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Abstract

Development organisations face numerous challenges in the context of violent conflict.
Development cooperation has to be sensitive to conflict in order to be effective and do no
harm. PCIA as developed by Kenneth Bush is one approach among others to ensure
conflict sensitivity for development and peacebuilding efforts. This working paper applies
Bush’s concept of PCIA to the Palestinian case in order to analyse benefits, limitations
and potential improvements of his approach. His specific method will be discussed
critically based on a literature review and expert interviews conducted with practitioners
from the most relevant state and multilateral development agencies. Considering the
specific challenges in the Palestinian context this study aims to contribute to the debate
on conflict sensitive development cooperation. The analysis of the Palestinian case
eventually should help to identify gaps and potential fields for future research.

Keywords: PCIA, conflict sensitivity, critical peace studies, development cooperation,
humanitarian assistance, peacebuilding, occupied Palestinian territories, multilateral
development organizations, expert interview

Zusammenfassung

Akteure der Entwicklungszusammenarbeit (EZ) stehen in Kontexten, die von
Gewaltkonflikten gepragt sind, vor besonderen Herausforderungen. EZ muss, wenn sie
effektiv sein und nicht schaden will, konfliktsensitiv sein. PCIA nach Kenneth Bush ist
einer von vielen Ansatzen, die dazu dienen, EZ und Friedensférderung im Kontext von
Gewaltkonflikten konfliktsensitiv zu gestalten. Das vorliegende Working Paper fragt nach
dem Potenzial sowie nach den Grenzen und mdglichen Verbesserungen dieses
Ansatzes. Hierzu wird das von Bush entwickelte Konzept auf das Fallbeispiel Palastina
angewendet. Unter Einbeziehung des aktuellen Forschungsstandes sowie mittels einer
empirischen Erhebung, die Vertreter der wichtigsten staatlichen und multilateralen
Entwicklungsagenturen in Pal&stina nach ihren Erfahrungen befragt, wird der von Bush
entwickelte PCIA Ansatz kritisch reflektiert. Unter Berlcksichtigung der spezifischen
Anforderungen im palastinensischen Kontext soll die Untersuchung einen Beitrag zur
Debatte um Konfliktsensitivitat leisten und weitere Forschungsbedarfe sowie offene
Fragen eruieren.

Schlusselworter: PCIA, Konfliktsensibilitat, kritische Friedensforschung,
Entwicklungszusammenarbeit, humanitare Hilfe, Peacebuilding, besetzte
palastinensische Gebiete, multilaterale Entwicklungsorganisationen, Experteninterview
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1. Introduction

1.1. Conflict Sensitivity and PCIA

“Aid is not like water, which sprayed on the flames or embers of conflict
invariably helps to extinguish them. Indeed, it can be like oil. Appropriate aid
can diminish the risks of conflict, but inappropriate aid can fuel it.”* This quote
drastically illustrates the dilemma of developmental actors in the context of
conflict. A development measure carried out in a conflict-ridden area might be
successful in terms of its narrow developmental indicators and objectives, but
yet have an overall negative impact on the conflict situation.2 Hence,
development assistance needs to be sensitive to conflict in order to at least “do
no harm.”3 This issue has gained growing attention since the mid-1990s.4 The
international community’s failure to forecast and prevent the genocide in
Rwanda, a country which had been the centre of developmental efforts for
decades, led to a self-critical reflection of the lack of impact or potentially
negative role of development assistance in conflict.> This growing awareness
resulted in the on-going trend towards the merging of peacebuilding and
developmental efforts on the one hand.® On the other hand, this contributed to
the search for innovative approaches, concepts, and tools to understand the
relationship between engagement and conflict, and to meet the need for aid to
be conflict-sensitive.” Kenneth Bush aptly describes the key focus of this
process, which is the problem that “[w]e can evaluate the developmental impact
of a project, but we do not have the means of understanding or measuring
peace and conflict impacts in a comprehensive or systematic way.”® He
continues, stating that “Peace and Conflict Impact Assessment (PCIA) is a
response to this problem.” Indeed, PCIA is one approach amongst many which
have evolved in the last two decades as “a means of anticipating, monitoring,
and evaluating the ways in which an intervention may affect, or has affected,
the dynamics of peace or conflict in a conflict-prone region.”*° In fact, a vast
field of concepts and approaches revolving around questions of conflict-
sensitive aid has emerged by now. The on-going debate has thereby created a
lot of terminological confusion: “Depending on the view or definition of PCIA and
CSA [Conflict-Sensitive Approaches] to which one subscribes, it is possible to
see PCIA as either a method to achieve ‘conflict sensitivity,” or alternatively, to
see ‘conflict sensitivity’ as an aspect of PCIA.”** While concepts and respective
terminologies are contested, the need for further engagement in this field of

1 Boyce 2000: 367.

2 Bush 1998: 6.

3 Anderson 1999.

4 Africa Peace Forum et al. 2004: 1.
5 Kirschner 2007: 20.

6 Korppen 2007: 28.

7 Africa Peace Forum et al. 2004: 1.
8 Bush 2003: 3.

9 Bush 2003: 3.

10 Bush 2003: 3.

11 Barbolet et al. 2005a: 3.



research is undisputed. In fact many international as well as local non-
governmental organisations (NGOs) and development agencies are involved in
the development and research on questions of conflict sensitivity, which proves
their factual importance in the field. Amongst them are CDA, which was founded
by Mary B. Anderson and has developed the Do No Harm concept, the
Resource Pack or the Conflict Sensitivity Consortium.*? This study intends to
follow up on this debate by discussing a specific concept of conflict sensitivity,
namely PCIA, as developed by Kenneth Bush. His concept will be critically
assessed based on a concrete case study — the occupied Palestinian territories
(oPt).

1.2. Concept and Definitions

Before Palestinian case is addressed or the idea of PCIA is presented, some
terms need to be clarified. International assistance in the context of conflict can
take different forms. Depending on the context, assistance can aim at
humanitarian aspects, development, or peacebuilding. In fact, in the Palestinian
case, international assistance covers all these three forms of engagement,
albeit with varying scope and efforts.

The following section will provide an overview of these different fields of
intervention, showing differences, as well as areas of overlap. In addition,
operational definitions of the relevant terms will be given to provide the ground
for further discussion.

Humanitarian assistance is defined by the United Nation’s Office for the
Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA) as: “Aid that seeks to save lives
and alleviate suffering of a crisis-affected population.”*® By delivering immediate
aid in the form of food, shelter, and medical assistance for instance,
humanitarian action provides relief to those that are affected by disaster,
whether natural (such as flood, famine, or earthquake) or man-made (most
notably war).** Furthermore, this specific form of assistance is supposed to “be
provided in accordance with the basic humanitarian principles of humanity,
impartiality, and neutrality [...]"." In addition to the UN and the International
Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement, many other intergovernmental and
various nongovernmental agencies and organisations are involved in
humanitarian assistance all over the world. Their number, as well as the overall
scope of global humanitarian assistance, has been growing since the beginning
of the 1990s as a result of an increase in both natural disasters and violent
conflicts.*®

12 http://lwww.cdacollaborative.org; http://www.conflictsensitivity.org; Africa Peace Forum et al. 2004.
13 OCHA 2003: 13.

14 Brynen 2000: 17 f.

15 OCHA 2003: 13.

16 Ludermann and Reinhardt 2006: 247.



Development assistance, in contrast to humanitarian aid, focuses less on
relief in crises, but rather aims at the “promotion of the economic development
and welfare of developing countries,” as defined by the Development
Assistance Committee (DAC).}” Within the Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development (OECD) the DAC is an organ which is responsible
for all questions concerning international development assistance. The
committee sets the criteria upon which aid is classified as Official Development
Assistance (ODA). These criteria contain the concessional character of
assistance or the selection of recipient countries. A list of all development
countries which are potential ODA recipients is compiled by the DAC every
three years.”® The question as to whether assistance can be defined as ODA is
relevant for all donor countries, since they have to comply with ODA budget
rates according to international agreements and declarations.® Unlike
humanitarian assistance, development assistance aims at long term,
sustainable results and hence “requires a substantial degree of project
planning, feasibility analysis, and environmental and social impact
assessment.”®® Furthermore, development aid is characterised by “a greater
degree of complexity, greater interagency and stakeholder cooperation, and
longer project cycles, particularly with integrated and multi-sector programs.”?*

Peacebuilding is the most disputed among the three terms. Compared to
humanitarian or development assistance, peacebuilding is a relatively new field
which has developed and gone through major changes since the mid-1990s.%
The term can be traced back to the 1970s when Johan Galtung wrote about the
meaning of peace and peacebuilding.? The concept then gained further
attention in 1992 when former United Nations Secretary-General (UNSG),
Boutros Boutros-Ghali, wrote about “peace-building,” besides “peacemaking”
and “peace-keeping,” in his famous “Agenda for Peace.”®* Ever since the idea
was developed, peacebuilding mandates, as well as the expectations towards
them, have broadened significantly.”® Today, we are confronted with different
understandings and definitions of peacebuilding. Furthermore, there is a broad
variety of terms such as “conflict management, peacebuilding, conflict
transformation, conflict resolution, conflict prevention, peacemaking, or
reconciliation”®® which reflect varying concepts and ideas of how to act in the
context of conflict in order to promote peace. The UN Peacebuilding Support
Office published an orientation in 2010 explaining: “Peacebuilding involves a
range of measures targeted to reduce the risk of lapsing, or relapsing, into
conflict by strengthening national capacities at all levels for conflict

17 OECD: “Official Development Assistance — Definition and Coverage”.
18 OECD: “History of DAC Lists of aid recipient countries”.

19 Klingebiel 2013: 6.

20 Brynen 2000: 18.

21 Brynen 2000: 18.

22 Smith 2004:10.

23 Galtung 1976.

24 Boutros-Ghali 1992.

25 Smith 2004: 10.

26 Anderson 2003: 8.



management and to lay the foundations for sustainable peace and
development.”?’

It is crucial to bear in mind that these terminologies are neither final nor static,
but rather reflect actual practice and as such are exposed to shifting trends.
However, for the purpose of this study, it is important to have in mind an
operational understanding of these fields which is customised to their practical
equivalent in the Palestinian context.

The approach to humanitarian assistance, for example, has changed over the
years despite the impartiality and neutrality imperative and the fact that “funds
are not fungible — that is, emergency funds, because of agency mandates or
donor preferences, cannot be used for anything but emergency aid?®.” The
authors of the Resource Pack diagnose a remarkable increase in politicisation
of humanitarian work in general, which they regard with great scepticism.*
Anne Le More in this context notes that “[from being an end in itself,
humanitarian assistance became a means to foster developmental and
peacebuilding goals as part of the overall ‘coherence’ strategy.”*°

The trend of an increasing overlap between these three fields is a general
phenomenon, particularly with regard to development assistance and
peacebuilding, not least because of the described increase in importance of the
latter.3* This trend poses severe challenges to practitioners in terms of design,
implementation, and monitoring and evaluation of measures in the context of
conflict. However, with regard to the Palestinian case, due to conditions which
will be elaborated later on in this study, the dividing lines between humanitarian
aid, development assistance, and peacebuilding are blurred even more. The
actual confusion of ideas indeed creates the “need to refine the definition of
peacebuilding and conceptualize it inductively.”®** For the Palestinian case, an
inductive definition derives from the fact that donors’ main motive for all
developmental efforts was the support of the peace process.®® In fact, the
interrelation of peacebuilding and development assistance is manifold in the
Palestinian context: as a direct support to the peace process through “classical”
peacebuilding measures, such as dialogue measures and encounters, on the
one hand, and through classical development projects across all sectors on the
other hand. The latter are related to peace in different ways. The support of the
Palestinian economy, for instance, aims at stability and economic development
and is intended to improve the living conditions of Palestinians, who in turn are
intended to be more inclined to support the peace process. Assistance directed
towards the governance sector has the objective of developing PA institutions in

27 United Nations 2010: 5.

28 Weiss / Collins 1996: 114.

29 Africa Peace Forum et al. 2004.
30 Le More 2008:22.

31 Korppen 2007: 28.

32 Le More 2008:22.

33 Le More 2005: 992.



order to enhance state-building as a step towards a peaceful settlement and a
two-state solution to the conflict.>*

While an overview of the most relevant basic information regarding
development assistance to the Palestinians will be subject of the second
chapter of this study, the examples cited above should give an idea of the
degree of interconnectedness of aid and peace in the given case. Hence, in the
following the term, development assistance in the Palestinian context will
always, unless it is explicitly noted otherwise, also imply peacebuilding efforts.

1.3. Research Objective

There have been quite a few attempts in the past to discuss conflict sensitivity
in concrete conflict contexts. Cases such as Sri Lanka, the Philippines, and
some African countries have been analysed and discussed by different
researchers.®* Regarding the Palestinian context, the Reflecting on Peace
Practice Project has published a “Cumulative Impact Case Study,” which deals
with Israel-Palestine in the period between 1993 and 2008.*° The authors,
Isabella Jean and Everett Mendelsohn, concentrate on peacebuilding without
including development assistance. In 2010, Susanna Kruger and Julia Steets
carried out an evaluation of the cluster approach in the Palestinian territories
and its humanitarian impact.®” In 2004 Mary B. Anderson did a Do No Harm
analysis of international humanitarian and development assistance in the
occupied Palestinian territories.®® In the same year, Kenneth Bush published an
article on “The Role of Local Government in Peacebuilding” for the Canadian
International Development Agency (CIDA), which illustrated the developmental
potential of the municipal level from a PCIA perspective, with Palestine as one
case study among others.® However, a comprehensive study of the Palestinian
case involving development assistance and peacebuilding efforts, as a practical
example of PCIA, is still missing. This study aims at filling this gap. Analysing
experiences from the Palestinian case can contribute to a better understanding
of PCIA as an approach to conflict sensitivity.

The Palestinian-Israeli conflict is one of the longest-running, and probably also
the most complex, of today’s existing conflicts. It is therefore not surprising that
it is also “one of the most analyzed and reported upon in history.”*® Not just the
conflict and many single aspects of it have been extensively analysed, but also
development assistance to the Palestinians has been subject of numerous
studies. For many years now, especially since the signing of the Oslo Accords*

34 Le More 2004: 17.

35 see inter alia Bornstein 2010; Bush 2001.

36 Jean / Mendelsohn 2008.

37 Kruger / Steets 2010.

38 Anderson 2004.

39 Bush 2004.

40 Brand Jacobsen 2010: 10.

41 officially: “Declaration of Principles on Interim Self-Government Arrangements” (Oslo |) and “Interim
Agreement on the West Bank and the Gaza Strip“ (Oslo Il) for a comprehensive analysis of the Oslo
Accords see Watson 2000.



in 1993, a significant amount of international assistance has been delivered to
the Palestinians.*? At the same time, looking at the actual economic figures, the
success of these efforts is rather questionable. Many scholars, Palestinian as
well as international, have tried to explain the failures of the international
community. Researchers such as Anne Le More, Rex Brynen, or more recently
Sahar Taghdisi-Rad have carried out comprehensive analyses of various
aspects of foreign aid and peacebuilding in the occupied Palestinian territories.
So why another study on aid in Palestine? Because conflict sensitivity in the
Palestinian context has so far barely been discussed. The fact that
development assistance in this case is directly linked to peacebuilding efforts,
as described above, does not necessarily mean that aid is conflict-sensitive. On
the contrary, the authors of the Resource Pack have shown that actors working
on peacebuilding “find it particularly difficult to acknowledge the need to be
conflict sensitive.”** In view of the highly disputed results of developmental and
peacebuilding efforts in the Palestinian context, the question arises whether a
lack of conflict sensitivity might possibly be a relevant cause. However, this
study does not aim at explaining why aid has, until today, achieved so little in
Palestine or giving recommendations on how development assistance or
peacebuilding should look like in this context. The purpose is rather to show the
potentials and limitations of PCIA, as a concept of conflict sensitivity, in the
context of this particular conflict environment. The application of PCIA to the
Palestinian case should allow recommendations on potential modifications and
adjustments of this framework and hence contribute to the overall debate about
conflict sensitivity. Hereby it is clear that experiences from the Palestinian case
cannot always be transferred to other conflict contexts, especially given the
specific and complex constellation of Israel and Palestine. However while each
context is different, the international actors engaged in development and
peacebuilding as well as many of their structural and organisational issues are
not. Therefore one can carefully draw conclusions from the Palestinian case, as
an example of a conflict context, regarding developmental actors’ different
approaches and concepts of conflict sensitivity.

1.4. Research Design and Methodology

The focus of this study will lie on bilateral and multilateral state-led development
assistance, including peacebuilding efforts, as explained above. In order to gain
knowledge on the practicability of PCIA as a concept, practitioners working in
the field of development cooperation in Palestine were asked to talk about their
experiences. All major donor agencies which work in the Palestinian territories,
and are listed by the Local Aid Coordination Secretariat (LACS),** were
contacted personally, via telephone or via email, in order to inquire whether

42 Brynen / Awartani / Woodcraft 2000: 209.

43 Africa Peace Forum et al. 2004: 9.

44 The Local Aid Coordination Secretariat (LACS, http://www.lacs.ps) regularly publishes a list of contacts
of donors and international organisations in the oPt. This list is for internal use only and is available at the
LACS upon request. The latest version of this list was updated in June 2013 and contains 36 donor
countries and their respective aid organisations and 25 international bodies.



they would be willing to talk about their experiences. Given the focus of this
study, the sample consists of bilateral donor organisations, as well as interstate
agencies such as UNDP, rather than civil society organisations and non-
governmental organisations, which in fact do play an important role, especially
in the field of “classical” peacebuilding.** In view of the vast field of non-
governmental work in the Palestinian context, an assessment of their efforts
would have to be subject of further research and analysis.

The idea of this study is to conduct qualitative expert interviews which can be
used as empirical material to analyse the practicability of PCIA.* It has to be
considered that each interview partner will only represent his or her personal,
and not the organisation’s, perspective and that these personal perspectives
are naturally limited. Since the selection of interview partners within an
organisation is random and only follows certain selection criteria, their
experiences and opinions on PCIA might not be representative of the
organisation or their employees as a whole. Hence, the interviews serve as a
selective insight into practitioners’ work experiences without being transferable
to all actors in the field and without allowing for comprehensive data on the
practice of assistance and peacebuilding in the occupied Palestinian territories.
The research is not designed in a way which allows final empirical conclusions
on the overall usage of PCIA in practice. The discussion of the practicability of
the concept for this specific case study will be based on a review of the existing
literature within the scope of accessible research in English or German
language and will be supplemented by the analysis of practical experiences.
Several aspects have to be taken into consideration regarding the motivation
and willingness of practitioners to talk about their working experiences and their
organisations’ approaches in Palestine. First of all, the strong politicisation of
assistance in this context and the political sensitivity of the Israeli-Palestinian
conflict, most probably, have a negative impact on many practitioners’
willingness to give an interview or to talk openly about their experiences and
views. Furthermore, international engagement in Palestine is subject to much
criticism and it is likely that most practitioners are aware of this and therefore
hesitate to provide insights on their work and thereby expose it to potentially
harsh criticism. Finally, the remarkably high number of different actors and
organisations working in the oPt creates a competitive atmosphere which might
lead to less openness as well. “The refusal of some donors”*’ to talk about their
organisations’ work and policies in Palestine has been experienced before and
described as being difficult by researchers such as Nassar Ibrahim.*® Therefore,
a wide range of organisations will be contacted in order to identify as many
potential interview partners and gain as much empirical material as possible.

An expert, for the purpose of this study, should be a person who is involved in
the organisation’s programmatic work. It should not be someone who is

45 On civil society peacebuilding in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict see inter alia Kaufman et al. 2006.
46 On the methodology of expert interviews see inter alia Bogner et al. 2005.

47 Ibrahim 2011: 12.

48 lbrahim 2011: 12.



specialised in issues of conflict sensitivity, if there is such an employee in the
organisation at all. The idea is to rather talk to practitioners who have a decisive
role in planning, implementing, monitoring, and evaluating programmes. Their
experiences, and their usage and knowledge of conflict sensitivity in general
and PCIA in particular, are of interest for this study. The practitioners will give
assessments of some general aspects of development cooperation and
peacebuilding in the Palestinian context. Furthermore, they will be asked
whether they know about conflict sensitivity at all, whether they use PCIA or any
other concept, and why. The interviews will aim at revealing what kinds of
concepts are being used and how they are assessed by those who apply them
in practice. Thereby the interviews should serve as an empirical foundation to
supplement the theory and literature-based findings from the previous chapters.
The main purpose is to allow a critical discussion and assessment of PCIA as a
concept of conflict sensitivity focusing on the following key questions:

e What are potential benefits and limitations of PCIA according to Bush in
the Palestinian context, and how would this concept probably have to be
modified and adjusted to suit the Palestinian context?

e What can be learned from the Palestinian case for the overall discussion
on conflict sensitivity and what might be potential fields of future research
and analysis?

1.5. Outline and Structure

Before addressing these questions, this study will provide a brief analysis of the
current status of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. The development and present
structure of aid and peacebuilding will be presented subsequently with a focus
on the conflict’s implications and specific challenges. Some light will be shed on
the critical debate on aid in the Palestinian context in order to provide a
comprehensive picture of relevant issues and aspects in the context of
development and peacebuilding in Palestine.

The following chapter will be dedicated to conflict sensitivity and the concept of
Peace and Conflict Impact Assessment, as developed by Kenneth Bush. First,
an overview on the current state of debate in the field of conflict sensitivity will
be given before looking at PCIA as a specific framework. After these two
theoretical sections, which will provide the foundation for assessment and
analysis, chapter four will present the empirical results based on the qualitative
expert interviews. A critical discussion of PCIA as a specific framework will
follow subsequently which will analyse potential and limitations, and possible
adjustments. Finally, there will be a concluding chapter summing up the results
and pointing out potential aspects for future research.



2. The Palestinian Case: The Conflict
Situation in Palestine and its Implications
and Challenges for Development
Cooperation and Peacebuilding

An analysis of conflict sensitivity of assistance to the Palestinians requires a
closer look at the Palestinian context, the conflict situation, and potential
impacts on development. What is the current status of the Israeli-Palestinian
conflict? How does the structure of international assistance to the Palestinians
look and in which way is it influenced by the conflict and vice versa? And
ultimately, what are specific challenges for development and peacebuilding in
Palestine?

2.1. Overview of the Conflict Situation

In 2004 in the midst of the second Intifada, Charlotte Dunn, a development
practitioner working in the Palestinian territories, described the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict as being “characterized by political instability, violence,
intense international attention and media scrutiny, and unprecedented amounts
of aid.”*® Almost a decade later and more than 20 years after the start of the
Oslo accords this characterisation is still up-to-date. The latest attempt to revive
the peace process between Israelis and Palestinians by US Secretary of State
John Kerry did not aim for more than a framework agreement as a basis for
further negotiations, but failed nevertheless.® During the nine-month long
initiative the conflict actually further deteriorated and the latest escalation
beginning in June 2014 ultimately led to the “Operation Protective Edge”. This
most recent Gaza war was the third within the last six years and the most brutal
and violent, causing the highest number of casualties and massive
destruction.>

While the overall conflict situation since the beginning of the peace process has
been constantly deteriorating, the main issues at stake basically remained the
same: the status of Jerusalem, the final borders of Israel and a future
Palestinian state, the Israeli settlements, a fair distribution of water resources,
the problem of Palestinian refugees and their right to return. Most analysts,
such as Brand Jacobsen paint a bleak picture of the status quo, stating the:

substantial expansion of Israeli occupation — "facts on the ground"” — of the Occupied
Palestinian Territories (OPT) worsening violence and human rights violations, and the
intensifying militarization, demonization and polarization, expanding settlements and road

49 Charlotte Dunn 2004: 21.

50 On the reasons for the failure of the Kerry negotiations see On the Kerry negotiations see Khalidi et al.:
2014.

51 OCHA 2014.



construction, and entrenching policies, conflict attitudes, behaviors and strategies fuelling
escalation and intensification.>®

The Heidelberg Institute for International Conflict Research (HIIK) annually
publishes the so-called Conflict Barometer which gives a global overview of
intra- and interstate political conflicts, explaining each in brief and showing
trends and developments. Each conflict is rated in terms of its intensity, on a
scale from one to five, indicating “dispute, non-violent crisis, violent crisis,
limited war or war.”* In the latest HIIK publication, covering the year 2013, the
conflict between the Government of Israel and the Palestinian National
Authority “centering on the creation of a sovereign Palestinian state,” was rated
to be a “violent crisis,” which corresponds to the third out of five intensity levels.
“Secession, system / ideology, and resources” were identified as the relevant
conflict items and the start of the conflict dates back to the year 1948, showing
no significant change in the level of escalation in 2013 compared to the
previous years.>*

2.2. Development Assistance and Peacebuilding in Palestine

The “unprecedented amounts of aid”®> flowing to the oPt were already
mentioned. This section provides a brief overview and some statistics on the
actual state of international development assistance to the Palestinians.
Besides information on donors, amounts, and sectors, the structures of
international assistance, the aid architecture and its development over the last
20 years starting with the Oslo process will be outlined.

Shortly after the signing of the Declaration of Principles in 1993, a group of
representatives from more than 40 countries met in Washington D.C. to discuss
how to support the breakthrough in negotiations with development assistance to
the Palestinians.>® They agreed on an amount of approximately 2.4 billion US
Dollars to be invested over the next five years.>’ What motivated donors to
pledge such high amounts of financial assistance? Le More identifies three
objectives: First, international assistance aimed at directly supporting and
sustaining the peace process itself. Furthermore, aid was supposed to push the
Palestinian economy and its development which, through the so-called peace
dividend, should ultimately contribute to peace as well. Finally, development
assistance should contribute to Palestinian institution-building in order to
prepare the ground for a future Palestinian state.”®

From the aftermath of the Oslo process up to the year 2006, a total amount of
5.4 billion US Dollars was disbursed to the West Bank and the Gaza Strip by

52 Brand-Jacobsen 2010: 12.

53 HIIK Conflict Barometer 2014: 8.

54 HIIK Conflict Barometer 2014: 138.

55 Charlotte Dunn 2004: 21.

56 Brynen / Awartani / Woodcraft 2000: 205.
57 Forman and Patrick 2000:6.

58 Le More 2004: 17.

10



different donor countries and institutions such as the World Bank and UN
organisations.> The Palestinian Central Bureau of Statistics estimated the per
capita Gross National Income (GNI) for the Palestinian territories to be 2,669.70
US Dollars in 2011.%° For the same year the OECD calculated the net ODA to
the West Bank and the Gaza Strip to be 2 444 Million US Dollars, which would
make 611 US Dollars per capita.®’ This high amount of assistance equals
roughly one fifth (22.9 per cent) of the overall per capita income. Brynen states
that “on a per capita basis, Palestine receives perhaps the third or fourth
highest level of aid in the world and almost ten times the average for developing
countries as a whole.”®® While the United States leads the list of donors, the
European Union (EU) and some member states such as Germany, Norway, and
the United Kingdom are amongst the top ten. Furthermore, some Arab
countries, such as Saudi Arabia, have contributed big amounts.®® However,
looking at the amounts relative to a country's GNP, the US and other
geographically more distant states are less strong, while Norway and its
European neighbouring countries are providing rather high amounts. Arab
countries, even the less wealthy ones like Egypt or Jordan, give the most
relative to their income.®® However, the total number of countries involved in
assistance to the Palestinians is impressive and the structure of international
engagement hence is quite complex and “involves more than forty countries,
over two dozen UN and other multilateral agencies, a score of Palestinian
ministries, and hundreds of Palestinian and international NGOs.”®°

In response to this complexity, the donor community developed an aid
coordination structure which aims to manage and organise the many actors and
efforts. This structure in itself is highly complex and as Le More analyses
“embodies [...] the way aid and diplomacy have been inextricably linked.”®® The
most relevant in terms of decision-making is the Ad Hoc Liaison Committee
(AHCL) which was among others created at the very beginning of the post-Oslo
period and which is responsible for the overall aid strategy.®’ In 1994, the AHLC
decided to set up the Local Aid Coordination Committee (LACC), which was
later changed into the Local Aid Coordination Secretariat (LACS), in order to
enhance regular coordination on the local level.® Two more bodies were added
on the local level: the Joint Liaison Committee (JLC), which is intended to
arbitrate between donors, the Palestinian Authority (PA) and the Government of
Israel, as well as the Task Force on Project Implementation (TFPI), which has a
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similar task, with a focus on access and other implementation issues in relation
with the Israelis.®® The latter has not met since 2007.

In their meeting in late 2005, the AHLC members decided on a new aid
coordination structure in order to improve effectiveness of assistance and
cooperation.”® At present, this structure, in addition to the groups mentioned,
comprises four so-called Strategy Groups responsible for the sectors
Infrastructure, Economic Policy, Governance, and Social Development, with
each of them having four to five sub-groups. They are co-chaired by a
Palestinian ministry and an international donor or institution, and their
performance is described by Brynen to be “uneven,”’ depending on the
complexity of the sector and the motivation of the people involved in. The
overall quality of donor coordination in the Palestinian territories is disputed.

While authors, such as Anne Le More, remain very critical, pointing at the
politicisation of coordination, Brynen draws a mixed picture, concluding: “If
donor coordination has been less than some have hoped for, it has still been
better than many have feared.””? However, the fact that such a complex system
of coordination is in place marks the uniqueness of the international
engagement in Palestine.” Not only the amount and coordination structure of
aid are remarkable in this context, but also the question what assistance is
being spent on. The disbursement of funds to the Palestinians has shifted
several times in terms of targeted sectors and recipients due to the political
situation.”

In the beginning of the post-Oslo period, the main goal of aid was the support of
the peace process and hence most of the assistance was delivered to the newly
created PA and spent on the building of institutions and later on, job creation.”
This phase was characterised by slow delivery of financial assistance and a
discrepancy between pledges and actual disbursements due to a lack of
political will and coordination from the donor’s side, and a lack of resources and
capacity from the PA side.”® Only ten percent of what was pledged in 1993 for
the coming five years had been provided by the end of 1994.”” However, by the
end of 1999, the ratio between commitments and actual disbursements had
improved significantly.”

With the beginning of the second Intifada in the year 2000, donor policies in the
Palestinian territories made a strong shift “from development and infrastructural
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towards humanitarian and capacity-building-activities.”’® As a response to the
suddenly emerging humanitarian needs, donors doubled aid budgets to around
1 billion US Dollars per year and increased emergency aid ten-fold, while
cutting development assistance by 70 per cent.?° This cut was the opposite of
what was needed for a successful development process considering the
sectorial needs of the Palestinian economy.® Furthermore, much of what the
donor community had invested in infrastructure up to the year 2000 was
destroyed in the years of the Second Intifada, which “made donors reluctant to
reinvest in this sector.”®?

Another remarkable change regarding assistance to the Palestinians took place
in the aftermath of the 2006 Parliamentary elections when the “West imposed
an embargo on the democratically elected government.”®®* Hamas, officially
labelled a terrorist organisation by both the US administration and the EU, had
won the elections, gaining 76 of 132 seats in the Legislative Council
(Palestinian Parliament).®* In order to stay engaged, while bypassing the newly
elected Palestinian government, the Quartet members set up the so called TIM
(Temporary International Mechanism), an international funding mechanism
which would ensure direct delivery of assistance to those organisations and
institutions not directly controlled by the Hamas government. In doing so, the
donor community was officially seeking to “boost the role of the President’s
Office so as to disempower the authority of the office of the Hamas Prime
Minister Ismail Haniyeh.”®> After the violent escalation of the rivalry between
Hamas and Fatah, and the Hamas takeover of the Gaza Strip, international
donors got back to funding the PA in the West Bank, while further boycotting
the Hamas authority in Gaza.® In fact, the international community bypasses
the Hamas government and delivers assistance to the Gaza Strip which is
crucial given the Israeli siege and the aid-dependency and isolation of Gaza’s
population.®” However, this approach creates severe problems with regard to
coordination, ownership, and transparency. In the aftermath of the 2014 Gaza
war again high amounts of humanitarian and reconstruction aid are expected to
be delivered to the Gaza strip by the international community. Whether or not
this will happen through the PA or the Hamas government and whether there
will be a lasting political arrangement remains to be seen.

2.3. The Critical Aid Discourse in Palestine

Much criticism has been raised by Palestinian as well as international scholars
and analysts regarding international assistance to the Palestinians. A brief
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overview of the actual debate and some main arguments will be provided in this
section to allow a better understanding of the challenges of aid and
peacebuilding in the oPt. This debate considers different aspects. Many
scholars, such as Rex Brynen or more recently Nassar Ibrahim, have critically
assessed the motives of the donor community and the politicisation of
assistance to the Palestinians.?® Anne Le More states that “the international aid
agenda for the [oPt] has been determined less by Palestinian development
needs than by the competing political agendas of the main donors - in
particular the United States and the European Union [...].”¥% Le More, among
other researchers, has described these political agendas of donors to be
characterised by competition over political and diplomatic influence on the
Middle East Peace Process and the desire to “remain part of the process.” In
addition, donors’ interest in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict is shaped by strong
bilateral ties with Israel, especially in the case of the United States,’* as well as
by the geo-strategic relevance of the Middle East and the concern “for political
stability in the region.”®® Arguments against aid being strongly motivated by
donor interests have been raised even more after the donor community’s
withdrawal from PA funding after the elections in 2006. “The donors’ withdrawal
from the Hamas-led PA, and the subsequent isolation of Palestinian
municipalities, directly and indirectly governed by Hamas, leading to isolation of
hundreds of thousands of Palestinians, has been one of the clearest examples
of donors’ double standards in any conflict-affected country,” writes Taghdisi-
Rad.”® Sayigh has critically characterised the boycott as transforming “the
nature of the international sanctions imposed on the authority, marking a
transition from legitimate aid conditionality to active inducement of state
failure.”*

The relationship of international donors with Israel has been subject to much
criticism. International actors are blamed for “subsidising” the occupation —
according to international law the government of Israel would be responsible for
paying for humanitarian costs in the occupied territories — while at the same
time not challenging Israeli policies on the ground and avoiding any political
confrontation.®

Furthermore, outcomes of aid, the failure of peacebuilding efforts, and the
overall negative impact of aid on the conflict situation have been critically
assessed. Brand Jacobsen acknowledges the “significant engagement by a
broad spectrum of actors to ‘transform the conflict/build peace in Israel-
Palestine” with many successes on a small scale.®® At the same time, he
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diagnoses the absence of a “strategic transformation of the conflict” on a larger
scale and consequently an overall worsening of the situation.®” Sahar Taghdisi-
Rad similarly states that aid “contributed to the continuation of the conflict”
because it “tried to act as a substitute for politics.”?®

With regard to developmental goals, the overall assessment of international
engagement is not much more positive. Barsalou claims that “it has fallen far
short of meeting the development aspirations of both donors and recipients.”®
Barsalou’s assessment is one of the more moderate. Other analysts dismiss the
international engagement much more radically. Sara Roy coined the term “de-
development™® in the mid-1990s to describe the economic development in the
Gaza strip. In her analysis of the overall Palestinian society and economy in
1999, she explains the term, stating that unlike underdevelopment, “de-
development not only distorts the development process but undermines it
entirely.”’®" In her point of view, before the Oslo process, Palestine was
underdeveloped, while post-Oslo Palestine, basically due to “[c]losure, the
sealing off of the territories from Israel, from other external markets, and from
each other,” is characterised by “de-development.”’®? Sahar Taghdisi-Rad
shares the assessment of de-development with regard to the Palestinian post-
Oslo economy in general and the trade sector in particular and states that "after
more than 15 years of massive aid flows, donor assistance has failed to achieve
any viable developmental outcomes, leaving the Palestinian economy in a
constant state of crisis and collapse.”*®®

Similarly, Khalil Nakhleh in his books, “The Myth of Palestinian Development”'%*

and “Globalized Palestine: The National Sell-Out of a Homeland™®®, uses the
term “un-development”. Having had many years of work experience with
international development organisations in the Palestinian context himself,
Nakhleh harshly criticises the international engagement, claiming it to be driven
by political motives and a “sustainable deceit.”'°® Yezid Sayigh blames the
donor community for having “induced a failed state.”**” He criticises financial
assistance to the Palestinians, saying that it is falsely invested in humanitarian
relief, rather than in development, and blames the donor community for having
created a collapsed, aid-dependent PA instead of contributing to a viable two-
state solution.'®

In Palestine the Center for Development Studies at Birzeit University and its
scholars such as Samia Al-Bothme and Linda Tabar have researched and
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published much on the critical role of foreign assistance to the Palestinians.*®
But not only foreign aid as such is being criticised, but also economic policies of
the PA, especially the so-called Fayyadism'® and its interdependency with
aid.**

Besides criticism on the political and economic impacts of the international
engagement, “[cloncerns about the health of the NGO sector” and the overall
societal impact of aid have been raised by some analysts.**? Sari Hanafi and
Linda Tabar have researched this aspect comprehensively, showing the
interrelations between donor funding and the emergence of a “Palestinian
Globalised NGO elite”**® replacing a vibrant civil society. With regard to the
international engagement in the territories since the beginning of the Oslo
process, they state, “while donors sought to empower Palestinian society, the
outcome was that society, already weakened by the occupation, became even
more fragmented during this period.”***

After all, it has to be taken into consideration that some of what has been
researched and published on aid critique in the Palestinian context is only
available in Arabic. Institutes such as Bisan Center for Research and
Development, the Palestinian Institute for the Study of Democracy (Muwatin), or
the Palestine Economic Policy Research Institute (MAS) have been working on
this topic for many years and have carried out broad research and in-depth
analyses.''?

In this context part of what has been argued and published derives from a
critical perspective towards neo-liberal forms of economic development. Other
arguments can be specifically assigned to critical perspectives on liberal
peacebuilding. Among them are Jason Franks''® or Mandy Turner, for instance,
who fundamentally question the international peacebuilding efforts in the
Palestinian context. Turner blames the international community for imposing
their liberal development policies on the Palestinians and thereby enhancing
Israel’s “colonial practices.”**” By comparing modern peacebuilding to a mission
civilisatrice she goes so far as to not only question the outcomes of
peacebuilding attempts, but rather radically question peacebuilding actors’
intentions and legitimacy in the first place.**®
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2.4. Specific Challenges to Development and Peacebuilding in the
Palestinian Context

Having portrayed the aid architecture and some criticism against it, the following
section will present the specific conditions under which this structure has to
function. In order to be able to analyse the conflict sensitivity of assistance, it is
crucial to have an idea of the conflict-related issues and questions which, in
addition to general challenges in development cooperation, have a relevant
impact on development in Palestine. Many of the characteristics of aid in
Palestine which have been critically assessed, as shown above, are related to
the specific political context and its challenges and pitfalls.

“Does the continuation of aid prolong the conflict? How can aid be sustainable if
there is no long-term perspective? How can agencies maintain a development
outlook if needs are primarily humanitarian?”*'® These questions, raised by
Charlotte Dunn, a practitioner working in development assistance in Palestine,
express some of the doubts and dilemmas which the aid community in the oPt
has to cope with. In fact, the prolonged conflict situation and Israeli occupation
create many challenges for Palestinian development and those who are
involved in it.

First of all, every organisation working in development assistance in Palestine is
confronted with the dilemma that “[a]id is meeting the humanitarian needs of
Palestinians in a conflict where the responsibility for these people, under
international humanitarian law, lies with Israel as the Occupying Power.”*?° A
Do No Harm analysis of development cooperation in the oPt, carried out by
Mary B. Anderson, reveals that this dilemma is critically assessed by a high
number of practitioners working in the field of development in Palestine.** In
fact, “foreign donors are essentially footing the bill for the continued Israeli
occupation of most of the West Bank and Gaza.”*?> However, similar to the
general problem of fungibility within development assistance,*?® there is no way
out of this dilemma without the severe “political and humanitarian
consequences that would follow a suspension of aid.”*?*

Furthermore, in relation to Israel the challenge for the international community is
twofold: on the one hand the government-supported expansion of Israeli
settlements and related infrastructure in the West Bank “transformed the
landscape of the occupied territories since 2000, if not 1993.”?° This created
facts on the ground, against international law, making a two-state solution
increasingly difficult, if not impossible. On the other hand, organisations have to
coordinate their assistance to the Palestinians with the Israeli government and
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thus depend on its cooperation and goodwill. Anne Le More aptly describes
Israel as the “aid community’s ‘host™, since crucial practical aspects of work in
the oPt, such as staff mobility, work visas, or transportation of goods have to be
arranged with, and agreed by, the Israeli government.’®® “The underlying
political reality is that control over the delivery and use of foreign aid by
international donors and Palestinian recipients is mediated through the Israeli
occupation.”*?’

This dependency becomes very evident in Area C and East Jerusalem, where
the Israeli administration is in exclusive control of the usage of and access to
territory and natural resources. According to the Interim Agreement on the West
Bank and the Gaza Strip, the West Bank is divided into three areas: A, B, and
C. That which was agreed on between Israel and the PLO in the 1990s as an
interim solution until a final status agreement would follow within five years, is
the remaining structure until today. “In Area C, Israel retained full control over
security and planning and zoning, as well as other aspects related to
‘territory’.”*?® This area constitutes more than 60 percent of the West Bank.'?
Here, every action that is considered as construction work requires permission
from the Israeli authority, which is why agencies have tended to concentrate
their efforts on the cities in area A.**°

The situation is similarly difficult in East Jerusalem which is unilaterally annexed
by Israel as a result of the 1967 War. Palestinian Jerusalem residents suffer
under a discriminatory legal status as residents, not citizens. They live under
the constant risk of losing their residency status and being deprived of their right
to live in Jerusalem by the Israeli administration.*** Furthermore, similar to Area
C, “[olnly 13 per cent of the total East Jerusalem area is available for
Palestinian construction, and much of this is already built-up.”

Due to the siege and the restricted access, limitations are even much worse in
Gaza. These territorial issues give a clear example of how the conflict with
Israel has a direct impact on developmental efforts in the Palestinian territories.
In addition, Israeli policies on the ground — the closure policy and the
“expansion into the occupied territory through settlement growth, road and
infrastructure construction, and the building of the separation barrier in the West
Bank” have transformed the territories into “a collection of isolated regions and
enclaves.”™®? Some researchers speak of Bantustans, referring to Apartheid
South Africa.*®

Besides the territorial fragmentation, there is a severe societal fragmentation
within Palestine which poses challenges for everyone who is engaged in the

126 Le More 2004: 18.
127 Barsalou 2003: 55.
128 OCHA 2011: 5.

129 OCHA 2013: 26.

130 Le More 2004: 18.
131 OCHA 2013: 33.

132 Le More 2004: 18.
133 Taghdisi-Rad: 2011: 9.

18



Palestinian context.** Among them is the deep inner-Palestinian divide
between Hamas and Fatah. Most analysts agree on the negative role of the
international donor community in exacerbating “the power struggle between the
two movements” through boycotting the Hamas-led government while boosting
Fatah and the President’s office.’®* As described by Le More, “this resulted in
ever more armed violence between the two clans, the collapse of the national
unity government, and the effective seizure by Hamas in June 2007, while the
centre of power in the West Bank remained controlled by Fatah.”**® Many
analysts have assessed an inner-Palestinian reconciliation and a reunification
as an essential first step towards any kind of peace settlement with the Israelis.
137 Whether or not the current unity government is a step towards a substantial
and sustainable reunification of Palestinians, at least with regard to this specific
fracture, remains to be seen.’®

Another societal issue which has to be taken into consideration is the role of
refugees. More than six decades ago, the Israeli-Arab War of 1948 -
remembered by Palestinians as the “Nakba” — forced millions of Palestinians
into exile.** Today, there are some five million registered refugees, one third of
whom are living in “United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine
Refugees in the Near East” (UNRWA) camps in the West Bank, Gaza, Jordan,
Syria, or Lebanon.}*® While refugees play a crucial role for the Palestinian
struggle, they are marginalised in the neighbouring countries, as well as within
Palestine.’*! Furthermore, around 20 percent of all Israeli citizens are of
Palestinian origin.**> This group is often neglected because “the Palestinians”,
in many cases, are defined to be only those living in the occupied territories.**?
However, the issue of refugees and Palestinians inside Israel poses a core
challenge in terms of their specific role, identity, inclusion, and rights.*** Brand
Jacobsen, listing the obstacles to an Israeli-Palestinian peace process, rightly
argues that this issue, while being difficult to address, “must be resolved fairly
for any meaningful resolution.”**°

But the societal gaps are even more complex and multi-dimensional. In fact,
they spread across the whole Palestinian society in terms of the distribution of
resources, income, and power, and with regard to identity and social cohesion.
These gaps are necessarily of prime importance for development organisations
when it comes to finding the right partners and beneficiaries. Hilal and Khan
have shown the high degree of fragmentation within the Palestinian middle
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class and how access to privileges and resources is based on clientelistic
structures.*® In fact, corruption and mismanagement of public funds within the
PA and affiliated public and private monopolies are major problems which
donors need to take into consideration when deciding how to spend ODA funds
in the Palestinian context.’*’ But development cooperation with the PA is
challenging in several aspects. While on the one hand the PA is the preferred
partner for cooperation, as part of the overall approach to strengthen
Palestinian state- and institution-building, the PA increasingly faces questions of
legitimacy and public support.**® Since the breakup of the short-lived unity
government in 2007, the actual government ruling the West Bank is lacking
democratic legitimacy. President Abbas’ cabinet is not constitutionally approved
by the Palestinian Legislative Council since the Parliament and its committees
are inoperable, and new elections have been overdue since 2010.**° The PA’s
repressive approach towards free speech and attacks on critical activists and
journalists add to the erosion of its legitimacy.**° An opinion poll carried out by a
Norwegian research institute in 2011 revealed that three-quarters of people in
the West Bank and in Gaza assessed the state of democracy and the general
situation of human rights and public freedoms in the oPt to be poor or very
poor.’! However, stopping cooperation with the PA is not an easy way out of
this dilemma. On the other hand, Anderson has convincingly argued that the
refusal to directly support the PA, which is the approach adopted by one of the
major donors, inevitably supports the Israeli side’s argument “that there is no
partner for peace.”>?

Regarding cooperation with the civil society and NGOs, the situation is similarly
complex. Many analysts, such as Hilal and Khan, have described the
“professionalization' and the attendant transformation of organizational
structures and agendas (...) necessitated by the requirements of international
donors.”*® Hanafi and Tabar have shown the negative impact of international
assistance by creating an “NGO elite” which follows rent-seeking structures
instead of public political interests and visions.*>*

In addition to these general issues, some other issues are specifically relevant
in the context of peacebuilding efforts. The most striking challenge in the
Palestinian context is the lack of an overall peacebuilding strategy. “However, at
no point, including the present, has the overall international response to the
Palestinian—Israeli conflict been influenced by an integrated policy framework in
which aid and political actors pursue a mutually supportive peace strategy.”155
Brand Jacobsen similarly deplores "the lack of a coherent, shared analysis
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amongst a critical mass of key stakeholders involved in peacebuilding” leading
to “fragmented, often contradictory efforts and engagements.”*® He identifies
this state as being caused by a lack of comprehensive and adequate conflict
analysis on the one hand, and biased identification with one of the conflict
parties on the other hand.™® Jean and Mendelsohn, in the framework of their
contribution to the global “Reflecting on Peace Practice” (RPP) project, have
analysed peacebuilding efforts in the years from the Oslo process up to 2008.
They similarly identified “many actors and constituencies, but no shared
vision.”**8

Besides this strategic deficit, there is another difficulty which practitioners
aiming at peacebuilding in the Palestinian context have to deal with. The
duration of the conflict is protracted, in the absence of both a realistic peace
vision and serious political attempts to reach a common ground. On both the
Palestinian and Israeli sides this has led to disappointment and a kind of
“peacebuilding-fatigue.” Anat Biletzki provides an illustrative example of how
peacebuilding efforts over time can lose effectiveness and even meaning
because of the lack of “real peace.”

“In the 1990’s, during the “Oslo years® of the Middle East, when it seemed that the Oslo
accords had seen the beginning of a real “peace process” dialogue became a popular
activity for those in the business of peace. (...) This was the epitome of positivism and
optimism, where one could naively believe that dialogue would be an efficacious part of a
(road to a) real peace. What could be wrong with such activity in such an atmosphere?
Two things: first, it soon became a boon of satire and joke to talk of dialogue — “dialogue,
schmialogue” — in the Israeli general public, not to mention comedians and intellectuals,
deriving ironic pleasure from the perceived futility of dialogue as a substitute for real
peace; “dialogue” literally in laugh-quotes, became a specific language-game in
substitution for real peace-talk.”*°

On the Palestinian side, Brand Jacobsen identifies people as being tired and
frustrated with peace “as a promise they do not see.”*®° This tiredness has also
resulted in the boycott, as well as, in the anti-normalisation movements. The
“Palestinian Campaign for the Academic and Cultural Boycott of Israel”
(PACBI), a group of Palestinian intellectuals, politicians, and activists who are
leading this movement and the anti-normalisation discourse, offer the following
definition for normalisation in the Palestinian context:

“[tIhe participation in any project, initiative, or activity in Palestine or internationally, that
aims (implicitly or explicitly) to bring together Palestinians (and/or Arabs) and Israelis
(people or institutions) without placing as its goal resistance to and exposure of the Israeli
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occupation and all forms of discrimination and oppression against the Palestinian
people.”**

The Palestinian “Boycott, Divestment and Sanctions” (BDS) movement, which
was initiated in the year 2005 and has been growing since with international
scope and support, endorses this definition and works with similar means for
the Palestinian “struggle for justice” and “against Israel until it complies with
international law and Palestinian rights.”*®> These movements are relatively new
and still in the process of developing and Brand Jacobsen is right when he
notes that there is still a lack of a clear and common understanding of what
normalisation actually means in practice.'® In fact, the term is also being used
to “destroy programs/people/activities rather than to clearly distinguish between
work that can legitimately contribute to change and work that may re-enforce
occupation.”*®* Either way, the inner-Palestinian criticism on programmes and
initiatives needs to be taken seriously and the anti-normalisation discourse has
to be taken into account when working on peacebuilding measures in the oPt.
Otherwise, these measures can be harmful both to the organisations or
individuals involved and to the overall goal of peacebuilding.

While the above-mentioned aspects give an idea of the challenges in the
Palestinian context, it should be noted that such a list is hardly exhaustive. In
fact, the situation on the ground is never static but constantly undergoing
changes and developments. However, this brief overview should have made
clear how much the socio-political situation in Palestine is influenced by the
conflict and vice versa. Every practitioner working in the territories has to keep
that in mind, and be conflict-sensitive, in order do “Do No Harm,” but to do
good. David Shearer, a practitioner, who served as Head of Office of the United
Nations Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA) in
Jerusalem, summed it up:

“Contrary to most perceptions, aid is neither necessarily positive nor benign. Pouring this
magnitude of aid into a conflict without either the structure of a peace agreement or a
solid analysis of its impact is comparable to speeding along a road at night without
headlights. Continued aid in the absence of a serious examination of donor
responsibilities, the obligations of the occupier, and aid’s overall impact could undermine
the prospects for a peace agreement in the future. It is time for donors to examine how
$1bn a year might be more effectively used as a lever for peace rather than simply

picking up the pieces of a conflict that shows no sign of abating.”165
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3. PCIA as a Concept of Conflict Sensitivity

3.1. Concepts of Conflict Sensitivity — the State of Art

From the middle of the 1990s up to now, the development of conflict sensitivity
can be divided into three phases. The first phase was characterised by the
newly-awakened critical consciousness of the international community and
developmental actors after the genocide in Rwanda.'®® The growing self-critical
debate on the role of development assistance, in the context of violent conflict,
led to the development of concepts such as Do No Harm, which was introduced
By Mary B. Anderson in 1999, or PCIA, which Bush developed from 1996
onwards.*®” While these attempts focused on the project level of development
cooperation, the OECD/DAC and the European Union in parallel worked on
methods and tools for assessments on the macro-policy level.**®

The debate continued in a second phase from the late 1990s until 2003/04.%°
While approaches which were developed in the previous phase were
implemented and tested, at the same time a variety of new frameworks, tools,
and methods was developed, fuelling the still on-going confusion about names
and terminology. The more the general idea of conflict sensitivity became
integrated into the field of development cooperation, the more approaches were
created according to the specific needs and wishes of numerous donors,
implementing agencies, and organisations.'”

The third phase, which started in 2003/04 and lasts to date, is characterised by
a further development into three different directions, which makes it even
harder to define PCIA since there are so many competing answers by now to
the question of what the concept means.!’* On the one hand, the term PCIA
has been replaced by other terms such as “conflict-sensitive development,”’?
indicating a shift in the focus of the approaches. On the other hand, approaches
which already came up during the first phase have been further refined and
developed, offering comprehensive and concrete step-by-step methodological
frameworks, as with Bush’s Hands-On PCIA.2"® A third trend is marked by the
recent debates on how to specifically measure the effectiveness of
peacebuilding measures, following up on critical questions being raised in the
previous phases. Overall, a further merge of the areas of development
cooperation and peacebuilding can be observed, which has serious
implications for evaluation and monitoring.*"
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While on the one hand, “the term PCIA covers [instead] a wide range of
different approaches, not all of them building on the original concept,”” on the
other hand a broad field of new frameworks and tools with a variety of new
terms and names has been developed which are equivalent to the original
PCIA."® As early as in 2003, Leonhardt lists the

“methodologies that agencies have developed over the last years called PCIA
(CIDA/IDRC), Conflict Impact Assessment Systems (CIAS) (Reychler & EC), peace and
conflict analysis (Oxfam), conflict prognosis (Clingendael), conflict vulnerability analysis
(USAID), strategic conflict assessment (DFID), benefit-harms analysis (CARE), and Do
No Harm (LCPP) among others.”*"’

This list has certainly grown over the last few years up to now. Two years later,
Beatrix Schmelzle notes that “a myriad of organisations — development
agencies, government departments, [and] conflict resolution organisations — are
engaged, albeit at different levels and with varying commitment to
‘mainstreaming,” in activities to identify appropriate ways to evaluate and
improve their work.”*"® Accordingly, Daniela Kérppen assesses PCIA as being

just a “utopia of a consistent methodology”.*"

Table 1: The Development of Concepts of Conflict Sensitivity

Phases Dates Trends Conceptual Developments
1st Mid- Newly awakened Micro- o Kenneth Bush in 1996: PCIA
phase 1990s — critical project e Mary B. Anderson in 1999:
late consciousness of level Do No Harm
1990s the international
community Macro- e OECD/DAC and the
policy European Union:
level development of own tools
and methods

2nd Late Mainstreaming of ¢ Implementation and testing of existing
phase 1990s - the idea of conflict methods and concepts
2003/04 sensitivity o Development of new frameworks, tools

and methods

e More approaches created, according to
the specific needs of various
organisations
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3rd 2003/4 - “Utopia of a e PCIlAreplaced by various new terms
phase present consistent indicating shifts in focus
methodology” and e Further refinement and development of
terminological approaches which emerged during the
confusion first phase such as Bush’s “Hands-On
PCIA”
Merge of the fields e Debates on how to measure the
of development effectiveness of specific peacebuilding
assistance and measures
peacebuilding

Own compilation

The following section will summarise different approaches according to a
number of possible categories of differentiations for the current debate. There
are concepts dedicated to development cooperation projects and others
designed for peacebuilding measures, while some, such as Bush’s PCIA
approach, can be used for both. Kérppen distinguishes between top-down and
bottom-up approaches,*®® while Paffenholz adds further possible criteria such
as planning versus evaluating purposes and comprehensive versus single
functional approaches.’® Hoffman works out three different relevant
approaches: “those that deploy standard donor evaluation criteria; those that
develop methodologies for assessing the peace and conflict impact of
development and humanitarian programming by multi-mandate organisations;
and those that focus explicitly on interventions by NGOs with specific conflict
resolution and peacebuilding aims.”*®? Neufeld offers another interesting way of
categorising the debate by differentiating between “Logical Frameworkers” and
“Complex Circlers.” The former is used to describe practitioners that tend to
plan, monitor, and evaluate peacebuilding projects in a linear, causal chain
oriented way while the latter think and act more flexibly and more oriented
towards specific cases and contexts.'®® However, each of these ways and
approaches of structuring the PCIA debate in itself represents a certain
perspective and position within this debate. Hofmann, for instance, makes his
division along methodological aspects and asks for a unified methodology and
hereby reveals a quite technocratic perspective.'® Neufeld, on the other hand,
indicates a different focus and less emphasis on technocratic questions by
naming his article “Frameworkers and Circlers.” Besides all these differences,
Thania Paffenholz is right when she states that nonetheless

“all PCIA approaches do have in common the thorough analysis of the conflict situation
and the formulation of recommendations for coping with the situation, e.g. for reducing
possible negative effects of an intervention on violent conflict and for enhancing its
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contribution to peacebuilding.”

However, given the sheer number of different PCIA frameworks, it seems
impossible to analyse the benefits and limitations of PCIA as such without
specifying a concrete approach. This study will analyse and focus on PCIA as
developed by Kenneth Bush. Besides the fact that most concepts share a basic
understanding of conflict sensitivity, in fact approaches and concept differ in
terms of how to concretely ensure conflict sensitivity for different measures in
conflict contexts. Bush’s PCIA is characterised by some specific features which
will be presented in the following chapter. These characteristics are core to his
understanding of conflict sensitivity and have been further sharpened and
developed over the years and throughout the process of refinement of his
approach. Chapter 3.2. will, in a first step, give an overview of Bush’s concept
with an emphasis on these specific characteristics, followed by a presentation of
some discussions on and criticism against these ideas in Chapter 3.3. Thereby,
chapter three should provide an understanding of Bush’s PCIA and, together
with the practice experiences in the subsequent section, allow a critical
discussion of this framework in relation to the Palestinian case in Chapter five.

3.2. PCIA as Developed by Kenneth Bush

The term Peace and Conflict Impact Assessment, or PCIA, can be traced back
to the year 1996 when Kenneth Bush published “Good Practices for the Peace
and Conflict Impact Assessment (PCIA) of Development Projects” for an OECD
Task Force.'® Two years later, as a “result of over a hundred interviews and
meandering conversations in the field,”*® he further developed and refined this
concept in the framework of his widely received article “A Measure of Peace:
Peace and Conflict Impact Assessment (PCIA) of Development Projects in
Conflict Zones.”*®” Following up on this, he published a first version of “Hands-
on PCIA” in 2003,'® and “Aid for Peace” in 2009, both refinements of the
original concept into more comprehensive, step-by-step approaches.*®®

The core idea behind PCIA was to “develop an argument and framework for the
systematic consideration of the positive and negative impacts of development
projects in conflict-prone regions.”®® A key aspect of the framework is that
peacebuilding should be understood as an impact rather than a specific activity.
Instead of limiting aspects of peace and conflict solely to peacebuilding
projects, all kind of measures, whether developmental or peace-oriented,
should be assessed with view to their peace and conflict impact.*®* Therefore,
Kenneth Bush provides working definitions of peace and conflict impact.
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Before going into the details of Bush’s concept, it is worth asking what the
potential impact of concrete initiatives and projects could be. Daniela Koérppen
gives a clear overview of the differences between the output, outcome, and
impact of a project.’® The lowest level of a project’s effect is its output. This is
the easiest to measure since it stands for direct short-term results of an activity.
In the example of a project bringing together business people from different
conflict parties, aiming at trade enhancement and peacebuilding, this could be
the number of participants. Whereas the outcome of such an encounter would
be a more qualitative and long-term result of this encounter project such as an
increase in trade between businesses from both sides due to the project-
induced ties. A project’s impact, however, is the most difficult to measure since
it represents the ultimate effect of a measure in a broad sense. In the example
of the business people encounter the intended peace impact would be the
mutual trust between the two business communities and their willingness to
engage in peaceful cooperation with the other conflict party beyond business
and trade. However, a rather unintended conflict impact could be a
marginalisation of the project participants within their own communities and
them being blamed for cooperating with “the other” side.” In fact, in spite of the
difficulties of measuring it, it is the project’s impact on peace and conflict which
according to PCIA standards should be assessed and analysed. Bush himself
differentiates between peace and conflict impact, defining peace impact to be

“understood to include those outcomes that foster and support those sustainable
structures and processes which strengthen the prospects for peaceful coexistence and
decrease the likelihood of the outbreak, reoccurrence, or continuation, of violent conflict.
"Peace" is not the absence of conflict, but the absence of the use of violence to resolve
both the positive and negative forms of conflict that arise naturally in any society.”**

Conflict impact however is “understood to include all outcomes that increase
the likelihood that conflict will be dealt with through violent means.”***

Applicability

These two kinds of impact should no longer only be taken into consideration
related to specific “peace measurements” but should, similar to gender, be
considered as crosscutting aspects of all developmental cooperation which is
carried out in the context of conflict.'® Consequently, the right criterion to
decide whether a PCIA is necessary or not is not the type of measure but the
location and context, being either “characterized by latent or manifest violent
conflict’*®® or in a "territory which is contested or politically and legally
ambiguous.”™®’ Hence, Bush’s approach, in contrast to others that are designed
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specifically and exclusively for either development or peacebuilding measures,
can be applied to all kinds of measures carried out in the context of conflict.

Bush furthermore explains the difference between more general methods of
evaluation and PCIA by giving examples of projects that are successful in terms
of their limited developmental goals without having any positive impact in terms
of peacebuilding at all and vice versa.'®® Hence, the assessment should go
beyond regular evaluation and monitoring by capturing each activity’s broad
scope of impact, whether aimed and planned or not.**® In A Measure of Peace,
in addition to these explanations on the purpose and the practitioners’ use of
PCIA, Bush provides concrete steps for carrying out a PCIA. Thereby he
differentiates between two phases, pre-project and post-project considerations.

As part of necessary pre-project considerations in a conflict zone, one should
ask whether location, timing, political context, and other relevant factors make
the project reasonable at all.’® At this early stage, one should look for the
impact which the conflict could have on the project itself and carry out a risk
assessment. Here contextual factors need to be considered, as well as the
capacities of the project and finally the compatibility of both. Contextual factors
could be the political and legal security structure in a country or simply the
physical infrastructure. The project itself should be analysed with regard to
questions of resources, capacity, and personnel. Finally, concrete aspects such
as the degree of trust and ownership within the community and support from
authorities and leaders should be taken into consideration. Another relevant
aspect regarding the compatibility of the project and the contextual conditions is
the question of sustainability. After having gone through these questions
thoroughly one should define the right indicators for measuring the actual
impact of the project. At this stage, Bush aims at providing more concrete

suggestions on how to “operationalize a tool which is effective and efficient”.?%*

Local Ownership and Participation

At the same time, he highly emphasises the role of ownership and local
wisdom. “Ideally, a PCIA would be used by all development actors involved in
decision making in conflict-prone regions.”®> He criticises conventional
evaluation methods which usually for the sake of better comparability formulate
indicators a priori.?*®® According to him these indicators might be useful for
organisational purposes but not proper tools for mapping a project’s real
impact. Instead, one would have to ask a broad range of stakeholders which
are involved in the project to critically discuss, and thereby identify, useful and
significant indicators. Bush himself suggests some indicator patterns without
claiming that any of these should be universally applied. He mentions Security
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Indicators, Psychological Indicators, Social Indicators, Political Indicators, and
Judicial Indicators.?® But he also stresses the urge for creativity to find new
innovative indicators and to involve conflict-affected communities in further
work in this field.

With regard to the post-project phase of PCIA, Bush asks for the type of impact
one might see “as a result of undertaking development interventions in
environments of potential or open conflict.”*® Here again he provides the
reader with examples of potential areas of projects’ impact such as a significant
change in access to resources — individual or collective resources like water,
land, and food but also non-material resources such as social status,
information, and legitimacy.?®® Another relevant aspect which should be paid
more attention is the question whether any of the measures taken create or
exacerbate any socio-economic tension.?®’ Since most of the development
projects, if carried out successfully, challenge the socio-economic status quo,
one must carefully observe the risk of potentially creating tension. Similarly,
issues like food security should be of concrete concern when looking at
project’s impacts. Bush emphasises the importance of the material basis of
economic sustenance in a society and another potential conflict exacerbation
factor which is the control over existing societal systems.

Finally, Bush suggests five concrete areas of potential impact which should be
analysed and looked at before, during, and after implementing a project:
Institutional Capacity to Manage/Resolve Violent Conflict & to Promote
Tolerance and Build Peace, Military and Human Security, Political Structures
and Processes, Economic Structures and Processes, and Social
Reconstruction and Empowerment. Furthermore, he gives examples of relevant
sample questions which should be asked to capture each of these areas.

Openness

Bush, while offering these potential areas of impact, stresses that these areas
should only be seen as a suggestion and serve as a stimulation for discussions
among those involved in projects. Since every project has its individual relevant
aspects, different sets of questions and fields of impact need to be identified for
each specific case.’® Bush makes proposals rather than offering fixed
indicators in order to keep the openness and flexible applicability of his

concept. This is why “A Measure for Peace” “is winding down at the point it
should be picking up,”?® as Bush describes in his conclusion, because a useful
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PCIA has “to be the product of the interaction and synergies of the full spectrum
of the peacebuilding community.”#*°

Following up on this work, Bush refined his approach a few years later. The
result was the manual “Hands-on PCIA” which he published as a first draft in
2003. While the original idea of PCIA remains pretty much the same, Bush
gives more concrete guidance and instructions for practitioners by creating this
"PCIA for Dummies" format.?** The handbook is meant to serve as a working
document for practical use in the field. While Bush reflects and builds on many
experiences he had in the field himself, he also openly invites readers and
users of his handbook to comment on it and to give feedback according to their
own experiences. Accordingly, a revised version was published in 2007.2*2
Compared to his previous work, the “Hands-On” document offers more
condensed instructions by describing PCIA as a 5-step-process beginning with
an assessment of first the project environment and second the risks and
opportunities. The next three steps contain the assessment of potential peace
and conflict impacts before, during, and after the implementation of a project.?*?

Table 2: PCIA according to Bush

Phase Task Main Concerns Areas of observation
1 Pre- Assessing the Is the environment e Conflict Stakeholders
project environment in which the project | e Peace Stakeholders
is planned affected
by conflict?
2 Completing arisk | How may the peace e Location
and opportunity and conflict e Timing
assessment environment affect e Political context
the project or e Military Context
initiative? e Socio-economic Issues
e Partners/ Stakeholders
e Other relevant factors
3 Assessing How should the
potential peace project be planned
and conflict and designed in
impacts during view of potential
project design peace and conflict
impacts?
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4 In- Assessing What immediate
project potential peace impacts can be
and conflict monitored?
impacts during
project Does the project’s
implementation design and direction
have to be
Regular repetition | modified? Conflict Management
of risk and Capacities
opportunity
assessment Military and Human
Security,
5 Post- Assessing How should the next Political Structures and
project potential peace phase be planned in Processes,
and conflict view of evaluated Economic Structures and
impacts as part of | impacts so far? Processes
post-project What can we learn Social Impacts and
evaluation from the previous Empowerment
phase?

Own compilation based on Bush

Despite these further developments of the concept, the core features of Bush’s
PCIA remain the same. Besides the understanding of peace as an impact,
aspects such as the emphasis of local participation and ownership, the
openness of the concept, and the application on the project level rank amongst
the most relevant characteristics of Bush’s concept until now. They are also
among the most disputed aspects of his approach and have caused much
criticism in the academic discourse on conflict sensitivity. The following section
will provide a look at this discourse by describing some of the critical voices on
Bush’s approach to PCIA.

3.3. Criticism of Bush’s Methodology

In fact, the openness of Bush’s PCIA concept is one of its most significant
features. This openness contrasts with attempts to mainstream PCIA into the
logics and operating procedures of institutions and organisations®* and has
generated much criticism by other researchers and practitioners.

In the framework of a dialogue on PCIA initiated by the Berghof Conflict
Research Centre, Mark Hoffman for instance challenged Bush’s approach. He
gives an overview of three different PCIA approaches, Bush’s and two others,
comparing them in terms of methodological aspects and giving suggestions for
improvement of each of them. Hoffman criticises the openness of Bush’s
approach, stating that “it may well hinder the ability of donors, implementing
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agencies, stakeholder, participants, or external evaluators to effectively
operationalise such a PCIA framework.””* Similarly, Marc Ross argues: “By
suggesting to project implementers that everything matters and that all domains
are interconnected, PCIA, as Bush presents it, can be disempowering and
produce frustration.”®

Bush himself critically asks with regard to Hoffman’s article: “Where are the
politics?” and explains that PCIA was meant to be political and have an
empowering impact and therefore should not be discussed in such a
“technocratic” way.?*” Bush continues defending the openness of his approach,
which was never intended to be “a full-blown kitbag of PCIA tools,” but rather
“an invitation to enter into an open-ended and on-going conversation.”**® Bush
notes with great concern the attempts of the “Development Industry”,%*° as he
critically calls organisations and agencies working in this field, to mainstream
PCIA in an apolitical way. This would undermine the original idea of the concept
as an “original organic Southern-led learning process.”??° He continues on the
adaption of PCIA by Northern donors and NGOs explaining: “The ultimate result
in most cases was the limitation, rather than the expansion of PCIA, as it was
forced into constrained pre-existing bureaucratic structures and made to fit the
standard operating procedures of the Development Industry.”?**

Bush’s concern about these kinds of standardisation processes is shared by
other researchers in the field, such as Reina C. Neufeldt?*? or Gsanger and
Feyen, who argue for “avoiding linear cause-effect thinking such as the log-
frame mindset.””*® Others, such as Manuela Leonhardt, on the one hand notes
with regard to a mainstreamed PCIA that “there is a justifiable worry that it will
become a fig leaf for agencies that in the end are not prepared to change any of
their basic ways of operation”.??* But at the same time, she stresses the
potential of mainstreaming PCIA as one out of several available tools in order to
reflect on interventions and agencies’ role in conflict situations.””® The
discussion about mainstreaming PCIA versus the openness of the process is
related to another issue which is of great relevance for Bush’s PCIA approach,
namely the participation and ownership of people. Bush’s argumentation
reveals that openness is not a value per se, but a means for the purpose of
ensuring local ownership.

Bush regards local ownership to be crucial for PCIA, which according to him is
supposed to be “organic, process-oriented, community-controlled, responsive,
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and non-linear.”®*®® Hence, A measure for Peace was meant to be a platform for
Southerners to engage in the development of user-friendly tools for their own
projects. Gsédnger and Feyen also stress the importance of local ownership and
participation,??’ as well as Lisa Bornstein, who conducted a field study on PCIA
in post-civil war Mozambique and who identifies the participation of a variety of
stakeholders including local communities as being a key factor for projects’
success.’?® Many authors, such as Leonhardt, stress that “more could be done,
for example, to hand over PCIA to civil society organisations, particularly those
from the South, as a part of capacity building in management and advocacy.”%?°

However, some oppose the call for more ownership. Thania Paffenholz, while
not questioning the importance of local communities’ participation in general,
warns with regard to Kenneth Bush’s specific approach that “we should be
careful not to paint the picture of the “wonderful Southerners” and the “evil
Northerners.”° Barbolet et al. furthermore critically question whether local
communities really could be as influential on agencies and organisations in
terms of decision-making as has often been declared.?®* They raise doubts with
regard to local capacities and call for more realism and less ideological ethos on
this subject.*? Finally, Anderson and Olson describe the negative influence
local stakeholders can have when functioning as gatekeepers who try to
monopolise foreign funds and power for their own purposes.?*® Ultimately, the
issue of ownership remains disputed, and is one of the core aspects which
distinguishes Bush’s concept of PCIA from others. Yet another controversial
question within the PCIA debate, which in a way is related to the issue of
mainstreaming, is the question of the level of application. A Measure of Peace,
similar to Do No Harm, concentrates on the project level of development, rather
than on the programme or policy level. This has been criticised by Paffenholz,
among others, who call for more macro-oriented peace and conflict
assessments.?**

4. Practitioners’ Assessments of the
Palestinian Context and their Specific
Experiences with PCIA or other Concepts
of Conflict Sensitivity

This chapter will present the main findings of the interviews conducted with
practitioners who work in the context of development and peacebuilding in
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Palestine. The purpose of these interviews was to gain insights into the practice
of development cooperation and peacebuilding in the oPt with a focus on the
key question of practitioners’ experiences with and approaches to PCIA or other
concepts of conflict sensitivity. Chapter 4.1. will clarify some further
methodological aspects regarding the interviews, and the subsequent section
will be dedicated to main findings and results.

4.1. The Expert Interviews

The expert interviews were conducted between 1st July 2013 and 26th
September 2013. During, as well as prior to this phase, numerous attempts
were made to reach out to development practitioners in Palestine, by phone, by
mail, and personally, in order to include as many interviewees as possible.

The difficulties of finding practitioners who agree to speak about their
professional experiences in the oPt and their organisations’ approaches to
conflict sensitivity were already mentioned. Despite these factors, ten
representatives of different development agencies were willing to conduct an
interview, either face-to-face or via video conference.?® The list of participants
comprised the following organisations:

e Agencia Espafiola de Cooperacion Internacional para el Desarrollo
(AECID)

Denmark’s Development Cooperation (DANIDA)

Deutsche Gesellschatft fur Internationale Zusammenarbeit (G1Z)
Italian Development Cooperation

Japan International Cooperation Agency (JICA)

Netherlands Representative Office to the Palestinian Authority
Representative Office Of Norway

Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation (SDC)

United Nations Development Programme (UNDP)

United States Agency for International Development (USAID)

In order to gain insights into practical experiences with conflict sensitivity, it was
important to approach practitioners who have programmatic responsibility and
do not only work on the implementation level. At the time when the interviews
were conducted, each of the interviewed experts fulfilled the criterion of being
responsible for at least one of their organisations’ programmes. In two cases,
the interview was conducted with the organisations’ deputy
director/representative and in one case with the director/representative.
Furthermore, the interviewees were chosen from a range of various sectors.
Since PCIA is meant to serve as a framework for all kinds of different measures
carried out in the context of conflict, the selection of experts represents different
development sectors and programmes and is not limited to peacebuilding
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efforts. This sample, while certainly not representing development assistance to
the Palestinians as a whole, represents a diverse range of different fields. This
diversity of fields was intentionally selected in order to avoid a focus on any
single sector or field which might differ from others in terms of conflict
sensitivity.

Besides the three directors, who are responsible for all kind of sectors, the
interviewed practitioners represented the following sectors and fields:

e human rights and justice

e socio-cultural assistance to refugees
e agricultural development

civil society

private sector development
municipal development

water and sanitation.

Out of respect for the interviewees’ request, the following results will not be
assigned to concrete persons or organisations. In view of the interview
questions and the fact that they reveal insights into sensitive topics of each
organisation’s practice, the condition set by the interviewees that they would
like to remain anonymous is understandable. In any case, as mentioned above,
the interview results are supposed to serve as a sample providing insight into
practitioners’ work in the oPt. For the purpose of this study, which follows a
qualitative approach, they do not need to be linked to the specific organisations
or the donor countries.

4.2. Interview Results

The interviews were conducted as expert interviews®® in an open way not

following a strict pattern in order to allow the practitioners to openly share and
elaborate on their assessments and experiences. The following sections will
cluster and structure their explanations, showing commonalities as well as
differences in order to generate relevant findings and results as an empirical
basis for the discussion on PCIA.

Before tackling the practice of conflict sensitivity, the practitioners’ assessments
of the characteristics of development assistance to the Palestinians were
inquired, such as context-specific obstacles and challenges or the overall
performance of assistance and the degree of coordination and harmonisation.

On the one hand, these assessments, in addition to the analysis provided in
chapter 2, should feed into the analysis of Palestine as a case study. On the
other hand the practitioners’ perspectives on the specific characteristics and

236 See chapter 1.4. on “Research Design and Methodology”
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challenges of this context are important to understand before asking for their
specific approaches and methodologies in order to critically discuss PCIA.

In a second step, the interviewees were asked to explain whether or not they
know about and use any concept of conflict sensitivity. Those who apply PCIA
or other methodologies were asked to elaborate on their respective concepts
and their experiences in terms of its applicability, gaps, and limitations.

4.2.1. Specific Characteristics of the Palestinian Context
Peacebuilding versus Development Cooperation

First, each of the interview partners was asked to introduce his or her work in
the oPt, and to give a brief overview of their organisations’ missions and goals.
Hereby, they were specifically asked to explain whether their work aims at
development or peacebuilding and whether they differentiate between these
two objectives at all. Interestingly, all of the interviewees responded that their
work, regardless of the differences in terms of sectors, programs, and projects,
ultimately aimed at preparing or supporting a peaceful solution to the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict. This confirms the assumption that both fields are constantly
merging and that it is increasingly difficult to differentiate between them,
particularly in the Palestinian context. All interviewed experts, despite
differences in main objectives and goals, rated the conflict to be very relevant
for their work. However, there are differences in the formulation of priorities
between the different organisations. Some of the interview partners rated
peacebuilding as their ultimate objective and developmental measures as a
means to achieve peace. “The conflict is the reason why | am here,”?*’ said one
of the interviewees and being asked about other developmental goals beside
peacebuilding another explained: “No, it's all under the umbrella of
peacebuilding.”?® Other organisations rather concentrate on Palestinian
development while acknowledging peace as an important, if not crucial, aspect
of development in Palestine. “We are a development agency so all our projects
are development projects, but of course we incorporate the aspect of
peacebuilding when we formulate and conduct a project.”**°

Perceived Challenges and Obstacles

Being asked about core characteristics or specific features of the Palestinian
case compared to other developmental work contexts — and in fact each of
them had gained experience working in other contexts before — the
interviewees expressed different positions. However, they all underlined the
relevance of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict and the occupation as one the main
characteristics of the Palestinian context. “| don’t think there is any other conflict
in the world with the complexity of this one. [...]
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“These different layers and the complexity make it hard,”?* said one of them,

while another stressed the length of the conflict and the severe restrictions due
to the Israeli occupation.?** Three different persons used the term “stalemate” to
describe the conflict's status. In addition, the political dimension of aid was
stressed: “absolutely everything, the air you breathe, is politics here.”*** While
there is consensus on this assessment, it does not say anything about the
practitioners’ willingness and ability to incorporate a conflict-sensitive approach
into their work context.

Each interview partner was asked to specify the main characteristics of the
situation in Palestine with regard to the most relevant obstacles for their work’s
success and what they think would be most urgently needed in order to improve
development and peacebuilding in Palestine. Here the respondents’ answers
can be basically linked to two aspects: The conflict and the occupation and all
related restrictions on the one hand and the weakness of the PA and local
actors on the other.

The challenges related to the occupation were mentioned repeatedly, with
much emphasis on concrete restrictions such as “lack of freedom, lack of
sovereignty,”®*® or the lack of mobility as well as access to territory and natural
resources.?** One of the interviewed experts furthermore deplored “the dilemma
of the international community of subsidising Israel, who does not meet
international humanitarian law obligations.”**

One of the interviewees described the conflicts impact in their work as
following:

“You have an agreement between a country and a “to-be-country” that governs political,
economic, and other relations. At the same time, you have tensions all the time, you have
so many powers and entities with no clear authority and who’s controlling what? That’s
why a development agency without any political affiliations wouldn’t be able to implement
projects. You have to have that political angle, to go and push the Israelis sometimes,
push the Palestinians also. In other contexts, you go and you do your own development
work without worrying, am | crossing from Area B to Area C, am | allowed using this
water. These different layers and the complexity make it hard to do development work
here.”2*®

The same practitioner however was one of the two who identified the weakness
of the PA to be the most relevant obstacle to development and peacebuilding in
the territories.?*” “You need a strong host country government for the success of
your programmes,” said one of them while further examining “stronger, meaning
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more strategic.”**® Similarly the need for more Palestinian ownership and
leadership was expressed by two more.?*?

Assessment of Aid Performance

Furthermore, each interviewee was asked to assess the overall success of
development and peacebuilding efforts in the oPt. Here again, the answers
were diverse but everyone expressed room for improvement. “Is donor money
always invested in the right place? Definitely not, but due to different
reasons,”?° said one of the experts, emphasising the differences between the
donors. The varieties in donor agendas and approaches were mentioned
several times. “At the end of the day, each state has its own agenda,” said one
practitioner and another explained that “all countries get their briefings from
their home countries and headquarters and they bring their packages here and
want to implement them here.””®* The same practitioner continued describing
the top-down structures in terms of decision-making between their
organisation’s headquarters and its field office in the Palestinian territories.?*?
The question of how independently from its respective government each donor
agency can act was raised in each of the interviews. The answers were quite
similar in the sense that the governments’ policies were said to play a crucial
role. This assessment is consistent with the previously discussed high degree of
politicisation of development cooperation in the Palestinian context. In this
context one of the practitioners was quite open and self-critical, stating: “There
are competing actors. | wish everybody who is here would be supporting the
Palestinian statehood, that’'s the main purpose. But often you will find
competing actors.”®® Self-criticism was also raised with regard to the
organisations’ aims: “We’re focusing too much on institutions,” said another
interviewee, “it has to be about people’s ideas and their goals.”?**

Assessment of Donor Coordination and Harmonisation

Accordingly, practitioners were requested to rate the degree of cooperation and
harmonisation between the donors in the Palestinian territories. With regard to
development assistance in general, most respondents rated coordination and
harmonisation to be quite extensive.

“Compared to other countries [coordination is quite extensive] because the mechanisms
on cooperation are very developed in this country. We have the LACS here and such a
kind of mechanism is very active and well developed here. We have donor meetings and
we have the chance to discuss with other donors and we avoid duplicating efforts.”**
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Nonetheless the effectiveness of LACS and the overall coordination was
assessed differently. One of the interviewees criticised LACS in general for
doing work which should be done by the Palestinian Ministry of Planning and
Development.”® This practitioner also questioned the need for more
coordination, mentioning the many meetings which already take place and the
amount of effort which is already put into this issue. “What would be the added
value of more coordination,”®’ was this respondent’s critical question. Another
practitioner argued that the PA and its ministries should be more involved in
coordination in order to allow more Palestinian ownership and leadership.?*®
Contrary to the assessment above, this respondent stressed the great
importance of coordination and the need for it to be further extended and
developed.”® However, both were rather critical towards the existing structures
and stressed the contrasts in the degree of effective coordination and
harmonisation between the different sectors. Differences in donors’ political
positions and agendas were mentioned by several experts as the most relevant
factors for a coordination deficit.

Another two of the respondents — the same who assessed the weakness of the
PA as the most relevant obstacle to their works’ success — while acknowledging
the extent of coordination, assessed its outcomes as rather negative because of
shortcomings in the PA’s performance.?® Coordination was not as lively now as
it used to be before said one of the experts while explaining this decline of
coordination with the PA’s financial problems. Due to this financial problems,
the PA had to use international funds to pay their own employees and would not
be able to spend much on development programmes on their own anymore. “As
an effect, the coordination maybe wasn’t that dynamic and vital as in the days
when more PA funds went into development cooperation.” Another respondent
critically assessed “a lot of replications, donors doing the same” and explained
further:

| wouldn’t say that this is a donor problem — it's mainly a PA problem. The PA sometimes
tries to over-control donors and then sometimes they just stay away from it. So there is
an institutional problem within the PA itself. We tried to solve it many times with the
MOPAD, with the sector working groups, but still it's not maximising efficiency of donors’

money.”*

In terms of coordination and harmonisation of explicit peacebuilding efforts in
particular, all of the interviewed experts agreed on an overall lack of strategic
coordination or harmonisation. This lack was explained differently throughout
the ten interviews. While one of the respondents related it to the fact that many
donors would simply not work in this field,?®? another interpreted this lack as a
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potential result of politicisation of this field of effort and the differences in
donors’ political positions. Coordination might rather happen rhetorically.?*
Another interviewee mentioned the difficulties of measuring and assessing
peacebuilding outputs in contrast to developmental goals.?®** Peacebuilding was
mainly carried out by governments on the diplomatic level.?®® Another
practitioner related this lack of coordination to political issues, focusing on the
normalisation®®® discourse:

Peacebuilding is a sensitive topic and not everybody has the mandate to dive into it in
depth. You don’t want to be seen as normalising the conflict, so a lot of people act
extremely carefully when it comes to that.”®’

It is striking that the interviewees agree on most aspects related to the overall
assessment of the state of development assistance and peacebuilding. There is
not much disagreement with respect to the political sensitivity of aid in Palestine
and the challenges of the Palestinian context. However, when it comes to
explanatory approaches or concrete conclusions, the interviews reveal
significant differences between the practitioners’ assessments and evaluations.

4.2.2. Practitioners’ Experiences with PCIA and other Concepts of
Conflict Sensitivity

First, each of the interviewees was asked whether he or she uses any
framework or concept of conflict sensitivity. As mentioned above, all of the
interviewed practitioners rated the conflict’s relevance for their work to be very
high and accordingly each of them would claim generally to work in a conflict-
sensitive way. However, the ideas of what conflict sensitivity actually means
varied a lot.

Application and Awareness of Conflict Sensitivity

When asked whether they use any specific framework or tools of conflict
sensitivity, such as PCIA, Do No Harm or anything similar, two of the
practitioners gave extensive explanations on their methodologies and projects
without tackling the issue of conflict-sensitive planning, implementing, or
monitoring at all.?*® Obviously, there was no clear understanding of what the
specific term Peace and Conflict Impact Assessment actually means. Another
interviewee responded, “I am not quite sure if | understand what you mean.
Here you have to be conflict-sensitive all the time. You don’t need to think of
any checklist because it's on the mind.”?®® Another practitioner answered in a
similar way. Hence five of the overall ten interviewees, according to their own
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explanations, do not apply PCIA or make use of any comparable methodology.
Two out of these five at least seemed to know about existing tools and
methodologies, one of them only after a brief explanation.?’”° Being asked for a
reason why they do not make use of such a concept, one of these two
responded that it might be applied for peacebuilding projects, “but with the
technical portfolios, economic growth, health, or infrastructure, the
peacebuilding angle is not there.”?’* Similarly, the other explained: “Not
because | don’t believe in these tools. We are a technical programme. We don’t
do peacebuilding officially. We don’t work on the political level. If we would, we
would lose credibility.”?"?

One of those who did not know about PCIA approaches or a concrete
framework for conflict sensitivity seemed quite open to the idea after being
introduced to it. “Probably we should have an expert in conflict [...], an expert to
assess the quality of interventions and donor assistance, taking the delicate
aspects in this situation of conflict into account.”>”® However, this expert, when
asked for a personal assessment of what the biggest obstacle to development
and peacebuilding was, answered: “The Palestinians are too dependent on
Israel and they rely too much on donors and aid money.”?”* Similarly, none of
the other practitioners who do not use PCIA identified a lack of conflict
sensitivity as an obstacle to their efforts’ success. Two more mentioned Israeli
restrictions and the Palestinians’ lack of access to their own resources among
the most relevant aspects which would have to be changed in order to improve
developmental outcomes. Another obstacle, which was named by three out of
these five interviewees, is the weakness of the PA in terms of planning and
management capacities.

However, five out of the ten experts interviewed gave a positive response to the
question of whether they use a concept for conflict sensitivity.?”> Each of them
was further asked to name their concept and to elaborate on its features. While
they all claimed to work in a conflict-sensitive way, their explanations revealed
huge differences in their understanding of what conflict sensitivity means.
Furthermore, all the respondents who do use a concept, neither use PCIA as
developed by Bush, nor any other already existing approach on a one-to-one.
Interestingly, each of the five development agencies which these respondents
were representing, has either adapted existing concepts or tailored and
developed its own system from scratch.

Applied Concepts of Conflict Sensitivity in the Palestinian Context

One of the interviewees illustrated how they carried out an assessment every
four years together with the PA and members of the Palestinian civil society in
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order to ensure ownership.?’® In the framework of this assessment, they had
developed general master plans. This organisation’s last assessment had been
carried out in 2008 and had resulted in a strategic shift of their work away from
“people to people” peacebuilding encounters which they had assessed to be not
very effective in the Palestinian context. Furthermore, this respondent explained
how their conflict assessment was based on a conflict analysis which the
organisation had not renewed since the year 2006. The interviewee was aware
of the fact that such an outdated conflict analysis could not serve as a valid
basis for a conflict impact assessment. Finally, this respondent revealed how
their organisation was going through a major process of change due to severe
budget cuts and therefore, at the time when the interview was conducted, the
organisation was in a state of transformation and uncertainty over the future.
Apart from this information, the interviewee was rather hesitant to speak about
further methodological and practical details of their work. Another respondent
gave the following explanation:

“We have a very strong monitoring and evaluation system in place that is being audited
constantly. We have the Result Based Monitoring System that is being set in place and
that includes Do No Harm for all our programmes. [...] Whatever we do, whether it's
poverty reduction or a government portfolio, everything revolves around ensuring that the
overall peacebuilding is there.”*””

The three others named the following concepts: Conflict-Sensitive Programme
Management (CSPM),%’® Peace and Conflict Assessment (PCA),?”° and
Peacebuilding Needs and Impact Assessment (PNA).?®° Regarding the
development of their concept one of the respondents explained: “When we
prepared our document [their conflict sensitivity guidelines], we researched
these tools, which were made up by other donors [...] We researched how they
do their analyses and after studying their tools we made up our own one.”?®
Another respondent explained how their organisation had invested quite a lot at
an early stage of the discussion on PCIA between the years 2002 and 2004 in
the development of their framework. At that time, they had engaged Thania
Paffenholz as a consultant who had helped to develop their PCA concept,
which is in use until today.?*?

Subsequently, the interviewees were asked to describe their respective
concepts and to outline its main features and characteristics. One of the people
who worked with PNA explained this tool as following:
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“In the preparation phase of all our projects, we do a five criteria evaluation, like the
sustainability and the impact or efficiency. So, in addition to that we conduct a PNA, if the
project is implemented in a post-conflict country.

In case of my own experience in the Philippines for example, when | developed a new
project, | did a project level PNA. Based on the results of this PNA we decided on target
areas, beneficiaries, and also on the implementation structure. And also we ensure what
can be a positive impact of the project and what are negative impacts we can avoid. We
say “Do No Harm” and also “Do Maximal Good.”

The interviewee continued elaborating that they usually carry out a PNA on the
country level in the first period of a post-conflict phase. Project PNA focuses on
the question of how a concrete project impacts the target groups and their
beneficiaries, as well as the overall situation, in a positive or negative way. The
respondent further explained that they try to avoid negative impacts and that
they maintain monitoring, with the help of project-level PNA, during the
implementation of projects. The PNA further helps with the formulation and
identification of the right targets, the timing of assistance, the projects’ content,
target areas and beneficiaries, as well as implementation structures. Especially
in a post-conflict country, the capacities of the government would be rather
weak and it would be an important task to find a good counterpart and to select
the best government institution to work with. In that way, the results of the
project-level PNA are utilised to analyse the whole implementation structure of
each project.

PCA was described as a process containing four phases: a conflict analysis, the
identification of Peacebuilding Needs, conflict-sensitive monitoring, and
evaluation.”®

“Context first” however was described to be the main idea of CSPM.?** With
regard to this concept, the respective interviewee explained that it contained
comprehensive analyses of the context which are always important, but
particularly in conflict contexts. Under the umbrella of such conflict relevant
analyses, CSPM contains a mix of tools and instruments such as risk analyses,
actors and power analyses, but also the development of scenarios. In addition
to conflict-sensitive planning, conflict sensitivity within monitoring and evaluation
was mentioned to be crucial in order to not only Do No Harm, but also to Do
Good.

In a next step, practitioners were asked to explain their personal experiences
with these concepts. With regard to PCA, the respective interviewee explained
that their organisation had carried out an assessment for the Palestinian context
on a country level for the first time in 2008.2%> However, it was stated that at that
time the assessment was “shelved” due to the fact that the country director had
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not been committed to integrating a conflict sensitivity approach. However, in
2012 this organisation had carried out a renewed PCA which was described to
be much more comprehensive and included a broader analysis of the field of
relevant actors. Thereby, three scenarios were developed and one of them was
chosen to be the most probable. According to this scenario, peacebuilding
needs had been identified and the different sectors and programmes were
checked accordingly. Building on this assessment, focus groups were formed
which meet regularly and discuss the programmes’ progress. In addition to this
portfolio-level PCA, the interviewee who is head of a programme had carried
out a PCA on the programme level. This assessment had been realised
together with their main cooperation partner in the framework of a five-day
workshop. Within this workshop, they had carried out a very detailed conflict
analysis and starting from this analysis they had deduced strategies and focal
points for their programme. It was mentioned that it was very important to them
not to just deliver assistance “with the watering can,” but to rather have a clear
focus following a clear strategy.?®

Being asked whether they had carried out this workshop together with their
partner in order to ensure ownership, the respondent continued by explaining
the importance of local ownership:

“Whoever else are the experts on the ground? Those are only our partners, the local
people who live here. That deep knowledge, that is something that you cannot acquire
through literature, you have this knowledge when you are in this conflict, yourself. That is
why it is crucial for us to carry out this analysis with the people involved.”?*’

The interviewee continued explaining that they had adopted tools from their
organisation’s PCA toolkit. But they had also added some other tools, which the
practitioner had brought from previous experiences gained in fifteen years of
work in the field of peacebuilding and conflict transformation.

The respondent who worked with CSPM explained that their organisations’
country offices were organised differently but that conflict sensitivity was a
transversal issue.?®® This respondent stressed the necessity for action on the
organisational management level in order to train employees and expatriate and
local staff, and to sensitise each of them to the relevance of this issue. The
interviewee continued by naming one of their organisation’s tools, which is
“monitoring changes relevant for development”.?® This tool was used in a
participative way together with local actors to ensure that their work is adapted
to the context and that they react in a flexible way to changes.
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Assessment of Different Concepts’ Practicability

Furthermore, those interview partners who have experiences with the
application of a concept of conflict sensitivity were asked whether they assess
their concept to be helpful in their day-to-day work or rather some kind of a
burden.

One of the interviewees admitted that applying their model of conflict sensitivity
would clearly increase efforts, but at the same time this person rated these
efforts to be necessary in order to maximise effectiveness and to avoid harm.?*°
Similarly, another respondent explained:

Well, initially when you embark on a programme and you’re a fresh project manager, yes,
it is something that can be cumbersome. But in time, as you get used to it, it's quite
helpful. It saves a lot of time. It promotes better communication between you and your
partners and stakeholders. It prevents you from falling into undesired traps.291

Another practitioner assessed their conflict sensitivity framework to be too
important to be a burden.?®

Identified Gaps and Limitations of Concepts

Finally, each of the interviewees using a conflict sensitivity concept was asked
to list weaknesses or missing aspects within the concepts they use and issues
for improvement. Again, the practitioners gave quite differing answers, but each
of them saw room for improvement of concepts and their application.

One interviewee stated that he was satisfied with existing tools and ideas but at
the same time raised doubts about their concrete application. This practitioner’s
organisation had not renewed a conflict assessment in the last six years
although they would usually revise their analyses depending on the dynamics of
the political situation and their needs in terms of developing new projects. While
in other contexts this could happen as often as every three to four months, in
the Palestinian case the last update dated back to 2007 and the interviewee
judged this period to be far too long.?*

Another practitioner believed existing tools and methodologies to be not only
sufficient, but sometimes even too much. It was not the tools which were lacking
but their application in every phase of a project, not only during the planning,
but also during implementation and evaluation.?**

One more interviewee similarly suggested discussing more openly “what went
wrong”. Lessons learned, instead of best practices only, were important to
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communicate for the practical learning experience.”® This expert also
complained about the inner-organisational extent of bureaucracy. Finally the
same practitioner expressed the need for more local staff and local experiences
to be included in the organisation’s analyses and assessments: both to include
their knowledge in a meaningful way and at the same time to further strengthen
local capacities.

Another respondent identified yet another problem, which is the fact that
colleagues who are not specifically educated in the field of peace and conflict
could barely handle their organisation’s complex and comprehensive PCA
framework.??® Hence, the idea of how to create a “light” version of the PCA had
been discussed within their organisation in recent years. Furthermore, this
respondent explained that, in general, each project within their organisation was
rated in terms of conflict relevance and when a project reaches a certain rating
on the conflict scale, the responsible project manager is obliged to carry out a
PCA and to monitor in a conflict-sensitive way. Therefore, up to then, they had
applied PCA mostly on the programme level, while recently more and more
efforts had been made to carry out assessments on a country and more holistic
portfolio level, which this expert rated as being very important. The respondent
further elaborated that after all the application and usage of PCA depended on
individuals who are in charge of programmes and that there were still some
within their organisation who acted insensitively towards conflicts in general and
who rejected dealing with these issues and methods.?’

5. Bush’s Concept of PCIA — a Critical
Analysis with Regard to Practical
Experiences and Specific Challenges in
the Palestinian Context

Having looked at the Palestinian conflict context and the theoretical potential of
PCIA, as well as at empirical material on the experiences of practitioners, the
following section will focus on a critical discussion of Bush’s approach to PCIA.
What are the benefits and limitations of PCIA in the Palestinian context? And
how would this concept have to be modified and adjusted to suit the Palestinian
context? What can be learned from the Palestinian case for the overall
discussion on conflict sensitivity and what might be potential fields for future
research and analysis? These questions will be dealt with in the following
chapter based on the research literature on the Palestinian case as well as the
interviews with practitioners in the field.
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5.1. Benefits of PCIA as a Concept of Conflict Sensitivity in the
Palestinian Context

Before looking at potential benefits of PCIA in the Palestinian context, first it
should be asked whether development assistance as a whole in Palestine
meets the criteria which Kenneth Bush has established for the application of
PCIA.?® The answer is certainly yes. Even if the Israeli-Palestinian conflict is
not in a constant condition of “war,” it does fulfil the criterion of a violent conflict
on a medium-high level of intensity.”®® According to Bush, PCIA should be
applied in a "settings characterized by latent or manifest violent conflict.”*®
Hence, the Palestinian context clearly ranks among those which require a PCIA.

In order to further discuss the potential benefits of PCIA when working in
Palestine, it is helpful to look at concrete features of Bush’s concept. The
applicability and openness, as well as the strong emphasis on local ownership
and participation, are identified to be core features of Bush’'s PCIA and will be
discussed in the following in light of the specific challenges which the
Palestinian conflict context brings for those involved in development and
peacebuilding.

Peacebuilding as an Impact

The analysis of the Palestinian case has shown that all development assistance
in this context aims at peacebuilding, whether implicitly through state-building
and economic measures aiming at a peace dividend, or explicitly through
trilateral cooperation programmes with lIsrael for instance.®** Hence, the
Palestinian context clearly indicates the strong interrelation or potential
congruency of development and peacebuilding efforts. This interrelation was
further confirmed through the interviews. Each of the ten interviewed
practitioners works for developmental agencies and in the field of development
while at the same time they all described how their work was intended to
contribute to peace in Palestine. Peace was either amongst the direct
objectives or a supposed by-product of their developmental efforts.

This characteristic of international assistance to the Palestinians supports
Bush’s approach of defining peacebuilding as an impact rather than a certain
activity. With regard to the Palestinian case, his definition clearly seems to meet
the realities on the ground. Bush has been criticised for not distinguishing
between development projects with a peacebuilding potential and “explicit
peacebuilding activities.”*? In fact, there are other approaches, such as the
RPP project, which solely focuses on peacebuilding projects. However, with
regard to the close interrelation between the peacebuilding angle and
developmental efforts in the Palestinian case, a distinction between the two
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fields does not seem to be practical. One of the interviewees, working in the
field of private sector development, described a vivid project example. The
respondent’s organisation is involved in a project which brings Palestinian and
Israeli business people together to foster trade relations between them. The
formulated objective of this initiative was the support of the Palestinian private
sector and its trade relations on the one hand. On the other hand, the project
was supposed to have a peace impact by bringing together Palestinians and
Israelis and enhancing peaceful cooperation between both sides. How would
such a project be categorised? In this case, the benefit of having one approach
to measure and to evaluate peace and conflict impacts, regardless of a
classification of the initiative as peacebuilding or developmental, is obvious.
With regard to the Palestinian context, the call for separate frameworks does
not reflect the practical experience of assistance, and the needs in the field, and
a distinction between development and peacebuilding concepts would raise the
problem of not knowing which one to apply.

Openness

Another core characteristic of Bush’s PCIA is the openness of his concept. This
aspect has been criticised by other researchers who assess the lack of
specification as an obstacle for those who want to apply this concept.>®

However, the experiences of practitioners in the Palestinian context reveal quite
the contrary. Five out of ten interviewees explained that they used a concept for
conflict sensitivity. Being asked to elaborate on their respective concepts, none
of these five referred to Bush’s or any other pre-developed concept. Instead,
each of them illustrated how their organisations had developed their own
concepts and tools. These organisations have tailored their individual concepts
according to their own needs even though they could have picked one out of a
broad range of existing ready-made methodologies. One can question the
benefit of a more detailed approach when, in fact, users develop their own
concepts anyway. In fact, it seems rather helpful to provide basic guidelines and
assumptions which can be handled more flexibly and feed into individual
frameworks. Another argument for Bush’s open concept was given by one of
the respondents who explained about their organisation’s efforts to develop a
“PCA light version” approach. This idea resulted from the failure of too many of
that organisation’s employees to handle their complex and comprehensive PCA
framework. This example illustrates how a detailed prescriptive framework can
be rather cumbersome than helpful.

Hence, the concern that PCIA, as developed by Bush, could be too unspecific
and “disempowering and produce frustration”*®* is not borne out in the
Palestinian case.
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Ownership

Besides the openness of Bush’s PCIA approach, one of the core aspects of his
framework is its emphasis on local ownership and participation. Again, this
issue is disputed among researchers, and Bush’s strong emphasis on
ownership has caused some criticism.>%

However, envisioning the challenges for anyone working in the field of
development assistance and peacebuilding in the occupied Palestinian
territories, the important role of ownership appears as a clear benefit of Bush’s
concept.

One of the most striking aspects in the Palestinian context is the issue of
fragmentation. As mentioned above, this challenge is twofold: On the one hand
there is the territorial fragmentation, caused by the Israeli occupation, the
division between West Bank and the Gaza Strip, growing settlements
expansion, and related infrastructure and the construction of the separation
wall; on the other hand Palestinian society is characterised by deep internal
fragmentation as well. There is the inner-Palestinian divide between Hamas and
Fatah and the many other societal cleavages, such as between refugees and
non-refugees, between Palestinians in the West Bank, Gaza Strip, East-
Jerusalem, Israel and abroad, the divide between inhabitants of the urban
centres in Area A and the rural periphery in Area C, the huge income gaps
enhanced through corruption and clientelism and finally the problematic role of
the PA with its lack of democratic legitimacy. It is this societal fragmentation in
particular which gives enough reasons to do a PCIA before even considering
any kind of developmental or peacebuilding projects.

Much of what has been said in criticism of aid is related to donors’ choices of
targets and beneficiaries, which has often further contributed to the societal
fragmentation and related tensions. International donors have been criticised for
boycotting Hamas and supporting a PA president who lacks legitimacy, and
hence provoking further escalation of the conflict between the two main
Palestinian parties.®*® Another example is the donors’ support for Palestinian
civil society organisations which allegedly turned Palestinian civil society into a
Palestinian “Globalised NGO elite.”°” However, not only the selection of the
right beneficiaries and target groups is relevant for development assistance in
the Palestinian context, but also the selection of the content and objectives of
particular projects. Especially in view of the high degree of complexity of the
Israeli-Palestinian conflict and the overall political situation, local ownership and
participation can be a crucial element for development practitioners to design
and develop engagement strategies. This is even more relevant regarding the
criticism against donors’ engagement and the disputed legitimacy of
international efforts.
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For instance, the Palestinian anti-normalisation movement and the growing
criticism against peacebuilding efforts that are designed as people-to-people or
civil society dialogue encounters without taking into account existing power
asymmetries have made some of the donors reluctant to further engage in this
field. However, others are still actively promoting these kinds of initiatives in the
framework of peacebuilding.

The following excerpt from one of the interviews conducted gives an illustrative
example of how development assistance is sometimes carried out without
taking into account conflict sensitivity, as well as local participation and
ownership. One of the interview respondents, a practitioner who said that he
had not used any conflict sensitivity tools before, mentioned “normalisation”
among their organisation’s goals and objectives.**® Being asked to elaborate on
what normalisation means the interviewee explained:

“Normalisation is breaking isolation and confidence building. Breaking isolation is very
important to keep the dialogue between civil societies when political dialogue is stocking.
Different actors and different layers of society have to continue on the dialogue, for the
future friendly neighbouring states.”**

The interviewee’s definition and usage of the term “normalisation” reveals a
striking lack of awareness of the political discourse on the ground and totally
disregards the whole inner-Palestinian debate on this issue. Being asked
whether this practitioner had ever heard about the Palestinian anti-normalisation
movement and whether this had any effect on their work, the respondent
continued elaborating:

“At first | would think about the academic boycott. That comes the closest to our work.
When it comes to trilateral cooperation, we analyse who would be interested in doing so.
So far it's only the Al Quds and the Bethlehem universities. The others don’t cooperate
with Israelis. It's a pity, but it’s their choice. So that narrows the market with this regard.
The other boycott is BDS | would think, boycotting Israeli products and | would say, that
that does not affect my work.”**°

The same practitioner was asked about their organisation’s approach to political
analysis and how they handled the conflict context. The respondent listed the
EU platforms which monitor the political situation and frequent dialogues with
the Palestinian ministries, as well as the Office of the Quartet Representative
and summed up: “Attending multilateral dialogues and being involved — | think
those are the keys to be updated on the political situation and adjusting your
policy towards that.”**

Many studies and analyses have shown the poor results of projects which aim
at peacebuilding through encounters and cooperation, such as the above
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described trilateral education project.®'? Given the critical stance of many local
stakeholders towards them, such projects can even exacerbate conflict. At the
same time, such a project would have been rather unlikely if local stakeholders
— in this case a range of people and institutions that are involved in education in
Palestine — had been involved in its planning and conceptualising.

Furthermore, another interview example reveals that the fact that a conflict
sensitivity concept is applied does not necessarily mean that peace and conflict
assessments are undertaken in a participative manner. With regard to the
guestion whether they do their assessment together with their counterparts, an
interviewee explained:

“Most of the time, the result of the PNA [the organisation’s peace and conflict
assessment] can be a little bit sensitive to the counterpart. So we do not open this
sometimes, but sometimes we share its result. Usually, we do it ourselves but sometimes
we share it with our counterparts so that the counterparts also can understand the

situation well.”*3

This interview extract vividly illustrates how the issue of ownership is not yet
sufficiently considered in practice and that Bush’s concern is clearly merited,
even amongst those practitioners who claim to assess peace and conflict
impacts and to be conflict-sensitive.

Interestingly, two of the interview partners mentioned ownership as being the
thing most needed for an overall improvement of the outcome of development
and peacebuilding efforts.** Both of these were working with organisations
which conduct rather comprehensive peace and conflict assessments. On the
other hand, three out of five that do not conduct peace and conflict
assessments identified the weakness of the PA to be among the most relevant
obstacles towards an overall improvement of development and peacebuilding
results.®!® This is interesting as it indicates a link between being more self-
critical and conflict-sensitive as a development practitioner and valuing
ownership as an important aspect.

Finally, in view of the many sceptical voices on Bush’s strong emphasis on
ownership, some aspects will be looked at more closely. One often-heard
criticism is related to the role of gatekeepers in aid recipient countries,
especially in the context of conflict.3'® While it is true that stakeholders can
function as gatekeepers within their respective community, this does not
exonerate the donor community from its obligation to include local people. It
rather poses the challenge of finding solutions which allow real ownership. This
is certainly not an easy task, in particular with regard to both the time and the
budget resources which would have to be invested for the purpose of a real
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participatory process. One of the interview partners mentioned time pressure as
being one of the main challenges of her work, explaining:

“l think one of the challenges | am personally witnessing is that there is more support for
short-term projects and less for long-term programmes. If a programme is going to take
five years to show results, donors are less willing to support it.”**’

But as Schmelzle aptly summarises, “[tlhere is no shortcut way to deal with
these complexities but to engage the reality one intervenes in carefully, critically
and openly,”®® not least since donors have committed themselves to more
ownership [...] years ago in the framework of the Paris Declaration on Aid
Effectiveness.?"

5.2. Limitations and Recommended Modifications of PCIA in the
Palestinian Context

Besides the discussed potential benefits of Bush’s PCIA framework in the
Palestinian context, there are certain limitations in terms of its usability and
effectiveness. Here again, it is helpful to take a closer look at the concept’s core
features.

Micro-Level of Assessment

One important characteristic of PCIA is the fact that it focuses on assessments
on the project level. While Kenneth Bush does not explicitly limit PCIA to the
micro-level, he simply does not include the portfolio or policy level at any point
of his work on PCIA. He rather sticks to the terminology of the micro-level,
referring to either “projects” or “interventions.”*?

Given the three different levels of assistance, the micro project level, the meso
programme, and the macro portfolio or policy level, it appears questionable why
one should only focus on one of these levels. In the Palestinian case in
particular, this question appears even more pressing, first of all because of the
often-mentioned high degree of politicisation of assistance in the Palestinian
context. When the most relevant essential decisions on assistance are not
being taken on the project level, but rather on the very political, national level,
then the benefit of doing a PCIA with regard to a single project is very limited. In
fact, it seems that Kenneth Bush underrates the top-down structures of
development policies. This issue of decision-making structures was raised by
several of the practitioners interviewed as well. One of them explained: “And of
course at the end of the day, each state has its an own agenda.”*** And another
practitioner, being asked about the degree of harmonisation of aid in Palestine
added: “Each country gets their briefing from their home countries and
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headquarters and they bring their package here and want to implement them
here.”**2 One could argue in favour of Kenneth Bush that his approach is not
specifically designed for governmental development agencies, which he is
generally critical of, but rather for NGOs and civil society organisations. On the
other hand, Bush claims to offer a methodology which “may be applied to the
full range of development activities in conflict-prone regions.”?®

Recommended Modification

PCIA has to be designed to be applicable to all levels of intervention. However,
Korppen assesses the project perspective of Bush’s approach as a requirement
for the participation and inclusion of local actors and the specific context.*** This
is not the case because the one level does not have to necessarily exclude the
other levels. One of the interviewees clearly illustrated this by explaining how
their organisation’s methodology of assessing peace and conflict impacts over
the years had developed from project to country portfolio level. This interviewed
expert assessed the recent focus on the macro level as being very important
and helpful.

Furthermore, it is a striking fact that while all interviewees rated the relevance of
the conflict to be very high for their work, five out of ten interviewees stated that
they did not use any concept of conflict sensitivity. Two out of these five related
this to the fact that their projects were more of a technical kind and that they
were not involved in issues related to peace and conflict. These statements
reveal exactly the attitude which Bush criticises and opposes, namely the idea
of undertaking PCIA depending on the type of a project rather than its location.
These examples from the field reveal another benefit of conducting PCIA on the
macro level. An assessment on this level would have the advantage of affecting
all respective programmes and individual projects independent of their specific
sector and whether they directly relate to peacebuilding or not.

Moreover, the benefit of the macro-level perspective was shown by Dan Smith
in the framework of his comprehensive comparative “Utstein” study on
peacebuilding. Smith shows the strategic deficits of peacebuilding and argues
for efforts to be planned and assessed at the country level and on a broad scale
including all donors and relevant stakeholders.**® While he agrees with Bush on
the need to focus on initiatives’ impact, rather than on their outputs, he totally
contradicts Bush’s approach to PCIA by stating that “impact assessment at the
project level is not proving to be viable.”*?® Smith’s evaluation of the lack of
strategic peacebuilding conforms to the Palestinian case, as already mentioned
in chapter 2.4. and it was furthermore also reflected in some of the interviews.
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The previously noted extensive system of aid coordination which is in place
does not explicitly tackle the issue of peacebuilding. As one of the interview
respondents described, “[p]eacebuilding is being done, but behind closed doors
and with very careful and counted steps. We have working groups on security
and justice but nothing on peacebuilding.”**’

While it would go too far to see only PCIA as a cause for this strategic lack, an
expansion from the project level to a macro level perspective would be an
important first step towards more strategic orientation and harmonisation. With
this regard, concepts such as the Aid for Peace Approach, developed by Thania
Paffenholz and Luc Reychler, which are designed for all three levels of
intervention, have an advantage compared to Bush’s concept.3*®

6. Conclusions

6.1. Lessons Learned from the Palestinian Case

This study seeks to contribute to the debate on conflict-sensitive aid by
discussing PCIA, as developed by Kenneth Bush, with Palestine as a case
study. Therefore, in addition to a review of the relevant literature, qualitative
expert interviews were conducted with practitioners working with governmental
development organisations in order to inquire about their experiences with
concepts of conflict sensitivity.

In order to make a discussion of PCIA in the Palestinian context possible, the
Israeli-Palestinian conflict was outlined in brief, as well as the international aid
architecture and subsequently the challenges which the conflict context entails
for development practitioners. It was revealed that assistance to the
Palestinians is inseparably linked to the conflict as peacebuilding is its overall
goal. The Palestinian case was furthermore identified to be characterised by
exceptionally high amounts of international assistance and a strong
politicisation of aid, high foreign aid dependency, and an overall poor
performance of donors so far which is subject to much criticism. Subsequently,
this study discussed the manifold challenges for everyone engaged in
development and peacebuilding in the oPt, showing that a conflict-sensitive
approach is of highest relevance in this context.

Chapter three was devoted first to an overview of the current state of concepts
of conflict sensitivity, and second to PCIA, according to Bush, as a specific
concept. This section concludes with an outline of the most distinctive aspects
of Bush'’s approach and critical voices from other researchers on these aspects.

Subsequently, chapter four presented the results of the interviews which were
carried out with development practitioners in the field. These interviews
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revealed quite a mixed picture with regard to the actual usage of PCIA and the
overall relevance of conflict sensitivity in the practice of development assistance
in the oPt.

While five out of a total ten respondents explained that they used a conflict
sensitivity methodology, only three of these five apply a concept which
reasonably meets the standards of Bush’s idea of conflict sensitivity. Even
though each of the interviewed practitioners assessed the conflict to be very
relevant for their work, this assessment led to quite different consequences
regarding their respective work approaches. However, the interviews gave an
insight into the approaches to conflict sensitivity in developmental practice
which, together with the literature on the Palestinian context, was used to
critically discuss PCIA as a concept in particular.

Thereby benefits, as well as the limitation of Bush’s approach, were identified.
In view of the specific challenges of the Palestinian case, as identified through
both the literature review and the interviews, Bush’s concept of PCIA features a
range of advantages compared to other approaches to conflict sensitivity. The
definition of peacebuilding as an impact proves useful in the Palestinian context
which is characterised by a far-reaching overlap of developmental assistance
and peacebuilding efforts. Furthermore, the openness of Bush’s approach, as
well as the strong emphasis on local participation and ownership, were revealed
to be valuable aspects with regard to the specific challenges of the Palestinian
context. Especially the latter appears as an important aspect, given the high
degree of inner-Palestinian fragmentation and the overall highly complex
situation regarding societal, economic, and political issues. Nonetheless, a
weakness within PCIA could be identified, namely its focus on the project level
rather than on all levels of interventions. Researchers such as Dan Smith or
Thania Paffenholz have reasonably argued for an expansion of assessments to
the macro-level. The repeatedly stated lack of an overall strategy with regard to
peacebuilding in the Palestinian case in fact proves this expansion to be key for
an improvement of peacebuilding approaches. It can be concluded that while
PCIA, as developed by Bush, offers important features for the assessment of
peace and conflict impacts, it lacks linkage to the macro level and hence needs
to be further refined and developed in order to meet the challenges of aid
practice. Finally one has to bear in mind that as mentioned earlier experiences
generated in Palestine are not always transferable to other contexts. In fact this
limitation is true for every case study, because each context has its own specific
characteristics and one has to be modest with regard to “lessons learned”.
Especially the Palestinian conflict context is a specific one, as explained above
with regard to the conflict's duration and intractability for instance and the
specific constellation of the Israeli occupation. However this conflict is also one
which has been in the focus of international attention for decades now and the
fact that the international community has invested such high amounts for
peacebuilding and development to the Palestinians makes this case interesting
to study. One certainly has to be careful when transferring any lessons from this
case to another. However one can assume that some of the structural issues
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and challenges which development and peacebuilding actors have to face in
Palestine are relevant in any other context as well.

6.2. Remaining Questions and Critical Voices

In light of the high degree of politicisation of aid to the Palestinians, one could
critically question the relevance of PCIA and conflict sensitivity concepts in
general. Political and geo-strategic agendas and interests were repeatedly
identified as playing a major role for the donor communities’ approach to the
Israeli-Palestinian conflict. Against this background, authors belonging to a
more critical school of thought, such as Oliver Richmond, challenge the
legitimacy of liberal peacebuilding as an approach to peace at all.>*°

Newman et al differentiate the criticism against peacebuilding as either criticism
against “the values and assumptions that underpin it or [...] its
“performance”.®*® They continue stating that [tlhus, some analysts focus on
improving sequencing (for example, establishing institutions before
liberalisation) or increasing “local ownership”, participation and consultation,
whereas others focus on more fundamental questions about the suitability of
liberal political and economic values in different contexts.”®**' While Bush
obviously represents the first group of those who are critical, but seek to
improve peacebuilding outcomes, Mandy Turner, for instance, who does not
limit her criticism of peacebuilding efforts in the Palestinian context to questions
of performance, clearly belongs to the latter. *** With regard to these positions,
one could question whether Bush is asking the right questions and if PCIA is of
relevance at all. While it is clear that Bush’s approach is quite critical towards
the “Development Industry,”**® and that he does not “defend the model of liberal
peacebuilding”** his PCIA concept still remains within the discourse on how to
improve outcomes of development and peacebuilding initiatives rather than fully
opposing international peacebuilding. Bush himself explains: “The harsh critique
of the development industry [...] should not lead to the conclusion that attention
should be directed exclusively to communities in conflict zones. If the
development industry is a part of the problem, it must be a part of the
solution.”* As a matter of fact, the oPt are economically highly vulnerable and
a cut in international assistance at this stage would have severe political and
humanitarian consequences.

Anderson, in the framework of a study of international assistance to the oPt,
conducted numerous interviews in the field and identified a high level of
discontent with the fact that aid reinforces and maintains the Israel
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occupation.®*®* However, none of the Palestinians whom she interviewed
assessed a withdrawal of aid as an option. Anderson was given four different
reasons why a withdrawal was the least desired choice. Besides the simple fact
that a cut in support would let people suffer under potential physical costs, the
respondents mentioned the loss of both solidarity and international people to
witness events in the territories.®*’ Finally, the “loss of hope by conveying the
sense that the international community considers the situation hopeless” was
mentioned as a reason why donors should not withdraw from the oPt.>*® In light
of these statements, it becomes clear that not being involved is not a simple
solution to the challenges either. If withdrawal is not an option and the current
attempts are lacking the desired results, more efforts have to be invested in the
improvement of practices. Newman et al. even plead for “more hybridized forms
of peacebuilding that involve a mixture of conventionally liberal and local
practices and models”.®*® PCIA, as developed by Bush, while certainly not
being a perfect concept, offers valuable ideas for practitioners how to measure
peace and conflict impacts of their assistance in order to be sensitive to the
conflict. However, more efforts are needed in order to improve PCIA. The
Palestinian case clearly proves the need for more research to be invested on
this issue.

6.3. Outlook and the Need for Future Research

Further Methodological Development

Much effort has so far been put into the development of new and the
amendment and refinement of existing frameworks and methodologies related
to conflict sensitivity. The assessment of peace and conflict impacts of
development assistance and peacebuilding has been discussed among
practitioners and researchers alike. This study was devoted to the discussion of
Kenneth Bush’s PCIA approach, applied to the Palestinian case in particular.
The analysis revealed that while Bush’s concept has some strong aspects, it
lacks applicability to the portfolio level. Then again, there have been attempts to
study issues of conflict sensitivity and development and peacebuilding efforts
from a macro-perspective without considering the project level. While there are
concepts such as the Aid for Peace approach which are designed to cover all
levels of intervention, the interconnections of micro-, meso-, and macro-level
still pose a challenge to researchers and practitioners alike and need to be
looked at more carefully. This is especially the case regarding the combination
of a focus on strong local participation and ownership on the one hand, and a
strategic assessment of peace and conflict impacts on the portfolio level on the
other hand. While researching this issue is a challenging task, it is crucial
nevertheless with a view to the demand for more coherence within development
assistance. How can we ask for more coordination and coherence among
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different donors if we do not even know how to manage to link the different
levels of intervention within one organisation?

Furthermore, while the interviews revealed wide differences in the use of
conflict sensitivity tools and methodology, they also revealed huge differences
in the respondents’ level of information about conflict sensitivity. While some
appeared very knowledgeable and experienced with regard to different
approaches, others had never heard of any and explained that they had had no
prior experience in the field of peace and conflict before coming to Palestine
either. In fact, the level of knowledge appeared to correlate with the actual
application of methodologies and tools such as PCIA. This gap reveals how
much the practice of assistance actually depends on individuals. Nicole Ball has
described this paradox:

“High-calibre, experienced individuals are crucial for the success of peace-building. The
right people can often overcome significant institutional and organizational deficits. At the
same time, too much continues to depend on individuals. The failure to institutionalize
good practice is undermining the international community’s efforts to support the
transition from war to peace in many parts of the world.”**°

Hence, while more research is needed on the improvement of PCIA, there is
also an urgent need for a transfer of knowledge to the practical level and for the
academia to work towards bridging the gap to practitioners. Stephan Klingebiel
already identified this need for practitioners’ education on peace and conflict
issues at a quite early stage of the discourse on conflict-sensitive aid.>**

After all, one has to bear in mind that PCIA, as a concept of conflict sensitivity,
will be always applied by a range of individual practitioners with varying
experiences and ambitions.

Further Research

Another relevant issue for future research is related to the practice of PCIA in
the field as well. The protagonists of the on-going debate have used numerous
concrete experiences from the field, either as best-practice or negative
examples, illustrating and supporting their respective arguments and
perspectives. While these individual “field notes™** and experiences without
doubt add value to the debate, they cannot serve as a systematic overview of
the empiricism regarding PCIA. It is a striking fact that an overall investigation of
how PCIA, or conflict sensitivity in general, is being used and applied on a
broad scale is missing. We do not have any comprehensive overview of
whether existing methodologies are being used in the field and, more
importantly, why they are used or not. One of the interviewees, who had
explained that she used a comprehensive self-developed methodology for
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assessing peace and conflict impacts, when asked what were the missing
aspects within this methodology stated that she did not see any lack of tools.**?
On the contrary, she assessed the tools to be more than sufficient, but their
application and integration into work processes to be rather challenging,
especially for those who are new in the field. Furthermore, this practitioner
added:

“Maybe it's not about the tools that much. What | personally often miss is an honest
report of what went wrong. Errors. Often worked is done with best practices only. More
frank communication and learning from mistakes — that would be useful for me.”***

Besides investing more into the refinement and improvement of existing
concepts, or even developing new methodologies, it seems rather useful to
comprehensively investigate what the practice of conflict sensitivity in the field
looks like. In fact, there is much to be learned from practical experiences. It can
be assumed that not every development practitioner will appreciate the
disclosure of errors and mistakes as mentioned above. Stewart Patrick is right
in his assessment that “there are few incentives within aid agencies to conduct
self-critical evaluations of aid impact. As in most bureaucracies, officials in
these institutions are likely to be constrained by concern of self-preservation.”**
Nevertheless, these concerns need to be tackled and overcome in order to
avoid repetition of mistakes and make further progress in the field of applied
development assistance and peacebuilding. This study only presents a first step
with a limited scope of empirical data. While the focus was on governmental
and interstate development organisations, it would be interesting to conduct a
similar study focusing on other relevant actors in the field such as NGOs.
Furthermore, the Palestinian case was often assessed as being unique with
regard to the long duration and complexity of the conflict or regarding the
international attention in it and strategic interest it has. However, each conflict
has its own challenges and a concept of conflict sensitivity needs to be
designed in a way that suits different kinds of contexts. Systematic comparative
research is needed to create solid evidence on more universal aspects of
conflict sensitivity. Such future research endeavours will have to be ambitious,
not least regarding the obstacles to field research and data collection in conflict
zones. However, the limited and disputed success of the practice of
development aid and peacebuilding in the Palestinian case shows that there is
much need for methodological improvement and that the search for a better
conflict-sensitivity approach still has a long way to go.
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