
ords, 

the supply curve should slope dow
nw

ards. O
n the other hand, if w

e view
 nego-

tiation parties and m
ediation team

s as the ‘dem
anders’ in the m

odel (in the 
sense that they ‘dem

and’ funds for a process they w
ish to be a part of), the 

dem
and curve should slope upw

ards. This is exactly the opposite in a stand-
ard supply-and-dem

and m
arket fram

ew
ork, w

here dem
and goes up as price 

goes dow
n; and w

illingness to supply goes up as price increases. A
lthough 

these perverse curves have som
e precedent in theory, real-life exam

ples in 
m

odern societies are extrem
ely rare, if extant at all. A

t the sam
e tim

e, if w
e 

view
 ‘peace’ (or at least, ‘functioning peace negotiations’) as the good that is 

dem
anded and supplied, a m

ore standard m
arket fram

ew
ork begins to em

erge. 
This is useful, as it provides a benchm

ark against w
hich to analyze the infor-

m
ation gleaned from

 the interview
s. 

This section fi
rst presents eight key issues that em

erge from
 our analy-

sis of the interview
 m

aterial. S
ubsequently, it discusses the m

arket im
plica-

tions of these key narratives. S
pecifi

cally, these key issues respond to re-
search question 4: ‘H

ow
 does funding contribute to a functioning peace 

negotiation process (enabling/disabling factor)?’

4.1 
K

ey issues

4.1.1 
D

istribution 

The negotiation structure and the funding structure are co-constituted in a 
’m

atching gam
e’ betw

een funding requests and external funding. E
specially 

given the im
portance of inform

ation, this m
atching gam

e m
ight not alw

ays al-
low

 an effi
cient distribution of the funding. E

ffective distribution of funding 
m

eans that external funds are effi
ciently m

atched w
ith the actual requests of 

the process. W
hen funding is effi

ciently distributed, negotiation stakeholders 
are not constrained by the quantity and quality of funding. Funds can be inef-
fi

ciently distributed if som
e im

portant activities are diffi
cult to im

plem
ent due 

to lack of funding, especially if that is m
atched by other com

ponents of the 
negotiation architecture that receive an excess of funds.

The (in)effectiveness of the distribution of funding can have a m
ajor im

-
pact on peace negotiations. It does so at three levels. First, distribution ef-
fectiveness has effects at a global level, by infl

uencing w
hich potential or on-

going peace negotiations receive external funding and w
hich not. S

econd, 
distribution effectiveness has consequences w

ith regard to the m
om

ent w
hen 

funding becom
es available, related to the phase of the negotiation process. 

Third, distribution effectiveness can vary betw
een different elem

ents (i.e. 
item

s or activities) of a negotiation structure at a given m
om

ent in tim
e. 

4 Funding and the D
ynam

ics 
 

of P
eace N

egotiations
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W
hile none of the negotiation processes studied in this report experi-

enced m
ajor issues w

ith funding availability in general, it becam
e clear that 

not all peace negotiations receive the sam
e level of funding. A

s an interview
ee 

put it, “there are processes that do not get w
hat they need, and others that 

receive m
ore than they need” (I7) 18. The availability of funding for specifi

c con-
fl

icts depends on a variety of factors, in particular the political priorities of the 
donors and the am

ount of confl
icts com

peting w
ith each other for funding. For 

exam
ple, the high visibility of the S

yrian confl
ict, its proxim

ity to E
urope, and 

the w
illingness of W

estern donors to see the U
nited N

ations take the lead, 
explain w

hy large am
ounts of funds have been m

ade available for these nego-
tiations. In other contexts, fundraising m

ight be m
ore challenging. These in-

clude for exam
ple the protracted confl

icts in E
astern E

urope or the ’confl
ict 

w
ithin the confl

ict’ betw
een separatists and the central governm

ent in the 
S

outh of Yem
en. U

neven distribution of funding betw
een ongoing confl

icts can 
result in certain negotiation processes not receiving enough support, w

hile 
others do not have the absorption capacity to deal w

ith an overfl
ow

 of external 
funds. Funding availability also differs betw

een various phases of the negotia-
tion process. A

s com
pared to the later stages of a negotiation process, the 

early phases of confl
ict prevention and the initiation of peace talks appear the 

m
ost diffi

cult to fund. C
onfl

ict prevention, or engagem
ent at the early stages 

of confl
ict escalation, appears to be underfunded because funding for peace 

negotiations is predom
inantly crisis-driven. Indeed, “m

any international ac-
tors only start contributing fi

nancially to efforts to initiate a peace processes 
after a crisis or confl

ict has erupted” (O
E

C
D

, 2012: 56; P
apagianni and W

enn-
m

ann, 2010). Fundraising for the initiation stage of a peace negotiation pro-
cess appears challenging due to the uncertainty and discretion that charac-
terize such a phase. D

onors m
ight prove unw

illing to engage in processes that 
carry both hum

anitarian and reputational risks. A
s a result, early talks are 

often funded through the core budget of private m
ediation organizations that 

can initiate such engagem
ents in a m

ore low
-profi

le w
ay (B

uchanan, 2019: 
18). This diffi

culty to fund early phases of a negotiation process has negative 
consequences, since it m

ight delay negotiations and thus prolong hum
an 

suffering. 

Interview
s also pointed to variations in funding availability for different 

elem
ents of the negotiation structure in an ongoing peace negotiation. A

m
ong 

item
s and activities that are m

ore easily funded, interview
ees listed capacity-

building for confl
ict parties, the provision of external expertise in peace talks 

(som
etim

es in-kind by the donors them
selves), the secondm

ent of m
ediation 

staff by donors in the m
ediation team

 and inclusion m
echanism

s. The factors 
infl

uencing higher fund availability for these activities include the low
er politi-

cal sensitivity, the visibility of these activities and the ability of donors to pro-
vide these in-kind, as w

ell as a generally positive connotation. The greater 
availability of funding for som

e activities can som
etim

es be problem
atic w

hen 
they do not directly m

atch w
ith urgent needs of the negotiation process. For 

exam
ple, interview

ees referred to capacity-building events being organized 
w

ithout necessarily having a great added value for the process, or too m
any 

secondm
ents creating im

balances in expertise w
ithin the m

ediation team
. 
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18 
The anonym

ous, sem
i-structured 

interview
s w

ere coded: I for general 
interview

s, A
 for interview

s related to 
the Aceh case study, B

 for interview
s 

related to the B
urundi case study, S

 
related to the S

yria case study, and C
 

related to the C
olom

bia case study.

A
m

ong item
s that are m

ore diffi
cult to fund, interview

ees listed over-
heads and personnel costs (e.g. the offi

ce structure, hum
an resources and fi

-
nance staff, and the evaluation and m

onitoring processes) and operational 
costs (e.g. transport, subsistence allow

ances and security), as w
ell as costs 

related to the participation of listed arm
ed groups. The factors infl

uencing 
low

er fund availability for these activities include the higher diffi
culty to con-

trol the use of the funds, the low
er visibility of these activities, legal con-

straints, higher risk and political sensitivity, or lack of interest from
 donors or 

their constituencies. Fund unavailability for specifi
c activities can create 

problem
s in the m

ediation process, as elem
ents that the parties deem

 essen-
tial could be left w

ithout funding. For exam
ple, diffi

culty to fund travel outside 
of the confl

ict zone m
ight be detrim

ental to peace negotiations in contexts 
w

here travelling to a neutral ground could facilitate negotiations. 

The distribution of funding m
ay also have an im

pact on the sym
m

etry 
betw

een the parties to the negotiations. The nature of a peace negotiation 
betw

een a governm
ent and a non-S

tate actor often includes an inherent 
asym

m
etry on the level of capacities and funding. D

ifferential access to re-
sources needed for the participation in peace negotiations could result in an 
uneven level fi

eld in peace talks. S
uch an asym

m
etry can be addressed by 

providing external support, such as the costs directly associated w
ith partici-

pation or technical expertise. H
ow

ever, uneven access to external funds can 
increase the im

balance and be a source of tensions. In the case of the A
ceh 

peace negotiation, the G
A

M
 stated that it w

as not able to bring their m
ost im

-
portant negotiators to the table due to a lack of funds. 
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K
ey take-aw

ay: Avoid excess for the futile and scarcity for the crucial.
There are variations in the availability of funds betw

een different 
confl

ict contexts, phases of a negotiation process and elem
ents of the 

negotiation structure. This unequal distribution of funds can becom
e 

problem
atic w

hen certain com
ponents are overfunded, w

hile others 
struggle to fi

nd funds, and w
hen certain confl

ict situations receive 
excess support and others not enough, or none at all. 

4.1.2 
R

esponsiveness and fl
exibility

The very nature of political violence is that it is a confrontational, presum
ably 

non-cooperative, strategic interaction betw
een tw

o or m
ore parties (K

alyvas, 
2006), w

hich changes as confl
icts endure. The sam

e goes for peace agree-
m

ents and the processes that lead to them
. A

s fl
uid concepts involving m

ulti-
ple, iterative discussions, peace negotiations, inherently, generate new

 infor-
m

ation (B
rew

er, 2010). The potential that unexpected expenses arise is, 
therefore, high. In order to keep individuals and parties at the table, or sim

ply 
to satisfy desires of delegations, funding m

echanism
s need to be able to re-

spond to this fl
uidity, w

hich often stands in contrast to donor w
ishes or 

capacities. 
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S
everal interview

ees note, both generally and specifi
cally, that m

oney 
is needed rapidly once a negotiation begins. “R

apid m
oney giving is very im

-
portant w

hen the m
om

entum
 is there.” (A

4). In contrast, several donors oper-
ate w

ith long lags, m
eaning an additional requirem

ent has arisen for bodies 
w

hich front costs once pledges have been m
ade. “W

hat you have to do, you 
have to borrow

 m
oney…

 you look for som
eone to forw

ard m
oney and w

hen its 
pledged, w

e give it back.” (I11). 

Interview
ees, in quite som

e detail, noted a m
ism

atch betw
een the cy-

cles that are typical of a peace negotiation and the m
anner in w

hich funding is 
apportioned. R

ather, individual phases of the negotiation tend to be funded, 
e.g. initial sum

s to cover an inception period. In turn, it takes signifi
cant en-

ergy to continue to fi
nd funds for ongoing or lengthier negotiations, w

hich can 
distract negotiators’ attention from

 the process itself. “Very diffi
cult to do 

project-based funding for [long] processes. S
m

all initiatives of €200,000; the 
w

indow
 m

ight have already closed at the tim
e you m

anaged to get the m
oney.” 

(I12).

Interview
ees m

ention the evolution of the (in)fl
exibility of funding, stat-

ing that, for exam
ple, the process in A

ceh w
as benefi

tted by a level of fl
exibil-

ity that no longer exists. This suggests that the gap betw
een the kinds of fund-

ing that negotiations need and the type that are available for and to them
 w

ill 
grow

. In other w
ords, infl

exibility m
ight not have been a problem

 in the past 
but is one now

. “A
 particular challenge is that donors becom

e m
ore and m

ore 
strict.” (A

2)

A
 funding m

echanism
 should be responsive to the needs of the negotia-

tion process it is designed to serve. P
articular challenges include the account-

ability requirem
ents of donors, as w

ell as the continuous evolution of funding 
needed for a particular negotiation process. W

hile there seem
s to be a general 

preoccupation am
ong negotiation stakeholders that funding m

echanism
s 

could not be suffi
ciently responsive to their request, this research has found 

little evidence of existential threats arising from
 a lack of responsiveness. 

P
ossibly, there is a trend that the fl

exibility a responsive process requires is 
becom

ing harder to fi
nd in tim

e. If this trend continues, m
echanism

s could 
becom

e too infl
exible and im

pose m
ore than effi

ciency costs on negotiation 
processes. There is som

e potential for private diplom
acy organizations and 

the private sector, or a com
bination of the tw

o, to intervene in such situations, 
as they can m

ore readily deploy funds and do not, necessarily, face the sam
e 

kinds of restrictions as S
tate and m

ultilateral donors do. A
t the sam

e tim
e, 

w
hile alm

ost all of the private sector should benefi
t from

 a stable positive 
peace, free-rider and coordination problem

s are likely to arise. W
hen all par-

ties benefi
t, it is not clear w

hich individuals or groups are w
illing or able to 

intervene. 
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4.1.3 
C

oordination and com
petition 

C
om

petition am
ong donors is a w

ell-know
n problem

 in international develop-
m

ent cooperation and peacebuilding. These issues are also very m
uch evident 

in the funding for peace negotiations. This research has provided evidence of 
com

petition betw
een donors and other third parties to be involved in a given 

process. 

The interview
ees suggest that com

petition am
ong donors, especially 

S
tate donors and N

G
O

s, can have negative im
pacts on peace negotiations. 

This includes com
petition betw

een donors to fund specifi
c activities, com

pe-
tition to fund particular types of processes and com

petition betw
een actors to 

access funding to support a process. D
onors m

ight com
pete for the prestige of 

supporting a negotiation process or because they hope to gain certain lever-
age over the process. S

uch com
petition leads to a lack of com

m
unication and 

coordination. A
s one interview

ee explained, this leads to duplication of ef-
forts, thereby causing vital funds being m

isused on elem
ents that are already 

w
ell-supported, w

hile funding for other elem
ents m

ight still be required. This 
also m

eans that S
tate donors do not correctly leverage their com

parative ad-
vantages. Instead, com

petition can drive donors to focus on funding the m
ost 

visible and prestigious processes and aspects of processes. A
t the sam

e tim
e, 

other com
ponents of the process m

ight be left underfunded due to a lack of 
coordination. C

om
petition m

ay also lead organizations to seek funding for 
skills they do not have, in order to m

axim
ize their involvem

ent. 

A
t its root, com

petition has a certain self-interest to get involved in pro-
cesses, including ‘getting the credit’, prestige for fi

nancing or being involved 
in a high-profi

le peace negotiation in a visible m
anner. The m

ore attractive 
topics and processes (presum

ably also the m
ore visible) have m

ore possible 
donors, therefore fostering possible com

petition. O
n the other hand, the m

ore 
diffi

cult topics (and presum
ably the less visible processes) struggle to fi

nd 
support. In this sense, donor com

petition m
ay restrict the entire space in 

w
hich negotiations can take place, and infl

uence w
hich ones take place at all. 

C
om

m
unicating and coordinating am

ong donors and other third parties m
ore 

effectively could m
ean that processes, including aspects that are diffi

cult to 
fund, are m

ore effectively fi
nanced and that donors can use their positive lev-

erage in a coordinated m
anner. 
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K
ey take-aw

ay: R
apid m

oney is key w
hen m

om
entum

 is there.
P

eace negotiations tend to onset rapidly at som
e m

om
ent w

hen the 
confl

ict is ripe for it to do so. P
recisely w

hen this happens is not 
necessarily predictable. C

onsequently, funds for the early phases of 
negotiation processes are needed rapidly and at short notice. N

eeds 
arise unexpectedly during the process as w

ell. Funding m
echanism

s 
can inhibit progress or reduce m

om
entum

 w
hen they cannot respond to 

the often rapidly evolving needs. 
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Interview
ees also highlighted, to a lesser extent, com

petition am
ong interna-

tional N
G

O
s involved in m

ediation or m
ediation support. S

om
e highlighted 

that lim
ited funds being available in the fi

eld of peace m
ediation has m

ade 
cooperation challenging. M

ediation and m
ediation support N

G
O

s m
ay com

-
pete for the prestige of directly supporting high-level negotiation processes, 
as w

ell as for the associated funding. A
s a result, N

G
O

 staff are hesitant to 
share inform

ation, contacts and know
ledge w

ith other organizations. 

C
oordination betw

een donors and other third-party actors involved in 
negotiation processes m

ay occur through either a ‘top-dow
n’ approach, 
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A
n E

xam
ple of C

ooperation in a C
om

plicated N
egotiation

In the intra-S
yrian peace talks, donor com

petition w
as present at the 

im
plem

entation level. This m
ight affect the quality of the process given 

that there is a focus on quick im
plem

entation, w
hich sacrifi

ces 
effi

ciency and quality: “It w
as not alw

ays the case in S
yria, if you go 

back to the early days as you know
, the N

orw
egians had their thing, the 

B
rits had their thing, the A

m
ericans had their thing…

 It w
as not alw

ays 
pulling in the sam

e direction. A
nd, also, you know

 because w
hen you go 

into one of these environm
ent w

here things are not very w
ell controlled, 

you have com
petition at the im

plem
entation level, w

hich som
etim

es 
can be at the expense of quality.” (S

3) 

D
onor com

petition also distracted the opposition w
hen they w

ere 
supposed to organize them

selves in preparation for negotiations w
ith 

the S
yrian governm

ent. O
ne interview

ee highlighted a “donor and 
advisory circus” in a hotel lobby in 2016, w

hich included donors, 
advisors and N

G
O

s. R
ather than m

eeting to organize them
selves for the 

talks, the O
pposition had too m

any m
eetings w

ith this “circus”. The 
presence of all these individuals further m

eant that confi
dential 

conversations w
ere im

possible.

A
ll in all, the issue of com

petition and coordination w
as m

anaged w
ell 

throughout this process. D
onors understood that the U

nited N
ations 

should be in the lead of the process and coordinating the track I 
process. S

econdly, the creation of the S
P

I by the E
U

 and G
erm

any that 
funded the m

ajority of projects on the other tracks also m
anaged to 

coordinate m
ore effectively betw

een the donors. 

Indeed, com
petition betw

een donors w
as also used positively to fi

nd 
funding for certain activities. A

ccording to one interview
ee, the U

nited 
N

ations itself fram
ed the C

S
S

R
 process in such a w

ay as to incentivize 
donors to fund it, and at tim

es played the different donors against each 
other to achieve funding: “[…

] S
o the U

N
 played w

ith this im
age of the 

C
S

S
R

 as a successful process. It w
as presented as som

ething 
desirable to fund because it w

orked w
ell.” (S

5) In this w
ay, donor 

self-interest in funding and the resulting donor com
petition m

ay also 
be used to secure funding for a given process or activity.

w
hereby one entity or actor, for exam

ple the m
ain m

ediator, takes the lead 
and delegates tasks to the other actors. A

lternatively, coordination can take 
the form

 of a netw
ork, w

here entities and organizations identify a com
m

on 
goal and agree to a certain division of tasks (Lanz and G

asser, 2013). S
uch 

coordination m
echanism

s m
ay address som

e of the issues associated w
ith 

com
petition that have been outlined above. S

ystem
atic coordination is also 

needed for processes or activities that are taking place on other tracks, as 
w

ell as to ensure that processes are funded in the m
ost effi

cient m
anner 

possible. 

W
hile standard econom

ic theory w
ould suggest that the em

ergence of 
com

petition should lead to increases in effi
ciency and specialization, this 

logic only appears to hold partially w
ith regard to peace negotiation. C

om
peti-

tion in this fi
eld has arguably led to m

ore specialization and expertise, illus-
trated by the increasing num

ber of specialized organizations w
orking on nego-

tiation, m
ediation and m

ediation support. H
ow

ever, com
petition has certainly 

affected effi
ciency, as it has led to the duplication of efforts and the absorp-

tion of negotiating parties, im
pacting both the tim

ing and quality of the nego-
tiation process. E

ffective coordination am
ong donors, as w

ell as betw
een do-

nors and negotiation stakeholders, m
ay address som

e of the consequences of 
com

petition and lead to m
ore effective fi

nancing of negotiation processes.
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K
ey take-aw

ay: N
ot joining forces m

ight m
ean underm

ining other 
stakeholders.
C

om
petition am

ong donors and other third parties, especially N
G

O
s, 

can hinder the effective fi
nancing of peace negotiation due to the 

duplication of efforts and the lack of com
m

unication., It thereby 
adversely affects the effective distribution of funding and support to 
peace negotiations.

4.1.4 
D

onor leverage 

D
onors m

ight, at tim
es, seek to use their fi

nancial m
eans to infl

uence the 
structure, content or dynam

ics of peace negotiations. Financing a negotiation 
process provides donors w

ith a certain leverage through w
hich they then have 

the possibility to shape the process. In som
e cases, leverage m

ight be per-
ceived as a disabling factor, e.g. if the donors’ self-interest is im

posed against 
the interest of an effective negotiation process to end an arm

ed confl
ict and 

build sustainable peace. In other cases, the leverage m
ight be perceived as 

benefi
cial, e.g. w

hen donors engage constructively w
ith the m

ediators or the 
negotiation parties to provide required expertise in the conceptualization of 
the negotiation architecture or useful pressure for the negotiations to pro-
gress. S

uch shaping can take place at both the strategic level (that is, for ex-
am

ple, through contributions to international bodies and associated say in the 
priorities and actions of those bodies) and the process level (by funding cer-
tain item

s or activities).
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S
om

e interview
ees m

entioned, for exam
ple, that certain S

tates indeed 
use their fi

nancial contributions to m
ultilateral organizations to have a say 

w
ith regard to this organization’s involvem

ent in peace negotiations, and 
thereby indirectly exert infl

uence on the negotiation processes. Financial con-
tributions m

ight provide the possibility to infl
uence appointm

ents of senior 
staff, w

ho can in turn affect the respective decision-m
aking processes w

ith 
regard to peace negotiations. H

ow
ever, the nature of shaping on the strategic 

level is, alm
ost by default, m

ore diffi
cult to trace than the infl

uence on the 
process level.

In m
any cases, donors have the leverage to shape a negotiation pro-

cess, in an enabling or disabling w
ay, by funding som

e parts of it and not fund-
ing others. O

n this process level, there are tw
o m

ain w
ays of leveraging infl

u-
ence. First, donors can infl

uence the structure and conduct of a given process. 
S

econd, donors can infl
uence the content. In both cases, this has obvious im

-
pacts on the outcom

e of a process.  

A
ccording to m

any interview
ees, earm

arked funding plays a crucial role 
in exerting infl

uence. From
 a donor’s perspective, there are com

prehensible 
reasons for earm

arked funding, such as the need to ensure the effi
cient use of 

taxpayer m
oney or broader foreign-policy and dom

estic agendas into w
hich 

their involvem
ent in a negotiation process m

ust fi
t. The need for a certain 

am
ount of control, therefore, is understandable. H

ow
ever, from

 the perspec-
tive of the negotiation stakeholders, and in particular a m

ediation team
 in 

charge of a process, earm
arked funding can be problem

atic, e.g. in cases 
w

here m
any donors w

ant to fund the sam
e activities and item

s or in cases 
w

here donors w
ant to fund activities or item

s that are not needed at all or not 
at that specifi

c m
om

ent in tim
e. B

ut m
ost interview

ees m
entioning this par-

ticular challenge also added that this rarely derails an entire process, as there 
are usually creative w

ays around this. 

U
sually, shaping the structure and conduct of a m

ediation process is 
rather subtle: “It has to do w

ith how
 those w

ho have the m
oney determ

ine in a 
m

uch m
ore subtle w

ay w
hat decisions are taken over tim

e. It does not dictate 
w

here you go in a process, but it has the capacity to persuade people of w
hat 

can be negotiated or not.” (I13) 

A
 com

m
on w

ay of exerting leverage is through norm
ative pressure, e.g. 

by pushing for the inclusion of certain actors (see case study box on S
yria be-

low
). S

peeding up a process by setting deadlines
19 is another com

m
on ap-

proach. O
ne w

ell-know
n and docum

ented exam
ple is D

arfur: “There, it w
as 

deadline diplom
acy. W

e received instruction from
 the B

rits to fi
nish fast. W

hen 
w

e told them
 w

e could not m
eet their deadlines, they threatened to w

ithdraw
 

funding for paym
ent of the hotel.” (I8) C

hallenges around tight deadlines are 
also linked to the m

anner in w
hich peace negotiations are usually fi

nanced. 
N

egotiation processes m
ostly receive sum

s that cover betw
een three to six 

m
onths of w

ork. A
fter a few

 w
eeks, the next batch of funding then needs to be 

secured, w
hich is often bound to visible progress. This puts a certain tim

e 
pressure on the m

ediation team
, the negotiation stakeholders and the nego-

tiation process as a w
hole. D

eadlines can also be m
otivated by other donor 

19 
In som

e instances, the deadlines are ex-
ternal to the process, e.g. w

hen there are 
elections upcom

ing in a donor country.
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concerns, such as ending atrocities quickly. H
ow

ever, as an interview
ee put it, 

“asking the m
ediator to speed up is not to understand the nature of m

edia-
tion” (I8). S

hort tim
e fram

es can create issues in the m
ediation process by 

forcing the m
ediation team

 to accelerate and fi
nd ’quick fi

xes’ that w
ill not 

prove sustainable. A
t the sam

e tim
e, deadlines can som

etim
es be used con-

structively by m
ediators –

 possibly in collusion w
ith the donors –

 to acceler-
ate negotiations that are blocked. 

D
onors’ red lines and preferences m

ay also im
pact the content of peace 

negotiations, although usually to a low
er extent than their design and con-

duct. N
orm

ative and m
oral notions often play an im

portant role, as the B
urun-

dian process from
 1998 to 2000 exem

plifi
es: “It contributes to failure. It leads 

to including in the agreem
ent norm

s that are then ignored by the parties. For 
exam

ple, in B
urundi, the P

retoria agreem
ent includes provisions for prosecu-

tion of w
ar crim

es, this w
as because of donor pressures. They have been ig-

nored since then.” (I8). A
nother w

ay for donors to infl
uence the content of a 

negotiation process is by deploying their ow
n experts to a process. This is not 

only useful in positioning oneself as a donor but is, for the m
ost part, also per-

ceived as a low
-risk and low

-harm
 strategy. W

hile this can, in som
e cases, be 

appreciated by those involved in a process, it can also have a negative im
pact 

–
 especially w

hen the capabilities of a given expert are not needed or w
hen it 

is used to steer the direction of content, instead of supporting a process in its 
real needs. 
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A
n E

xam
ple of D

onors U
sing Leverage for G

ood
The m

echanism
s for inclusion of civil society (C

ivil S
ociety S

upport 
R

oom
, C

S
S

R
) and w

om
en (W

om
en A

dvisory B
oard, W

A
B

) in the intra-
S

yrian talks w
ere initiated by the O

ffi
ce of the U

nited N
ations S

pecial 
E

nvoy. The U
nited N

ations, being the m
ediator as w

ell as a big provider 
of funds for the peace talks, had decided that this process should be 
inclusive, even against the w

ill of the confl
ict parties. In this sense, 

som
e S

tate donors also tried to shape the process according to their 
norm

ative preferences: “A
lso including w

om
en. W

e have seen som
e 

m
odest progress in term

s of trying to m
ake our values count and try to 

ensure them
 into the S

yrian peace process.” (S
4)

K
ey take-aw

ay: B
e careful w

ith donor leverage.
W

ith m
oney com

es the pow
er to infl

uence a process. D
onor leverage 

can be exerted in m
anifold w

ays. W
hile it can be to the benefi

t of a 
process if there is a constructive and desired interaction betw

een 
donors and negotiation stakeholders that brings the negotiations 
forw

ard, it can also jeopardize or even derail an entire negotiation 
process if the contrary is the case.
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4.1.5 
Legal, institutional and adm

inistrative constraints 

Legal and adm
inistrative constraints of donors typically affect the m

odalities 
of the funding agreem

ent.  W
hile often unavoidable, these constraints can be-

com
e a disabling factor for functioning peace negotiations w

hen they are too 
disconnected from

 the realities of the peace negotiations. This section dis-
cusses tw

o types of constraints, their origin and potential incom
patibility w

ith 
the reality of peace negotiations. 

A
 fi

rst set of constraints results from
 legal or institutional regulations 

of donors. O
ne of the m

ost com
m

only cited lim
itations is funding for activities 

to engage w
ith groups that are blacklisted or that take place in territories con-

trolled by such groups. Lists of prescribed groups include the U
nited N

ations 
S

ecurity C
ouncil blacklist, the regulations of the U

nited S
tates D

epartm
ent of 

the Treasury’s O
ffi

ce of Foreign A
ssets C

ontrol (O
FA

C
) and the E

U
 blacklist. 

S
om

e donors also have specifi
c policies not to fund governm

ental agencies. In 
addition to this, certain donors also have institutional constraints on the type 
of activities they can fund, e.g. political or advocacy activities or potential 
dual-use goods, such as com

puter or com
m

unication equipm
ent. A

 last group 
of institutional constraints includes m

ore specifi
c, technical policies such as 

restrictions on funding business class fl
ights or alcoholic beverages. 

S
uch legal and institutional constraints are not alw

ays suited to the re-
ality of peace negotiations. In particular, peace negotiations frequently need 
to engage w

ith proscribed actors. The line is often blurry betw
een activities 

that can or cannot be funded due to proxim
ity to proscribed actors, w

hich 
m

ight m
ake it cum

bersom
e for m

ediation team
s to determ

ine w
hat is allow

ed 
and w

hat is not. B
y lim

iting the availability of funds to specifi
c activities, legal 

and institutional conditions can thus create lim
its on the m

argin of m
aneuver 

of the m
ediation team

s. 

A
 second set of constraints can em

erge from
 adm

inistrative regula-
tions, related to the project-based nature of funding. First, som

e donors re-
quest project im

plem
enters to provide detailed project proposals w

ith spe-
cifi

c tim
e schedules and m

easurable objectives. In som
e cases, donors 

earm
ark funds tightly based on these project proposals, lim

iting the m
argin of 

m
aneuver of how

 funds can be used. S
econd, project-based funding im

plies 
the attribution of funding for a tim

e-lim
ited period, usually ranging betw

een 
three and tw

elve m
onths. Third, project-based funding im

plies adm
inistrative 

and reporting requirem
ents. W

hile ensuring transparency and fi
nancial ac-

countability is crucial, such requirem
ents also cause a heavy burden at tim

es, 
especially w

hen different donors apply different regulations and w
hen project 

periods are very short.  

P
roject-based funding, som

etim
es coupled w

ith results-based m
an-

agem
ent procedures, m

ight not alw
ays be w

ell-suited to the nature of peace 
negotiations for three m

ain reasons. First, the high unpredictability of peace 
negotiations is not necessarily com

patible w
ith the planning requirem

ents of 
detailed project-based funding. N

egotiation structures and planning often 
have to be adapted at short notice due to new

 endogenous and exogenous 
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developm
ents. A

dm
inistrative funding requirem

ents can be a disabling factor 
for functioning negotiations in the cases w

here it severely lim
its the fl

exibility 
of the m

ediation team
 to adapt the negotiation structure and conduct to evolv-

ing confl
ict dynam

ics. 

A
 second unpredictable feature of peace negotiations is the possibility 

to plan, including the tim
e necessary to reach a m

eaningful agreem
ent. A

c-
cordingly, funding deadlines m

ight not correspond to the dynam
ic and often 

prolonged nature of peace negotiations. P
roject-determ

ined tim
elines m

ight 
cause certain elem

ents of the negotiation structure or activities to be funded 
too early or not at all. In the w

orst-case scenario, the end of a funding cycle 
m

ight m
ean the end of a negotiation before it has reached a conclusion. 

Third, reporting requirem
ents m

ight represent a heavy, tim
e-consum

-
ing adm

inistrative burden for m
ediation team

s, secretariat staff and even 
confl

ict parties. This burden is often m
ultiplied as negotiations are funded by 

m
ultiple donors w

ith different tim
e fram

es and reporting requirem
ents. S

m
all 

m
ediation team

s m
ight be forced to divert the focus and energy of som

e of the 
m

ediation aw
ay from

 the actual m
ediation w

ork to fundraise and handle ad-
m

inistrative requirem
ents. R

eporting requirem
ents can also prove extrem

ely 
challenging for confl

ict parties that do not necessarily have the required ad-
m

inistrative expertise.
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A
n E

xam
ple on the C

onstraints that C
an B

e Im
posed on a Process

In C
olom

bia, a challenge arose from
 a lack of experience in 

adm
inistration and accounting on the side of the ELN

. This w
as 

m
anaged in three w

ays. First, donor representatives supported the 
respective delegation m

em
bers to acquire the necessary 

adm
inistrative com

petence. S
econd, once the fund w

as established, 
U

N
D

P
 acted as the operator of the fund, thus providing the delegation 

w
ith the necessary support in establishing and m

aintaining budgets. 
Third, due to legal and institutional constraints, support w

as provided 
in-kind, w

ith all bills being paid through U
N

D
P. A

 sim
ilar challenge w

as 
reported for the B

angsam
oro P

eace A
greem

ent P
rocess, notably 

regarding the M
oro Islam

ic Liberation Front (M
ILF

) in the P
hilippines. In 

both cases, adm
inistrative discussions w

ere also used as an 
opportunity for trust building am

ong parties of the negotiation process. 

The C
S

S
R

 in the intra-S
yrian talks w

as funded through a com
plex 

m
echanism

 w
ith four donors, including S

w
itzerland, N

orw
ay, S

w
eden 

and the S
P

I (w
hich is itself funded by the E

U
 and G

erm
any, and 

im
plem

ented by G
IZ

). E
ach donor had specifi

c budgeting and reporting 
requirem

ents, w
ith different form

s and deadlines. This created, at 
tim

es, a heavy adm
inistrative burden for the team

s in charge of the 
project. The com

plexity of the budgets also m
ade it challenging to 

ensure transparency. A
 related challenge w

as that som
e of the 

docum
ents and inform

ation required for reporting could not be 
acquired in som

e context (e.g. taxi receipts) or could not be disclosed 
due to security reasons (e.g. details on travel itineraries).
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4.1.6 
Legitim

acy of the funding 

In m
ost cases, the perception of the donors’ im

partiality is essential for a 
functioning funding m

echanism
. In the context of peace negotiations, if do-

nors are not considered as im
partial by the negotiation stakeholders or other 

key actors in the confl
ict context, the support they provide m

ay be considered 
as negatively affecting the negotiation process. In particular, if donors are 
perceived to have interests in a particular outcom

e of the process, or are be-
lieved to favor one side over others, the funding m

echanism
 itself, and there-

fore the negotiation architecture, can be underm
ined.

Interview
ees noted that negotiating parties have a strong desire to 

know
 w

here the funding is com
ing from

. K
now

ing w
ho is funding the process 

is, clearly, a m
ajor step in the building of trust betw

een parties and the pro-
cess. This suggests that efforts at obfuscating the donors of the funding 
m

echanism
 is unlikely to be effective in creating perceptions of im

partiality. 
S

im
ilarly, pooling funds, or labelling them

 under um
brella providers are often 

not valid tools (although, of course, this does not im
ply that the opposite is not 

also som
etim

es true). “…
there is interest by the participants in w

here the 
m

oney com
es from

.” (S
1)

O
ther interview

ees noted the relationship betw
een the donors them

-
selves and the legitim

acy of the process that is to be fi
nanced. In particular, it 

w
as noted that w

hen the process or aspects of the process are funded by par-
ties involved in the confl

ict, legitim
acy problem

s arise. This likely reduces the 
available pool of potential donors in any given process and opens up questions 
about the validity of parties ’self-funding’ their participation. “M

ediators need 
to be extra careful in […

] ensur[ing] that any m
oney […

] does not com
e from

 
countries linked to the confl

ict parties. This can be a big problem
.” (I3).

S
om

e countries are considered to lack im
partiality in any process. 

These countries tend to be (form
er) international or post-colonial pow

ers. R
el-

atively sm
all countries w

ith a history of neutrality tend to be m
ore favorably 

view
ed. This creates a trade-off as those countries that m

ight be m
ost able to 

fund processes are those w
hose funds are least desired. Those w

hose funds 
are m

ost desired tend to be sm
all in absolute, if not per capita, term

s. “If the 
U

S
 had funded this, for exam

ple, this w
ould have been problem

atic…
 These 

donors (S
w

itzerland, N
orw

ay and S
w

eden) w
ere still W

estern pow
ers but their 

im
age w

as m
uch better.” (S

5)
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K
ey take-aw

ay: Too m
any lim

itations and constraints put negotiations 
at risk.
W

ith regard to their funding for peace negotiations, donors have 
specifi

c legal, institutional and adm
inistrative constraints. These 

constraints can at tim
es create tension w

ith the necessities of peace 
negotiations. 

In extrem
e cases, certain parts of processes m

ight be better served by 
having no funding than by having funding from

 the w
rong donor. For exam

ple, 
as the R

ev C
hris H

udson refl
ected, if he had received fi

nancial support from
 

the governm
ent of the R

epublic of Ireland, his perceived neutrality in his en-
gagem

ent w
ith Loyalist param

ilitaries w
ould have been underm

ined. W
hile 

such a situation is not ‘optim
al’, it show

s that m
oney m

ight not alw
ays im

-
prove m

atters. In turn, som
e interview

ees m
entioned a need to turn dow

n 
funding from

 inappropriate sources. “There has been a request from
 the U

K
 

and G
erm

any…
 but the U

N
 said no. They w

anted to rem
ain w

ith m
ore neutral 

actors in the context.” (S
1) 

In turn, the identity of the donors m
atters to the confl

ict parties. S
om

e-
tim

es partiality can even be considered an asset, as it m
ay also presuppose a 

certain leverage over the favored confl
ict party. N

evertheless, refl
ections on 

donor im
partiality appear repeatedly, in both the general and case-study in-

terview
s, suggesting that its im

portance is w
ell-know

n and understood. H
ow

-
ever, a requirem

ent for im
partiality can pose several questions and potential 

challenges for the establishm
ent of suitable funding m

echanism
s, not least 

because it could –
 and probably does –

 place pressure on a sm
all num

ber of 
countries and organizations, w

hile excluding others. This is especially so be-
cause im

partiality is, alm
ost, subjective in the eyes of parties. M

ajor pow
ers 

and countries w
ith post-colonial legacies are perceived to lack im

partiality, 
even in situations in w

hich they are not –
 obviously at least –

 m
aterially in-

vested in the outcom
e. 
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K
ey take-aw

ay: N
ot all donors w

ill help the negotiation.
The perception of the donors by the negotiation stakeholders and other 
key actors in the confl

ict context is im
portant for peace negotiations. 

In particular, the perceived lack of im
partiality of a donor affects the 

legitim
acy of the funding, w

ith a possible adverse im
pact on the 

negotiation process.

4.1.7 
Financial incentives 

A
n incentive is defi

ned as ”an external stim
ulus […

] that enhances or serves as 
m

otive for behavior”. A
 positive incentive m

ay be ”an object or condition that 
[…

] m
ay result in goal-directed behavior”, w

hile a negative incentive is an 
”aversive stim

ulus and therefore facilitates avoidance behavior” (VandenB
os, 

nd). Incentives in peace negotiations, som
etim

es referred to as ‘perks for del-
egates’, relate to accom

m
odation in expensive hotels, fl

ight tickets and gen-
erous daily allow

ances (or per diem
s) granted to incentivize confl

ict parties to 
com

e to the negotiating table and reach an agreem
ent (Tieku, 2012). C

onven-
tionally, incentives are characterized as ‘carrots’ or ‘sticks’: generous perks, 
or the application of pressure, such as the threat of sanctions, m

ay incentivize 
parties to com

e to the negotiation table and rem
ain there. 
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H
ow

ever, som
e incentives, like high per diem

s and other perks, m
ight 

also affect peace negotiations negatively, as they m
ay induce parties to pro-

long negotiations. R
espective exam

ples com
e m

ostly from
 tw

o particular case 
studies: A

ceh and B
urundi. O

ne interview
ee, a m

em
ber of a form

er confl
ict 

party, stated that using fi
nancial incentives m

ight lead to delegation m
em

bers 
feeling entitled to private gains, rather than peace being the driving m

otive of 
their participation. E

xcessive per diem
s (i.e. those that go beyond covering 

necessities of delegates during processes and thus present a fi
nancial incen-

tive) can thus dilute the political objectives of processes. In turn, decisions 
such as not staying at the designated hotel in order to m

axim
ize private gains 

could be m
ade, reducing the opportunities to build relationships betw

een the 
parties. E

xcessive incentives can also cause m
ore direct slow

dow
ns, as the 

negotiation phase m
ight be perceived to be m

ore profi
table than the post-

confl
ict phase. A

ccording to one interview
ee: “O

n the side of the B
urundian 

negotiators, there w
ere those that saw

 the process as a source of fi
nancing. In 

these conditions, they w
ere not really in a hurry…

 Thus, there w
ere those that 

did not w
ant things to advance as they need[ed].” (B

1) In other cases, these 
incentives m

ight lead to dem
ands for larger negotiating team

s, w
hich can lack 

focus or cohesiveness of purpose. In som
e cases, nom

inations for delegates 
becam

e based on ‘jobs-patronage’ rather than expertise. In others, the fi
nan-

cial incentives and how
 they w

ere distributed fueled distrust am
ong the del-

egations. For exam
ple, in the A

ceh case, the receipt of per diem
s created feel-

ings and perceptions of unfairness (e.g. betw
een arm

ed actors and poorly paid 
civil servants), w

hich potentially underm
ined (perceptions of) im

partiality in 
and the fairness of the process.

D
espite this, several interview

ees stated that it rem
ains doubtful 

w
hether per diem

s actually im
pact negotiation processes: “I’m

 often asked if 
it affects the process. If it did affect the duration, I w

ould say it affected it very 
little. B

ut it’s hard to prove.” (I11) S
im

ilarly, w
hile funding im

pacts behaviors 
and incentives of the confl

ict parties, other factors, such as the broader politi-
cal environm

ent and ability of the m
ediator, are m

ore critical (I5). P
er diem

s 
m

ay also be used as pressure points to push negotiations forw
ard. In this w

ay, 
they m

ay be used as a negative incentive. R
ather than per diem

s being the is-
sue, per se, they are a double-edged sw

ord. M
oreover, it is likely both the 

am
ount and the context that are im

portant. W
hile m

aterially m
otivated indi-

viduals m
ight seek to m

axim
ize their private outcom

es, these are likely sm
all 

in com
parison to the w

ider peace dividends that could be enjoyed after reach-
ing an agreem

ent; and in m
ost cases, they are likely less im

portant than the 
w

ider context anyw
ay.

K
ey take-aw

ay: G
et the incentives right!

Financial incentives, positive or negative, m
ay be used to encourage 

confl
ict parties to take part and progress in peace negotiations. S

om
e 

fi
nancial incentives m

ight also slow
 dow

n the process, if they becom
e a 

m
ajor m

otivation for participation and the focus of negotiations.
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4.1.8 
Trust 

This section looks at the potential of funding m
echanism

s to build trust be-
tw

een negotiating parties, betw
een the parties and the negotiation process 

and betw
een negotiating parties and third parties, such as the m

ediator and 
donors. W

hen funding m
echanism

s can be established w
ith the involvem

ent 
of the negotiating parties and function transparently and effectively, this pro-
cess w

ill build trust. H
ow

ever, it should not be ignored that, if funding m
echa-

nism
s do not w

ork in a w
ay agreeable to the negotiating parties, they can have 

com
pletely the opposite effect. 

The joint establishm
ent of a funding structure can, itself, help to build 

trust betw
een parties, betw

een parties and the process, and betw
een parties 

and m
ediation team

s or donors. For parties w
ho succeed in establishing a 

funding m
echanism

 that is perceived as fair and speaking to all parties’ needs, 
it can be seen as a successful ‘m

ini-negotiation’ that has persuasive pow
er by 

show
ing them

 that joint solutions can indeed be found. In other instances, 
donors’ positive involvem

ent in the creation of funding m
echanism

s have 
proven to be useful in establishing w

orking trust and in getting to know
 m

ore 
about the parties. “W

e w
orked together w

ith the parties. It w
as very im

por-
tant. In a w

ay it w
as a burden, but it w

as also an opportunity to build trust 
through the process of building this funding architecture, this budget. It al-
low

ed us to talk w
ith the tw

o delegations, and to negotiate w
ith them

 on very 
technical things. It built confi

dence. A
nd in m

any w
ays, their positions on 

technical issues already anticipated their positions on the issues that needed 
to be addressed in the talks.” (C

3) Joint responsibility can slightly alter the 
culture of interaction betw

een adversary negotiation parties, and therefore 
shift their thinking and behavior: “It is m

uch m
ore than that. It [funding] built 

trust, it built capacities, it helped the parties to see each other progressively 
as viable peace partners. A

nd m
ost im

portantly, it actually helped them
 both 

to see how
 it is to live together and rule together.” (I22) 

A
t the sam

e tim
e, how

ever, just as a good process design (or a success-
ful ‘m

ini-negotiation’) can help to build trust and confi
dence, the opposite is 

also true. M
echanism

s that do not build confi
dence, or in situations w

here 
‘m

ini-negotiations’ do not successfully reach agreem
ent, are likely to under-

m
ine trust and reinforce divisions. In particular, shocks to the funding struc-

ture can have lasting repercussions for the faith that parties have in the entire 
process. A

s one interview
ee highlighted: “If funding cuts occur from

 one day to 
the next, it’s not a confi

dence builder”. (I2) 



46
47

Funding and the D
ynam

ics of P
eace N

egotiations

A
n E

xam
ple of trust building in C

olom
bia

In the negotiations betw
een the ELN

 and the C
olom

bian governm
ent, 

the establishm
ent of a funding m

echanism
 played a role in creating 

som
e level of trust betw

een the parties and aw
areness of their ability 

to fi
nd creative solutions. R

eferring to the need for im
partiality, the 

ELN
 refused for the peace negotiations to be funded by the governm

ent 
and insisted that the international com

m
unity needed to fund the 

negotiations (except for the expenses of the governm
ent delegation). 

At the request of the negotiating parties, S
w

itzerland provided 
technical support to establish a funding m

echanism
, contributed to the 

fund and supported the negotiation process w
ith them

atic expertise, 
thus becom

ing a trusted interlocutor for both parties: “[…
] the 

discussions around funding and logistics becam
e an opportunity to 

build trust w
ith the tw

o parties. The w
ork of preparing and running such 

a fund, if it is done w
ell, w

ith the understanding that it is a 
fundam

entally political instrum
ent, can prom

ote trust am
ong parties 

and also generate trust tow
ards the third party and the overall process. 

The num
erous exchanges and dialogues held w

ith both parties in 
relation w

ith the preparation of the fund and procedures certainly 
contributed to considerably enhance trust in S

w
itzerland. This allow

ed 
S

w
itzerland to be able to act as a m

essenger betw
een the tw

o parties 
at certain key m

om
ents.” (C

3)

A
fter som

e bilateral engagem
ent by S

w
itzerland w

ith the negotiating 
parties and negotiation am

ong the parties, both parties eventually 
agreed that the steering com

m
ittee of the fund w

ould include both 
parties as w

ell as the fi
ve donor representatives (S

w
itzerland, the 

N
etherlands, G

erm
any, Italy and S

w
eden). The approval of the fund 

m
anual w

as an early success in the negotiation betw
een the tw

o 
parties, serving as a confi

dence-building process and a m
otivating 

experience. U
N

D
P

 becam
e the fund adm

inistrator and, together w
ith 

the parties, developed trim
estral funding plans that w

ere then 
subm

itted for approval by the fund’s steering com
m

ittee. D
ecisions in 

the steering com
m

ittee needed to be m
ade unanim

ously. E
ven w

hen 
the m

ain negotiation table w
as suspended for a w

hile, the steering 
com

m
ittee continued to m

eet. At a m
om

ent of crisis in the peace 
negotiations, “it w

as the only form
al contact betw

een the ELN
 and the 

C
olom

bian governm
ent.” (C

1)

The fact that the funding architecture can build trust and confi
dence is not 

uncontroversial. Yet, in som
e cases, it is clear that it is not just desirable but 

actually necessary. In these instances, it can thus not sim
ply be view

ed as a 
virtuous add-on but m

ust be seen as a central com
ponent of a negotiation 

process. In other w
ords, decisions on w

hat to fund and w
hen to fund it, or on 

changes to the funding m
echanism

, have to be m
easured both by their direct 

im
pact and by how

 they affect the trust in a process, particularly w
hen that 

trust is considered fragile.

4.2 
Im

plications for the funding m
arket 

W
hat becom

es clear from
 these key issues is that at least som

e conventional 
m

arket logic is at play in how
 peace negotiations are funded. A

t the sam
e tim

e, 
it is a m

arket w
here several interlinked risks exist. These risks are sim

ilar to 
w

hat m
odern econom

ics w
ould consider as ‘m

arket failures’, w
hich are situa-

tions w
here the allocation of goods in the m

arket is som
ehow

 ineffi
cient or 

suboptim
al and w

here the unencum
bered operation of the m

arket results in 
losses of value. The subsections below

 discuss these sources of effi
ciency 

loss from
 an econom

ics perspective.

4.2.1 
A

llocative and productive ineffi
ciency

S
ection 4.1.1 introduces the notion that som

e negotiation processes, phases 
of processes, or even individual activities, can be overfunded, w

hile others are 
underfunded or receive no funding at all. This suggests that som

e expenditure 
has low

, or even negative, m
arginal returns, w

hile higher m
arginal returns ex-

ist elsew
here. A

ny overfunding increases the overall cost of production but, by 
im

plication, does not im
prove the outcom

e of the process. In other w
ords, a 

poor distribution of funds underm
ines the effi

ciency of the m
arket, potentially 

increasing costs, reducing the num
ber of successful processes, or both. This 

m
eans that som

e processes cost m
ore than they need to; that those funds 

m
ight be used to better effect in other processes; and thus, that the sam

e 
success could be delivered at a low

er expense –
 or m

ore success delivered at 
the sam

e cost. 

4.2.2 
R

ent seeking

In section 4.1.3, a potential rent-seeking problem
 em

erges, w
hich occurs 

w
hen individuals or groups seek to increase their ow

n share w
ithout increas-

ing the overall am
ount of resources available. Im

agine, for a m
om

ent, a sim
ple 

w
orld w

here –
 for a short period, at least –

 there is a set budget available for 
all global peace negotiations. In this w

orld, the only w
ay to increase overall 

benefi
ts is to deliver m

ore negotiated solutions to confl
icts. Yet, not all play-

ers have this incentive. A
 particular actor, for exam

ple, m
ight seek sim

ply to 
m

axim
ize its share of the available peace negotiation resources. O

rganiza-
tions w

hich com
pete w

ith each other for these resources likely have incen-
tives to encroach on the com

parative advantages of others, to duplicate provi-
sion or to engage in tasks for w

hich they are not suitably qualifi
ed. A

 sim
ilar 

Funding and the D
ynam

ics of P
eace N

egotiations

K
ey take-aw

ay: A
greeing the funding m

echanism
 is a step tow

ards a 
peace agreem

ent.
Funding aspects, as integral parts of a negotiation process, have the 
potential to create or underm

ine trust betw
een negotiating parties. In 

particular, the process of establishing a functioning funding 
m

echanism
 can have a positive im

pact on building trust betw
een the 

parties and in the process. 
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concern em
erges from

 section 4.1.7. In this situation, it is the negotiating par-
ties w

ho m
ay seek to m

axim
ize their share of the resources available. This 

m
eans that som

e potential arises for parties to use processes for their ow
n 

ends, not for those intended by the negotiation. This could be to regroup m
ili-

tarily, for exam
ple, or to extract ‘rents’ (incom

e) from
 the process. This poten-

tial is know
n to other actors, w

hich can infl
uence how

 processes are fi
nanced, 

w
hat is fi

nanced, or w
ho is invited to be part of it. 

4.2.3 
M

oral hazard 

A
dditionally, in section 4.1.7, the potential for m

oral hazard arises. M
oral haz-

ard occurs w
hen a given party does not bear the full costs of risks associated 

w
ith its actions. For exam

ple, a confl
ict party entering a negotiation m

ight be-
have differently because it has been adm

itted to the negotiation. This could, 
of course, be positive, but there is no guarantee that this w

ill be the case. It is 
thus diffi

cult to know
 for sure how

 som
e parties w

ill behave in a given process, 
or in a given fi

nancing structure. In a situation w
here m

aterial participation 
incentives are provided, for exam

ple, the party in question does not bear the 
full cost of its participation. This m

eans that incentives other than a success-
ful and sw

ift resolution of the process could be at play. This can be exacer-
bated by the funding process, just as it can be m

inim
ized, depending on the 

decisions m
ade.

4.2.4 
P

rinciple-agent problem

Finally, in section 4.1.5, a concern arises about the constraints (legal and oth-
erw

ise) that donors place on funding. W
hile understandable, such restrictions 

distort the m
arket, not least because decisions m

ade by one party (e.g. the 
donor) can im

pact others (e.g. the negotiating parties). S
uch a principle-agent 

problem
 affords the donor signifi

cant pow
er in the negotiation and m

ight, in-
deed, be a factor allow

ing donors leverage (see section 4.1.4). In this problem
, 

the donor can m
ake decisions –

 such as w
hat to fund, w

ho to fund or w
hen to 

pay –
 that m

ay have adverse im
pacts on the w

ell-being of other parties in the 
process. P

eace negotiations can be considered as processes involving differ-
ent actors that m

ight have different interests. For exam
ple, the donor’s m

oti-
vation m

ight be m
axim

izing prestige per m
onetary unit spent, w

hereas the 
negotiating parties m

ight only be interested in a settlem
ent. In turn, it m

ight 
not be clear to the negotiating parties that the donor is acting in their best 
interests. The sam

e goes in reverse, of course –
 if one im

agines a genuine do-
nor and a negotiating party interested only in extracting rents, sim

ilar prob-
lem

s can occur. This m
eans that the balance of pow

er in a negotiation is im
-

portant; and that this balance of pow
er can be infl

uenced by the funding 
m

echanism
. This can have strong, negative, connotations for the process, par-

ticularly w
hen the tem

ptation to exercise this pow
er is high. 

Funding and the D
ynam

ics of P
eace N

egotiations

This section discusses strategies that m
ight be used in order to overcom

e the 
challenges elucidated in section 4. These strategies can be applied by nego-
tiation stakeholders or donors respectively, often requiring their collaboration 
in dealing w

ith funding challenges and m
arket failures. B

ased on the inter-
view

s and the analysis of m
arket failures, this section adds further inform

a-
tion to answ

er research question 4: ‘H
ow

 does fi
nancing contribute to a func-

tioning peace negotiation process?’ 

In general term
s, there are inform

ation asym
m

etries at the heart of 
m

oral hazard and rent seeking behavior in peace negotiations. This occurs, 
sim

ply, because som
e of the preferences and m

otivations of negotiation 
stakeholders and donors cannot be observed by others. S

everal standard ap-
proaches to overcom

ing inform
ation asym

m
etries, like establishing form

al 
contracts, signaling and screening processes, do not apply w

ell to peace ne-
gotiations. O

ther approaches, such as developing interm
ediary institutions, 

w
hich are im

partial to the process, are m
ore prom

ising, as w
ould establishing 

functioning pooled funds. Indeed, to som
e extent the professionalization of 

peace m
ediation is a step in this direction. The role of im

partial interm
ediary 

institutions, w
hich coordinate and adm

inister the funding for a negotiation 
process, such as m

ediation team
s or specifi

c adm
inistrative entities, e.g. w

ith 
the establishm

ent of a pooled fund, can contribute to the effective application 
of the strategies m

entioned below
. These interm

ediary institutions m
ay act as 

‘key organizers’, helping to overcom
e collective action problem

s resulting in 
ineffi

ciencies and m
arket failures. They m

ay support the negotiating parties, 
as w

ell as the donors, in clarifying expectations and assessing funding needs 
in an im

partial m
anner, thereby ensuring a sm

ooth developm
ent of the m

atch-
ing gam

e. 

5.1 
E

nsuring com
m

unication 
 

and coordination

N
egotiation stakeholders and donors should establish regular channels of 

com
m

unication and coordination am
ong them

selves. For negotiation stake-
holders, it is im

portant to keep donors updated on the evolution of the nego-
tiations in order to create aw

areness about the dynam
ics, needs and chal-

lenges of the process, and to build a trusted relationship w
ith them

. This can 
help to increase the fl

exibility and responsiveness of donors in tim
es of need. 

M
oreover, donors often have experience that can be useful to identify w

orka-
ble funding solutions. From

 the perspective of donors, ongoing com
m

unica-
tion w

ith negotiation stakeholders allow
s them

 to share inform
ation about the 

possibilities and lim
itations of their funding for the peace negotiation. C

oordi-
nation am

ong the different donors is also essential to avoid duplication of ef-
forts, 

prevent 
undue 

com
petition 

and 
lim

it 
problem

s 
of 

uneven 
fund 

distribution. 

To ensure effi
cient com

m
unication and coordination, negotiation stake-

holders can designate respective focal points for donors. D
epending on the 

particular negotiation process, these focal points can be part of the m
ediation 

team
 or designated by each of the negotiating delegations. P

ooled funds have 

5 S
trategies to O

vercom
e Funding 

C
hallenges and M

arket Failures



50
51

also proved to provide functioning structures for com
m

unication and coordi-
nation. A

s part of a pooled fund, a steering com
m

ittee m
ay provide for an ap-

propriate space to allow
 negotiation stakeholders and donors to exchange 

inform
ation, plan ahead and m

ake funding decisions jointly. For exam
ple, in 

the case of the negotiations betw
een the C

olom
bian governm

ent and the E
LN

, 
discussions in the steering com

m
ittee, w

ith the participation of the negotiat-
ing parties, donors and the fund adm

inistrator, allow
ed for trustful and proac-

tive problem
-solving, ensuring that the funding responded effi

ciently and in a 
coordinate m

anner to the needs of the negotiation process. O
ther interna-

tional coordination m
echanism

s and entities, such as groups of friends, con-
tact groups or w

orking groups, have also show
n advantageous in ensuring co-

ordination am
ong donors and structure com

m
unication w

ith negotiation 
stakeholders. 

S
trategies to O

vercom
e Funding C

hallenges and M
arket Failures

K
ey take-aw

ay: N
egotiation stakeholders and donors should m

aintain 
regular com

m
unication and ensure coordination am

ong them
selves in 

order to enable effi
cient and responsive funding for the negotiation 

process.

5.2 
D

iversifying funding sources

N
egotiation stakeholders m

ay diversify the sources of funding for a given ne-
gotiation process. S

eeking funding from
 m

ultiple donors and com
bining them

 
in strategic w

ays can allow
 m

axim
izing the com

parative advantages of each 
donor, as w

ell as m
inim

izing the im
pact of constraints im

posed by particular 
donors and the leverage they can exert. This strategy can specifi

cally help ne-
gotiation stakeholders to address problem

s of fund responsiveness. For ex-
am

ple, the process of attribution of regular U
nited N

ations budget is done on 
an annual basis and is thus not very responsive to unforeseen and em

ergency 
needs. To deal w

ith this challenge in the intra-S
yrian talks, the O

S
E

 relies on 
alternative source of funding, such as extrabudgetary funding and w

orking 
w

ith im
plem

enting partners, to cover for such needs. D
iversifying funding 

sources can also address challenges w
ith donor-specifi

c constraints. For in-
stance, the com

bination of m
ultiple donors w

ith different, overlapping fund-
ing cycles has allow

ed the C
S

S
R

 m
echanism

s in the intra-S
yrian talks to run 

uninterruptedly, despite tim
e-bound funding agreem

ents and delayed re-
new

al periods. In C
olom

bia and M
yanm

ar, the com
bination of m

ultiple donors 
in a pooled fund allow

ed circum
venting the legal constraints (e.g. blacklists, 

restriction to fund certain activities) of som
e of the donors. Finally, this strat-

egy m
ight also allow

 negotiation stakeholders to resist potential undue pres-
sure from

 the donors, as w
as the case in the P

hilippines and in B
urundi. O

n the 
dow

nside, it should be stressed that the m
ultiplication of funding sources can 

create other challenges, including a heavy adm
inistrative burden. The suc-

cessful im
plem

entation of this strategy requires a strategic and proactive ap-
proach by negotiation stakeholders, including som

e form
 of advanced budget-

ing, outreach to potential donors and the establishm
ent of pooled funds. 

5.3 
E

nsuring a clear division of roles

E
stablishing a com

m
on understanding of the division of roles and responsibil-

ity betw
een negotiation stakeholders and donors has also proven benefi

cial to 
prevent tensions and ensure functioning funding m

echanism
s. For instance, 

in the intra-S
yrian talks, the donors that w

ere interview
ed expressed a clear 

understanding that the U
nited N

ations had the lead in term
s of designing and 

im
plem

enting the process. S
uch clarity in the distribution of roles can be im

-
plem

ented rather inform
ally or m

ore form
ally by establishing term

s of under-
standings. In the case of the negotiation betw

een the C
olom

bian governm
ent 

and the E
LN

, the m
andate of the G

P
A

A
C

, provided by the parties, clearly de-
fi

ned its role in providing funding and technical support on the one hand, w
hile 

accom
panying the processes diplom

atically on the other hand. In order to en-
sure clarity betw

een negotiation stakeholders and donors, it is im
portant to 

enable early and ongoing discussion about their respective roles and respon-
sibilities, in accordance w

ith the particular phase of the negotiation process. 

K
ey take-aw

ay: N
egotiation stakeholders m

ay attem
pt to diversify and 

com
bine funding sources strategically to m

axim
ize benefi

ts, lim
it 

constraints and enhance fl
exibility.

K
ey take-aw

ay: N
egotiation stakeholders and donors should agree on 

the division of roles and responsibilities from
 the early stages of the 

collaboration.

5.4 
P

lanning ahead

N
egotiation stakeholders and donors need to plan ahead w

hen it com
es to the 

fi
nancial needs of the negotiation process and the respective funding m

echa-
nism

s. W
hile the fi

nancing needs evolve dynam
ically w

ith the negotiation pro-
cess, planning ahead provides the opportunity to foster the responsiveness of 
funding and anticipate possible challenges. A

lready during pre-negotiation, 
negotiation stakeholders m

ay discuss the funding of the peace negotiation. 
P

lanning ahead requires the necessary discussion am
ong negotiation stake-

holders about the funding needs of the negotiation structure and possible 
procedural and substantive agreem

ents am
ong them

. It m
ay also be useful to 

consider experiences and lessons learnt from
 sim

ilar negotiation processes. 
D

iscussion am
ong negotiation stakeholders should be relayed to donors as 

part of their ongoing com
m

unication and coordination.

K
ey take-aw

ay: Funding aspects of peace negotiation should be an 
integral part of discussions am

ong negotiation stakeholders, relaying 
the necessary inform

ation about their advanced planning to donors.

S
trategies to O

vercom
e Funding C

hallenges and M
arket Failures
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5.5 
D

esigning tailor-m
ade 

 
funding m

odalities

A
s underlined in section 4.1.5, m

any challenges can arise from
 donor-specifi

c 
legal, institutional and adm

inistrative constraints, and their im
plications for 

the m
odalities of funding. To m

inim
ize these issues, donors should strive, to 

the extent possible, to adapt funding m
odalities to the nature of peace nego-

tiations. In particular, they should aim
 for increased fl

exibility of funding –
 for 

exam
ple by allow

ing unearm
arked or ‘loosely earm

arked’ funding or sim
plify-

ing procedures for the reallocation of funds. D
onors should also aim

 at longer 
funding cycles –

 for exam
ple through m

ulti-year funding agreem
ents or core 

funding for im
plem

entation partners. W
hile it m

ight not alw
ays be possible to 

address donor-related constraints, negotiation stakeholders and donors have 
used creative funding structures, pooled funds or subcontracting strategies 
to overcom

e legal and institutional constraints. It is useful to consider the 
com

parative advantage of different funding sources. Finally, the possibility of 
negotiation stakeholders funding som

e part of the process by them
selves 

should not be forgotten w
hile designing the funding structure of a process. In 

order to design tailor-m
ade m

odalities, negotiation stakeholders and donors 
need to w

ork together, exchanging openly about requirem
ents and constraints 

of funding and seeking innovate solutions. A
fter all, the particular funding 

structure needs to respond to the specifi
city of the process at hand. 

K
ey take-aw

ay: Through transparent com
m

unication, negotiation 
stakeholders and donors need to design and adapt the funding in 
accordance w

ith the specifi
cities of the negotiation process.

5.6 
U

sing dedicated adm
inistrative 

 
capacities

The adm
inistration of funds should be assigned to specialized and dedicated 

staff. This m
ay involve the inclusion of adm

inistrative offi
cers in m

ediation 
team

s, or an arrangem
ent to ensure the professional adm

inistration of funds 
by a separate entity, as in the case of a pooled fund or indirect funding. S

uch 
arrangem

ents can reduce the adm
inistrative burden on negotiation stake-

holders and guarantee the appropriate adm
inistrative im

plem
entation of 

funds for donors, thereby strengthening the trust am
ong negotiation stake-

holders and donors and ensuring greater transparency, accountability and re-
sponsiveness. The specifi

cs of such arrangem
ents m

ay be agreed on betw
een 

negotiation stakeholders and donors as part of their discussion on the division 
of roles and responsibilities. D

epending on the case, a pooled fund m
ay pro-

vide an opportunity to ensure adequate adm
inistrative capacities. 

K
ey take-aw

ay: U
sing adequate adm

inistrative arrangem
ents, w

ith 
specialized and dedicated staff, reduces the adm

inistrative burden on 
negotiation stakeholders and builds trust.

S
trategies to O

vercom
e Funding C

hallenges and M
arket Failures

5.7 
S

etting the right incentives

W
hen establishing funding m

echanism
s, it is im

portant to consider the incen-
tives they provide. Funding m

echanism
s should prom

ote the effective realiza-
tion of peace negotiations, including coordination am

ong negotiation stake-
holders and betw

een negotiation stakeholders and donors. R
ent seeking and 

principle-agent problem
s (as w

ell as m
any of the sources of allocative ineffi

-
ciencies in the m

arket) m
ay foster a m

isalignm
ent of incentives. S

uch issues 
are particularly problem

atic in the absence of w
ell-designed rew

ard and pun-
ishm

ent m
echanism

s. In the absence of these m
echanism

s, self-interest is 
likely to underm

ine efforts to reach a com
m

on goal. W
hile it is unlikely that 

punishm
ent regim

es m
ake sense in the context of the circum

stances that re-
quire peace negotiations, there is a clear role for defi

ning and form
alizing re-

w
ard m

echanism
s, although careful thought is required. A

s noted in section 
4.1.7, extrinsic rew

ards m
ight com

prom
ise the quality and nature of the nego-

tiation process. H
ence, incentives provided by the funding m

echanism
 should 

align w
ith the purpose of the peace negotiation, reinforcing joint rew

ards for 
the negotiating parties. S

elf-funding can also enhance the feeling of respon-
sibility and the credible engagem

ent of the negotiating parties, helping to 
avoid som

e of the negative incentives that can be created by external funding 
for confl

ict parties.

K
ey take-aw

ay: N
egotiation stakeholders and donors need to be 

conscious about the potential incentives provided by funding 
m

echanism
s, ensuring the avoidance of incentives that w

ork against 
the effi

cient and collaborative developm
ent of peace negotiations.

5.8 
D

eveloping adequate funding instrum
ents 

 
and strategic partnerships

A
s a m

ore long-term
 and structural strategy, peace negotiation donors should 

seek to develop funding instrum
ents and partnerships that are specifi

cally 
adapted to the nature of peace negotiations. S

uch m
echanism

s can be cre-
ated w

ithin foreign m
inistries, m

ultilateral organizations or N
G

O
s. They m

ight 
aim

 at ensuring the availability of fi
t-for-purpose funding, w

ith the ability to 
m

obilize funds quickly and fl
exibly in response to the dynam

ics related to 
arm

ed confl
icts and peace negotiations, thereby reducing the burden of highly 

project-specifi
c funding arrangem

ents. The adm
inistration of such funding in-

strum
ents requires an in-depth understanding of peace negotiations, includ-

ing the needs at particular stages of the process, and the specifi
c contexts in 

w
hich they m

ay take place. E
specially for S

tate donors, this requires an 
aw

areness that support to peace negotiations does not yield assured and 
tim

e-bound results. 

S
trategic partnerships betw

een different support actors for peace ne-
gotiations can also enable effective fi

nancial assistance, leveraging the par-
ticular com

parative advantages of different actors in funding particular 
phases 

or 
activities 

in 
peace 

negotiations. 
A

s 
part 

of 
these 

funding 

S
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instrum
ents and partnerships, it is also im

portant to enhance know
ledge and 

learning about effi
cient and responsible support to peace negotiations. The 

creation of long-term
 partnerships betw

een particular donors and organiza-
tions m

ight also help to deal w
ith som

e of the dow
nsides of project-based 

funding. The developm
ent of lasting relationships of trust betw

een specifi
c 

donors and im
plem

enters can, for exam
ple, facilitate the provision of core 

funding and enhance the fl
exibility of donors w

ith specifi
c conditions, dead-

lines or reporting requirem
ents. 

K
ey take-aw

ay: D
onors of peace negotiations should seek to 

strengthen specifi
c funding instrum

ents tailored to the needs of peace 
negotiations, and to enhance strategic partnerships am

ong them
selves 

and w
ith other actors involved in supporting peace negotiations.

S
trategies to O

vercom
e Funding C

hallenges and M
arket Failures

The m
anner in w

hich peace negotiations are funded is, undoubtedly, im
por-

tant. Indeed, in m
any situations, peace negotiations w

ould sim
ply not take 

place at all w
ithout external fi

nancial support, regardless of how
 ripe the situ-

ation m
ight be. S

om
e confl

ict parties lack the resources –
 especially in term

s 
of fi

nances and capabilities –
 to engage in such a process. A

lternatively, they 
w

ant to ensure the im
partiality of the process through external funding. In 

other situations, resources m
ight run out before a productive negotiation can 

reach an agreem
ent. H

ow
ever, there is a slightly m

ore fundam
ental question 

at the core of this research, w
hich asks about w

hen funding is an enabling fac-
tor, im

proving both the process and outcom
e of a negotiation, and w

hen it 
m

ight becom
e an inhibiting factor. 

The research team
’s initial thinking, for exam

ple, suggested a direct 
link running from

 the negotiation structure to funding. That is, that a negotia-
tion structure w

as agreed upon by the confl
ict parties and funding sought. In 

this case, the lack of funding w
ould, then, inhibit certain aspects of the nego-

tiation process, or the process as a w
hole. In reality, the negotiation structure 

is the outcom
e of com

plicated negotiation betw
een the negotiation stake-

holders as a fi
rst step, and betw

een the negotiation stakeholders and the do-
nors as a second step. The second step is necessary to m

atch the desired ne-
gotiation structure w

ith the required funding. This research show
s that 

negotiation structures are, at least in parts, the joint outcom
es of a repeated 

series of interactions betw
een all actors involved. In this w

ay, the negotiation 
structure not only infl

uences the funding needs, but the funding availability 
also has som

e im
pact on the negotiation structure. This suggests that the es-

tablishm
ent of good funding structures is fundam

ental to, and a part of, a 
peace negotiation process. 

W
hen looking at the evolution of the funding m

arket, the research team
 

fi
nds that, overall, funding for peacebuilding generally, and peace negotia-

tions specifi
cally, is only a fraction of funding dedicated to developm

ent or 
peacekeeping, and that there is a m

ajor reliance on a sm
all num

ber of big do-
nors. A

t the sam
e tim

e, w
hile sm

all, the m
arket is grow

ing and is doing so in 
the context of peace negotiations being a preferred w

ay of ending arm
ed con-

fl
icts. A

ccom
panying this is a diversifi

cation of funding instrum
ents used to 

channel the funds to peace negotiations. W
hile a preference for bilateral 

funding appears to persist, pooled funds are increasingly used. 

The research team
’s in-depth analysis revealed eight key issues through 

w
hich funding aspects can have enabling or disabling effects on the function-

ing of peace negotiations. These relate to: 

1. 
 D

istribution: The (uneven) distribution of funds betw
een various processes, 

phases or activities 
2. 

 R
esponsiveness and fl

exibility: The (insuffi
cient) responsiveness of exist-

ing funding m
echanism

s to urgent requests from
 the fi

eld 
3. 

 C
oordination and com

petition: The prom
ises and pitfalls of coordination 

betw
een donors and negotiation stakeholders 

4. 
 D

onor leverage: The risks and opportunities associated w
ith donor lever-

age in the processes they fi
nance 

6 C
onclusions
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5. 
 C

onstraints: The tension that m
ight arise betw

een the nature of peace ne-
gotiations and donors’ legal, institutional and adm

inistrative constraints 
6. 

 Legitim
acy: The im

pact of donor identity on the legitim
acy of the peace 

negotiation 
7. 

 Incentives: The (benefi
cial or perverse) incentives that funding can create 

8. 
 Trust: The potential for funding to serve to build trust betw

een confl
ict 

parties 

From
 an econom

ic perspective, it can be observed that there is at least som
e 

conventional m
arket logic at play in the funding of peace negotiations, but this 

logic is at play in a highly ineffi
cient and diffi

cult m
arket. Indeed, reassessing 

these key issues through an econom
ic lens show

s that several m
arket failures 

are present in the funding m
arket for peace negotiations, m

apping onto three 
key concepts: inform

ation asym
m

etries, m
isaligned incentives and collective 

action problem
s. In com

bination, these fi
ndings suggest that the evolution of 

the funding m
arket has occurred, in part, to deal w

ith som
e of these failings. 

A
t the sam

e tim
e, despite this evolution, the m

arket rem
ains ineffi

cient and 
several sources of failure are still prevalent. In turn, cognizance of these 
threats is needed, as is an understanding of how

 they can be overcom
e –

 both 
in the abstract and specifi

cally –
 by negotiation processes. 

This report fi
nally form

ulated a set of strategies that can be used by 
practitioners –

 including m
ediators, confl

ict parties and donors –
 to m

inim
ize 

negative im
pact and enhance the positive contribution of funding to w

ell-
functioning peace negotiations. The research suggests that pooled funding 
m

echanism
s, w

hen jointly established betw
een negotiation stakeholders and 

donors, m
ay incorporate several of those strategies. The strategies include: 

1. 
E

stablishing suitable com
m

unication and coordination m
echanism

s
2. 

D
iversifying funding sources

3. 
E

nsuring a clear division of roles
4. 

P
lanning ahead

5. 
D

esigning tailor-m
ade funding m

odalities and instrum
ents

6. 
U

sing dedicated adm
inistrative capacities

7. 
S

etting the incentives right
8. 

E
stablishing adequate funding instrum

ents and strategic partnerships

A
t fi

rst sight, the fi
nancing of peace negotiations appears like a technical is-

sue calling for technical solutions. H
ow

ever, the current report suggests that 
the funding of peace negotiations is also fundam

entally political in both its 
constitution and its outcom

es. In this context, it is surprising that so little 
w

ork has sought to learn about the funding of peace negotiations, or the fund-
ing of peace processes m

ore generally. O
ur research addresses this know

l-
edge gap directly, but also opens various avenues for future research on the 
topic. These m

ight include com
parative research on the effect of the different 

fi
nancing m

echanism
s (such as pooled funds) on the dynam

ics of peace nego-
tiations, policy-oriented research on the role of the m

ediator as a fundraiser, 
and –

 as this study focuses on the negotiation phase –
 an in-depth exploration 

of the fi
nancial aspects of the im

plem
entation of peace agreem

ents. 

C
onclusions
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