
 

 

CHARLES UNIVERSITY IN PRAGUE 
FACULTY OF SOCIAL SCIENCES 

Institute of Political Studies, Department of International Relations 
 
 
 
 

Doctoral dissertation  
 
 
 

USING CARROTS TO BRING PEACE? Negotiation and Third Party 
Involvement  

 

Martina Klimesova  
 

 
 

March 2011 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Author:  
PhDr. Martina Klimešová 
Supervisors:  
Doc. PhDr. Bĕla Plechanovová, Csc. 
Dr. Niklas Swanström  
 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Declaration:  
 
I hereby declare that I am the sole author of this doctoral dissertation and that I have used 
only the information gained in interviews or in sources listed in the references. 
 
I also give consent to deposit this dissertation at a designated Charles University in 
Prague library and its student information system to make it available for the purpose of 
scholarly research. 
 

March 17, 2011 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

To my family -  
in loving memory of Krista and Zdenĕk  

who always fed me with carrots 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

Table of Contents 
 

Acknowledgments…………………………………………………………………………………………………..viii 
Abstract………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….….x 
Abstract (in Czech)…………..……………………………………………………………………………………….xi 
List of Abbreviations………………………………………………………………………………………………..xii 

 
1. Introduction…………………………………………………………………………………………………………1 

1.1 New tools for conflict resolution initiatives…………………………………………………………2 
1.2 Emerging trends in negotiation and conflict resolution practices………………………….4 
1.3 Emerging trends in negotiation and conflict resolution theory……………………………..6 
1.4 General aims of this dissertation………………………………………………………………………..7 

2. Previous Research on Peace Negotiation and the Employment of Incentives:  
 Literature Review……………………………………………………………………………………………….9 

2.1 Peace negotiation and internal armed conflicts in academic discourse………………….10 
2.2 Third party involvement – leverage and conditionality………………………………………15 
2.3. Timing – when is the time ripe for incentives?...........................................................18 
2.4 What is missing in the current theoretical debate?......................................................21 

3. Research Design and Methodology……………………………………………………………………..…23 
3.1 Research question……………………………………………………………………………………………23 
3.2 Outline of theoretical framework…………………………………………………………………….24 
3.3 Dependent variable and case study selection……………………………………………………..27 
3.4 Independent variables……………………………………………………………………………………..32 
3.5 Conceptualization……………………………………………………………………………………………35 
3.6 Methodological approach…………………………………………………………………………………38 

3.6.1 Process tracing………………………………………………………………………………..39 
3.6.2 Structured, focused comparison………………………………………………………..41 
3.6.3 Mill’s Method of Difference (Most Similar Systems Design)……………41 
3.6.4 Open-ended, semi-structured interviews………………………………………….42 

3.7 Empirical sources……………………………………………………………………………………………45 
3.8 Structure of analysis……………………………………………………………………………………….46 
3.9 Scope and limitations……………………………………………………………………………………..48 

 
4. Incentives and Peace Negotiation: Theoretical Framework…………………………………………51 

4.1 Peace negotiation and internal armed conflicts………………………………………………….52 
4.1.1 Negotiation dynamics……………………………………………………………………..55 
4.1.2 Negotiation strategies: do incentives stipulate problem-solving?...........57 

4.2 Third party involvement…………………………………………………………………………………58 
4.2.1 Conditionality………………………………………………………………………………..61 

4.3 Using carrots: impact of incentives on peace negotiation…………………………………..62 
4.3.1 The impact of incentiveson negotiation strategies and negotiation 

dynamics………………………………………………………………………………………..63 
4.3.2 Mixing incentives and threats: impacts on negotiation………………………65 
4.3.3 Outline of the incentives…………………………………………………………………65 

4.4 Perception of timing: ripeness and incentives……………………………………………………73 
4.4.1 Mutually enticing opportunity (MEO)…………………………………………….74 
4.4.2 Can carrots induce and sustain ripenes…………………………………………….77 

4.5 Theoretical purpose………………………………………………………………………………………..78 
4.6 Theoretical summary………………………………………………………………………………………79 



 
 

5. Eelam, Sri Lanka: The GoSL-LTTE Peace Negotiations (2002–03; 2006)………………….81 
5.1 When the lion fights the tiger: The context of the GoSL-LTTE peace negotiations 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………83 
5.1.1 Previous peace initiatives and third party involvement……………………..85 

5.2 GoSL-LTTE negotiations and third party involvement (2002–08)……………………..88 
5.2.1 Context of the Norwegian involvement…………………………………………..88 
5.2.2 Ceasefire agreement (CFA): February 22, 2002 …………………………………91 
5.2.3 Direct talks: September 2002-April 2003 (six rounds)…………………………92 
5.2.4 Negotiations with President Rajapaksa: 2006……………………………………102 
5.2.5 Collapse of the peace process: 2006-08……………………………………………..105 

5.3 The role of incentives during the GoSL-LTTE peace negotiations……………………106 
5.3.1 Non-material incentives: involvement of international actors in the 

peace process…………………………………………………………………………………107 
5.3.1.1 External facilitation………………………………………………………………….107 
5.3.1.2 Monitoring – Sri Lanka Monitoring Mission.....................................112 
5.3.1.3 Capacity building………………………………………………………………………113 
5.3.1.4 Proscribing of the LTTE as a terrorist organization…………………….113 

5.3.2 Material incentives…………………………………………………………………………117 
5.3.2.1 Oslo Peace Support Conference…………………………………………………117 
5.3.2.2 Tokyo Donor Conference………………………………………………………….118 
5.3.2.3 Post-tsunami and post-conflict reconstruction of conflict affected 

areas……………………………………………………………………………………….120 
5.3.3 Incentives for process opponents and spoilers…………………………………..121 

5.4 Negotiation strategies and third party involvement………………………………………….122 
5.4.1 GoSL negotiation strategies…………………………………………………………….123 
5.4.2 LTTE negotiation strategies…………………………………………………………..126 
5.4.3 Third party strategies and involvement…………………………………………..126 

5.4.3.1 Norway……………………………………………………………………………………132 
5.4.3.2 The otherCo-chairs………………………………………………………………….137 
5.4.3.3 Regional (and other) actors………………………………………………………..141 

5.5 Explaining Collapse of the GoSL-LTTE peace process…………………………………….144 
5.5.1 Political cohabitation and the lack of Sinhala unity………………………….145 
5.5.2 Personal relations between the president and prime minister……………146 
5.5.3 Velupillai Prabhakaran and lack of trust in the LTTE leadership……..146 

 
6. Aceh, Indonesia: The GoI-GAM Peace Negotiations (2000–03; 2005)…………………...148 

6.1 Context for the Henri Dunant Center’s involvement………………………………………149 
6.2 HDC facilitation: Peace talks in Aceh (2000–03)………………………………………………151 

6.2.1 External actors……………………………………………………………………………….153 
6.2.2 Negotiating the humanitarian pause and the Cessation of Hostilities 

Agreement (CoHA)………………………………………………………………………156 
6.3 The role of external incentives during the HDC facilitation: 2000–03………………..159 

6.3.1 Non-material incentives: international involvement in the peace 
process………………………………………………………………………………………………
…….160 

6.3.2 Material incentives………………………………………………………………………..164 
6.4 Negotiation strategies (2000–03)……………………………………………………………………..166 

6.4.1 GoI negotiation strategies………………………………………………………………166 
6.4.2 GAM negotiation strategies……………………………………………………………167 

6.5 Explaining the failure of the HDC-facilitated peace process…………………………….168 



 

 

6.5.1 Lukewarm support of Jakarta………………………………………………………….169 
6.5.2 Agenda setting………………………………………………………………………………170 
6.5.3 Spoilers too strong, incentives for spoilers too weak…………………………171 

6.6 Context for the CMI‟s involvement………………………………………………………………..171 
6.7 CMI facilitation – the Helsinki Peace Process (2005)………………………………………..173 

6.7.1 Five rounds of the Helsinki peace process………………………………………..175 
6.8 The role of incentives during the Helsinki peace process………………………………….178 

6.8.1 Non-material incentives…………………………………………………………………179 
6.8.2 Material incentives………………………………………………………………………..182 

6.8.2.1 Post-conflict reconstruction………………………………………………………183 
6.8.2.2 Incentives in Helsinki………………………………………………………………184 

6.8.3 Incentives for spoilers…………………………………………………………………...186 
6.9 Negotiation strategies: Helsinki peace process…………………………………………………186 

6.9.1 GoI negotiation strategies………………………………………………………………187 
6.9.2 GAM negotiation strategies……………………………………………………………190 

6.10 Explaining the success of the Helsinki peace process………………………………………192 
6.10.1 The Ahtisaari Phenomenon……………………………………………………………192 
6.10.2 Monitoring……………………………………………………………………………………194 

 
7. Mindanao, the Philippines: GRP-MILF Peace Negotiations (2001–08) …………………195 

7.1 Context of the GRP-MILF peace negotiations…………………………………………………196 
7.1.1 Defining the Bangsamoro homeland, the land ownership, social, and 

security issues……………………………………………………………………………….198 
7.1.2 Previous lessons from Mindanao: incentives in the GRP-MNLF Peace 

Process…………………………………………………………………………………………..202 
7.2 The GRP-MILF peace negotiations: 2001-08……………………………………………………204 

7.2.1 From pre-negotiations to the Tripoli II Agreement………………………….204 
7.2.2 Core negotiation I. – Cluster 1 (ceasefire) and Cluster 11 (rehabilitation, 

reconstruction, development)…………………………………………………………207 
7.2.2.1 Cluster I …………………………………………………………………………………207 
7.2.2.2 Cluster II ……………………………………………………………………………….209 

7.2.3 Core negotiation II. – Cluster 111. (Ancestral Domain)……………………..212 
7.2.3.1 Bangsamoro Homeland – the Ancestral Domain…………………………213 
7.2.3.2 Collapse of the talks: August 2008……………………………………………...215 

7.3 The role of incentives during 2002-08………………………………………………………………215 
7.3.1 Non-material incentives: international involvement in the GRP-MILF 

peace process………………………………………………………………………………….215 
7.3.1.1 Internationalization of the Bangsamoro issue……………………………..219 
7.3.1.2 Monitoring………………………………………………………………………………219 
7.3.1.3 (De)proscribing the MILF………………………………………………………..220 
7.3.1.4 Capacity building……………………………………………………………………..221 

7.3.2 Material incentives………………………………………………………………………...221 
7.3.2.1 Mindanao Trust Fund-Reconstruction and Development Program 

(MTF-RDP)…………………………………………………………………………….223 
7.3.2.2 Bangsamoro Development Agency……………………………………………224 
7.3.2.3 Aid as a counter-insurgency tool……………………………………………….226 

7.3.3 Incentives for spoilers……………………………………………………………………227 
7.4 Negotiation strategies and third party involvement…………………………………………227 

7.4.1 GRP negotiation strategies…………………………………………………………….228 



 

 

7.4.2 MILF negotiation strategies……………………………………………………………228 
7.4.3 Third party involvement and strategies…………………………………………..231 

7.4.3.1 Malaysia………………………………………………………………………………….233 
7.4.3.2 United States…………………………………………………………………………..236 
7.4.3.3 Japan………………………………………………………………………………………240 
7.4.3.4 Other actors  …………………………………………………………………………..242 

7.5 Explaining the derailing of the GRP-MILF talks in August 2008 ……………………..244 
7.5.1 Lack of overall communication………………………………………………………245 
7.5.2 Exclusion of stakeholders……………………………………………………………….245 
7.5.3 Impotent external leverage…………………………………………………………….246 

 
8. Do Carrots Bring Peace? Analysis………………………………………………………………………..247 

8.1 Peace negotiation and incentives…………………………………………………………………….247 
8.1.1 Third party involvement……………………………………………………………….248 
8.1.2 Negotiation asymmetry…………………………………………………………………254 
8.1.3 Negotiation strategies……………………………………………………………………258 
8.1.4 Conditionality……………………………………………………………………………….261 

8.2 Impact of the incentives: Do carrots bring peace?........................................................262 
8.2.1 Impact of incentives on the GoSL-LTTE negotiations…………………….263 
8.2.2 Impact of incentives on the GoI-GAM negotiations………………………..265 
8.2.3 Impact of incentives on the GRP-MILF negotiations………………………267 
8.2.4 Do incentives bring peace?........................................................................268 

8.3 Incentives and timing……………………………………………………………………………………270 
8.3.1 Reaching a ripe moment………………………………………………………………..270 
8.3.2 Can carrots serve as ripening agents? – the concept of the MEO……….272 

8.4 Analysis summary ……………………………………………………………………………………..…273 
          8.4.1 Answering the research questions ………………………………………………..……275 
 
9. Conclusions ………………………………………………………………………………………………………276 

9.1 Main conclusions …………………………………………………………………………………………276 
9.2 Contribution to the conflict resolution field …………………………………………………..279 
9.3 Policy implications ……………………………………………………………………………………….280 
9.4 Recommendations for future research ……………………………………………………………282 

 
10. References………………………………………………………………………………………………………….285 

 
Appendix 1 – Incentives – overview …………………………………………………………………………306 

 
Appendix 2 – Map …………………………………………………………………………………………………..309 

 
Appendix 3 – List of conducted interviews…………………………………………………..…………… 310 
 
 
 



viii 
 

Acknowledgements  
 
This thesis is the result of a long journey which would not have been possible, or indeed 
have been so enjoyable, without those people mentioned below who have helped in 
numerous ways with this project. First and foremost, I would like to thank my two 
supervisors. Associate Professor Bela Plechanovova of the Department of International 
Relations at the Institute of Political Studies, Charles University in Prague, without 
whose support and encouragement this thesis would not have come to fruition. I would 
like to especially thank her and others at the department for their understanding that I had 
to spend all my PhD years in Sweden, and did not frequent the corridors of the 
department as much as I should have. To my second supervisor, Dr. Niklas Swanström, 
Director of the Institute for Security and Development Policy (ISDP) in Stockholm, I 
would like to express my heartfelt gratitude. In particular, for his unfailing kind guidance 
and patience, for enlightening me on many things about the field, and for several 
wonderful years both in Uppsala and at ISDP.   

I have spent most of my doctoral years at ISDP; many thanks also go to the other 
director, Dr. Svante Cornell, whose kind encouragement over the years has been a very 
important incentive in completing this work. My sincere thanks go also to my other 
colleagues at the Institute, particularly, Robert Nilsson and Johanna Popjanevski. I would 
like to especially thank Johanna for her support over the years, and for our discussions 
that were not always limited to security and development. Other colleagues that should 
also be mentioned are Christopher Len, Johan Alvin, Dr. Sangsoo Lee, and Klas 
Marklund. I would also like to thank Elin Kinnander and Gregory Nizhnikau for their 
assistance with filling in forms and looking for statistical data. Additionally, I am also 
particularly grateful to Dr. Bert Edström for his kind introduction to the world of 
academia and numerous discussions on various topics. I also would like to express my 
gratitude to Irma Nilsson, the head of ISDP administration, for her assistance over the 
years.   

A special note of thanks goes to Dr. Robia Charles from the University of 
California Berkeley for her advice and insights on methodology and for her valuable 
comments. 

This journey started at the Department of Peace and Conflict Research at Uppsala 
University, where I acquired a good rudimentary knowledge of the field. I would like to 
thank the Sophia Foundation, the Hlavka Foundation, and the Mobility Fund of Charles 
University in Prague that co-funded my initial stay in Uppsala. I would also like to thank 
all my colleagues in the UPIS program for a stonking time in Uppsala. In Sweden, I 
would also like to express my deepest appreciation to the Swedish Foundation for 
International Cooperation in Research and Higher Education (STINT) and the Helge 
Ax:son Johnsons Foundation for awarding me with funding for my field research.  

I have been fortunate to visit a number of very special places during my field 
research, foremost Sri Lanka, Aceh and Jakarta, and Manila and Mindanao. In the 
summer of 2009, I spent three months as a visiting research associate at the International 
Center for Political Violence and Terrorism Research (ICPVTR) at the Rajaratnam 
School of International Studies (RSIS), Nanyang Technological University, Singapore. I 
would like to particularly thank Elizabeth Bao Xuan, Gaye Fernando, Ava Patricia Avila, 
and Karen Law Yu Ling for a memorable time there, and for their help with arranging 
interviews and trips. I would like to particularly thank Elizabeth for showing me the best 
of Singapore.  

I would like to express my indebtedness to everyone who agreed to be interviewed 
for this research, and who provided valuable insights about the studied negotiation 



ix 
 

processes. Further, there were many people who helped me with arranging these 
interviews, and it is my pleasure to thank them all for making this research possible. In 
the Philippines, I am particularly grateful to Charie Joaquin from the National Defence 
University in Manila, whose amazing zeal for life and invaluable assistance were essential 
during my stay in Manila. Moreover, I would like to thank Lilet B. Tolentino from the 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Philippines for her assistance with arranging interviews 
in Manila. I would also like to extend my appreciation to Tom Villarin from the 
Initiatives in Mindanao-Convergence for Asset Reform and Regional Development (SIM 
CARDD) and his colleagues for their assistance during my stay in Mindanao. Out of 
everyone who helped me in Indonesia, I would particularly like to thank Tito Karnavian 
of the Indonesian National Police. In Sri Lanka, I am particularly indebted to Lal Perera 
who was of enormous help in arranging interviews and who also showed me that there 
was more to Sri Lanka than Lions and Tigers.  

In addition, I would like to express my appreciation to Martin Gemzell, Vidar 
Helgesen, and Ingrid Widlund for their help in arranging interviews. I would also like to 
especially thank Ambassador Sakutaro Tanino for his assistance with arranging 
interviews in Tokyo in December 2009. There are people who have offered valuable help 
and who could not be, for different reasons, mentioned here – to all of them I remain very 
grateful. 

To my friends who frequently offered comfort, numerous diversions, and 
encouragement over innumerable cups of coffee in Stockholm, or over Skype from other 
corners of the world, when the light at the end of the tunnel seemed particularly dim – I 
would particularly like thank them for their patience during this time. It is impossible to 
name them all but Eva Uzlova and Kristyna Paulusova in the Czech Republic, Laura 
Enflo, Sara Vilkko, Micaela Tonndorf, and Alex Ljungvall in Stockholm, and my dear 
friend Shira Singer in New York – all deserve special mention. They never failed to 
remind me that there is always a cookie to sweeten life and constantly cheered me on and 
supported me during this voyage. I would also like to thank Michal Danek for his help 
with computer-related questions.  
 A very special thanks go to my dear friend Alec Forss, not only for his help with 
language-editing and valuable comments, but also for his support throughout the years in 
Uppsala and at ISDP, bearing with me through long discussions, particularly at the 
beginning of this journey. His constant reminder that there are also other things in life 
than working on this dissertation was of great comfort.  
 I am ever grateful to my family for their understanding and patience. I would like 
to thank my parents Pavel and Lenka who have always been supportive, have never 
questioned any of my decisions, and have always provided me with carrots rather than 
sticks. Extra credit should also go to my wonderful sister, Pavla, who has always been 
there to remind me that there are other things in life one should worry about.  
 Finally, there is not enough space to thank everyone who helped me over the years. 
To those not acknowledged here, rest assured I remain forever grateful. 
 
 

March 16, 2011 
    
 
 



x 
 

Abstract  
Title: Using Carrots to Bring Peace? Negotiation and Third Party Involvement 

Author: Martina Klimesova  
 

 
How to make peace? This dissertation answers what impact third party incentives have 
on peace negotiation, more specifically on negotiation strategies in internal armed 
conflicts based on self-determination grievances. This study further assesses when the 
ripest time for the employment of incentives is, and in what way external incentives have 
an impact on possible negotiation asymmetries. Incentives in the following negotiation 
processes were analyzed: GoSL-LTTE in Sri Lanka (Eelam, 2002–03; 2006), GoI-GAM in 
Indonesia (Aceh, 2000–03; 2005), and the GRP-MILF in the Philippines (Mindanao, 2001–
08). The findings indicate that those third party incentives which are linked to the core 
conflict issues are most likely to have some impact on the negotiation, but that committed 
pro-process leadership by the conflicting parties is also a necessity. The research also 
indicated that third parties have only limited options in employing incentives that can 
have an impact on the core conflict issues; and that, in any case, they are rarely willing to 
pursue such options. Committed strong leadership, presence of ripeness (far more 
frequently stipulated by an MHS than MEO), and mitigation of issues enhancing 
negotiation asymmetry, are issues that motivate parties to adopt a problem-solving 
strategy. Furthermore, disincentives can contribute to process derailing and their opting 
for a contending strategy, especially if they further increase the power asymmetry. 
Moreover, the study discusses limitations third parties face in this context, indicating that 
peace conditionality employed in this particular context is not likely to have a strong 
impact, highlights the differences between the responsibilities of the mediator and 
facilitator, and introduces the concept of process entrapment which describes challenges 
third parties face in asymmetric peace negotiations. The study concludes that in the 
selected cases, the incentives on their own did not create the conditions for ripeness and 
shows that external parties are not keen on stipulating MEOs.  
 
 
Keywords: Peace negotiation, third party involvement, incentives, leverage, ripeness, 
mutually enticing opportunity (MEO), peace processes in Sri Lanka (Eelam, 2002–08), 
Indonesia (Aceh, 2000–03; 2005), the Philippines (Mindanao, 2001–08)  
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Název: Pobídky jako cesta k míru? Vyjednávání a zapojení třetích stran  

Autor:  PhDr. Martina Klimešová  
Jazyk:  anglický  

 
Jak dosáhnout míru? Tato disertační práce se zabývá vlivem pobídek třetích stran na 
mírová jednání, především na vyjednávací strategie ve vnitrostátních ozbrojených 
konfliktech založených na požadavcích práva na sebeurčení. Studie dále zkoumá 
okamžik „zralosti“ (ripeness) konfliktu, kdy je nejvhodnější doba pro použití 
pobídek, a také jaký vliv mají dané vnější pobídky na asymetrické postavení stran 
konfliktu při vyjednávání. Pobídky byly analyzovány v těchto procesech:  
vyjednávání šrílandské vlády s Tygry osvobození tamilského Ílamu (LTTE) na Šrí 
Lance (Ílam, 2002–03; 2006), vyjednávání indonéské vlády s Hnutím za svobodný 
Aceh (GAM) v Indonésii (Aceh, 2000–03; 2005) a vyjednávání filipínské vlády s 
Islámskou frontu za osvobození Morů (MILF) na Filipínách (Mindanao, 2001–08).  

Disertační práce dospívá k závěrům, že pobídky třetích stran působí 
nejefektivněji na vyjednávání, jsou-li navázány na klíčové aspekty konfliktu. Práce 
nicméně zdůrazňuje, že možnosti třetích stran nabídnout takové pobídky jsou 
relativně omezené. Třetí strany mají také menší zájem na používání těchto pobídek. 
Z hlediska účinnosti pobídek hrají silnou roli strukturální faktory jako podpora 
angažovaných vůdců se silnou domácí podporou a vhodné načasování. Mnohem 
častěji navozeno „vzájemně zraňujícím patem“ (mutually hurting stalemate, MHS) 
než „vzájemně lákavou příležitostí“ (mutually enticing opportunity, MEO). Rovněž 
pobídky, které redukují asymetrii vyjednávacích stran, přispívají k tomu, že aktéři 
jsou ochotni přistoupit ke konsensuální strategii řešení (problem-solving) spíše, než 
ke strategii soutěžení (contending). Na druhou stranu negativní pobídky, které ještě 
zvyšují asymetrii mezi aktéry, mohou přimět aktéry k upřednostňování strategie 
soutěžení a možnému narušení procesu. Práce se proto věnuje i omezením, která 
vyplývají v těchto souvislostech pro třetí strany, sleduje, že “mírová kondicionalita” 
(peace conditionality) v tomto kontextu nemá silný vliv a zdůrazňuje rozdíly mezi 
odpovědností mediátora a faciliátora. Zavádí také koncept “polapení v procesu” 
(process entrapment), který reflektuje problémy, se kterými se třetí strany setkávají u 

asymetrických vyjednávání.  
Závěr práce vyznívá v tom smyslu, že ve sledovaných případech pobídky 

neměly samy o sobě vliv a nepřispěly ke „zralosti konfliktu“ – k vhodnému 
načasování podmínek pro úspěšné vyjednávání. Dokazuje také, že třetí strany nemají 
zájem na navozování MEOs (vzájemně lákavých příležitostí) týkajících se klíčových 
aspektů konfliktu.  
 

Klíčová slova: mírová vyjednávání, zapojení třetích stran, pobídky, vliv, časování, 
vzájemně lákavá příležitost (mutually enticing opportunity, MEO), mírové procesy 
na Šrí Lance (Ílam, 2002–2008), v Indonésii (Aceh, 2000–2003; 2005), na Filipínách 
(Mindanao, 2001–2008),  Šrí Lanka, Indonésie, Filipíny 
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Peace is 10% peace agreement and 90% implementation. 

Irene “Inday” Santiago  

1. INTRODUCTION  

 

How to make peace? This is a simple question to which many scholars have attempted to 

find an answer in complex theories and analyses. This dissertation contributes to the 

discussion by focusing on negotiation processes between contending parties in intrastate 

armed conflicts and, specifically, on the impacts of third party involvement in such 

processes. Searching for the correct analytical tools in examining such conflicts, or even 

identifying a formula for the peaceful termination of intrastate armed conflicts, has been 

one of the main focuses of the conflict resolution field as well as international relations at 

large. It has been argued that a general blueprint of best practices in conflict resolution 

initiatives tends to simplify the causes of conflicts – or even overlooks the roots of the 

tensions (Harpviken and Kjellman, 2004). Furthermore, some suggest that every conflict 

displays its own specific features, and that generalization may neglect these particularities 

and, therefore, can only provide partial solutions (Havermans, 2002). I, on the other hand, 

believe that certain features of one conflict need to be compared against similar cases to 

provide a satisfactory answer to a general question. For instance, certain aspects of 

countries‟ involvement in peace processes can be analyzed in a number of examples in 

order to create a policy toolkit (Kriesberg, 2008).  

Following the end of the Cold War, it was generally believed that global conflict 

tensions would decrease; however, the thaw triggered the escalation of a number of 

intrastate, mostly ethnic and religious, armed conflicts.1 The early 1990s were particularly 

conflict-ridden years which saw the escalation of conflicts in former Yugoslavia, the post-

Soviet countries (Georgia, Azerbaijan, and Tajikistan), Rwanda, Somalia, and Guatemala. 

Contrary to the Cold War era, the UN Security Council and other organizations were no 

longer shackled by the restraints of the bipolar order, and the opportunity for conflict 

prevention, conflict management, and conflict resolution efforts increased significantly. A 

topic for discussion could focus on how successful these conflict resolution attempts were; 

                                                
1 According to Uppsala Conflict Data Project (UCDP) criteria, there were roughly 108 armed conflicts 
registered between 1989 and 1998; the period 1989-2006 witnessed 123 armed conflicts. Despite the possible 
inaccuracy in the numbers, it is evident that the number of armed conflicts has increased significantly since 
1989, (Wallensteen and Sollenberg, 1998; UCDP). Additionally, according to the UCDP, only 41 per cent of 
conflicts (between 1989 and 2007) ended with a peace agreement, 59 per cent without. It is to be noted that 
the conflicts which resulted in a peace agreement did not necessarily deescalate into a peace consolidation 
phase.   
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but the main point is that the peace and conflict research field experienced a renaissance 

period, which has brought new questions to the fore as well as associated challenges for 

researchers. None of the conflicts examined here escalated after the end of the Cold War; 

however, the new tools employed after the 1990s, in addition to the changed international 

environment, had some impact on conflict resolution initiatives in the selected case 

studies.2  

Both researchers and practitioners have sought new means to approach conflict 

resolution by securing a greater participation for external third parties with varied levels 

of involvement – from facilitators, mediators, and actors providing good offices, to peace 

enforcement. The newly shaped international structure that emerged with the end of the 

Cold War allowed regional organizations such as the North Atlantic Treaty Organization 

(NATO), the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), and the 

Organization for African Unity (OAU) to take a more active role in peace initiatives, 

both from the peacemaking and peace enforcement perspectives.  

Additionally, interest has increased in non-military issues such as the growing 

socio-economic disparities between developed and underdeveloped countries, as well as 

growing differences between regions within countries. Furthermore, rising competition 

for energy and natural resources, as well as the increased need for cooperation in 

combating organized crime and narcotics trade networks and dealing with pandemic 

biological threats and environmental security, has opened up new avenues for possible 

cooperation and tools for initiating new ties between countries and regions.3 All these 

issues have been, in many cases, directly or indirectly connected to causes of armed 

conflicts and, therefore, often addressed in conflict management and conflict resolution 

efforts.  

 

1.1 New tools for conflict resolution initiatives   

A great number of ongoing intrastate armed conflicts emerged already in the 1970s at the 

start of the post-colonial period, their causes not directly related to the bipolar division of 

world affairs. However, the 1990s saw the development of several new conflict resolution 

                                                
2 Selected case studies are the peace negotiations in Sri Lanka (2002–06), Aceh, Indonesia (2001–03; 2005), and 
Mindanao, Philippines (2001–08).  
3 The Cold War‟s focal point was military balance and nuclear proliferation, and the non-military issues 
were treated mostly within the two main ideological blocs. Non-military issues were regarded as secondary 
and appeared less often as a part of conflict resolution processes. 
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tools concomitant with the general change in international affairs. For instance, 

confidence building measures (CBMs), traditionally employed in the context of non-

proliferation regimes and arms control initiatives during the Cold War in Europe, have 

come to be newly employed within different frameworks of non-military issues such as 

economic, cultural, and energy cooperation. The change in perceiving conflicts and the 

recognizing of new issues heralded the implementation of innovative tools in conflict 

management and conflict resolution initiatives. For instance, energy and economic 

incentives played a key role in the negotiations between North Korea and the United 

States, resulting in the Agreed Framework in 1994. 

The enhanced focus on the development of non-military measures of conflict 

resolution in the post-Cold War period resulted in the placing of greater importance on 

capacity building and confidence building exercises; this applies to both state and non-

state actors, but programs for members of different insurgent movements, with a focus on 

the transition from guerrilla movements to legitimate political parties, were especially 

targeted at non-state actors. This is also partly connected to a greater involvement of 

external non-governmental organizations (NGOs) in conflict resolution. For instance, the 

positive developments in Northern Ireland after the 1998 Good Friday Agreement led to 

numerous workshops for former members of the Irish Republican Army (IRA). 

Elsewhere, other separatist and insurgent groups engaged in peace processes, such as the 

Moro Islamic Liberation Front (MILF, Philippines), the Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam 

(LTTE, Sri Lanka), the Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia (FARC, Colombia), the 

Communist Party of Nepal-Maoist (CPN-Maoist, Nepal), and Hamas (Palestine), 

underwent training, on various levels, to assist in their transition from military 

organizations to political parties.4 Capacity building seminars and confidence building 

exercises employed in the context of non-military issues on this level (non-state actors) 

represent new tools in the conflict resolution field; however, it is important to note that 

these measures are only complementary mechanisms that need to be supplemented with 

other approaches as well.       

 

  

                                                
4 For instance, one workshop focused on this was organized by the Berghof Foundation for Conflict Studies 
(Berlin) in September 2005.   
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1.2 Emerging trends in negotiation and conflict resolution practices  

The last decade of the twentieth century saw the emergence of new actors on the 

international stage, including within the field of conflict prevention, conflict 

management, and conflict resolution. While states have remained prime players, mostly 

on account of their economic and political resources – but also due to the limited action 

capacity of global international organizations, namely the United Nations (UN) – 

regional organizations and NGOs have played an increasingly important part in peace 

processes, primarily within track two and track three initiatives but also in peacebuilding 

(Aall, 1996; Destexhe, 2000; Bartoli, 2008; Gilboa, 2008).   

In peacebuilding and implementation processes, they are often important 

subsidiaries to the UN agencies working in the field. In some conflicts, NGOs have even 

accepted responsibility for implementing and monitoring peace agreements. For instance, 

the Henri Dunant Center (HDC, Center for Humanitarian Dialogue) facilitated the first 

talks between the Government of Indonesia and the Free Aceh Movement (GAM), and in 

December 2002 created a monitoring mission (Joint Security Committee) composed of 

Thai and Filipino peacekeepers and experts from a number of European countries.5 

Secondly, in some conflicts, the private sector has played a more significant role, being 

more directly involved in peace initiatives. In the cases of El Salvador (direct 

participation), Northern Ireland, Colombia, and South Africa, private companies and 

business communities contributed considerably to facilitating the respective peace 

agreements (Tripathi and Gündüz, 2008).  

At the same time, aside from the private initiatives, donors (mainly bilateral, 

states) have expanded their role to more targeted projects, using economic leverage in 

peacebuilding initiatives (e.g. Japan International Cooperation Agency‟s (JICA) Official 

Development Assistance Charter – “New ODA Charter” from August 2003).6 During the 

Cold War, development assistance was used as an incentive in the global competition 

between the two opposing blocs; but, since the 1990s, some great powers have been 

reluctant to intervene, especially if the conflict zone is outside their sphere of interest 

(Muscat, 2002). As Muscat further argues, it is necessary that donor countries reconsider 

                                                
5 The Henri Dunant Center, later rebranded as the Center for Humanitarian Dialogue, is a Swiss non-
governmental organization based in Geneva active in promoting peace dialogue and mediation efforts in 
conflict and post-conflict societies (see chapter 6).  
6 The “New ODA Charter” as adopted by Japan‟s government in August 2003 indicated peacebuilding as an 
important issue of ODA (JICA).  
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their development policies and place greater emphasis on poverty reduction as a conflict 

prevention mechanism as opposed to mere economic (macroeconomic) cooperation. There 

are many prior examples of utilizing development aid in conflict prevention mechanisms. 7 

In addition, development aid has also been seen as a stabilization tool in post-conflict 

societies.  

Furthermore, the European Union (EU) has emerged as a new international actor, 

defining its joint foreign policy aims through the frameworks of the Common Foreign and 

Security Policy (CFSP) and the European Security and Defense Policy (ESDP). The EU 

common position on involvement in peace processes is yet to be defined; however, its role 

in some conflict resolution initiatives should not be neglected.8 In 2005, the first EU-led 

monitoring mission was deployed to verify the implementation of the peace agreement 

between the Government of Indonesia and GAM in Aceh, Indonesia.9 Prior to this, EU 

missions monitored peace agreement implementation in former Yugoslavia (EUMM) and 

on the border between Ukraine and Moldova (EU assistance border monitoring mission, 

BAM, December 2005). Moreover, it has been operating a mission in Georgia following 

the clashes of August 2008 (European Monitoring Mission to Georgia, EUMM, civil 

monitoring mission, deployed in September 2008). Consequently, the EU‟s importance 

stems from its assisting other actors with peace initiatives and by providing a pool of 

economic resources and expertise for peacebuilding and reconstruction efforts.   

 As shown above, the new actors in the international arena have notably enriched 

the complexity of conflict resolution resources. With these changes, the prospects for 

engaging in conflict prevention, conflict management, and peacemaking by other than 

military means drew greater attention from the academic community. In the 1980s and 

early 1990s, academic literature covered sufficiently the definitions of relatively new terms 

such as conflict management, mediation, negotiation and facilitation, confidence building 

measures, and peacekeeping and peacebuilding. As the debate progressed, conflict 

resolution scholars have reflected upon new trends in international politics and conflict 

studies and addressed more complex studies.  
                                                
7 For instance, the U.S. Marshall Plan for Europe, and later the incentives for Greece and Turkey, after 
World War II, served as such a mechanism.  
8 There is general agreement that the EU currently does not have a joint framework of recommendations for 
its member states regarding involvement in peace processes as a third party. Some argue that the EU should 
adopt a common policy on political involvement in peace processes, and not limit its involvement in conflict 
and post-conflict scenarios to reconstruction aid and development assistance (Gentz, 2007).  
9 The Aceh Monitoring Mission (AMM), EU-led mission, cooperation with ASEAN countries, see chapter 
6.  
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1.3 Emerging trends in negotiation and conflict resolution theory  

Kriesberg (2008) states that the conflict resolution field continues to evolve and belongs to 

one of the most dynamic areas within the extensive International Relations (IR) family. 

New approaches to studying conflicts do not usually reflect any of the traditional IR 

debates; the focal point of new conflict resolution theories is not the IR system as such, 

but rather different aspects and indicators of causes of conflicts and instruments for their 

resolution.  

Next to more traditional issues such as armed conflicts and political violence, 

trade, non-proliferation, and the impact of culture on negotiation, negotiation theory has 

also developed within the context of new emerging issues as briefly outlined in the 

previous section. Research has been conducted into the environment and climate change 

(e.g. Sjöstedt 2002, 2003; Betsill, 2008), the gender aspects of negotiation (e.g. Kolb and 

Coolidge, 1995), the involvement of NGOs in conflict resolution, particularly in relation 

to their potential in informal processes (e.g. Bartoli, 2008; Aall, 1996), terrorism (e.g. 

Hayes, 2002; Hayes, Kaminski, Beres, 2003), the role of media (Gilboa, 2008), and new 

possibilities resulting from IT and communications technologies (e.g. Bichler, Kersten, 

Strecker, 2003). This is by no means an exhaustive list of new trends within negotiation 

theory, but it does demonstrate the growing diversity of the field.  

With regard to the focus on incentives in negotiation theory, existing practices 

from peace processes show that greater attention needs to be paid to the economic aspects 

of the conflict, such as easing socio-economic disparities between the conflicting parties, 

dealing with immediate humanitarian relief work, and preparing the ground for 

reconstruction projects. This has become an integral part of political economy studies 

(Collier, 2005; Le Billon, 2003, 2005, 2007; Ballentine and Sherman, 2003; or Berdal and 

Malone, 2000), but which were only rarely presented in the context of negotiation theory. 

These issues have nonetheless become part of the peace talks‟ agenda, and the third parties 

facilitating talks have often extended their involvement to donor activities or their 

coordination. The current academic debate, however, offers only a limited number of 

studies combining research both on negotiation and donor involvement in peace processes.   

 One of the first thorough studies discussing the use of positive conditionality, 

foreign aid, was Ole Elgström‟s book Foreign aid negotiations: the Swedish-Tanzanian aid 

dialogue, published in 1992. The main debate on employing peace conditionalities 

intensified a decade later, when both practitioners and the academic community devoted 
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attention to peacebuilding and conflict resolution.10 Notwithstanding, the peace 

conditionality factor in international negotiations remains one of the most theoretically 

“neglected” areas in the field. Moreover, relatively little is alluded to in the academic 

debate about initiatives preceding the actual peace process and official negotiations. This 

might be because it is very difficult to determine the exact influence of informal processes 

and unofficial or second track facilitation on the overall outcome. Therefore, obtaining a 

complete picture of all patterns in conflict management processes is no simple matter, and 

any research study on third party involvement should take this fact into consideration.     

 

1.4 General aims of this dissertation  

This dissertation attempts to provide a better understanding of what impacts tools, 

especially economic and political incentives, employed by third parties in peace 

negotiation in intrastate armed conflicts, have on forming the negotiating strategies of 

conflicting parties. Negotiating strategy is understood as an approach and policy planning 

for interaction in a dialogue which aims for a non-violent settlement of a dispute. It 

should be highlighted that this research is primarily focused on negotiation and 

negotiation theories. Zartman (2008: 322) asserts that negotiation appears in both conflict 

management and conflict resolution; the inquiry is thus encompasses both concepts. 

 The main focus is on the employment of non-military incentives, economic, 

political, and development inducements, commonly referred to as carrots. In the policy 

context, carrots, especially in the form of development aid, are often a priori regarded as 

positive for the recipients; however, empirical evidence from conflicts like Sri Lanka or 

Afghanistan indicates otherwise.11 In both cases, extensive usage of economic inducements 

did not lead to peace consolidation; on the contrary, it brought into focus many previously 

neglected issues such as the disunity of contending parties, the lack of a general plan for 

post-conflict reconstruction, and coordination of fund distribution. With regard to the 

latter, power-sharing issues emerge in the debate, as many insurgent groups see funds that 

need to be channeled through the government as an indicator of dependency on the central 

government, which further aggravates their self-determination grievances. Thus, the main 

                                                
10 The term “peace conditionality” is further clarified in the chapter on Research Design and Methodology.  
11 There is vigorous theoretical debate discussing under which conditions incentives can cause harm and 
further fuel conflicts. See for example Berdal and Malone, eds., 2000; Collier and Hoeffler, 2001; Ballentine 
and Sherman, 2003; Le Billon, 2003. A special focus is placed on the resource-conflict nexus and the role of 
natural resources as a conflict cause and also as an impediment to resolution (Collier, 2008; Bannon and 
Collier, eds., 2003; Humphreys, 2005; Navon, 2010) 
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departure point for this dissertation is assessing the employment of carrots in peace 

processes by external third parties, and answering the simple question: Why doesn‟t it 

work?  

This thesis consists of nine chapters: chapters two, three, and four provide a 

theoretical departure point; the general theoretical assumption is that, under ripe 

conditions, external incentives have some impact on the belligerents‟ negotiation 

strategies. The theoretical underpinnings include the use of incentives, ripeness, hurting 

stalemate, mutually hurting stalemate (MHS), mutually enticing opportunity (MEO), 

employment of leverage, and peace conditionality (based on the work of James K. Boyce 

and Griffiths and Barnes). The synthesis of these theoretical approaches generates a set of 

tools which constitute the theoretical backbone of this thesis. Ensuing chapters outline the 

empirical body, discussing three negotiation processes in Sri Lanka (GoSL-LTTE), 

Indonesia (GoI-GAM), and the Philippines (GRP-MILF). Following this, the empirical 

findings are applied to the designed theoretical framework. The final chapter recaps on the 

main conclusions of the research and includes a number of policy recommendations, 

summing up the main points so as to be accessible to policy makers. 

This research also answers indirectly the question of what the results of third party 

involvement in the selected negotiation processes are. Although the inquiry is not directly 

targeted at determining whether a particular third party involvement was successful or 

not, each case study chapter ends with a brief evaluation and explanation of the external 

involvement. Empirical evidence was collected mostly from interviews (see section 3.6).  

 Prime beneficiaries of this research are scholars focusing on conflict resolution, 

namely negotiation theory and peace research. In addition, policy recommendations for 

practitioners, particularly those shaping policies and development strategies of third 

parties and donors (i.e. facilitators, mediators, and those working for national and 

international development agencies) can be drawn from the analytical part and final 

conclusions of this thesis.  
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2. PREVIOUS RESEARCH ON PEACE NEGOTIATION AND THE 

EMPLOYMENT OF INCENTIVES: Literature Review   

 

This dissertation strives to give a complex answer to a simple question: can carrots be 

used to facilitate peace and, more specifically, what are the impacts of the employment of 

third party incentives on peace negotiation, namely on the behavior and strategies of 

adversaries in internal armed conflicts? Accordingly, existing research on the subject is 

outlined in this chapter to provide a theoretical overview of the field, which, in turn, 

forms a solid basis for my own theoretical departure.12  

The majority of contemporary scholarly texts in peace and conflict resolution 

studies treat the issues of internal armed conflict negotiation and incentive employment 

separately.13 While there is a plethora of literature on different aspects of peace negotiation 

(Zartman, 1985, 1995, 1999, 2002, 2005a, 2005b, 2007; Pruitt, 1993, 1995, 2006; Rubin 1981, 1995; 

Touval, 1985, 1987, 2007; Faure, 2005; Druckman, 2005; Hopmann, 1996), such as third party 

involvement (Crocker, Hampson, Aall, 2003, 2004, 2005a, 2005b; Bercovitch, 2002, 2005, 

2005; Rubin, 2004; Kleiboer, 1996; Touval, 1982, 1985, 1999), timing and the concept of 

ripeness (Zartman, 1985, 1989, 2000, 2001, 2004, 2005; Mitchell, 1981, 1995; Pruitt, 1995, 1997, 

2005; Ohlsson, 1998, 2008; Aggestam, 2003, 2005; Rubin 1991), and process spoilers 

(Stedman, 1997, 2000; Darby and McGinty, 2000; Sisk, 2009; Höglund, 2004), there is a 

relative dearth of analysis on the effects of third party tools, both material and non-

material, on actors‟ behavior in negotiation processes.  

There is, however, an abundant body of academic literature on the general effects 

of incentives and threats in a conflict-charged environment (Cortright, 1997; Collier et al, 

2003; Muscat, 2002; Griffiths with Barnes, 2008), and on the conditioning of aid or other 

types of external assistance on advancement in peace dialogue and conflict resolution 

processes (Boyce, 2002a, 2002b, 2003; Stokke, 1995; Frerks, 2006; Goodhand, et al 2005). 

Nevertheless, the theories have rarely been explained in conjunction with negotiation 

theories.  

                                                
12 A brief caveat needs to be added about relations between the fields of conflict resolution and international 
relations. As Kriesberg (2006) notes, the two fields overlap and there are vast linkages between the two 
academic communities, but, on the other hand, Kriesberg also argues that the two fields will and should 
remain divergent (Kriesberg, 2006: 417). It is further suggested that the conflict resolution field examines 
factors that are neglected in the traditional IR perceptions, such as those standing outside of the traditional 
power indicators (sovereign states, political leaders, and military force) (Ibid).         
13 There has been systematic analysis of negotiation and negotiation theory since the 1960s (Hopmann, 1996), 
with a growing influence of behavioralism in international relations and political science.  
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Ole Elgström (1992) analyzed foreign aid negotiations using the Swedish-

Tanzanian aid dialogue as an empirical standpoint, with particular interest in resource and 

leverage asymmetry in the dialogue. In his view, a persuasive strategy is sanction-free and 

instead utilizes warnings, advice, predictions, encouragement, or suggestions (1992:16). 

Notwithstanding the fact that both internal conflict and aid negotiations share a similar 

power asymmetry, foreign aid negotiations, as presented by Elgström, do not necessarily 

have to be conducted in a conflict setting. Elgström nevertheless pointed to the particular 

scarcity of research on asymmetric negotiations and distributive bargaining (1992:3).  

 

2.1 Peace negotiation and internal armed conflicts in academic discourse    

In tune with changes in international affairs after the end of the Cold War, the academic 

interest in internal conflicts waxed from the early 1990s together with the conflict 

resolution field; systematic research on negotiation theories, however, emerged already in 

the 1960s.14 A prominent line of research within peace and conflict resolution studies is 

especially focused on negotiation in the context of armed conflicts, both internal and 

international.15  

In the following section, existing theoretical concepts of peace negotiations are 

sketched out prior to outlining academic works on incentive employment, concepts of 

ripeness, and third party involvement in peace processes.  

 

Views on what affects peace negotiations 

Jeffrey Rubin asserts that negotiation is a method of settling conflict rather than resolving 

it (Rubin, 1995: 1): the focus of negotiation is not attitude change per se but an agreement 

to change behavior in ways that make settlement possible (Ibid). Accordingly, studies on 

negotiation are not necessary identical with research on understanding conflict and 

conflict causes. I. William Zartman argues that negotiation in the context of internal 

armed conflicts has its own set of specifics – the conflict changes the negotiation setting 

from other negotiation scenarios, with particular note accorded to power asymmetry and 
                                                
14 Among prominent early works were, for instance, publications by Iklé (How Nations Negotiate, 1964), 
Schelling (The Strategy of Conflict, 1960).  
15 In addition, more general writings on negotiation theory can be applied in any negotiation context, but 
focus is usually confined to the following fields: trade, business, arms control, environment, community-
based disputes, and cultural contexts of negotiation processes. A caveat should also be made about literature 
dedicated to training in negotiation and negotiation practices, which covers more practical and popular 
facets of the field (for example, Ury and Fisher, 1981 (2nd ed.), Getting to Yes; Ury, 1991, Getting Past No; 
Fisher and Shapiro, 2005, Beyond Reason). 
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also unequal distribution of legitimacy between the contending parties, governments, and 

insurgent groups (Zartman, 1995). This, in Zartman‟s view, is a direct paradox to the 

general practice of negotiation which functions best under conditions of equality (1995: 8). 

Interestingly, Zartman also points to the different conflict perceptions of adversaries in 

internal conflicts: while the very existence of non-state actors is tied to the conflict, for 

the government actor the conflict is only one of many issues to deal with (Ibid).16 This 

asymmetry also impacts conflict resolution efforts and can pose a notable challenge for 

third parties, particularly facilitators (Höglund and Svensson, 2008). The asymmetry in 

Zartman‟s view is also reflected in the conflicting issues and limits the bargaining space as 

the rebel groups often tend to be significantly less flexible in their demands, frequently 

perceiving the conflict and quest for legitimization of their own identity as a zero-sum 

game (1995). Building upon this, Zartman assumes that the noted asymmetry in internal 

conflict negotiations prevents the adversaries from reaching a stalemate that is needed for 

negotiation (1995: 8). And finally, Zartman argues that parties negotiate most productively 

when they feel equal (2002: 73). In his view, equality cannot be reached in internal armed 

conflict negotiations while “stakes remain unequal: insurgents seek to make the government 

negotiate […] whereas the government seeks to make the insurgent surrender” (1995: 11). In this 

context, research on negotiation where there is a different type of non-state actor should 

be mentioned. For instance, Hayes (2002) and Zartman (2003b) discuss aspects of 

negotiating with terrorists. Zartman asserts that some types of terrorists actually aim at 

negotiating. Generally, however, literature on asymmetric negotiations does not often 

make the distinction of what created the asymmetry.   

 Following the same vein, negotiation dynamics are impacted by the distribution of 

power among adversaries (Kleiboer, 1996). Fisher (1995) defines power in negotiation as 

the ability to affect favorably somebody else‟s decision; which is merely a matter of 

perception than the actual ability as such (Fisher, 1995: 128). Fisher and Ury (1991) claim 

that by increasing one‟s (the negotiator‟s) BATNA, the actor also increases its power in 

the negotiation process; if an alternative to reaching a solution through negotiation is 

                                                
16 The government actor has legitimacy, established relations with international actors (allies), resources, 
and an army (legitimate resources), whereas the insurgent groups often depend on illicit sources of funding 
(narcotics trading, natural resources, illegal logging) and frequently face the possibility of being proscribed 
as terrorist organizations. 
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more enticing, the attractiveness of the BATNA grows.17 Meanwhile, if applied to an 

internal conflict setting, growing success on the battlefield or increasing prospects of 

minimizing the influence of the other party thwarts the possibility of yielding to 

concessions and compromises.   

 

Views on what impacts negotiation strategies  

Writings on strategy and negotiations are generally more directed to all types of factors 

affecting actors‟ strategic decision-making, without a particular focus on the third party‟s 

impact on such changes. Zartman refers to strategy as an “overall orientation given by an 

actor to achieve his goal” and further reasons that “strategic choices are led by values which, in 

turn, relate to culture”; culture thus has a direct impact on negotiation strategies (1999: 21).  

Christopher R. Mitchell describes rewarding and coercive strategies employed by 

parties in a conflict-charged environment when he states that the “use of rewarding 

strategies is often difficult” while there is only marginal difference on the outcomes when 

using rewards instead of coercive actions (1981: 146). Mitchell nevertheless remains 

cautious about the employment of rewards: “Promising some future benefits is, if anything, an 

even more delicate strategy than threatening some future costs, especially between parties whose 

relationships are traditionally conflictful and hostile, or where levels of trust are low” (1981: 147). 

Furthermore, employment of a collaborative rewarding strategy also depends on the 

conflict issue and the type of relations between the conflicting parties. For instance, 

strategies that proved to be effective among parties that normally experienced 

collaborative relations do not exist among traditional or recent enemies. Added to this, the 

effectiveness of the reward strategy also depends on who is using the technique –

enticements are less likely to be effective in intractable conflicts where low trust between 

the adversaries prevails. This can be partly reduced by the involvement of a reliable third 

party (Ibid). And finally, Mitchell points to the possibility of a different perception of 

incentives by the contending parties: different rewards have a different value and 

significance to the parties who may also have a different perception of the risks (Ibid).18  

Dupont and Faure (2002) mention cooperative and confrontation approaches when 

describing methods of process analysis. Accommodation (favors agreement, cooperative) 

                                                
17 The term BATNA refers to the Best Alternative to a Negotiated Agreement, an alternative to the outcome 
of an ongoing negotiation process. The more enticing the alternative is, the stronger BATNA.   
18 Steven Brams and Alan Taylor (2000) base their adjusted winner formula dealing with fair division on the 
assumption that negotiating parties assign different values to the items of conflict.  
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and confrontation (favors maximizing gains, competitive, zero-sum) strategies and 

openers are the most common types of moves.  

Dean G. Pruitt (2002) postulates that there are three basic negotiation strategies: 

contending, problem-solving, and yielding. Problem-solving strategy corresponds with the 

reward cooperative strategy discussed by Mitchell: both are based on the assumption that 

adversaries can be motivated to change their perception of the situation to a win-win 

(positive sum) configuration. The main question in this context remains: what facilitates 

such a change of perception, or, more specifically, what is the most effective approach to 

achieving such change?  

Furthermore, Pruitt suggests that negotiators‟ aims reveal which strategy is 

ultimately preferred, and which would be more successful in reaching a successful 

outcome. In this context, Pruitt states that negotiators most often have to oscillate 

between contending and problem-solving, which directly relates to Hopmann‟s similar 

statement that negotiation is a process of both contending and cooperating. Pruitt 

nevertheless offers four techniques of how to escape the dilemma between the two 

contrasting strategies: firm flexibility, sequencing the time, taking a contentious public 

stance coupled with covert (secret) problem-solving, and developing a working 

relationship with the other party (2002: 87). What then does this tell us about factors 

affecting negotiating strategies? How do these strategies change? Pruitt has noted that 

concern about own outcomes is one of the reasons that prevents parties from resorting to 

yielding and boosts contending instead. In contrast, encouraging the consideration of 

possible alternative outcomes may generate awareness of the possibility of mutually 

beneficial outcomes (dual concern model, 1995: 30). This encourages – provided that the 

external actors or the conflicting parties themselves succeed in creating a vision of 

beneficial mutual outcomes as opposed to a zero-sum outcome – a problem-solving 

strategy (Ibid). Following this reasoning, maximizing joint benefits increases the 

attractiveness of a win-win solution through problem-solving, which serves as a departure 

point for involved third parties when forming their strategies. The chart below features 

basic negotiation strategies as outlined by Pruitt; his terminology is complemented with 

terms from other scholars writing on negotiation strategies.  
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Table 1 – Negotiation Strategies – Overview 

Strategy Characteristics  

 
Problem-Solving (Collaboration – Thomas, 
1976; integrative bargaining – Walton and 
McKersie, 1965; creating value – Lax and 
Sebenius, 1986) 
 

 
Win-win (formulas – extending the pie, 
cost-cutting, logrolling, bridging  
Dual concern model – concern about other 
party‟s outcomes (Pruitt, 1995)  
Creatively compromise – finding a solution 
which adds some value to the negotiated 
issue so that both parties can gain and not 
at the expense of each other (Fells, 2009) 

Yielding (Accommodation, Thomas, 1976) Lowering one‟s demands – concession making 
(most common response to time pressure – 
Pruitt)  
Dual concern model – concern about other 
party‟s outcomes (Pruitt, 1995) 

Contending (Positional Bargaining – 
Fischer and Ury, 1991; Competition – 
Thomas, 1976)  

Zero-sum outcomes  

Inaction (added only in Pruitt)   

Cooperative strategies and rewards 
(Mitchell, 1981) 
 

Win-win, Affecting (reducing or increasing) 
attractiveness of various options 

Coercive strategies (Mitchell, 1981) Zero-sum outcomes 

 

Strategy and third party involvement  

Chester A. Crocker, Fen Osler Hampson, and Pamela Aall (hereinafter referred to 

collectively as CHA) argue that third parties have to acquire a good understanding of the 

history of the specific conflict situation, the adversaries, the conflict issue, balance of 

forces, previous conflict resolution attempts, and the external context, before choosing an 

appropriate strategy for their involvement (2004: 96). In addition, the third party has to 

consider whether the conflict is ripe for resolution (Ibid).19 Furthermore, CHA identify 

“entry points,” a specific set of circumstances most favorable for conflict resolution. These 

are divided into four categories: geopolitical shift (e.g. situation after 9/11, end of the Cold 

War), dramatic shift in internal conflict dynamics, a major change in the leadership 

structure, and the arrival of a new mediator (2004: 93–94). CHA acknowledge that 

                                                
19 CHA mostly use the term mediation when referring to third party involvement. This thesis, on the other 
hand, uses the more general term “third party involvement” as it encompasses types of external 
involvement other than mediation such as facilitation, good offices, and donor support.    
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challenges the mediators face continue after their appointment, but there is relatively little 

emphasis on dynamics between the adversaries.  

In general, literature on third party involvement tends to overrate the ability of 

external parties to influence peace processes in the context of internal armed conflicts. 

More thorough analysis of the relationship between the adversaries‟ will to reach a 

negotiated settlement and the ability of external parties to provide necessary guarantees 

and incentives should be included in studies of third party involvement.  

In the context of asymmetric negotiations, Höglund and Svensson (2008) suggest 

two main strategies for third party involvement – even-handedness (even-handed manner, 

neutral) and equalizing strategy (strengthening the weaker party). They conclude that for 

mediators and monitors, asymmetric negotiations pose a particular challenge regardless of 

which strategy is chosen; the specific conflict setting impacts the perception of the third 

party to the extent that it thwarts prospects of effective involvement.  

Mitchell reasons that rewarding strategies are more likely to be successful in the 

early stage of a dispute (note dispute, not a negotiation process) or in situations with a 

recent history of cooperation or friendship between the parties (1981: 148). To make an 

impact on the adversaries, in Mitchell‟s view, the cooperative strategy is more effective as 

it usually results from an environment of mutual trust.   

 

2.2 Third party involvement – leverage and conditionality 

A number of different concepts in conflict resolution literature deal with third party 

involvement in peace processes. Views on strategies (Pruitt, CHA, Mitchell) and leverage 

(Touval, Muscat, Kleiboer) are focused more on the general impact of external 

involvement, while writings on aid and peace conditionality (Frerks and Klem, 2006a, 

2006b; Boyce, 2002, 2003; Goodhand and Klem, 2005; George, 1993; Griffiths with Barnes, 

2008) describe a specific tool third parties use to influence adversary behavior in the 

conflict and post-conflict setting. To my knowledge, there has not been a study that would 

specifically link conditionality and negotiation strategies. Notwithstanding, viewing these 

concepts separately can provide a good overview on what has been written on the subjects.  

 

Leverage and third party involvement  

CHA classify mediation into two main paradigms – structuralist and social-psychological 

paradigms (striving for attitude change). According to the structuralist paradigm, 
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conflicting parties can be led to, and through, a negotiated settlement with the use of 

persuasion, incentives, and disincentives (2003: 20).  

Zartman (1995) argues that external parties can impact the behavior of adversaries 

by employing leverage. Saadia Touval has examined the impact of biased third parties and 

concludes that biased mediation can be effective if the biased mediator is also perceived as 

an actor who can deliver (desired) concessions to the contending party (Zartman and 

Touval, 1985; Touval, 1975). Zartman recognizes three forms of mediator leverage: through 

provision of side-payments changing the conflict configuration from zero-sum to positive, 

by delivery of each side‟s agreement to an outcome that the other side can find attractive, 

or by a threat to end the mediation process through withdrawal (1995: 21). Zartman further 

argues that leverage more frequently takes the form of effective persuasion than material 

inducements and punishments (2008: 1).  

Marieke Kleiboer (1996) postulates that a mediator‟s leverage and (im)partiality are 

characteristics that explain the success of third party involvement.20 Defining leverage as a 

“mediator‟s ability to put pressure on one or both of the conflicting parties to accept a proposed 

settlement,” Kleiboer argues that it is also one of the most elusive elements of mediation 

(1996: 371). She further contends that theoretical findings are not in tune with whether 

leverage is actually necessary for a mediator‟s success. Kleiboer suggests that more 

systematic research on the effects of leverage is desirable.    

Robert J. Muscat (2002) discusses leverage in the context of the debate on 

development aid, bringing forward the argument that leverage goes beyond persuasion as 

it refers to measures donors have to induce certain (desired) behavior from engaged 

governments; he does not, however, include non-governmental actors in his analysis. 

Muscat also points out a possible discrepancy between donors‟ perceived leverage and 

their actual ability to make an effective impact. In such cases, threats used by external 

parties tend to be ineffectual if they lack credibility (2002: 237). This is in concert with 

Touval‟s argument that the third party can increase the effectiveness of its involvement if 

its ability to deliver is reliable.21 And finally, Muscat makes an interesting observation that 

                                                
20 Other indicators explaining the success of third party involvement include characteristics of the dispute 
(conflict ripeness, the level of conflict intensity, and the nature of the issues in conflict), parties and their 
interrelationship (their identification, their cohesiveness, their type of regime, their motivation to mediate, 
their previous ongoing relationships, and the distribution of power between them), characteristics of the 
mediator ((im)partiality, leverage, and status), and the international context (Kleiboer, 1996).  
21 “A donor‟s seriousness respecting such intentions is likely to be strengthened if the donor has actually carried through 
in such a scenario at some time with some recipient government” (Muscat, 2002: 238).  
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donors can draw some lessons from applying more established technical conditionality 

(economic and sectoral policies) when using aid as a conflict prevention tool (2002: 237). 

Similarly to Mitchell, Muscat advocates employment of positive motivation when 

discussing aid (rewards), when feasible, as it tends to be more effective than the threat of 

withdrawal (Ibid).    

 

Conditionality and third party involvement  

In the light of increased donor presence in peace processes, debate on the impacts of aid 

employment in peace processes, namely in their later stages, has become an integral part 

of emerging trends in the conflict resolution research field. In contrast to strategy and 

leverage, peace or aid conditionality represents a specific tool that uses leverage to 

encourage adversaries to follow policy guidelines favored by the external parties. The 

external recommendations are, in most cases, linked to the cessation of hostilities and 

proceeding with the negotiation process. Conditionality is most frequently mentioned in 

the context of peace processes either in the form of aid or peace conditionality.22  

Boyce, a pioneer in research on peace conditionality, makes a key argument that 

peace conditionality can be a useful policy tool in the post-agreement phase in the context 

of internal armed conflicts (2002a: 11). As Boyce suggests, peace conditionality should not 

be treated as the only tool for sufficient conflict resolution initiatives, and that it is not the 

ultimate remedy (Ibid). He nevertheless admits that “aid can serve as an inducement for 

conflict resolution” (2003: 2). Moreover, Boyce (2002a: 21) points out that using aid as 

leverage must be followed by enforcement in order for the tool to be effective. It should be 

noted that Boyce deals with peace conditionality solely in the context of aid incentives but 

does not include political and security inducements in his analysis, and uses post-conflict 

                                                
22 Other types of conditionality include aid, economic conditionality (fiscal conditionality), and accession 
conditionality (accession to multilateral structures). Boyce notes that the concept of peace conditionality 
was first coined in a 1995 study on international financial institutions‟ involvement in El Salvador, and he 
further defines differences between traditional conditionality and peace conditionality. Unlike conventional 
technical conditionality focused mainly on macroeconomic stability, peace conditionality is focused on 
short-term implementation of peace accords and long-term peace consolidation (Boyce, 2002: 9). Added to 
this, aid conditionality is more established than peace conditionality and does not have to be necessarily 
used in the context of a conflict setting. Frerks (2006) further recognizes five generations of aid 
conditionality based on what was desired by the parties imposing the conditionality: economic reform (first 
generation, 1980s), political and governance reform (second generation, 1990s), conflict resolution and 
peacebuilding (third generation, 1995–present), peace enforcement (fourth generation, 1999–present), and 
post-conditionality (fifth generation, 2005–present). The last term refers to achieving a “symmetric 

relationship between donor and „partner countries‟, partner country leadership and ownership, alignment, transparency, 
and accountability” (2006: 9).     
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settings (former Yugoslavia, El Salvador, Guatemala) as his empirical underpinnings. 

Boyce primarily confines his perception of incentives to aid or economic inducements, 

possibly political aspects of granting benefits. In his studies on peace and aid 

conditionality, he does not include political inducements such as the power of political 

legitimization or the inclusion process.  

Frerks (2006) defines peace conditionality as “the use of aid as a lever to persuade 

conflicting parties to make peace, to implement peace accords, and to consolidate peace.” He also 

notes that peace conditionality is a relatively new field, that there are not enough 

examples, and that there is an ongoing debate about the sufficiency of peace conditionality 

(2006). He argues that conditionality is perceived by many scholars as ineffective, which 

correlates with Boyce‟s argument that conditionality is often seen as an ineffective too l 

(Boyce, 2003). Following the same vein, Stokke (1995) sees conditionality not as an aim but 

as an instrument. He further identifies six different levels of conditionality (systemic, 

changing national policies and priorities, changing specific choices, program/project level, 

financial conditionality, and administrative conditions) (19955: 14). Although he touches 

upon wide-ranging fields of possible change, the incentive that is employed with the 

conditionality is still predominantly of an economic, rather than another, nature. David 

Cortright, meanwhile, defines incentives as political and economic inducements for 

cooperation (reward); inducements in his view refer to a broader tool encompassing wider 

security and political measures, although the difference is believed to be minor (1997: 6).  

 In a similar context, Kristian Netland (2008) examines whether it is possible to 

buy peace and whether peace conditionality can serve as a catalyst for peace. Using the 

latest peace process in Sri Lanka as his case study, Netland states that: “donors failed to link 

aid disbursements to developments in the peace process once the situation on the ground deteriorated. 

In other words, donors were willing to dangle the carrot, but they were never willing to apply the 

stick … aid did not serve as a catalyst for peace in Sri Lanka because donors failed to link 

disbursements directly to development in the peace process” (2008: 57). In comparison to studies 

examining sanctions and negative incentives, literature on positive incentives is scare. 

  

2.3 Timing – when is the time ripe for incentives?  

The concept of ripeness (timing) is an integral part of the conflict resolution field and 

negotiation theory. In the context of this research, I examine when exactly the ripe 

moment for employment of incentives (and conditionality) occurs. This has been 
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identified in ripeness theory as the concept of mutually enticing opportunity (MEO) by 

Zartman (1997, 2000, 2005), Aggestam (2005), Mitchell (1995, enticing opportunity – ENO), 

and Ohlsson (1998). In support of the MEO concept, CHA state that mediators can foster 

ripeness to move parties from stalemates to settlements (CHA, 2003: 25). The following 

section outlines the development of the ripeness debate as well as what is currently 

missing from it. 

Zartman, the founding father of ripeness theory, argues that conflicts must be ripe 

for resolution; it follows that resolution efforts cannot be randomly selected without 

considering whether the conflict is ripe for resolution (1995). The current debate on 

ripeness (Zartman, 1995; Stedman, 1991; Lund, 1996) evolved from Zartman‟s first 

postulates concerning why timing is important in conflict resolution research, to how to 

work with the concept. Zartman argues that “ripeness is a necessary but not sufficient 

condition for initiation of negotiations, bilateral or mediated” (2000: 227). Aggestam (2005) 

supports this argument with a statement that ripe moments can occur unnoticed and that 

without the will of adversaries to use the ripe moment to embark on conflict resolution 

initiatives, it does not have any further purpose. Aggestam (2005: 271) also adds that a 

more thorough analysis should be targeted at the period between a ripe moment and the 

first stages of the negotiation process. Kleiboer (1994) brings forward an interesting 

argument in that the existing theoretical concepts of the ripeness definition do not 

indicate who has the prime responsibility for recognizing the ripe moment and 

subsequently acting upon it. In sum, to identify ripeness is only half of the problem, the 

other half is to find effective measures to benefit from the situation. Kleiboer (1994) 

suggests that it is rather willingness than ripeness that is at stake, and as she further 

asserts, it is from the methodological perspective that ripeness is identified, in other 

words, after it happens. On the other hand, it can be argued that good knowledge of 

ripeness indicators can help adversaries when planning their strategies – they can identify 

ripeness better and utilize this to their own advantage.  

A number of scholars have sought to extend ripeness theory. Pruitt claims that the 

theory fails to account for certain factors such as explaining the progress of an ongoing 

negotiation, that it is not flexible or broad enough to include aspects like distinguishing 

between different types of antecedents, and neglects to acknowledge the existence of 

asymmetric patterns when one party is more motivated than the other – a hurting 

stalemate can happen only to one party (Readiness theory, Pruitt, 1997: 238–39). 
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Furthermore, Pruitt and Olczak (1995) question the ripeness theory assumption that the 

MHS always affects the conflicting parties simultaneously; they instead utilize the 

concept of “motivational ripeness.”  

When talking about ripeness and third party involvement, Zartman (1989), Haass 

(1990), and Stedman (1991) argue that the third party should be active in creating a ripe 

moment; this, however, depends on the type of third party and the leverage it possesses 

(Kleiboer, 1994). A distinction should also be made between a third party‟s initiatives to 

make the belligerents realize their entrapment in the conflict and active involvement 

when tools are employed to induce ripeness (incentives, disincentives). Strictly 

methodologically speaking, there has not been enough distinction made between these two 

in current research. Zartman (2005e) recognizes the gap in ripeness research when stating 

that it is still mostly focused on the MHS concept rather than alternatives.  

 

Enticing opportunity, mutually enticing opportunity (MEO) 

The concept within the ripeness debate that is most suitable for assessing the role of 

incentives and threats is the concept of the mutual enticing moment, exploring whether 

positive motivation can serve as a ripening agent, providing “a way out” (WO), an offer 

to the conflicting parties that would be “meeting their needs better than the status quo” 

Zartman (2005e: 2). Following the evolvement of the ripeness debate, discussion has 

emerged on the anti-pole of the mutually hurting stalemate (MHS), that is, an enticing 

alternative for the conflicting parties to reconsider their situation and enter negotiations 

(Zartman, 1997, 2001, 2004, 2005e; Aggestam, 2005; Pruitt and Olezak, 1995; Mitchell, 1995; 

and Ohlsson, 1998). Zartman points out that although the MEO concept is intriguing, the 

cases are few (2004, 2005e). Indeed, discussion on MEO followed only after the MHS 

topic, and, in the existing academic literature, a single empirical case of an MEO moment 

leading to an internal armed conflict resolution process has yet to be identified.23 As 

Aggestam argues, “the difference between an MHS and an MEO is based on a divergent 

assumption about what motivates the parties to engage in de-escalation” (2005:272). Zartman 

                                                
23 It should be noted that MEO and incentives also appear in the conflict prevention theoretical debate and 
accession negotiations, but incentives are more frequent in the latter case. Within the framework of aid, 
there is a substantial debate on how effective aid is, which factors contribute to aid effectiveness, and in 
which situations aid actually causes harm (for debate on fueling conflicts, see Collier, 2005; Le Billon, 2003, 
2005, 2007; Ballentine and Sherman, 2003; or Berdal and Malone, eds., 2000).  
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(2004, 2005e) adds that an MEO is a result of actions of either the negotiating party or the 

third party as opposed to an external situation, which is frequently the case of a MHS.     

 

What is missing in the ripeness debate?  

The concept of ripeness as presented in the current theoretical debate makes a valid 

contribution by identifying the moment for resolution. On the other hand, it does not 

claim to be a potent remedy providing all the answers to how a conflict should be 

resolved. Rather it provides a good departure point for analyzing how incentives and 

threats can be used as ripening agents and how they influence negotiation strategies. It is 

important to include all the aspects mentioned when thinking about new concepts.   

While a ripe moment can be identified, the theory of ripeness does not link this to 

concepts of what needs to be done afterwards – that is, to overcome the stalemate, to 

change the mutual perception of the conflicting parties, and to explore ways in which 

external incentives can serve as ripening agents. 

 
2.4 What is missing in the current theoretical debate?  

Academic attention to scrutinizing effects of incentive employment, together with 

negotiation and process analysis, in an internal armed conflict setting, is particularly 

scant. Added to that, there is also only meager debate on how incentives provided by 

external actors impact the visible asymmetry between adversaries in internal armed 

conflicts, and in what way it results in a change of strategy on the part of the adversaries. 

The incentive debate is currently confined to discussing the effects of incentives, most 

frequently economic incentives, on the conflict and its actors at large, without focusing on 

their impact on the negotiation processes. Current research either lacks the assumption 

that there is a difference between how incentives affect negotiations and their general 

influence on conflicts, or it neglects this issue completely.  

In the context of the debate on leverage and conditionality, these two concepts 

have not yet been properly linked together. As Boyce admits, the practical debate on 

conditionality has been unpopular and it is mostly focused on how conditionality is 

effective in the context of a particular conflict setting, and not on how the third party‟s 

leverage and strategies affect the use of conditionality as a tool.  

To recap, the existing theoretical debate on timing and ripeness lacks discussion of 

what the most effective strategy is when the ripe moment occurs and how we can 
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externally enhance ripeness. The existing theories provide a well-balanced answer on how 

to identify a ripe moment, but they are found wanting when it comes to theorizing the 

path forward. In this context, the perceptions of local actors should also be included in the 

debate on negotiation strategies, third party involvement, and ripeness. When analyzing 

the empirical realities of the studied processes, it is the consent and willingness of local 

actors to change the conflict status quo that is often most crucial to successful mediation. 

Existing literature offers this perspective, but in a different context.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



23 
 

3. RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY  

 

3.1 Research question 

Can carrots buy peace? What effects do political, economic, and aid incentives employed 

by external third parties have on the negotiating strategies of adversaries in internal 

armed conflicts? These are the basic questions constituting the core of the research 

inquiry. I venture that third party involvement is not only represented by the facilitator of 

the peace talks, but also includes other external actors such as bilateral and multilateral 

donors, influential regional and global allies, and international organizations. All these 

actors form a unique environment in which negotiation processes are conducted. Thus, 

when assessing the impact of employed incentives on the negotiation strategies of 

adversaries, as well as on the evolution of the process itself, it is necessary to employ a 

holistic approach and analyze the role of incentives used during the whole negotiation 

process. This also includes incentives that were not directly mentioned during the 

negotiations. 

 

The central research question for this project is:  

What impact does the employment of incentives have on peace negotiation strategies used by 

parties in a negotiation process aimed at terminating internal armed conflicts over self-

determination?  

 

The project will also consider two additional, related sub-questions that are 

complementary to the central research question, one dealing with timing and the other 

with context:  

(1) When is it conducive to employ incentives? (perception of timing, concept of 

ripeness) 

(2) In what way do external incentives impact possible negotiation asymmetries 

(context, power asymmetry, internal armed conflicts)  

 

Additionally, the final concluding chapter includes a section containing policy 

recommendations, discussing policy issues that further elucidate the relationship between 

facilitators and adversaries as well as the conflict resolution-donor nexus. The explanation 

is not derived from the theoretical paradigm presented in this thesis, and hence these 
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observations are only complementary to the research question and the two abovementioned 

sub-questions. Nevertheless, they deepen understanding of the issue on the policy level.  

To arrive at answers to the aforementioned questions, I analyze three negotiation 

processes that were aimed at terminating internal armed conflicts based on self-

determination grievances: Aceh (Indonesia); Mindanao (Philippines); and Eelam (Sri 

Lanka). I analyze the tools external actors used in their conflict resolution efforts in the 

selected processes and compare the outcomes. Furthermore, I examine why the outcomes 

differ when the roots of conflict, third party composition, and also the employed 

incentives or threats were relatively similar.  

 

3.2 Outline of theoretical framework  

I argue that tools employed in peace negotiation impact negotiation strategies and thus the 

behavior of the parties involved. It should be stressed that the main aim of this thesis is 

not to define a successful negotiation outcome; it solely studies the possible effects of 

incentive and threats employment on actors‟ behavior, strategies, and negotiation 

dynamics. This research project combines theories on negotiation processes and effective 

third party involvement with theories on the expediency of incentive employment and 

ripe timing. The negotiation processes analyzed in this work were conducted between a 

state actor (government) and a non-state actor (insurgent group); the negotiation thus 

refers to negotiation processes conducted in the context of internal armed conflicts. This 

issue is outlined further in the section 4.5 on conceptualization.  

 

Carrots and peace negotiation  

The structuralist paradigm of mediation believes that through the use of persuasion, 

incentives, and disincentives, parties to a conflict can be led to a negotiated settlement 

(CHA, 1999: 20). In the light of that argument, James K. Boyce (2000, 2002a, 2002b, 2003) 

developed his theory of peace and aid conditionality, analyzing the effectiveness of policy 

conditioning international assistance, mostly in the form of external development and 

economic assistance, in pursuing peace, adhering to commitments from a ceasefire 

agreement or peace treaty, or progress in policy implementation, for instance the 

integration of a minority group (Boyce, 2002a). The concept of peace conditionality is 

mentioned in this context since it is a tool used by donors and other external actors in 

peace processes. It is not always clear to what extent actors facilitating political dialogue 
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resort to conditioning their assistance on advancements in peace talks; nevertheless, it will 

be subject to examination within this research project.  

 Added to this, it is important to analyze collaboration and dynamics between all 

external parties impacting peace processes. In the context of the employment of carrots, 

the key aspect is to evaluate donors‟ and facilitators‟ collaboration and coordination of 

peace process strategies. Furthermore, understanding the conflict roots and the interests of 

the involved third parties complements the overall picture of the conflict resolution 

process. As Boyce correctly points out, we cannot count on donors to get it right (Boyce, 

2002b: 1043), and since the donors do not always take an official part in peace facilitation, 

most of the studies in this field omit their role and impact on the peace process.  

 

Peace negotiation and timing 

Timing is one of the crucial factors when analyzing any type of negotiation. Hence this 

constitutes the third component of this research project. Ripeness (I. William Zartman, 

1989; Richard Haass, 1990; Stephen J. Stedman, 1991) and readiness (Dean G. Pruitt, 1997) 

theories will provide the analytical framework for answering whether incentives can 

induce ripeness and when it is conducive to employ them. Some indicate (Dean G. Pruitt, 

1995, 2002; CHA, 2003; Karin Aggestam, 2005) that carrots can be used as potent ripening 

agents, transforming adversaries‟ perceptions of the conflict and stimulating their 

willingness to enter into negotiations. Traditionally, ripeness has been identified by the 

presence of a mutually hurting stalemate (MHS) (Zartman 1983, 1985, 1989; Touval and 

Zartman, 1985). Accordingly, the latter has been applied to analyses of many negotiation 

processes.  

This thesis, however, places the main emphasis within ripeness theory on 

examining the concept of a mutually enticing opportunity (MEO/ENO) (Mitchell, 1995; 

Ohlson 1998; Pruitt, 1995; Zartman, 2000, 2004, 2005e; Aggestam, 2005), which contends 

that parties in a conflict can be motivated to enter into negotiation – or more commonly 

continue with negotiation – through incentives. It is important to note that an MHS 

emerges in a negative context – antagonists, prior to reaching the MHS moment, most 

likely, endured a longer period of violence, which significantly worsened relations and 

mutual perceptions between the parties. While the situation results in the initiation of 

negotiation, the conflict parties perceive it only as a better option to fighting, usually 

without any inclination to further negotiation or to change the perceptions of the other 
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party. By contrast, the alternative concept of MEO results from actors’ positive 

motivation to change the course of the conflict, triggered by an enticing agent, leading to 

conflict de-escalation when contending parties consider the motivation to fight as less 

attractive than the motivation to negotiate. In light of the above, this research will 

investigate whether carrots can serve as ripening agents in the context of the selected case 

studies, and if so, how the ripeness can be sustained. 

 Additionally, types of incentives and disincentives (e.g. development aid, soft 

loans and targeted reconstruction projects, and political incentives and disincentives – 

inclusion, alliance, or threat of isolation) will be investigated as to which are more likely 

to serve as enticing agents and in which context.Below, MHS and MEOs are inserted into 

Swanström and Weissmann’s chart of the conflict cycle (Table 2, adaptation of 

Swanström and Weissmann, 2005: 11), illustrating the nexus between the conflict cycle 

and the general conflict resolution toolkit. 

 

Table 2 – Adaptation of Swanström and Weissmann conflict cycle chart 
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Third party involvement 

It is necessary to have a good understanding of the dynamics among all third party actors 

when analyzing the employment of incentives in peace processes. As mentioned earlier, it 

is rare that only one third party is involved in conflict resolution efforts (Kriesberg, 1996b; 

CHA, 2001, 2003; Saunders et al., 2000). On the contrary, I argue that they have become 

multi-tiered, involving several actors with different responsibilities. Different facilitators 

(states, regional organizations, UN), security forces (peace enforcement/peace keeping 

forces), donors (bilateral – states, multilateral – international financial institutions), and 

non-governmental organizations create a complex environment for conflict resolution 

efforts. Not all external actors are involved in dialogue facilitation, peace negotiations, or 

the shaping of conflict resolution strategies. However, juxtaposed together they create an 

environment which impacts decision-making and the strategies of the negotiating parties. 

Therefore, it is paramount to have a good understanding of the third party dynamics 

when analyzing a peace process or the effectiveness of tools employed in the process (as 

shown in CHA, 2003). In this research, special emphasis is accorded to inner third party 

communication and collaboration.  

Moreover, multi-faced third party involvement generates alternative sources of 

leverage, which can be perceived as a double-edged sword (Ibid). On the one hand, 

multiple sources of leverage provide the third parties with substantial control over the 

contending parties which is not dependent on one originator, and can be intensified 

depending on the needs of the third parties and developments in the process. On the other 

hand, there is an evident danger of the emergence of conflicting interests and intentions 

concerning the negotiation outcome and the need for coordination. Contending sources of 

leverage and its impact on the negotiation process remains a relatively unexplored field.  

This thesis attempts to fill this lacuna.   

 

3.3 Dependent variable and case study selection  

The dependent variable (DV) in this study is the outcome of the negotiation process, with 

external third party involvement aiming at terminating an internal armed conflict based 

on grievances of self-determination. I recognize that there are many possible types of 

outcomes in a negotiation process, but I have identified three broad categories of outcomes 
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– agreement, abrogation, and stalemate, which is not a conclusive list of outcome 

categories but under which many of the possible outcomes fall.24  

 The DV indicates how the external incentives are reflected in the process; 

analyzing the nexus between the DV and the employed incentives provides an answer to 

the research question (RQ). Underdal refers to the negotiation outcome as the ultimate 

dependent variable when considering negotiation as one study field (Underdal, 2002: 110); 

in this context, the focal part of the analysis is explaining to what extent the third party 

tools contributed to affecting the outcome of the negotiation process.  

 Hopmann (1996, 2001) and Underdal (2002) establish criteria for evaluating 

negotiation outcomes. The following objectives serve as basic indicators when evaluating 

outcomes of a negotiation process: 1) agreement – the first and most obvious criterion is 

whether an agreement was reached. Hopmann (1996: 28) points out that only an 

agreement that produces an outcome which all parties perceive as better than the status 

quo or other alternatives is worthwhile and likely to be consummated; yet, for analytical 

purposes, the main emphasis is placed on whether the parties reached an agreement. 

Furthermore, Iklé (1964) argues that parties can make progress in the negotiation process 

through “side effects” without reaching a formal agreement. Underdal also suggests that 

an agreement could also be perceived as a “meeting of minds” (e.g. enhancing mutual 

understanding) (Underdal, 2002: 112); 2) efficiency indicates to what extent the parties were 

able to reach the best possible outcome under the given circumstances (overcoming 

differences, reaching compromises); that is, improving the situation of one or more of the 

parties without leaving other parties worse off (Ibid); 3) stability represents the durability 

of an agreement. Hopmann (1996: 29) reasons that an agreement is most stable when all 

parties involved have an interest in adhering to the agreement, in addition to sharing a 

belief that they are better off with the agreement than without it, and that perfect stability 

is reached if the agreement constitutes an undominated equilibrium (Underdal, 2002: 118); 

                                                
24 It is virtually impossible to provide an exhaustive list of all possible outcomes of the negotiation process. 
Possible outcomes include a win-win agreement, zero-sum agreement, secession, peace enforcement,  
negotiated victory of one party, abrogation, a military victory of one party, compromise, victory,  isolation 
or destruction of one party, settlement, and resolution (last five outcomes listed by Mitchell, 1981). 
Nonetheless, it can be argued that most of these outcomes fall under the three outlined categories – 
agreement, stalemate, and abrogation. This project does not consider these outcomes, but deals only with the 
three selected categories of outcomes. The general empirical trend, as indicated by Licklider (1995), Kim 
(2005), and Wallensteen (2002), is evidenced by the fact that two-thirds of peace agreements signed between 
1945 and 1993 did not bring durable peace. In the studied cases, only one (Aceh) resulted in a durable 
settlement.  
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and 4) distribution/equity refers to the degree to which the agreement is considered as fair 

and equitable by the parties and gains from the agreement are distributed equally 

(Hopmann, 1996: 30, 2001: 449); Underdal (2002: 124), furthermore, extends the assessment 

to: 5) distance from opening position – meaning the distance of the end positions from those 

taken at the opening of the negotiations, in other words, this also indicates the amount 

and level of concessions yielded by the parties. This criterion allows for more thorough 

assessment of a negotiation outcome; especially in situations when an agreement was not 

reached and all of the other criteria are negative, it allows assessment of actors‟ 

evolvement in the process.  

 

Underdal (2002) Hopmann (1996, 2001) 

Agreement Agreement 

Efficiency Efficiency 

Stability Stability 

Distribution Equity 

Distance from opening positions  

  

As indicated above, the DV is defined very broadly to encompass many possible outcomes 

of the negotiation process. This is based on the fact that the main purpose is not to 

evaluate the process outcome but to examine the impact of the employed incentives. 

Building upon this, I operationalize the outcome of a negotiation process as: 1) agreement, 

2) stalemate, 3) abrogation (the operationalized outcomes are further detailed in Table 3 

below). In this particular case, the operational terms were adopted for these three specific 

situations based on the results from the outcome assessment.  

 

Table 3 – Three categories of outcomes 

 
Sri Lanka (GoSL-LTTE) 

ABROGATION 

Aceh (GoI-GAM) 

AGREEMENT 

Mindanao (GRP-MILF) 

STALEMATE 

Agreement No Yes 
No  the MoA-AD rejected by the 

Supreme Court – stalemate 

Efficiency No Yes Limited efficiency 

Stability Unstable Stable  
Unstable but maintaining open 

channels of communication 

Distribution/Equity No Yes No 

Distance from opening 

positions 
Return to war Yes – reaching compromises Partial agreements on sub-issues 
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This study considers success to be when the respective parties reach an enduring 

agreement satisfactory to both parties, with equitable distribution of resources resulting 

from the agreement and, most importantly, both parties regarding the conflict as 

terminated (i.e. considering the outcome as a better option than the status quo or available 

alternatives).25 Stalemate is defined as a point in a negotiation process when parties reach 

a deadlock, but neither abrogate the process nor opt for all-out war. Finally, abrogation 

occurs when one or both parties refuse to negotiate or do not consider a negotiated 

outcome feasible; in that case, all indicators in Table 3 based on Underdal and Hopmann 

have a negative outcome.  

 I have selected cases that vary in terms of the dependent variable.26 As thoroughly 

outlined in the literature review and in the subsequent chapter on theoretical 

underpinnings, the basic strategic evaluation of the conflict situation that every third 

party should undertake prior to initiating involvement in a negotiation process includes 

the following: evaluation of all engaged parties and stakeholders, analysis of the conflict 

issues, power balance in the given context, timing and turning point, whether the 

adversaries have reached a point of ripeness, history of previous negotiation attempts, and 

the external context (CHA, 2004: 97). These criteria were also considered during case 

selection when the main objective was to find processes that had similar conditions yet 

different outcomes27 (see 4.4 on independent variables for more).  

 This study is a qualitative small-n analysis that includes three case studies of 

negotiation processes in internal armed conflicts. The three cases are: (1) GOSL-LTTE 

process in Sri Lanka (2002–06/08); (2) GoI-GAM process in Aceh, Indonesia (HDC 

                                                
25It should be stressed that reaching an agreement does not necessarily mean terminating the conflict. As 
proved in many cases, agreements can be easily violated or abrogated and the act of reaching an agreement is 
relatively unimportant. Moreover, the period after an agreement, especially the process of monitoring and 
implementation, is far more important to the overall termination of the conflict. For example, in the GRP-
MILF Mindanao peace process, the parties reached a number of agreements, but they have not yet led to 
overall conflict termination.  
26 Peace processes are complex social realities and advocates of constructivism argue that they cannot be 
simplified or narrowed to dependent and explanatory variables. In contrast, I argue that for this type of 
research inquiry, when exploring causality among several indicators, the simplification to the form of 
dependent and independent variables is helpful for generating a satisfactory answer to the RQ.   
27 Another level of complexity is added when considering how long we need to analyze the outcome of the 
examined negotiation process (this question was suggested by Oldrich Bures, a reviewer of this thesis). This 
includes a time component of the DV that is not included in this research concept. The length of third party 
involvement depends on the outcome perception of the adversaries. In the cases where the outcome is 
positive, the third party involvement tends to be longer; in the cases where the perception of the third party 
is negative, the presence of the third parties tends to be significantly shorter, and also its examination is 
generally limited mostly to the actual duration of the involvement. It should be noted, however, that this is 
something that was discovered at the end of the research process and can be included in the conclusions.  
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initiative, 2000–03; Helsinki process, 2005); and (3) GRP-MILF process in Mindanao, 

Philippines (2001–08). All three negotiation process featured a similar type of third party 

involvement (facilitator with limited sources of leverage) with extensive involvement of 

other third party actors (donors, muscle involvement – regional or global powers), 

displayed the existence of ripeness and an MHS, and all three had undergone a sufficient 

amount of negotiations so as to provide enough study material.   

 The negotiation processes evolved differently, however, and ended with different 

results in the three cases. The ceasefire between the GOSL and LTTE in Sri Lanka (2002–

08) was unilaterally abrogated by the government in January 2008, which was followed by 

the government‟s all-out war against the LTTE cadres, culminating, in May 2009, with the 

government forces seizing the LTTE‟s last strongholds in Killinochi and killing most of 

the leadership, including Velupillai Prabhakaran, the LTTE‟s founder and leader. The 

GRP-MILF peace process in Mindanao (2001–08) was stalemated following the ruling by 

the Philippine Supreme Court in August 2008 that the Memorandum of Agreement on 

Ancestral Domain (MoA-AD) was unconstitutional.28 Finally, the Memorandum of 

Understanding adopted at the end of the Helsinki peace process (2005) resulted in an 

enduring peace settlement between the Government of Indonesia and the Free Aceh 

Movement (GAM). Thus, the Aceh process ended with an enduring peace agreement, and 

in spite of the fact that the agreement was not fully implemented, the situation in Aceh is 

stable and Yusuf Irwandi, one of the GAM field leaders, was elected as the governor of 

Aceh. Therefore, one of the cases is regarded as a relative success (Aceh); one is 

stalemated but not terminated (Mindanao); and one was fully abandoned in favor of a 

military solution (Sri Lanka).  

 King, Keohane, and Verba (1994: 128) argue that case selection is crucial to both the 

research outcome and degree of reliable results in a qualitative study. It is important to 

avoid selection bias whereby cases are selected to support a particular hypothesis. One 

                                                
28 On July 27, the MILF and GRP signed a joint communiqué on Ancestral Domain (AD), which stated that 
a referendum would be held within 12 months for 700 municipalities to decide if they wanted to become a 
part of the Bangsamoro Judiciary Entity (BJE) representing the Moro homeland. The agreement provoked 
strong opposition both in Mindanao and Manila; first a group of local politicians from North Cotabato 
appealed to the Supreme Court to block the decision, and later, a group of senators filed another petition to 
the Supreme Court to stop the negotiations on the Memorandum of Agreement on Ancestral Domain 
(MoA-AD). On August 4, 2008, on the same day the MoA-AD was to be signed by the representatives of 
the GRP and MILF negotiation panels in Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia, the Supreme Court of the Philippines 
issued a restraining order against the agreement, and later declared the agreement to be unconstitutional. 
The ruling was confirmed in November 2008. 
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could object that there is a certain level of regional selection bias since all cases are from 

Asia (South and Southeast). However, although all three cases may share some 

geographical similarities, the third party facilitators were different: in Sri Lanka, Norway 

was the facilitator and the main (most visible) third party; in Aceh, the talks were 

subsequently facilitated by two non-governmental organizations in two separate processes 

(HDC, CMI); and in Mindanao, Malaysia, a strong regional actor, is the facilitator.  

 A caveat should also be made about context. One could question why the 

negotiation processes in Cambodia, East Timor, Nepal, and Papua New Guinea were not 

selected. The main reason is that the employment of incentives, especially of non-material 

tools, has changed significantly in the post-9/11 context. Thus, to reflect these realities and 

evaluate their impact on negotiation, all processes were selected from the same period. It 

should also be acknowledged that I considered the availability and accessibility of 

individuals for interviews as well as data accessibility. Research on peace negotiation 

requires dealing with sensitive information. Access to this information often depends on 

the level of openness of the studied conflicts and especially of the studied actors. 

Therefore the selection of peace processes in Sri Lanka, Aceh, and Mindanao was also a 

result of a pre-assessment on source availability (see 3.7 Empirical Sources). 

 Selection bias was also avoided because the negotiation processes in the three cases 

ended with different results, despite similar conditions at the beginning of the process (See 

Table 3).  

 

3.4 Independent variables 

The independent variables are defined here as internal and external actors, self-

determination grievances, balance of forces between internal actors, perception of ripeness 

by external actors, results of previous negotiations, and the post-9/11 context. In all three 

cases, they are very similar (the variable external actor differs the most – although an 

external actor is present in all three cases, there are different types of facilitators – small 

states, NGOs, and regional powers). There is also a primary independent variable (PIV), 

which is defined as a strategic web consisting of perception of ripeness by the third 

parties, internal and external actors, and the external toolkit (i.e. external incentives).  

 The dependent variable or the outcome of negotiation process, with external third 

party involvement aiming at terminating an internal armed conflict based on self-

determination grievances, varies with regard to the three cases, even though they have a 
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similar set of circumstances. First, the three selected conflicts are all based on the self-

determination grievances of a non-state actor representing an ethnic minority.29 Second, 

all three negotiated processes were facilitated by an external third party facilitator. 30 The 

facilitators were not identical – two states (Norway in Sri Lanka, and Malaysia in 

Mindanao) and two think tanks in Aceh (HDC and CMI) – but they nevertheless 

constituted external third parties lacking in excessive leverage over the antagonists. The 

role the different types of facilitator had on the negotiation outcomes will be further 

explained in the analytical section (see sections 4.2 and 8.1.1.). Third, additional third parties, 

namely donors and international organizations, had a visible presence in all three cases. 

Fourth, all three processes were conducted in the post-9/11 environment, which increased 

the importance of foreign policy tools like the threat of being listed as a terrorist 

organization (and hence international isolation). Fifth, in all three processes, international 

monitors were present. And sixth, in all three cases, donors pledged funds for post-conflict 

reconstruction once a final agreement had been signed. Natural resources played a role in 

Mindanao; more specifically, the dispute over whether they were a part of the Ancestral 

Domain became the core source of disagreement for the MoA-AD opponents. In Aceh, 

the question of sharing revenues from natural resources was raised several times during 

the negotiation process; however, it was not the main issue of conflict. In the case of Sri 

Lanka, disputes over water occurred; again, however, they were not the prime issue of 

disagreement.  

 The dependent variable has been operationalized in the previous section. The 

independent variables are operationalized as follows: the internal actors are measured by 

the presence of a state actor (government) and a non-state actor (insurgent group); the 

presence of self-determination grievances as a source of incompatibility is measured by 

yes or no; the balance of power is measured by how the power between the internal actors 

is divided (equality or asymmetrical division); the perception of ripeness by the external 

actors is measured (yes or no) based on whether the external actors were aware of the 

existence of ripeness; the external actors are measured by what type of external actor was 

involved; and finally, the external context is measured by whether the process took place 

                                                
29 In Sri Lanka, Tamils comprise 8.5 per cent of the population (2001 census); in Mindanao, Muslims 
comprise 20 per cent of the population (2000 census, NCSO), and the Acehnese comprise 1.65 per cent of the 
Indonesian population (2000 census, Badan Pusat Statistik).   
30 In Mindanao, there are a number of internal side tracks that have attempted to enhance mutual 
understanding between the two adversaries, such as the Ulama-Bishop conference. During the studied 
period (2001–08) the main facilitating role was, however, performed by Malaysia.  
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after the events of 9/11 (again yes or no). Table 4 shows the three cases with three 

different outcomes in the negotiation process (DV), yet similar explanatory variables 

(independent variables) being present. The categories in the table are based on Crocker, 

Hampson, and Aall‟s indicators for strategic conflict evaluation (CHA, 2004:97), and 

which are expanded by an additional indicator (primary independent variable as PIV).  

 

Table 4 – Dependent and Independent variables 

 
Internal 

Actors 
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actors 

Results of 

previous 
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PIV 

 

Process 

Outcome 

(DV)  

Sri Lanka 

(Eelam) 

GoSL-

LTTE 

 

Yes 

 

asymmetrical Yes 
3 failed 

attempts  
Yes  

Small state 

(Norway) 

 

Type 

1 

abrogation 

Aceh 
GoI-

GAM 

 

Yes 

 

asymmetrical Yes 
1 failed 

attempt 
Yes  

NGOs 

(HDC, 

CMI) 

 

Type 

2 

agreement 

Mindanao 
GRP-

MILF 

 

Yes 

 

asymmetrical Yes 

1 direct talks 

failed 

attempt 

Yes  
State 

(Malaysia) 

 

Type  

1 

stalemate 

 

The puzzle is why a similar set of conditions yielded different results? Perhaps the 

political, economic, and aid incentives employed by external third parties had a significant 

impact on the negotiating strategies and thus the outcomes. This study proposes an 

additional explanatory variable or primary independent variable (also shown in Table 4) 

that may explain why this similar set of conditions yielded different results. The PIV is a 

strategic web defined by a concurrence of: 1) the perception of ripeness by the external 

actors (third parties); 2) actors (government, insurgent group, external parties); and 3) 

third party toolkit (i.e. incentives). PIV 1 indicates cases where the impact did not result 

in an agreement, and PIV 2 represents the case ending in an agreement. The concept of 

perception of ripeness corresponds to the concept of perception of timing, specifically 

analyzing whether ripe moments were identified and employed.31 Actors include actors‟ 

behavior and strategies, assessing the impact of employed incentives on changes in agency 

behavior and strategies. The third, party toolkit, represents a set of tools and incentives 

                                                
31 Both Aggestam (2005) and Zartman (2001) argue that mere identification of the ripe moment is not 
sufficient unless it is paired with the application of a set of actions that become more efficient due to the 
occurrence of the ripe moment.  
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that an external third party uses in its efforts to contribute to conflict resolution efforts. It 

should also be stressed that the toolkit differed in the three selected cases. Items in the 

third party toolkit can include the threat of political isolation and being placed on the 

terrorist lists of both the United States and the EU, as well as the promise of aid for 

development and reconstruction. This project will examine how the strategic web 

comprising of perception of ripeness, internal and external actors, and third party 

incentives impacts negotiation processes, and in particular the negotiation strategies of the 

adversaries.  

 

3.5 Conceptualization  

First and foremost, it should be noted that terminology in the conflict resolution field in 

general is contested as indicated for example by Kriesberg (2008) and Bercovitch, 

Kremenyuk, Zartman (2008). Most terms are still fluid concepts under continuous 

development with several possible explanations – only a few terms have become 

standardized concepts (e.g. internally displaced person). I am well aware of this fact and 

therefore the conceptualized terms below are my own definitions. In some cases the terms 

are based on existing standardized definitions (e.g. negotiation process) while in other 

cases they were especially defined for this research (e.g. incentives).  

 Incentives (Carrots) are defined very broadly as material or non-material 

instruments employed by external third parties during their engagement in conflict 

resolution efforts in internal armed conflicts. The material instruments refer to incentives 

such as development aid, long-term economic assistance, reconstruction, rehabilitation, 

and post-conflict development aid. It should also be stressed that the main share of 

material incentives is intended to be implemented after the termination of military 

conflict, and it, therefore, also refers to funds pledged during the negotiation process. 

Added to this, humanitarian aid is not included in this definition (see “Source limitation” 

for explanation).  

 The non-material incentives refer to policy tools that third parties or other external 

actors use either directly or indirectly in the negotiation processes, which also includes 

involvement in monitoring. It can certainly be contested whether external monitoring can 

be perceived as an incentive, but based on the available empirical evidence, external 

monitoring was perceived as an incentive by the adversaries and is thus also included 

among the incentives. Most frequent among non-material tools include international 



Using Carrots to Bring Peace? Negotiation and Third Party Involvement 

Martina Klimesova (2011) 

 

36 

 

support, referring to external political support actors receive – either direct support for 

their claims or general support to them as groups, with the furthest extent of political 

support being legitimization; internationalization, another non-material incentive, is 

slightly different from international support, as it refers to bringing up the conflict issues 

and claims on the international agenda without necessarily giving consent to them. 

Security and political guarantees also occur as non-material incentives. It should be 

stressed that not all incentives employed in the selected processes are used in this study – 

only selected cases are included. And finally, incentives define third party leverage. While 

incentives have positive connotations and represent here external inducements, threats 

(disincentives) represent either the withdrawal of existing external incentives or the 

imposing of sanctions.32 And finally, it needs to be acknowledged that due to limitations 

of scope not all employed incentives can be discussed in detail in the empirical chapters. 

The incentives that have been selected for detailed analysis are those that were most 

frequently discussed during the negotiations or those that were a priori assessed as having 

most impact on the adversaries.  

 Third party toolkit refers to policy instruments third parties use in their conflict 

resolution efforts. The toolkit consists of incentives and disincentives that are tailored to 

specific cases.  

 Negotiation process refers to a sequence of information exchanges between 

adversarial parties which can be either direct or indirect and which are aimed at enhancing 

mutual understanding, finding an alternative to the status quo, and building 

communication links between the two actors. A negotiation process can be facilitated by a 

third party or can be direct without third party involvement. In addition, Hopmann (1996) 

suggests that the negotiation process entails a situation of interdependent decision-

making, when several parties impact the outcome in contrast to one single party having 

absolute power over the outcome. The negotiation process as understood here is not 

limited to either conflict resolution or crisis/conflict management, but is perceived as a 

process that appears in either phase of the conflict cycle. As Zartman (2008: 322) argues 
                                                
32 A caveat needs to be also made about the distinction between external and internal incentives and threats. 
While the external tools refer to policy instruments employed by actors that on different levels contribute to 
the conflict resolution efforts or have an impact on the conflicting parties, the internal tools are those that 
the adversaries employ themselves, either on their own initiative or following the recommendation of an 
external actor. This is mostly used in cases where the external actors cannot openly resort to using certain 
instruments (i.e. direct support to non-state actors). In some cases, there can be a fine line between these 
two instruments, and although the internal incentives are not a focal part of this research inquiry their 
existence needs to be acknowledged. 
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“negotiation is synonymous with conflict resolution ... and is the most common way of preventing, 

managing, resolving, and transforming conflicts.” 

 Negotiation strategy stands for a planned approach on how to achieved desired goals 

in a process of negotiation. The negotiation strategy can change depending on the 

changing preferences of the negotiators or as a response to the changing strategy of the 

contending parties. Conditionality is conceptualized as a type of third party strategy when 

the granting of incentives, rewards, to the contending parties is made conditional upon 

adherence to a certain set of rules designed by the third party (i.e. adherence of ceasefire 

agreement, commitment to peace dialogue, progress in reaching a lasting agreement, 

adherence to standards of international humanitarian law, etc.).33  

 Actors are represented by governments (state actors), insurgent groups (non-state 

actors), and external parties. The term government refers to central government and 

negotiators representing the state (when referring to the armed forces the distinction 

between the government and armed forces is indicated, the same applies for referring to 

army representatives engaged in the negotiation processes. Negotiators representing the 

government are not considered as army representatives).  

 The three studied non-state actors (LTTE in Sri Lanka, GAM in Aceh/Indonesia, 

and MILF in Mindanao/the Philippines) are here referred to as insurgent groups so as to 

refrain from value judgments that could be evoked by using other terms such as terrorist 

and so on. An important question is who represents the studied actors? All three insurgent 

groups display a high degree of homogeneity, and the standpoints of the negotiators were 

in most cases identical with the group leadership (exceptions are discussed in the 

empirical chapters), thus references to different groups refer also to the negotiators. 

Conversely, government actors in all three cases are significantly disparate with strong 

internal opposition being visibly present. Therefore, when referring to the government, a 

distinction must be made between the government negotiators, politicians in the national 

government, or the national government at large symbolizing central power.   

                                                
33 Conditionality employed by international financial institutions (IFIs) is sometimes referred to as 
technical conditionality. It mainly focuses on achieving a short-term macroeconomic stability and long-term 
economic reforms (Boyce, 2002), which includes issues such as budget deficit reduction, level of tax 
revenues, and trade liberation (Boyce, 2003). In the context of donor aid, technical conditionality refers to 
specific rules for project application.  It is important to make a basic distinction between conditionality used 
IFIs and conditionality used by others, i.e. states and in some cases international government and non-
governmental organizations (IGOs and NGOs). Conditions imposed by the latter are often negotiated in 
informal settings as opposed to the more formal performance criteria imposed by the International 
Monetary Fund (IMF) or the World Bank (WB). 
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 Third party involvement refers to all external third parties having influence on the 

negotiating parties. The definition is broad so as to encompass all external actors that may 

have an impact on the peace process. The term facilitator refers to the actor arranging and 

coordinating talks and contacts between the adversaries. The term donor refers to entities 

providing development, reconstruction, or rehabilitation assistance; it can be either a state 

actor (bilateral donor) or an international multilateral organization (i.e. the World Bank).  

 

3.6 Methodological approach  

This project employs qualitative research methodology such as process tracing, structure-

focused comparison, and Mill‟s Method of Difference (the Most Similar Difference 

Design). Furthermore, it uses the qualitative method of in-depth, open-ended, semi-

structured interviews (Patton, 1990) with direct participants in the selected negotiation 

processes. The in-depth interview qualitative method is employed in the context of 

internal armed conflicts where there are no other data available on what the insurgents 

have to say about the negotiation processes and their strategies. Further to this, it is 

difficult to obtain the views of insurgent groups from analyzing academic literature or 

peer reviewed journals. One could object that those who deal with the process are also 

subjected to bias based on the author, his/her methodological approach, and data 

availability. The primary data available through media outlets often do not cover the 

specific focus needed. Added to this, data on internal armed conflicts are in general 

sensitive to bias (Aspinall, 2009), which applies both to media sources and interviews. 

Building upon this, the methodological approach in this research is thus adapted to the 

nature of the study and availability of necessary data.  

 Since there are only three cases, this project involves a small-n analysis (SNA). 

SNA allows for directed and focused scrutiny of studied aspects.34 Large-n analysis (LNA) 

can allow for generalizations by increasing the number of cases and can quantitatively 

explore testable hypotheses and find patterns in relationships between variables.35 

However, small-N analyses provide analytic depth to these case-studies through 

description and narration (Ragin, 1987). It is also a way to link theory and facts in a 

descriptive way and to generate hypotheses, as well as qualitatively build or test models. 

                                                
34 Abbott (2004: 13) makes the following distinction in an analysis based on the number of studied cases: 
“case-study analysis – studying one case in great detail, small-N – seeking similarities and contrast in a small number 

of cases; large-N – emphasizing generalizability by studying a large number of cases, usually randomly selected.”  
35 Bennett and Elman (2008), Achen and Snidel (1989), and Lieberman (2005). 
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This is what this project aims to do with three case studies. Time, length, and resource 

limitations also facilitate a small-n analysis.  

 In practice, data gathered from interviews and analysis of primary and secondary 

sources are used first to outline the three case studies. Selected independent variables are 

subjected to careful scrutiny; a particular focus is on describing background factors 

preceding the analyzed processes as well as previous conflict resolution initiatives. The 

data on employed incentives are further classified according to their impact on the 

negotiation processes and strategies as well as on the relations of the adversaries and third 

parties. In the analysis section, the theoretical findings are tested against the generated 

empirical evidence while providing answers to the research question and the side 

inquiries. During the gathering of the empirical data, I came across empirical evidence 

that was not directly relevant for this specific research inquiry, but which provided 

relevant findings for policy development within this field, as well as making an 

interesting contribution to the theoretical debate. These findings are summarized in the 

Conclusions chapter (see 9.3).       

 

3.6.1 Process tracing  

George and McKeown (1985: 35) define process tracing as a method in which the 

researcher looks closely at “the decision process by which various initial conditions are translated 

into outcomes”. By using process tracing, this project analyzes critical junctures, causal 

mechanisms, and the process dynamics of negotiations. The process of negotiations is 

traced from the final result (stalemate, success, military solution) and traced backward in 

order to understand the impact of employed incentives on core conflicting issues. Process 

tracing will thus facilitate an examination of the extent to which external incentives or 

threats impact the result of the negotiation processes.  

King, Keohane, and Verba (1994) claim that process tracing increases the number 

of theoretically relevant observations. Thus, process tracing will also help to understand 

how articulated claims were treated in the peace process by dividing the negotiation 

processes into three main parts (pre-negotiation, core negotiation, and implementation), 

and by exploring the effects of the third party toolkits in the different phases.  

Process tracing will also help to identify casual mechanisms between the use of 

third party toolkits and the result of negotiation processes. It will help find answers to 

three interrelated questions. What are the negotiation dynamics? How do the actions of 
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external actors impact the decision-making of negotiators? What are the correlations 

between negotiation strategies and the leverage third parties employed or chose not to 

employ? The process-tracing method thus allows an examination of the impact of third 

party toolkits on the process dynamics. Peace processes are complex realities that include 

negotiation and interaction between third parties and adversaries. It also involves those 

affected by the internal and external context and agents who are impacted by the process 

outcome, and yet who are not included in peace negotiations. Thus, process tracing 

permits an analysis of special aspects in the three cases that would be generally overlooked 

in a large-n analysis.  

In this particular case, the three processes are defined by initiation of the 

negotiation process, more specifically, by the point when the adversaries reached out to a 

selected facilitator and started the negotiation process. Additionally, this also includes the 

prenegotiation period dating from the first contact with the facilitator, but not necessarily 

the first contact between the conflicting parties. In contrast, specific points terminating 

the negotiation process, such as ceasefire abrogation (Sri Lanka), reaching an agreement 

(Aceh), or the Supreme Court‟s ruling against a negotiated agreement causing a process 

stalemate (Mindanao), are considered to be sufficient end points of negotiation processes. 

Following up on the last case, if objections are raised that a stalemate cannot be considered 

as a process terminating point, it should be considered that the GRP-MILF process 

provides enough empirical evidence for outcome classification as outlined in  Table 3 

based on Underdal and Hopmann, where the process has ended in a negotiation stalemate. 

Building upon this, I argue that stalemate can be considered as a sufficient process 

outcome comparable to the other two end results (abrogation and agreement). The 

classification could be further simplified to agreement (Aceh) and non-agreement (lack of 

final agreement, Sri Lanka and Mindanao). This nevertheless would lead to 

oversimplification as the process termination in these two cases is significantly different: 

not only did the GoSL and the LTTE in Sri Lanka not succeed in reaching an agreement, 

but they also abandoned negotiation as the most desirable measure to reach a solution to 

the conflict. In the case of the GRP and MILF in the Philippines, although the MoA-AD 

agreement was ruled out by the Supreme Court, which stalemated the process, the parties 

did not abandon reaching a solution through negotiation as such. Added to this, while the 

negotiators reached a number of partial agreements throughout the process, the final 

agreement was not reached due to a number of temporary deadlocks resulting from the 
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process context. It could thus be argued that stalemate can be considered in similar 

situations as an outcome of a negotiation process.     

 

3.6.2 Structured, focused comparison  

Structured, focused comparison is used in conjunction with process tracing. This method 

allows systematic analysis and structured accumulation of data as well as focused 

comparison, meaning comparison of only selected information relevant for the specific 

research inquiry (George and Bennett, 2005). In this sense, the method is based on 

organization of empirical data derived from individual case studies into more general 

theoretical findings. Peace processes and peace negotiations are complex processes that are 

influenced by a number of casual mechanisms. George and Bennett (2005: 70) recommend 

structured, focused comparison for research on foreign policy issues, including 

negotiations. Employed incentives or threats are compared to explain why third party 

toolkits had leverage on the negotiating adversaries in some cases and why they had no 

effects in other cases. The aim of the structured, focused comparison is not to compare 

processes or third party involvement at large, but to compare the effects of selected 

incentives or threats.  

In contrast, the method of controlled comparison, based on comparing two cases that 

are identical, yet differ in one way, is found unsuitable. George and Bennett (2005: 152) 

claim it is difficult to find cases that would fulfill the requirements for controlled 

comparison. The studied negotiation processes have a very similar background – the 

internal context, negotiation dynamics, and the employed incentives differ too much for a 

suitable controlled comparison.  

With regard to which research method is most suitable for structured, focused 

comparison, George and Bennett (2oo5: 70) argue that a standardized set of general 

questions is necessary to “ensure the acquisition of comparable data in comparative 

studies” – which will also avoid the idiosyncratic features of each individual case study 

shaping the research question.  

 

3.6.3 Mill‟s Method of Difference (Most Similar Systems Design)  

Ragin (1987) defines Mill‟s Method of Difference or the Most Similar Systems Design as a 

“comparative method which involves comparisons of cases differing in only one causal condition, the 

treatment variable, is available to comparative social scientists in the form of longitudinal 
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comparisons.”36 This method allows for an analysis of cases that vary with respect to the 

dependent variable, yet have similar (or the same) independent variables. If there is an 

independent or explanatory variable that covaries, it is the variable that most likely has an 

impact on the dependent variable that results in variation. In this case, all three selected 

negotiation processes displayed different results. The Helsinki peace process in Aceh was 

terminated with an enduring and relatively stable peace agreement, while the negotiation 

processes in Sri Lanka and Mindanao were terminated without a negotiated settlement. 

The latter ended in an all-out war while the former ended in a stalemate. All three 

processes shared a number of similarities: the conflicts were based on secessionist 

grievances, and in all cases the facilitator was an external third party that had some 

leverage over the other parties. Moreover, all processes were conducted in the post-9/11 

international environment and the threat of labeling any non-state actor as “terrorist” was 

omnipresent. However, leverage used in all of the cases did not directly tackle the core 

issues. In addition, bilateral and multilateral donors had a visible presence in all three 

cases. Despite all the similar independent variables, the primary independent variable, 

strategic web (perception of ripeness, actors, third party incentives), varies in the three 

negotiation processes. Mill‟s Method of Difference will help discern whether the 

employment of third party toolkits affected the different outcomes of the negotiations.  

 

3.6.4 Open-ended, semi-structured interviews 

Open-ended, semi-structured, face-to-face interviews are a prime source of empirical data 

in this study.37 The main reason is that there was not enough available secondary data on 

the studied aspect of the three negotiation processes, and so, based on the nature of my 

research, open-ended interviews were the best method. Moreover, it was difficult to derive 

the required information from newspaper articles or other primary data. This method 

entails, however, a number of disadvantages, with one of the main obstacles being 

interview bias, defined by Bartholomew, Henderson, and Marcia (2000: 302) as “potential 

                                                
36 Charles Ragin (1987: 38) The comparative method: moving beyond qualitative and quantitative strategies. The 
main difference between Mill‟s Method of Difference and another methodology technique frequently 
employed, Mill‟s Method of Similarity (also known as the Most Different Systems Design), is that while 
the latter compares different cases that have an identical dependent variable and varying independent 
variables, the former compares similar cases with different dependent variables.   
37 An open-ended interview structure refers to an interview where the interviewee is allowed flexibility in 
inquiry flow. A semi-structured interview is an interview where “More or less open-ended questions are brought 
to the interview situation in the form of an interview guide” (Flick, 1998: 94). For more on interview methodology, 
see Schuman and Presser (1996), Judd, Smith, and Kidder in Converse and Schuman (1974), Quinn Patton 
(1990), H.J. Rubin and I.S. Rubin (1995), and Steiner (1996).   



Using Carrots to Bring Peace? Negotiation and Third Party Involvement 

Martina Klimesova (2011) 

 

43 

 

interviewer effects attributable to overt characteristics of the interviewer, such as sex, age, race, 

ethnicity, and social class.” Interviewer bias could have occurred had I been a national of any 

of the countries involved in the facilitation (including donors) or had other strong stakes 

or ties (e.g. former colonies) in the studied regions. This, however, did not occur as my 

country of origin is not represented in any of the studied process. Finally, in-depth 

interviews were selected over surveys, the main reason being that I found this method more 

suitable for interviewing the elites (government representatives, main stakeholders, 

decision-makers, policy analysts), while it allowed me to gain valuable information to 

answers that were not originally included in the standardized set of questions; this 

interview method is also less rigid then surveys. Added to this, interviewees in open-

ended, semi-structured, in-depth interviews are freer to deviate to issues that were not 

initially included in the discussion, but which are relevant to the research topic. What is 

more, this method is more suitable for asking sensitive questions which interviewees may 

answer at the end of an interview, but which cannot be standardized in a survey.38   

During the period from spring 2008 to fall 2010, I conducted up to 120 open-ended, 

semi-structured interviews. Most of these interviews were face-to-face, some of them 

were conducted over Skype (videoconference), and in three cases the interviews were over 

email upon the request of the interviewee.39 About 70 interviews were conducted in the 

field – 20 in Aceh and Jakarta, 30 in Manila and Mindanao, and about 20 in Sri Lanka. The 

remaining 50 interviews were conducted in Stockholm, Singapore, Kuala Lumpur, Tokyo, 

Oslo, Moscow, and over Skype. The interviews included the six following standardized 

questions: 1) What experiences did you draw from previous conflict resolution initiatives 

and negotiation processes? 2) What was the role of incentives, in the interviewee‟s view? 

3) How was the ripeness sustained throughout the negotiation process? 4) What were the 

                                                
38 Robia Charles reasons that “Due to the personal nature of in-depth interviewing, this mode of data collection is 
prone to interviewer bias or interviewer effects where the respondent‟s answers are influenced by certain characteristics 
of the interviewer such as appearance, sex, ethnicity, or manner of speech (Judd, Smith, and Kidder). This problem is 
avoided altogether in standardized survey research.” I would argue that although these issues are relevant, they 
can be partly avoided by careful preparation and observation of the local customs of the interviewed person. 
In light of this, I believe that the interview method selected for this research inquiry was the most 
appropriate one (personal correspondence with Robia Charles).  
39 Face-to-face interviews provided better opportunities for establishing greater confidence and a more 
stimulating atmosphere between the interviewer and the interviewee. It was observed, however, that when 
conducting Skype or telephone interviews with policy-makers or researchers in Norway, the United States, 
or Germany who had had previous experience of being interviewed using modern technology, there were 
only marginal differences between a video conference, telephone, or face-to-face interview. While the face-
to-face interview method remained my preferred option due to the fact that it made it easier to establish 
personal contact with the interviewee, a video conference or telephone interview served as a sufficient 
alternative.     
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most effective strategies of trust building between the adversaries, and how did the actors‟ 

negotiation strategies evolve during the process? 5) What can you say about cooperation 

between external actors, and how did the external actors impact the peace process? 6) In 

what way do you think donors impacted the peace process? Since the interviews were 

open-ended there were more discussions during which additional questions were asked. 

The average length of one interview ranged from between one hour to an hour-and-a-half.  

At the beginning of the process, I compiled a master list by listing the names of all 

negotiators – those representing the government, insurgent group, and facilitator in the 

selected processes; the names were mostly gathered from open sources or from 

information provided by the actors. The possible interviewees were further divided into 

two groups: 1) direct participants in the selected negotiation process – government, 

insurgent representatives, and representatives of the third parties; and 2) people analyzing 

the processes or people implementing the decisions conducted during the negotiations 

(academics, monitors, historians, security and development analysts, diplomats, army 

officials, civil society groups, and political activists).  

In an ideal scenario, all people from the master list would be interviewed; that was, 

however, not feasible due to time availability, resources, and security constraints. The 

interviewees from the master list were thus selected based on their availability and 

willingness to participate in an interview.40 About two-thirds of those on the master lists 

were interviewed in regard to the GRP-MILF peace process and also the GoI-GAM 

negotiations, whereas for the GoSL-LTTE negotiations only about one-third were 

available for interview, most of them in Colombo, with a further six interviews conducted 

with the Norwegian facilitators and members of the SLMM. I also used snowball 

sampling where, at the end of many of the interviews, the interviewees recommended 

other people to interview; in fact, about 20 per cent of people were interviewed after snow-

ball sampling.41 Using this method, it was possible to tap into the networks of my 

interviewees and also gain recommendations that enabled me to conduct the more 

sensitive interviews. It should be noted that the snow-ball sampling method can 

                                                
40 Many from the Sri Lanka list, from both the government and LTTE side, were killed during the military 
operations between January 2008 and May 2009, or died as a result of suicide bombings. The LTTE‟s chief 
negotiator, Anton Balasingham, died of cancer in December 2006. Despite the fact that most from the Sri 
Lanka list were killed, it would also have been difficult, at that stage of the conflict, to have secured access to 
the LTTE negotiators that survived.  
41 Rubin and Babbie (2006: 344) define snow-ball sampling as gathering a “nonprobability sample generated by 
asking each person interviewed to suggest additional people for interviewing.” 
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potentially result in “interview bias,” if the researcher is not aware of this and conducts 

interviews only within the same circles. To avoid interview bias while still using the 

benefits of snow-ball sampling, I specifically asked the interviewees to either recommend 

someone with conflicting views or a different experience, or simply asked for a list of 

people with opposing views and used other channels to contact them for an interview.   

 

3.7 Empirical sources  

In all selected cases, sources are available in English. Most of the negotiations were also 

conducted in English as well as the produced documents.42 While local languages would be 

necessary for communicating with grassroots organizations, English was sufficient for 

studying the negotiation processes and communicating with the elites involved in the 

negotiation processes as well as third party representatives.43  

The empirical backbone of this work consisted of primary sources, namely open-

ended, semi-structured interviews with direct participants in the selected negotiation 

processes.44 This also included representatives of involved actors, development specialists, 

analysts, and the local staff of international organizations and diplomatic missions.  

Since the work is primarily based on information gathered during field research, it 

is necessary to treat the sources with extra caution. Some representatives of the 

negotiating parties were biased when presenting their cause and explaining their views. 

Nevertheless, the information was treated as a partial view which provided insight into an 

actor‟s thinking rather than a general analysis of the whole situation. Interviewees were 

always given an option to disclose their name or to speak confidentially due to the high 

level of sensitivity and the fact that the studied conflicts were ongoing or had recently 

terminated. Interviews were conducted during field research in Manila and Mindanao 

(July 2009), Aceh and Jakarta (August 2009), Kuala Lumpur (July 2009), Sri Lanka 

(September 2009), and also in Singapore, Tokyo, Stockholm, Oslo, and Moscow between 

2008 and 2010.  

Other primary sources include peace treaties and other agreements, original 

documents of the external actors (annual reports, strategic guidelines, policy planning 

documents), and newspaper articles and information available on the websites of the 

                                                
42 Some exceptions occurred during the Aceh peace talks (especially in Helsinki) when, on some occasions, 
the GoI and GAM negotiating teams would switch from English to the Acehnese dialect of Bahasa.  
43 Some interviews conducted in Stockholm were in Swedish upon the request of the interviewees.  
44 See the section on interview methodology 4.6.  
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insurgent movements. Additionally, written personal accounts and memoirs are also 

regarded as primary sources. Yet, there were several differences in information gained 

from interviews, especially the confidential interviews, and those available in the official 

documents or on partisan websites. More specifically, in some cases, an official position 

presented in government documents was diametrically opposed to what would be 

expressed in confidential conversations. I regard this as one of the main shortcomings of 

research based predominantly on information gathered in interviews. It is thus necessary 

to conduct critical analyses of sources and to consider their own positions in the studied 

processes.     

 Secondary sources, including analytical monographs and research and policy papers 

produced by regional think thanks and organizations, were an important source of 

background information on the conflicts in question. There are a number of well-written 

balanced analyses from local authors on the Mindanao and Sri Lanka conflicts. In the case 

of Aceh, most literature is external, mainly by Australia-based scholars. Furthermore, 

reports by donor agencies and international organizations active in the studied regions 

also served as a valuable source of information. A special group of secondary sources 

include publications published by insurgent groups or written by prominent members of 

these groups. Their impartiality is seriously disputed and in most cases serve as 

propaganda material. Nonetheless, publications produced by some state-funded institutes 

are also heavily stigmatized by state-directed propaganda and also must be treated with 

caution. In any case, these publications provide a group perspective and if treated with 

caution they can be a useful source of information.  

 

3.8 Structure of analysis 

The aim of this project is not to compare the three cases, but rather to analyze why similar 

incentives employed in conflict resolution processes with the same set of grievances had 

different results. This analysis assesses why some incentives led to a change in the 

conflict or negotiation status quo while others did not. Again, it must be restated that the 

dependent variable is not the conflict itself or the root of conflict, but the negotiation 

outcome in the conflict resolution process.  
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The analysis is mainly focused on agent behavior and agent strategies and proceeds 

in three parts.45 The empirical section provides a brief overview of the selected conflicts 

with an emphasis on causes of the conflicts and how the causes were reflected in the 

negotiation processes. The subsequent section provides an overview of employed 

incentives (non-material and material) and a description of belligerents‟ negotiation 

strategies and their development. It also explains how employed incentives corresponded 

to the causes of each conflict. The following section provides an analytical explanation of 

the negotiation processes‟ termination. Empirical data is then tested against the three 

main theories outlined in the theoretical framework by using structured, comparative 

analysis and Mill‟s Method of Difference. Why the incentives had different effects in the 

three cases is investigated. The effects of incentives are direct, used by third parties 

directly during negotiations, or indirect which results from incentive employment during 

the course of negotiation but not necessarily during the talks. The indirect effects of 

incentives are considered because third party action carried out outside of the negotiation 

process may impact an agent‟s behavior during negotiations.  

  

Timeline:  

 

Sri Lanka – Eelam  
Government of Sri Lanka (GoSL) vs. Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE) 
5th peace process: February 2002 (ceasefire agreement, including pre-negotiation prior to 
signing the Memorandum of Understanding) – January 2008 (unilateral abrogation of the 
ceasefire agreement by the government)  
 

The Philippines – Muslim Mindanao  
Government of the Republic of the Philippines (GRP) vs. Moro Islamic Liberation Front 
(MILF) 
2001 (Tripoli Peace Agreement/“Tripoli II”) – September 2008 (collapse of the process 
after August 2008 Supreme Court ruling against the MoA-AD)  
 

Indonesia – Aceh  
Government of Indonesia (GoI) vs. Free Aceh Movement (GAM)  
2000–03 COHA agreement, 2005 Helsinki Memorandum of Understanding  
 

 

                                                
45 Jack L. Snyder is the father of agent-based analysis; see Jack Snyder, Myths of Empire: Domestic Politics and 
International Ambition (Cornell University Press, 1991). 
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3.9 Scope and limitations  

Limitations deriving from this type of study relate to time, length, and resource 

constraints. In order to be able to fully answer the research inquiry, it would be necessary 

to analyze all peace processes with third party involvement where incentives were 

employed. Furthermore, there are other limitations resulting from the nature of the 

research area and its sensitivity. The author has been fortunate to be able to conduct 

interviews with most of the actors directly involved in the studied peace negotiations; 

however, in the case of the latest Sri Lankan peace process, there were certain limitations 

resulting from the stage of the conflict in the period when the field research was 

conducted (September 2009). It should be stressed that despite the aforementioned 

limitations, the qualitative research provided enough input to generate satisfactory data 

for a thorough analysis so as to answer the research inquiry. The following limitations 

listed below need further clarifications due to their specific nature.   

 

Formal and informal processes and third party involvement 

With the increased involvement of NGOs in conflict resolution initiatives, track two 

processes have become an integral part of any peace process. Informal dialogues and 

problem-solving workshops function as a vital avenue for information exchange and 

building a base for facilitating and enhancing understanding between contending parties. 

Track two processes occur most often in the pre-negotiation phase and the 

implementation phase, but are also often used for backchannel negotiations during the 

core negotiations. In the course of conducting research, two of the selected case studies, 

Sri Lanka and Mindanao, escalated into open war. Hence, due to the sensitivity of any 

initiatives, it was impossible to gather information on track two processes that may have 

been still ongoing. It is also difficult to know if they were terminated as a result of the 

immediate aftermath of military operations. With regard to the main theme of this 

research, informal processes can have some impact on incentive employment and donor 

involvement, especially in the sense of providing funding for track two meetings. 

However, relevant information usually remains classified as sensitive. It is difficult to 

predict the developments of the given regions as well as the future aspirations of some 

actors involved, notwithstanding the fact that information on unofficial processes is 

difficult to obtain and even more difficult to verify. Thus the damage of releasing such 

information can easily exceed the value of this research. In sum, it is important to 
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recognize the distinction between formal and informal third party involvement. If there is 

any information available on the selected case studies, it would be certainly included in 

this study.  

 

Humanitarian aid as an incentive  

Employing incentives in the context of internal armed conflict or specifically in a peace 

negotiation process inevitably means using incentives as a political tool. In certain 

situations external actors face the dilemma of easing the suffering of civilians and 

complying with their own donor and policy guidelines, or, as the case may be, with 

maintaining good bilateral relations with the state actor. As Boyce (2002a) notes, imposing 

conditions on aid or withholding aid risks harming innocent civilians, not the leaders, nor 

the negotiators. In the aftermath of the tsunami, in both Aceh and Sri Lanka 

humanitarian aid flooded to the areas regardless of the ongoing conflicts or the stage of the 

negotiation processes. Thus, in this sense, humanitarian aid is excluded from the 

examined group of incentives. Conversely, the situation of internally displaced persons 

(IDPs) in Mindanao was often brought up in the negotiation process as a part of the 

development cluster and is thus included in the examination. Needless to say, there is a 

very fine line as to what can be regarded as humanitarian assistance and what is 

considered assistance with further political implications in the context of a conflict 

setting.  

 

Source limitations  

A caveat should be made about research on internal armed conflicts and negotiation 

processes. As Aspinall (2009a: 125) says in his review of Dexler‟s book Aceh, Indonesia: 

Securing the Insecure State, “Separatist insurgencies, like many other internal conflicts, are 

difficult to study. The warring parties typically dissemble and lie. Sometimes, they deny 

responsibility for violence they commit. They spread propaganda and falsehoods about their 

adversaries, and often disguise their identities when they carry out their work”. The same 

naturally applies to studying negotiation processes in the context of insurgencies. 

Participants of direct negotiations often portray certain events in a different light, and 

they also make claims about their counterparts and strategies that cannot be supported 

with empirical evidence. In addition, many participants overestimate the impact of events 

and decisions in which they were directly involved and deny significance to other events. 
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Despite the fact that the Helsinki peace process resulted in a lasting peace accord which 

terminated the conflict and brought stability to Aceh, some participants of the talks are 

still hesitant to acknowledge atrocities committed by their side. They are also reluctant to 

openly discuss grievances and tensions that emerged during the negotiations in order to 

avoid aggravating tensions and shedding negative light on the process.  

There was also a disparity in the availability of sources. Information availability in 

the three cases is thus uneven and posed some constraints on the research outcome. Access 

to negotiators (for adversaries and third parties) was relatively easy in the case of the 

Aceh peace process. However, in the case of Sri Lanka it was virtually impossible to gain 

better access to the LTTE negotiators due to the recurrence of all-out war after January 

2008. In the case of Mindanao, it was also relatively easy to gain access to both 

adversaries, but it was slightly more difficult to gain information about the third party, 

aside from the prime minister‟s chief advisor for facilitation who was available for an 

interview. It was, furthermore, very difficult to gain further insight into the Malay 

perspectives on the negotiation.  
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4. INCENTIVES AND PEACE NEGOTIATION: Theoretical Framework  

 

This chapter outlines the theoretical underpinnings for the issues sketched in the previous 

chapter.46 As mentioned in the literature review, existing research on the employment of 

incentives does not effectively explain the impact these tools have on the negotiation 

process. Responding to the scarcity of research on the usage of positive incentives by 

external parties in conflict resolution initiatives, this dissertation strives to explain how 

the employment of incentives impacts the dynamics of peace negotiation facilitated by an 

external third party.  

The existing theoretical and empirical evidence on the employment of incentives 

and sanctions suggests that it is most frequently the combination of both, incentives and 

threats (disincentives), that is utilized, with it also being pointed to as the most effective 

approach (Cortright, 1997; George, 1991; Griffiths and Barnes, 2008). Therefore, although 

this debate is mainly focused on incentives, threats (disincentives) are also included.47  

The term third party involvement is coined as a neutral term that encompasses 

different concepts of external assistance with various levels of involvement and leverage 

as well as external actors involved in phases of the peace process other than peacemaking. 

These include donors, monitors and observers, peacekeepers, international organizations, 

non-governmental organizations, and states holding diverse stakes directly in the conflict 

or the region. In light of this, I argue that all external actors involved in conflict resolution 

efforts, both state and non-state, together with actors that are otherwise involved in the 

country in conflict, contribute to creating a complex environment that impacts the 

negotiation process. Hence, in order to examine what impact external incentives have on 

the development of negotiation strategies, a more general, all-encompassing definition of 

third party involvement is adopted (see section 4.2).  

                                                
46 From the theoretical perspective, this work has been inspired by the works of James K. Boyce and David 
Cortright (incentives, aid conditionality), Chester A. Crocker, Fen Osler Hampson, Pamela Aall (third 
party involvement), I. William Zartman, Christopher R. Mitchell, Dean G. Pruitt, Thomas Ohlson (timing, 
ripeness, enticing negotiation opportunity/mutually enticing opportunity, third party involvement). These 
theories have been merged and provide the theoretical departure for this research inquiry. As outlined 
previously, there is a dearth of scholarship dealing with this issue; nevertheless, merging existing theories on 
peace negotiation and the effectiveness of incentive employment and peace conditionalities serves as a 
sufficient base for developing a new theory tailored to studying the effects of incentive employment in peace 
negotiation.  
47 Threat of incentive removal or actual removal can also be considered to be a sanction, without a specific 
sanction mechanism being employed.  
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Furthermore, the theoretical design includes the debate on negotiation and conflict 

ripeness (see section 4.4), addressing the neglected aspect of the existing debate on ripeness 

– that is, which external inducements are most effective in stipulating a mutually enticing 

moment. The main theoretical argument is thus merged from two theoretical directions – 

negotiation theory and the theory on incentive effectiveness and conditionality. 

The research question inquires into what impact incentives have on the negotiation 

strategies of conflicting parties. I venture that is those incentives that have a direct or 

strong link to the core issues of the conflict that are most likely to have some impact on 

the adversaries. For instance, in conflicts based on grievances of self-determination, the 

recognition of such claims, especially formal recognition from an external government, 

very often serve as a strong incentive, encouraging the non-state actor to retain its 

aspirations throughout the negotiation process.48 Arguments on the effects of incentive 

employment are further developed in the section 4.3.  

 

4.1 Peace negotiation and internal armed conflicts  

Peace negotiation is a part of a broader framework, a peace process, which constitutes a 

complex reality and includes other procedures which precede and follow the actual 

negotiation process. These include unofficial second track processes during the pre-

negotiation phase, which serve to open channels of communication and initiate dialogue 

between the adversaries, as well as post-agreement monitoring, verification processes, and 

different CBMs that can occur anytime during the process.49 Additionally, measures used 

mainly in the peacebuilding phase, such as development, reconstruction and rehabilitation 

initiatives, supplement the political instruments employed during the peace process. 

Before proceeding further with this inquiry, it is necessary to first examine research 

conducted in this field.  

The academic literature features abundant views on how conflict resolution 

processes can be defined and classified. A negotiation process falls under stages ranging 

from conflict management to peace enforcement and, again, conflict management as 
                                                
48 The selected case studies are internal armed conflicts based on self-determination grievances. Accordingly, 
greater emphasis is placed, even in the theoretical framework, on conflicts based on self-determination than 
conflicts resulting from socio-economic grievances or greed-induced conflicts.  
49 It should be noted that parallel unofficial processes occur also during the official first track talks. Their 
presence needs to be acknowledged, but due to reasons spelled out in the section 3.9 Scope and limitations are 
not researched in detail within this research inquiry. A fully standardized definition of track two and track 
three processes has not been established yet; there are different concepts of what informal involvement 
entails, see for instance Fisher (2006) or Kaye (2005).  
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highlighted in the Swanström and Weissmann Conflict Cycle Model on the following 

page.50 The incentives that are promised or employed during the negotiations are 

frequently discussed in the context of later stages – peacebuilding and peace consolidation. 

It is particularly material incentives such as long-term development aid that are actually 

materialized during this period. On the other hand, political and security incentives and 

threats have a more prominent impact during the earlier stages of the negotiation process, 

as they are in most cases employed directly, rather than in the form of a promise or a 

threat. The same can be said to a certain extent of security incentives such as security 

guarantees and monitoring. The earlier stages of a negotiation process are also 

characterized as a period of profound instability and lack of trust between adversaries. In 

sum, it is important to understand that some types of incentives are employed 

immediately while the negotiation process is still ongoing, while the others are employed 

in the form of a promise and are to be realized in the latter stages of the conflict cycle.  

Furthermore, it is important to understand that negotiation is not a static 

procedure; it involves a combination of conflict and common interests (Hopmann, 1996), 

and its evolvement and dynamics often depend on a number of external factors. Hopmann 

suggests that the perception of negotiation has been reconceptualized in the post-Cold 

War setting, when it is viewed as a “tool in which conflicts may be resolved in such a way as to 

produce mutual benefits for the parties rather than exclusive benefits for one at the expense of 

others” (1996: 24). In other words, Hopmann argues that in light of this new perception of 

negotiation, the goal is not to achieve a victory but to resolve the conflict (Ibid). This, 

nevertheless, may be more accurate for inter-state negotiations than internal armed 

conflicts, as the empirical evidence from recent decades suggests that actors first attempt 

to secure victory and, if this is not feasible, they opt for conflict resolution.  

Swanström and Weissmann make a distinction between conflict resolution and 

conflict management: “Conflict resolution refers to the resolution of the underlying 

incompatibilities in a conflict and mutual acceptance of each party‟s existence [Wallensteen, 

2002], while conflict management refers to measures that limit, mitigate, and/or contain a conflict 

without necessarily solving it” (2005: 25). Building upon this, it needs to be assessed which 

third party incentives are more likely to have a greater impact on negotiators during 

                                                
50 In Lund‟s (1996: 38) conflict cycle typology, these stages are depicted as crisis diplomacy (crisis 
management), peacemaking (conflict management), peace enforcement (conflict mitigation), and 
peacekeeping (conflict termination).  
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conflict management and which during conflict resolution, additionally whether the 

impacts during these two process will differ significantly or not.51 

 

Table 5 – Swanström and Weissmann Conflict Cycle Model52 

 

 

 

 

 

In addition, this work also needs to acknowledge the impact of process spoilers on 

the negotiation.53Although the concept of spoilers and their influence on the negotiation 

                                                 
51 Empirical evidence has proved that reaching a peace agreement does not necessarily secure a durable 
peace.In fact, two- thirds of peace agreements signed between 1945 and 1993 did not result in durable peace 
(Kim, 2005; Licklider, 1995; Wallensteen, 2002). It should be noted that the selection of case studies for this 
thesisdirectly corresponds with the above finding: only one process resulted in a durable peace, while the 
other two did not generate a negotiated settlement. The chances of conflict re-escalation after signing a 
peace treaty are relatively high; hence the post-agreement phase must be included in the negotiation 
analysis. And further, as Sung Hee Kim points out, it is desirable, especially in the context of internal armed 
conflicts, to reach a durable long-term solution between the contending parties, rather than a peace 
agreement that would not have the full support and commitment of its signatories (2005:155). Further, as 
some scholars argue, peace negotiation should be seen as a stepping stone to reconciliation (Ibid). Overall 
success should, therefore,be measured not by reaching a negotiated peace agreement, but rather by assessing 
the country’s reconciliation process, functioning inter-group dialogue, and consolidation of divided societies.  
52 Appeared in Swanströmand Weissmann (2005: 11).  
53With regard to local interest groups such as opposition groups or paramilitary groups and other process 
spoilers (Darby, 2001; Stedman, 2000; Darby and Mac Ginty, 2000), their impact is evident in the empirical 
chapters and hence also has to be considered. The prime aim of this research is, however, to examine the 
effects of external incentives, hence the prime emphasis in this section is placed on external factors and their 

Duration of 
conflict 

Conflict 
intensity 

level 

Early stage Mid-stage Late-stage 

Escalation Phase De-escalation Phase 

War 

Crisis 

Open 
conflict 

Unstable 
peace 

Stable  
peace 

Peace enforcement

Peacekeeping 

Conflict Management 

Peace building 

Peace consolidation 

Crisis Management 

Conflict management

Direct Prevention 

Structural Prevention 



Using Carrots to Bring Peace? Negotiation and Third Party Involvement 

Martina Klimesova (2011) 

 

55 

 

process is not the focal point of this research inquiry, its impact on the process needs to be 

briefly mentioned. Stedman (2000: 178) defines process spoilers as leaders and parties who 

feel threatened by the emerging peace and who can appear both inside (direct participants) 

and outside of the process. The spoilers are further categorized into different groups 

according to their motivations and capability. Stedman asserts that international actors 

can play a crucial role in containing spoilers by adopting “coherent and effective strategies for 

protecting peace and managing spoilers,” which are classified as inducement, socialization, or 

coercion (Ibid). In this context, Stedman stresses the importance of choosing an 

appropriate strategy according to the type of spoiler (2000: 186). Hoddie and Hartzell 

(2010) identify restructuring institutions and soft intervention as two main strategies 

employed by international actors to generate support for peace in spoiler-prone post-

conflict societies. Darby and Mac Ginty (2000) make a distinction between militant and 

ideological spoilers, highlighting the fact that the ideological spoilers may be more 

difficult to contain, namely those who share or shared the same political views (ex-

militants). 

 

4.1.1 Negotiation dynamics  

In light of the above, it is necessary to examine processes that essentially influence the 

context of negotiation, and, most importantly, to understand the conflict itself. The 

majority of internal armed conflicts are caused by unresolved grievances of a certain 

social, religious, or ethnic minority group, in the latter case often caused by aspirations of 

self-determination, and are triggered by catalysts (e.g. change of government, government 

action, external factor, etc.) which can lead to conflict escalation. Zartman (1995: 13) 

outlines four phases of insurgency dynamics leading to conflict: articulation, mobilization, 

insurgency, and warfare. He further argues that negotiation is less likely to be initiated 

during the mobilization and insurgency phase as the adversaries have not reached the ripe 

moment to change their mutual perceptions (1995: 15). On the other hand, initiating talks 

prior to violent escalation carries with it the possibility for success, as the mutual 

perceptions of the adversaries have not been tainted by fresh experiences of violent clashes 

and armed conflict – which further aggravate the initial tensions and grievances. Building 

                                                                                                                                                   
potential to function as triggers of change; the reactions of the internal groups are examined when analyzing 
the effects of the external incentives. The concept of spoilers appears in the empirical chapters and is part of 
the conclusions, but it is assessed primarily in the context of the employment of incentives for spoilers, or 
rather the lack thereof. Further development of the spoiler issue is beyond the scope of this research inquiry.  
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upon this, Zartman‟s analysis will be tested in the context of incentive employment; it can 

be surmised from Zartman‟s concepts that conditions for the employment of incentives 

differ according to the conflict stage. This is based on Zartman‟s assumption that the 

attitudes of actors and leaders change with the conflict dynamics as different types of 

leaders qualify as spokespersons in various conflict stages (Ibid).54   

Similarly, conflicts receive very little attention before violent escalation; on the 

internal level, governments often do not foresee the scope of the growing insurgency and 

denounce conflict-related violence as criminal acts, and thus they neglect its political 

dimension.55 At the international level, the issue of non-interference in the domestic 

affairs of other states, and frequently the inability of the international community to act 

quickly, often hinders preventive actions by external actors at an early stage.  

Peace negotiation in the context of internal armed conflicts has a few 

characteristics that distinguish the process from inter-state conflict and other types of 

negotiation. First, as previously mentioned, in most cases, the conflict as well as the 

negotiation process is asymmetrical (Zartman, 2005), with one side represented by a state 

actor (national government) and the other by a non-state actor (insurgent group). In 

relation to the employment of incentives, particularly material incentives, asymmetry 

may prompt a question about legitimacy as bilateral donors, international organizations, 

and financial institutions may be hesitant or restricted to direct engagement only with 

non-state actors, namely insurgent groups. This can essentially impact their relations with 

external state and hybrid actors in the matter of receiving economic, and other, incentives 

and establishing contacts, particularly with international financial institutions (IFIs).  

Moreover, it is essential for the third party, but also for the negotiating actors, to 

understand who has the decision-making power in each team, who is competent to make a 

decision on behalf of the group, and also who has the necessary backing to secure the 

implementation of possible concessions. Kriesberg (2005: 78) notes that if there is a weak 

leadership or if negotiation is in the hands of hard-liners, the conflict remains intractable. 

I would further add that the influence of spoilers and splinter groups outside of the main 

                                                
54 Especially in the articulation phases, leaders are recruited among intellectuals (Zartman, 2005: 14). 
55 Swanström makes an interesting argument that conflict management should not be confined solely to 
armed conflicts. Conflicts have far greater potential for being peacefully resolved when addressed in early 
stages, prior to violent escalation. Swanström‟s main theoretical argument is that some classification models 
fail to recognize conflicts and growing tensions prior to the outbreak of violence, when options for 
successful conflict resolution become limited and political and economic costs escalate (Swanström and 
Weissmann, 2005: 24).  
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camps can also significantly change the course of negotiations. The best alternative for a 

third party facilitator would be to include all stakeholders as well as spoilers; however, as 

Crocker, Hampson, and Aall (2004) remark, this is not always feasible. Many empirical 

examples have proven that involving spoilers can be beneficial in overcoming a stalemate 

situation; on the other hand, too many spoilers with high stakes in the process, who are 

fundamentally against reaching an agreement and/or changing the status quo, can 

exacerbate the intractability of the conflict as opposed to stipulating a ripe moment for 

resolution.  

 

4.1.2 Negotiation strategies: do incentives stipulate problem-solving?  

Negotiation dynamics are shaped by the development of the negotiation strategies of the 

involved parties as well as external factors. To understand how incentives influence 

negotiation, their impact on negotiation strategies has to be assessed together with an 

understanding of the motivations and interests behind the positions of the contending 

parties.  

  Negotiation strategy has been conceptualized as a planned approach of how to 

achieve disired goals in a negotiation process. Modification of actors‟ strategies changes 

the negotiation dynamics and evolvement of the process. Mitchell asserts that the first 

shift in actors‟ negotiation strategy is when they move from a strategy of long-term tacit 

bargaining to face-to-face bargaining over the negotiation table (1981: 196).56 In other 

words, the process proceeds from pre-negotiation to the core negotiation phase; the parties 

may continue communicating via informal channels but also embark on official 

negotiations. Pruitt (2002: 85) identifies three main negotiation strategies: contending, 

yielding (zero-sum), and problem-solving (win-win). Problem-solving, namely joint 

problem-solving, is the most cooperative strategy, which fosters the creation of a value 

and win-win perception of the dispute, but it is also prone to a lack of mutual trust. The 

question, thus, is whether incentives can motivate negotiating parties to opt for a 

problem-solving strategy or, on the other hand, whether they can lead from problem-

solving to contending. I venture that this depends on what their relation to the core 

conflict issue is. This, however, needs to be tested based on the empirical evidence.  

                                                
56 Mitchell (1981: 197) considers all activities up to the preliminary agreement on embarking on direct official 
negotiations as tacit bargaining.  
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In a problem-solving strategy, parties are concerned also about the outcomes of the 

other party, while, according to the contending strategy, parties are interested solely in 

their own outcomes. This can be viewed through the lens of Hopmann‟s assertion, that 

conflict negotiations in the post-Cold War can be perceived as a tool for resolving 

conflicts rather than winning conflicts. Building upon this, it would mean that a problem-

solving strategy should be the prevailing approach among adversaries. Pruitt claims that 

by enhancing the likelihood of developing mutually beneficial alternatives, the chances for 

adopting problem-solving strategies also increase. Pruitt (1995: 36) also lists conditions that 

can enhance these chances: faith in one‟s own problem-solving ability, momentum (prior 

success at reaching agreement), availability of a mediator, and trust. These are similar to 

the concept of a mutually enticing opportunity as described in section 4.4.   

In sum, it appears that the problem-solving approach can be stipulated by 

cooperative incentives. It, however, leaves the impression that there are certain aspects 

prerequisite to the employment of this approach that may not be present in the context of 

an internal armed conflict. This applies particularly to trust and prior success at reaching 

agreement. It appears that it may be onerous to stipulate the environment for problem-

solving, especially at the beginning of the process. In the context of internal armed 

conflicts, following a ceasefire agreement, parties are initially likely to face a profound 

lack of mutual trust due to the only recent cessation of hostilities.  

 

4.2 Third party involvement  

Following the outline of peace negotiation, strategies, and dynamics, this section deals 

with the external actors and their roles in the negotiation process. The term “third party” 

is broadly conceptualized as an external party with an impact on the negotiating parties. 

The reason why the term is defined so broadly is so as to be able to address all types of 

external inducements impacting the negotiation process. The external parties can be 

further defined based on the role they assume. There is in the current academic discourse 

no one overruling definition of the different types of external involvement. Hopmann 

(1996: 228) explains that the main discrepancy lies between mediation and arbitration, 

when the latter is a procedure during which the third party is asked “to render a judgment 

about the settlement of the conflict.” Good offices and facilitation may be regarded as a special 

form of mediation (Ibid).  
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Mediation, facilitation, and good offices represent types of involvement with 

different degrees of participation and responsibility in the process itself. In the case of 

mediation, external actors aim to contribute to the resolving of underlying 

incompatibilities between the parties (Hopmann, 1996), while the other two are limited to 

the facilitation of contacts between the adversaries, opening and maintaining channels of 

communication, and organizing meetings without being involved in discussing actual 

issues of the conflict. While a mediator is actively involved in agenda-setting and 

contributes to the discussion of core issues, the facilitator‟s involvement is limited to 

providing good-office services to the adversaries.  

Facilitators, mediators, and arbitrators represent the most visible group – the first 

tier – of external actors involved in peace processes.57 Small states, religious groups, and 

NGOs (policy centers) represent facilitators with no or very limited material and political 

leverage. Especially the non-state actors are generally more active in the pre-negotiation 

phase of the conflict cycle or conflict prevention (CHA, 2003), usually within the 

framework of unofficial, track two, diplomacy. Power states, some international 

organizations, and security alliances – mediators with muscle – have greater means of 

exercising leverage over contending parties, using both military (deployment of 

peacekeepers, monitors, providing security guarantees) and non-military (economic 

resources, sanctions, political legitimization) resources.  

The second tier is composed of security forces, peacekeepers, and members of 

monitoring and verifying missions. Peacekeeping forces or missions monitoring 

adherence to cease-fire agreements can be deployed by the facilitating country; however, 

in cases where the initial facilitator is an independent non-governmental organization, a 

state unit or an international organization (e.g. UN, OSCE) assumes the overall 

responsibility for security coordination. Coordination and communication between 

facilitators, actors dealing with political dialogue, and external security units has proved to 

be, in some cases, challenging. With the lack of overarching structure for coordination and 

communication between the security units and political teams, parties are often left to 

make ad hoc decisions without structural guidelines.  

And finally, third tier donors (bilateral and IFIs), that is, reconstruction and 

humanitarian agencies (and private companies), represent perhaps the most diverse and 

                                                
57 This “tier” concept in the classification of external involvement has been adopted from Crocker, 
Hampson, Aall (2003).  
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multi-level group: they are of varying backgrounds and their relationship with the 

antagonists may be markedly different compared to other actors. Humanitarian agencies 

and NGOs are often active on both the local and central level; nevertheless, their policies 

do not necessarily have to be in concert with those of the other external actors. This 

applies especially with regard to contacts with the belligerent parties. For instance, some 

small NGOs may be granted access to restricted areas under the control of insurgent 

groups, build better relations with the leadership of these groups, and therefore gain a 

better understanding of the situation on the ground.  

Avenues for effective communication and coordination between external actors, 

facilitators on a small scale and other external entities on a larger scale, and alternative 

sources of leverage are issues that need to be brought to the fore in an analysis of multi-

faced third party involvement. Regarding external actor coordination, there are no formal 

structures established; however, it cannot be assumed that the level of leverage of an 

external actor over the conflicting parties wholly determines its position among the rest of 

the third parties. An influential actor, a mediator with leverage, can, for instance, impart 

only tacit support to the process, enter at a later phase, or support only certain initiatives 

(CHA, 2003). It is generally believed that the actor formally appointed as a facilitator 

takes on a coordinating role; this is not the only possibility, however.  

Furthermore, multi-tiered third party involvement generates alternative sources of 

leverage. Every external entity may possess some leverage over the contending party; 

strong state mediators derive their leverage from their ability to provide security 

guarantees, offer substantial incentives, and initiate political legitimization (approval of 

the international community) of a former insurgent group. On the other hand, facilitators 

with no formal leverage, small states or non-state agents, elicit their leverage precisely 

from their lack of formal power and own stakes in the conflict. Moreover, external actors 

not directly involved in peace talks (donors, reconstruction agencies) exert leverage over 

contending parties by having power to provide or withdraw incentives promised during 

the negotiations. Their indirect leverage is an important component of the conflict 

environment. Further to this, Fisher and Ury (1981) argue that the effectiveness of 

external persuasion depends on the effectiveness of the BATNA of the negotiating 

parties. Developing this argument further, also the effectiveness of incentives and threats 

depends on the parties‟ BATNA and their need for reaching an agreement based on 

cooperation and concessions.  
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4.2.1 Conditionality  

Conditionality is conceptualized as a type of third party strategy when the employment of 

external assistance or rewards is conditioned upon a certain set of rules designed by the 

external actor; process conditionality rewards adherence to the process rules. Boyce (2003) 

explains that conditionality can be employed throughout all stages of the conflict cycle. 

First, prior to the outbreak of violent unrest, external actors can mitigate tensions by 

conditioning the granting of external aid on peaceful resolution of the tensions. Second, 

during peacemaking and/or peace enforcement, external parties can use conditionality 

when exhorting parties to cease armed operations and embark on a peaceful resolution of 

the existing tensions. And finally, in the peace consolidation stage, conditionality can be 

employed to encourage parties‟ commitment to an implementation of the peace 

agreement. Boyce (2003: 16) acknowledges that conditionality is seldom popular, but adds 

that the employment of conditionality has proved efficient in cases such as former 

Yugoslavia when dealing with the process spoilers, especially when they rely on external 

support. Furthermore, the effectiveness of conditioning the employment of certain 

external tools may be limited by the ability of external parties to deliver, either literally, 

by a lack of resources, or figuratively, by a lack of political leverage. At the same time, 

Boyce states that conditionality is not an effective tool when dealing with insurgent 

groups, since these types of non-state actors are, in a majority of cases, excluded from the 

direct distribution of official development assistance (ODA) (Ibid). In light of this, 

following Zartman‟s arguments (1995) on conflict asymmetry, imposing conditionality 

can work in favor of the insurgents. As he points out, insurgents are completely focused 

on the conflict issues, while the government actor has to juggle with other issues not 

related to the conflict (Ibid). Following this reasoning, governments are in this context 

more sensitive to donor pressure if the donors have other projects in the country outside of 

the conflict.  

 Aid can also serve to increase asymmetry between the conflicting parties, and as 

Boyce (2002a) states, through the employment of conditionality, external parties can 

maintain the balance of power between the conflicting parties. This can nevertheless be 

hindered by insufficient distribution mechanisms. Further to this, Netland (2008) points 

out that in the case of multi-party (multi-donor) involvement there can also be a lack of 

willingness to sacrifice good relationships (bilateral relationships) with governments to 

enforce the employment of conditionality. Boyce (2002a) adds that the peace agenda can 
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be sometimes overridden by foreign policy objectives, and donor agencies, when pursuing 

conditionality, may clash with the conflicting interests of foreign policy administrators. 

He further suggests that conditionality can also be employed as a “mini-bargain” when 

specific incentives are tied to specific advancements in implementing the peace accords. 

This can be interpreted as an antipole of targeted sanctions as presented by Cortright 

(1995, 1997).58  

In sum, Boyce claims that conditionality is not the ultimate remedy for resolving 

conflicts and when employed independently it seldom suffices to secure peace. On the 

other hand, he still sees “aid as the best one instrument in the international community‟s toolkit 

for promoting peace, and not always the most potent one” (2003: 19).  

 

4.3 Using carrots: impact of incentives on peace negotiation  

Incentives and threats are conceptualized in the chapter Research Design and Methodology as 

material or non-material instruments employed by external third parties in the context of 

internal armed conflicts, either directly during conflict resolution efforts or indirectly 

within the framework of bilateral relations during the ongoing peace process. Following 

this basic classification, incentives and threats are further divided into five groups based 

on their functions: political, security, aid, economy/trade/finance, and cultural and sports 

incentives.59 The carrots (incentives) are thus not strictly limited to development aid or 

other types of economic assistance. Cortright (2001: 124–25) points out that incentives can 

be more beneficial than sanctions as they can be better tailored to addressing the root 

causes of the conflict. This relates back to the issue of conflict roots and core conflict 

issues – as ventured earlier, it needs to be assessed whether incentives that are directly 

linked to the core conflict issues are more likely to have an impact on the negotiating 

parties.  

 

 

                                                
58 Boyce (2002a) says that this varies from case to case. An all-encompassing theory has not yet been 
developed.  
59 There are a number of other existing classifications of incentives. For instance, Stokke (1995) employs a 
classification based on analysis of historical events that uses three generations of conditionality according to 
their impacts and contextual categorization: first generation (structural adjustment programs), second 
generation (policy and system reforms – promoting democratic reforms, human rights, and administrative 
accountability), and aid conditionality (emphasizing the use of aid as a political tool).  
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4.3.1 The impact of incentives on negotiation strategies and negotiation dynamics60  

Griffiths and Barnes (2008) suppose that incentives can induce the chances of parties 

reaching a settlement by increasing the costs of waging military operations and by raising 

the benefits of making peace. Third parties can, through incentives, motivate adversaries 

to reach or implement a peace or ceasefire agreement. Furthermore, Griffiths and Barnes 

reason that effective sanctions and incentives are those that reflect the already existing 

motivational structures of the adversaries (2008: 4). In other words, incentives have a 

higher chance of stimulating a cooperative environment if they correlate with the 

expressed desires of the antagonists and reflect existing grievances. This, however, can be 

hindered by the limited ability, and also unwillingness, of external parties to interfere in 

internal matters; this relates especially to the reluctance of getting involved in conflicts 

based on self-determination or territorial grievances. Additionally, the edited volume 

Powers of persuasion: incentives, sanctions and conditionality in peacemaking by Griffiths and 

Barnes offers only a first glimpse into this issue rather than a thoroughly developed theory 

as such. For these reasons, their statements are rather raw and need to be developed 

further.  

  Although the main research inquiry centers on the impacts of the employment of 

carrots on peace negotiation – not whether the incentives are inducive to a successful or 

efficient outcome – what is regarded as a positive outcome nonetheless needs to be stated 

here. Obviously, one could argue that ending violence or the signing of a ceasefire is 

regarded as a successful outcome. Yet, as was previously stated, the signing of a ceasefire 

or a peace treaty does not neccessarily lead to a final termnination of the conflict. 

Successful involvement could be considered an initiation of a dialogue that overcomes a 

conflict stalemate but that does not reach a final agreement (yet), or alternatively, an 

involvement that facilitates mutual understanding between the parties that is not derailed 

before the agreement stage is reached. Added to this, while incentices can stimulate a 

positive environment for negotiation, they do not have a decisive effect if core conflict 

issues are not addressed (more in 4.2.1).  

 

 

                                                
60 It needs to be acknowledged that incentives are also frequently employed as preventive measures (Lund, 
1996). This is, nevertheless, not a part of this research inquiry, and hence this argument is not developed 
further. Cortright suggest that even an offer of an incentive or easing a sanction can contribute to conflict 
prevention (1997: 280).  
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Who employs what?  

Griffiths and Barnes point out that a clear distinction should be made between the 

incentives that are used during peacemaking, and those used by external actors during the 

course of peacemaking but which are not linked to the peace initiative. I reason that both 

groups need to be considered, but the more important question may be why the same 

incentives and threats employed by different actors may have different results. This 

reasoning is based on my observation of peace processes conducted during the last decade, 

when in many cases the adversaries “shopped around” for the most suitable external 

ally/third party by avoiding those actors that employed conditionality. Emerging donors 

(namely China) and their incentives can constitute a more enticing alternative to 

traditional donors such as the European countries for instance. Therefore it is important 

to consider also other available resources when assessing the incentives employed during 

peacemaking. Haass and O‟Sullivan (2000: 5) mention that, in some cases, incentives need 

to be employed by non-governmental actors; the same can be said about incentives in the 

context of peacemaking. In cases where certain tools such as capacity building assistance, 

provision of supplies otherwise subject to embargo, or involvement with a proscribed actor 

are employed, the government actor can outsource these to an independent non-

government agency to avoid possible entanglement. The same can be done in the case of 

face-saving strategies. Cortright (1997: 280) asserts that the relationship between the 

sender and recipient impacts the potential effectiveness of the incentives. In an 

environment marked by low trust and tensions, incentives are less likely to be successful, 

as communication between the sender and recipient is not sufficient to secure successful 

implementation.  

 

Incentives and problem-solving strategies  

Incentives and threats presented below in Tables 6–10 are frequently also employed as 

foreign policy tools. I believe that the impact of incentives when utilized in the context of 

a peace process may be different. Griffiths and Barnes (2008: 6) bring forward an 

interesting argument that external incentives may trigger changes within inter-group 

dynamics as they provide opportunities for pro-dialogue groups. Furthermore, they 

venture that “a shift to constructive problem-solving is unlikely to be achieved through coercion. 

This suggests the need to reduce reliance on leverage and to increase the parties‟ own motivation in 

making peace” (2008: 14). In this context, I make a theoretical assumption that incentives 
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directly linked to the core conflict issues are likely to make an impact on the negotiation 

process.  

 

4.3.2 Mixing incentives and threats: impact on negotiation  

In the debate on which instruments are more likely to have a profound impact on the 

conflicting parties, scholars are in unison that it is a combination of carrots and sticks, 

rather than solely the carrots or sticks, which makes the difference. Cortright (1997: 279) 

asserts that it is sometimes toilsome to make a clear distinction between incentives and 

disincentives; at times, withdrawal (or promise of withdrawal) of incentives can be 

interpreted as a threat and the removal of a disincentive (e.g. sanction or an embargo) can 

be perceived as an incentive. Moreover, Cortright suggests that incentives and coercive 

instruments can complement each other, for instance, incentives may increase the 

effectiveness of sanctions and vice versa (Ibid). Griffiths and Barnes support the argument 

with the statement that “incentives, sanctions and conditionality are more likely to be effective if 

exercised with a degree of coherence” (2008: 7). Muscat (2002: 236) suggests that the effective 

influence of third party policies is a combination of leverage and persuasion; he further 

asserts that the balance between the two varies from case to case. The balance results from 

factors such as external interest in the conflict or conflicting issue, leverage which the 

external actor is willing to exert, and the actual leverage the external party possesses 

(Ibid).  

Furthermore, I reason that it is rather the intention with which the instrument is 

employed that determines its purpose, either to reward or to punish. The debate on the 

impacts of these instruments, therefore, should not be limited to interpretation of their 

effects outside of the context of the peace process.     

 

4.3.3 Outline of the incentives  

The following tables outline a classification of possible third party instruments.61 The 

tools are divided into five groups based on their functions; each group can have both 

material and non-material components.  

 

                                                
61 Every incentive and threat in the chart exists in many different variations. The chart provides an 
overview of the most common forms of instruments employed by external actors in conflict resolution 
efforts.  
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Table 6 – Third Party Tools (Political) 

Third Party Incentives Threats/Disincentives 

P
o

li
ti

ca
l 

 

states 

diplomatic: legitimization, political 
and/or diplomatic recognition, de facto 
and de jure recognition, extending 
recognition, high-level visits, political 
guarantees, internationalization of the 
conflict issue, equal treatment of the 
adversaries (this issue particularly 
applies to the insurgent groups who 
strive to be treated equally with the state 
actor), de-proscribing (removing 
organization/state from a list of 
terrorist organizations/states sponsoring 
terrorism), increasing external 
involvement, ending isolation, 
withdrawal of sanction, power balance 
(elevating asymmetry)  
accession incentives: regional or thematic 
integration projects, promise of 
accession to regional or international 
organizations 
training: political training, support with 
institution building, conflict 
management training, capacity building 
(governance, rule of law, constitution 
design, transitional justice) 
facilitation: conducting or support to 
dialogue facilitation/dialogue 
training/problem-solving workshops, 
confidence building, equal treatment of 
the conflicting parties, even if the 
process is asymmetric  

diplomatic: diplomatic and 
political sanctions, suspending 
diplomatic relations, isolation, 
travel and visa bans, condemning 
statements, bringing attention to 
the issue in IGOs (e.g. UNSC), 
UNSC resolutions, increasing 
external involvement  
accession disincentives: imposing 
hindrances to membership in 
regional/international 
organizations  
national security measures: 
proscribing as a terrorist 
organization/state supporting 
terrorism, ban of support 
organizations  
third party involvement: threats of 
termination or termination of 
ongoing facilitation, mediation, 
or good office services; issuing 
warnings about a possible 
termination of third party 
involvement  
freedom broadcasting: 

supporting/orchestrating 
alternative information sources 
international criminal courts: 
compliance with rulings of 
international criminal courts, 
cooperation with international 
criminal courts  
 

IGOs  

facilitation: dialogue facilitation, dialogue 
training, problem-solving workshops 
training: political training, support with 
institution building 
forum for discussions: 
withdrawal of sanctions and political 
isolation  

diplomatic: condemning 
statements, withholding or 
terminating membership  
information dissemination: bringing 
attention to the issue in 
international media and other 
information outlets, condemning 
statements 

NGOs 

facilitation: dialogue facilitation, 
confidence building workshops 
training: political training, support with 
institution building, transitional justice  
networking assistance: assistance with 
establishing contact network, assistance 
with reaching out to states, IGOs and 
INGOs  

information dissemination: 
condemning statements, bringing 
attention to the issue in 
international media and other 
information outlets 
termination: termination of 
facilitation/training/workshop 
support  
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human rights: monitoring and promotion  

 

Political incentives are defined by the level of leverage of those who employ them. Strong 

external actors with a great level of political and economic leverage are not always 

preferred in third party involvement, as, in some cases, adversaries may require external 

involvement with very little leverage. Third party involvement itself is thus an incentive: 

the level of impact depends on the level of leverage the external actor brings to bear over 

the contending parties. 

In processes characterized by asymmetry, legitimization and other forms of 

political and diplomatic acceptance are important incentives as they are related to 

grievances of self-governance representative of a majority of internal armed conflicts. 

Barnes and Griffiths (2008: 15) assert that “intrinsic incentives” such as political 

legitimization and ending isolation, but also security guarantees (security incentives), are 

the most durable inducements to finalizing agreements. These types of incentives, 

presumably employed internally by a government actor, are inherent to political 

settlement and can be further enhanced by a similar set of incentives by external actors 

(Ibid). Building upon this, their employment may have a significant impact on the 

adversaries.  

  Moreover, it may appear that the differences between the instruments 

employed by international governmental organizations (IGOs) and NGOs are only 

meager and do not have to be explained separately. At the same time, it needs to be 

stressed that NGOs often derive their strength from their actual lack of leverage and, 

therefore, their inability to employ the same tools as states.  

 

Table 7 – Third Party Tools (Security) 

Third Party Incentives Threats/Disincentives 

S
ec

u
ri

ty
 

states 

monitoring: monitoring missions 
(military, police, or civilian), 
monitoring of decommissioning  
alliance/alignment, security guarantees: 
forming of security alliances, regional 
security integration projects, security 
guarantees 
support: support with security sector 
reform (SSR) and disarmament, 

intervention: military intervention 
(unilateral or with an 
international coalition), non-
consensual deployment of 
peacekeeping forces 
military embargoes: embargos on 
arms trade and arms exports  
withdrawal: withdrawal of 
monitoring mission 
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demobilization, and reintegration 
(DDR) 
training/supervision: military advisers 
(non-combatant military support), 
counterinsurgency training/assistance   
weaponry: supply of weaponry  

 

IGOs  

monitoring: ceasefire, post-conflict and 
decommissioning monitoring, assistance 
with DDR and SSR programs  
post-conflict support: assistance with 
decommissioning, DDR and SSR 
reforms 

intervention: regional organization 
intervention  
 

NGOs 
Assistance/advisory: assistance with 
decommissioning, DDR and SSR 
reforms 

withdrawal of involvement, 
termination of projects related to 
DDR and SSR reform  

 

Security incentives are divided into two main categories: security assistance/guarantees and 

monitoring. Walter (2002) postulates that third party security guarantees are one of the 

most prominent tools for enhancing prospects for peace. Monitoring, a commitment to 

engage in a monitoring mission or support of a monitoring mission, is an important 

incentive for both state and non-state actors. The leverage behind this type of incentive 

stems again from the power of an actor delivering the incentive. Generally, a strong, 

resourceful, and impartial mediator exerts the most leverage and, thus, has the greatest 

impact over the adversaries. At the same time, the monitoring incentive is highly 

dependent on the contextual conditions under which it is employed. If the adversaries 

indicate a willingness to reach a ceasefire, the offer of a monitoring mission could have 

only a small impact. On the other hand, in the latter stages of a negotiation process when 

parties are committed to reaching a final agreement, the promise of engagement in a 

monitoring mission by a strong actor can play a decisive role. Other forms of security 

incentives, such as providing security training or assisting with security sector reform 

(SSR) and disarmament, demobilization, and reintegration (DDR) can have a positive 

although not decisive impact on the state actor. The non-state actor may perceive these 

incentives as a threat, in the case where a great level of mistrust prevails between the 

adversaries, and the non-state actor may feel that these incentives could impact its general 

security.  

Security alliance, weaponry supply, and other forms of military assistance 

represent incentives that may prompt the adversaries‟ decision to break off the peace 

process and resume military operations. By increasing the availability of those tools, as 
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well as increasing security, external parties can increase the negotiators‟ BATNA and 

decrease the attractiveness of a negotiated solution. Security alliance involves, with a very 

few rare exceptions, the state actor. Weaponry supplies to a non-state actor can be used as 

a threat against the government actor. These types of incentives were utilized frequently 

in the so-called proxy wars in Africa, Asia, and Latin America during the Cold War.  

 

Table 8 – Third Party Tools (Aid) 

Third Party Incentives Threats/Disincentives 

A
id

 

States 

humanitarian: humanitarian aid62 
post-conflict reconstruction: post-conflict 
reconstruction, rehabilitation, and 
development/post-conflict development 
aid 
development: aid, long-term post conflict 
reconstruction, infrastructure 
reconstruction, reconstruction of key 
communication and transport facilities, 
aid directed to the agrarian sector, 
increase of official development 
assistance (ODA)  

humanitarian aid: temporary or 
complete withdrawal of 
humanitarian aid, embargos on 
transportation of humanitarian 
aid  
post-conflict reconstruction: 
withdrawal of aid for post-
conflict reconstruction, imposing 
aid conditionality  
development: aid withdrawal, 
conditions to aid deployment  

IGO/IFI 

humanitarian: humanitarian aid, short-
term reconstruction  
post-conflict reconstruction: post-conflict 
reconstruction, rehabilitation, and 
development/post-conflict development 
aid, local micro-economic assistance, 
setting trust funds for long-term 
reconstruction and development  
development: aid 

withdrawal: aid withdrawal, 
project termination, tightening 
up conditions for receiving aid, 
imposing restrictions on aid 
allocation 
ban: ban on aid agencies 
cooperating with certain groups, 
banning aid staff from entering 
certain areas  

NGOs 

humanitarian: humanitarian aid, targeted 
humanitarian assistance  
post-conflict reconstruction: post-conflict 
reconstruction, rehabilitation, and 
development/post-conflict development 
aid 

Aid withdrawal, project 
termination 

 

Aid incentives are often subject to aid or peace conditionality, which occurs when “aid is 

used as a lever to persuade conflicting parties to make peace, to implement peace accords, and to 

consolidate peace” (Frerks, 2006: 1). Aid conditionality does not necessarily have to occur in 

                                                
62 As mentioned in the section 3.9 Scope and Limitations, humanitarian aid is excluded from the examined 
group of incentives. Nevertheless, to include most of the possible incentives mentioned in the ongoing 
academic debate, humanitarian aid is also listed here. Boyce reasons that there is a very fine line in 
establishing what can be considered to be an aid incentive and what constitutes humanitarian aid (Boyce, 
2002a, b).  
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a conflict setting – it can be any form of policy imposed by a donor on the recipient. In 

such cases, the granting of aid is subject to specific conditions outlined by the donor. 

Noncompliance with the requirements leads to reduction, postponement, or termination 

of the promised aid – or at least the threat thereof.63  

 When evaluating the effects of the aid incentives on negotiation processes, the 

main question that arises in this context is the issue of legitimacy asymmetry. Without 

functional power-sharing arrangements, non-state actors are often disadvantaged in access 

to the humanitarian, reconstruction, and development aid employed while the conflict is 

still ongoing. In cases where aid is intended for post-conflict reconstruction and long-term 

development, the development dialogues are frequently strained by a lack of general trust 

between the adversaries, which hinders constructive dialogue on long-term development 

programs and the effective sharing and distribution of pledged aid. Furthermore, due to 

the fact that ODA generally takes the form of government to government aid, the state 

actor is the main receiver of aid assistance as well as the main dialogue partner for the 

donors and aid agencies. In this regard, the non-state actors do not have to share the 

responsibility for effective use of pledged funds and neither do they have to regard it as an 

incentive.  

Restrictions may apply to aid agencies in the field acting on behalf of a state or an 

international organization. These may be in the form of a ban on dealing with certain 

groups or individuals and/or a ban to enter areas affected by conflict or under the control 

of insurgent groups. These instruments usually respond to the security concerns of the 

staff of aid agencies, but they could also be employed as bargaining chips against insurgent 

groups. For instance, in an unstable environment with a high degree of communal 

violence, any possible attacks against the staff of a donor organization can be interpreted 

as a violation by the non-state actor.   

  

                                                
63 Effects of aid and peace conditionality are discussed further in this chapter in section 4.2 on Third Party 
Involvement. Boyce (2002a: 71) asserts that “the more desperately the recipient needs aid, the greater the leverage of 
the donor.”       



Using Carrots to Bring Peace? Negotiation and Third Party Involvement 

Martina Klimesova (2011) 

 

71 
 

Table 9 – Third Party Tools (Economy/Trade/Finance) 

Third Party Incentives Threats/Disincentives 

E
co

n
om

y
/T

ra
d

e/
F

in
an

ce
 

states 

access to regional markets: favorable access 
to international/regional markets (e.g. 
GSP Plus status in the EU64), “credit 
forgiveness” (Boyce, 2004) 
long-term economic assistance: soft loans, 
debt relief  
trade incentives: favorable trade tariffs, 
most-favored nation status, extending 
subsidies to exports and imports, 
providing export or import licenses, 
guaranteeing investments, encouraging 
capital imports and exports (Griffiths 
and Barnes, 2008: 13)    

sanctions and embargos: general 
trade sanctions, sanctions, formal 
restrictions to access to certain 
markets, selected embargos on 
commodities related to warfare, 
target sanctions (sanctions 
targeted at key figures, freezing 
of personal bank accounts/assets 
– targeted financial sanctions), 
freezing of organizational assets 
access to regional markets: 
withdrawing favorable conditions 
for access to regional markets 

IGOs/IFIs 

financial assistance: debt relief, soft loans, 
assistance with macroeconomic 
stabilization  
participation of IFIs in conflict resolution 
efforts: engagement of IFIs can result in 
their greater commitment to and focus 
on the specific conflict-affected country, 
at the same time, the IFIs can offer 
technical know-how and support which 
can also be extended to the post-conflict 
period  

sanctions: targeted financial 
sanctions and tariffs, termination 
of debt relief and soft loans 
programs  
fiscal reforms: conditioning fiscal 
reforms to granting economic 
assistance (mostly IFIs, Boyce, 
2002)  

NGOs 
advisory assistance, projects on capacity 
building and increasing economic 
literacy  

termination of advisory 
assistance, termination of 
projects  

 

Economy/Trade/Finance (ETF) incentives are the most technical of all of the mentioned 

sanctions and incentives and, with a few very rare exceptions, apply solely to the state 

actor.65 Trade incentives and sanctions are often less flexible than the other types, 

especially when imposed by IFIs, and are subjected to a priori set of rules and practices. 

Moreover, the nature of these instruments often prevents their ad hoc employment, for 

instance foreign governments usually do not have carte blanche from their legislative 

bodies to offer soft loans or debt relief without prior consultation or even consent. This, 

however, does not apply to targeted sanctions, and as Cortright, Lopez, and Rogers (CLR) 

reason, the financial sanctions ought to be applied swiftly with as little advance warning 

                                                
64 The Generalized System of Preferences (GSP) Plus status provides selected developing countries with 
preferential access to the EU market. To gain the GSP Plus status, countries have to effectively implement 
27 conventions covering human rights, sustainable development, good governance, or core labor standards 
(European Commission, Trade).  
65 Conditionality employed by IFIs is sometimes referred to as technical conditionality. It mainly focuses on 
achieving short-term marco0economic stability and long-term economic reforms (Boyce, 2002b), which 
includes issues such as budget deficit reduction, level of tax revenues, and trade liberalization (Boyce, 2003).  
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as possible (CLR, 2002: 29). This suggests that these types of threats should not be 

employed as bargaining chips, and that a longer period prior to the employment of 

sanctions can give adversaries time to prepare and minimize the effects of the sanctions,  

so diminishing the impact of external influence.  

In contrast to the aid incentives that are often localized, ETF incentives and threats 

are of a more general scope, which means that they are not necessarily aimed at post-

conflict reconstruction but rather at achieving general macroeconomic stability in the 

country as a whole. Added to this, most of the ETF incentives are aimed at the 

government actor; non-state actors are affected mostly when these instruments are used as 

a threat, frequently in the form of targeted sanctions such as freezing of personal and 

organizational assets, which is often carried out alongside political and security sanctions. 

ETF threats against the non-state actor can be perceived as an incentive by the 

government and vice-versa.  

 

Table 10 – Third Party Tools (Culture and Sports) 

Third Party Incentives Threats/Disincentives 

C
u

lt
u

re
/S

po
rt

s 

states 

joint organization or support for cultural 
and sporting events, educational 
projects, support of educational and 
cultural confidence building projects  

boycott of cultural and sporting 
events  
 

IGOs 

confidence building educational and 
cultural programs, bridging societal gaps  

boycott of cultural and sporting 
events, terminating patronage of 
events, withdrawing economic 
support to sporting and cultural 
events 

NGOs 

educational and cultural projects, 
bridging societal gaps 
 

withdrawing project 
participation, terminating 
ongoing activities, terminating 
patronage of events, boycott of 
events   

 

Culture/Sports incentives represent a group of soft tools mostly aimed at building and 

enhancing confidence among grassroots groups. These tools are generally used in 

combination with other incentives as they play only a complementary and supporting role 

to the other incentives. In addition, threats associated with culture and sports (e.g. 

withdrawal of support, boycotts) may serve as the first indicators of third party discontent 

with the behavior of adversaries. Moreover, they can also serve to build and support 

informal contact networks among representatives of civil society. Developments and 
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success of joint cultural events and programs as well as friendly sports matches can serve 

as indicators of the general disposition within the divided societies.  

 

4.4 Perception of timing: ripeness and incentives  

Zartman (2003: 19) states that the timing of efforts for conflict resolution is as equally 

important as the substance of the proposals for solutions. In this context, the appropriate 

timing of both third party involvement and the employment of incentives and threats 

appears to be expedient to the successful and progressive development of the negotiation 

process and conflict resolution efforts. Moreover, I examine whether carrots (incentives) 

can, under certain circumstances, serve as ripening agents for either initiating a dialogue 

between the conflicting parties or sustaining a dialogue process that has already 

commenced. Therefore, the timing in this context is understood as the perception of 

timing by those that employ the incentives. This section explains how the concept of 

ripeness, especially in creating the ripe moment through the employment of incentives 

and threats, complements the theoretical outline above.  

The concept of timing and ripeness is one of the central tenets of the structuralist 

paradigm within negotiation theory. Indeed, timing plays a prime role in several aspects 

of negotiation analysis. Zartman‟s theory of ripeness is one of the most discussed concepts 

within negotiation theory (Zartman, 1995, 1997, 2000, 2001, 2002, 2005a,b,e; Pruitt, 1997; 

Stedman, 1991, 1994; Aggestam, 2005). As Zartman (2001) indicates, ripeness is a perceptual 

event: reaching a ripe moment is subject to parties‟ perception of the situation, and while 

this perception may be enhanced by a third party, without recognition of a ripe moment 

adversaries do not feel the need to change their strategies in the conflict. The focal concept 

of the theory is the mutually hurting stalemate (MHS) – a moment when contending parties 

arrive at the conclusion that the continuation of armed operations is mutually damaging, 

and does not lead to the achievement of their claims. A caveat needs to be added about the 

simultaneous notion of arriving at a hurting stalemate – the initial interpretation of 

ripeness theory (Zartman) – for as Aggestam (2005) and Pruitt (1997) point out, 

adversaries may not reach a hurting stalemate simultaneously. Zartman (2001) admits that 

parties may not arrive at a ripe moment for the same reasons. He maintains, however, the 
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concept of reaching the hurting stalemate mutually. This indicates that although the 

reasons for ripeness may differ, parties reach the moment at the same time.66  

Following Pruitt‟s argument that each conflicting party may have a different 

perception of ripeness, namely the factors leading to ripeness can differ for each 

adversary, the argument was developed further questioning the very concept of an MHS. 

In contrast, I venture that in the case of asymmetric negotiation, when the stronger actor 

arrives at a stalemate, the weaker actor may use the situation as a bargaining chip and 

consider entering negotiations even without perceiving its situation as a deadlock. 

It is important to note that an MHS emerges in a negative context and is generated 

by negative motivations. Antagonists, prior to reaching the MHS moment, most likely 

experienced a longer period of violence which significantly tarnished relations between 

the parties (Zartman). This stalemate opens the way for negotiations as the conflicting 

parties perceive this to be a better option than fighting, usually since continuing armed 

operations is not a viable option, due to limits on military or economic resources. In other 

words, they do not see an alternative for achieving their claims other than through 

negotiation. In spite of this, the parties to the conflict have most certainly not changed 

their perceptions of each other, and their commitment to a peaceful settlement of the 

dispute is most likely to be weak. The same can be said about the perception of incentives 

and the power of incentives. It has been proved in a number of conflict situations that 

parties only started to negotiate so as to “take a breather” and so strengthen and replenish 

their resources before continuing to fight. This can lead to a fragile ceasefire and 

potentially some information exchange, but most likely it will not significantly change 

the conflict situation.  

 

4.4.1 Mutually enticing oportunity (MEO)  

When inquiring into the impacts of incentives on negotiation strategies, a natural 

question is whether incentives can induce ripeness, that is, create a momentum for the 

initiation of negotiations. In contrast to an MHS, an alternative concept is a mutually 

enticing opportunity, which results from the positive motivation of actors to change the 

course of the conflict. Triggered by an enticing agent (an incentive), an MEO leads to 

                                                
66 Christopher R. Mitchell (1995b) presents four models of ripeness: mutually hurtling stalemate (MHS), 
imminent mutual catastrophe (IMC), the entrapment model (ENT), and the enticing opportunity (ENO). 
In sum, Mitchell reasons that it is not only one concept, but rather a combination of all four (above) that 
most efficiently entices ripeness for conflict resolution opportunities.  
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conflict de-escalation as contending parties consider fighting to be less attractive than a 

negotiation that bears prospects of mutual gains (Mitchell, 1995a, 1995b). The existing 

outlines of MEO as presented by Zartman (2004, 2005), Pruitt (1997), Ohlson (1998), 

Mitchell (1995), and Aggestam (2005), do not make a strong distinction between the 

situation where an MEO is created by the adversaries themselves, and one where the 

situation is generated by the third party.  

The main difference between an MEO and MHS is, as Zartman (2004, 2005e) 

points out, the fact that negotiators themselves must craft their own MEO; unlike an 

MHS which is created by the conflict context and potentially some external factors, the 

MEO will not happen unless the parties or the mediator induces change in the conflict 

dynamics. Further to this, it needs to be researched whether solely external parties can 

craft an MEO moment for the negotiating parties. For instance, can foreign donors 

together with third party facilitators make an offer to the contending parties which would 

stipulate ripeness through an MEO and make the parties change their perception of the 

given situation? This, in combination with an MHS that the parties would arrive at 

themselves, could create a potent conflict resolution opportunity. Zartman (2005e) 

mentions the necessity of combining MHS and MEO, where the continuous presence of 

an MHS keeps the parties committed to negotiation throughout the whole process. In 

addition, he believes that it is necessary to extend ripeness to the post-agreement (peace 

consolidation) stage through the enhancement of an MEO during these stages. 

 In light of the above, one of the main questions raised by negotiation researchers is 

how to advance from a passive moment of reaching an MHS to an active initiation of 

negotiation (Zartman, Aggestam, Stedman). Zartman (2000) aptly points out that the 

theory of ripeness is focused solely on the initiation of negotiation and does not provide 

any explanation as to how to conduct negotiation toward a successful outcome. And, 

furthermore, the concept of ripeness fails to explain how the ripening moment should be 

sustained throughout the negotiation processes once negotiation is initiated. Zartman 

(2004, 2005e) argues that the MEO can be extended throughout the whole process as it 

contributes to changing mentalities, which is a necessary but not sufficient condition. The 

theory, however, does not mention specific indicators of gradual confidence building 

through the MEO concept.  

Zartman‟s reasoning that negotiation is triggered far more often by ripeness 

induced by an MHS than MEO mirrors the economic theory suggesting that countries 
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seek cooperation to avoid losses rather than to capture economic gains (Webb, 1994). 

According to this, countries (actors) secure the least inconvenient measures rather than 

invest more effort into securing extra gains. Applying this to negotiation theory and the 

peace process context, it can be assumed that incentive employment is beneficial to the 

negotiation process when parties try to avoid losses caused by a lack of cooperation which 

would significantly worsen their situation. It can also be possible that parties cannot reach 

an MEO – an MEO may not be an enticing alternative to the status quo although it may 

seem like an enticing alternative to an outside observer (Zartman, 2004, 2005e).  

 I consider the concept of the MEO as the key theoretical paradox, which serves as a 

theoretical linkage between the debate on incentive effectiveness and the negotiation 

debate on defining a ripe moment. The main question remains whether an MEO can be 

induced by external incentives and to what extent such a situation is conducive to changes 

in negotiation strategies, namely changing strategy from a zero-sum to a win-win 

approach. Also, going back to Zartman‟s point about agreeing (cease-fire) and resolving 

(final agreement) formula, it appears that the MHS is more common during the initial 

stage of the negotiation process and that MEO instruments are employed throughout the 

process to sustain ripeness and motivate parties toward a cooperative approach. However, 

it is important to remember that the general concept of ripeness explains only the onset of 

the dialogue phase and not, for instance, which instruments are most effective for 

sustaining negotiations and/or getting to a stable outcome (final agreement, Ohlson 1998). 

Aggestam (2005: 273) makes a valid point when arguing that in ripeness theory focus 

should be placed on transforming ripe moments from a passive moment to active 

initiation of the negotiation process.  

Which instruments are most effective in sustaining ripeness and keeping the 

parties motivated throughout the negotiation process is one of the most critical questions 

not only for third parties but also for the parties of the processes themselves. Zartman 

(2005e: 3) reasons that a threat of loss has a still stronger impact than inducements.  
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4.4.2 Can carrots induce and sustain ripeness?  

Building upon the theoretical outline above, it is evident that both concepts, MHS and 

MEO, need to be present, at least to a certain extent, for the contending parties to resort to 

negotiations. As seen above, at least some signs of MHS must be present to secure and 

sustain parties’ commitment to the conflict resolution process. On the other hand, it is 

necessary to provide some motivation for the parties throughout the process, either to 

accommodate some of the initial grievances causing the conflict or to redress some of the 

concessions that the parties have had to make. And in addition, incentives are considered 

very useful in the peace consolidation stage when they are employed to keep the parties 

motivated in implementing commitments from the peace agreement.  

Furthermore, when analyzing different emergingconflict resolution opportunities 

in various conflict settings, it is striking how much appears to be dependent on the parties’ 

mutual perceptions and level of mutual trust; additionally, how they view the causes of 

the conflict, and their perceptions of a possible outcome. Both Mitchell and Zartman agree 
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that the MEO concept is not applicable if the adversaries do not share a basic 

understanding of which incentives would be mutually beneficial. Similarly, one has to ask 

which types of enticing agents (which carrots) should be employed to change the deeply 

rooted perceptions of adversaries. The employed tools must in some way address, 

therefore, even if in a limited way, the actual roots of the conflict. As indicated by 

Zartman (2004, 2005e), the MEO concept has never been proved in an empirical setting. 

Following the previous reasoning, there are two very diverse sets of actors in internal 

armed conflicts, which should certainly be reflected when selecting conflict resolution 

instruments. Muscat (2002) states that the impact of incentives depends on the extent of 

real leverage the donors possess. This reasoning again reflects the previous argument that, 

in an internal conflict setting, influential external actors can be virtually powerless against 

some stakeholders. 

A distinction should also be made concerning in which stages external incentives 

are influential. As Muscat (2002: 237) notes, donor leverage in technical, economic, and 

sectoral policies has been under academic scrutiny for some time, but the study of leverage 

in influencing more sensitive subjects such as political issues and human rights is 

relatively new in the context of internal armed conflicts. In the context of the peace 

negotiation process, political and often territorial issues tend to be the core value, hence 

the effects of economic incentives can be limited if they do not directly affect political 

powers. Muscat (2002: 238) further argues that donors‟ previous actions in similar 

processes determine whether possible threats will be carried out.  

In sum, it has been theoretically demonstrated that carrots alone could create a 

ripeness moment; however, it is rather rare, if not impossible, that carrots alone could lead 

to conflict resolution. On the contrary, carrots have proven to be beneficial when ripeness 

is enhanced by an MHS, and where MEO is sustained throughout the final stages of the 

negotiation process and during the implementation period. In that case, incentives can 

play an important role, albeit not decisive, as a subsidiary negotiation tool.  

 

4.5 Theoretical purpose 

The main purpose of the theoretical foundation outlined above is to provide a synthesis of 

existing theoretical knowledge on the impact of external tools, particularly incentives, on 

negotiation processes in internal armed conflicts. This assessment is mainly focused on 

inquiring into how negotiators‟ behavior can be impacted by external tools and, therefore, 
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what actions the external incentives trigger and when. It is further investigated whether an 

impact leads to a change of negotiation strategy. The interesting aspect thus is whether 

the negotiation strategies can be changed from the outside.  

Building upon this, the theoretical outline leads to the question whether an 

incentive in tune with negotiators‟ preferences is more likely to have an impact on the 

adversaries. In other words, whether carrots that are directly linked to the main 

articulated grievances (core conflict issues and conflict roots) are more likely to trigger an 

action from the negotiators. In addition, what is the relation between preferences (positive 

motivation) and needs (negative motivation) and how is this reflected in the incentive 

employment. The above will be tested in the ensuing empirical case studies.  

Furthermore, an additional aim derived from this theoretical outline is to test and 

further develop the concept of the mutually inciting opportunity as presented by Mitchell 

(1995) and Zartman (2004, 2005e).  

 

4.6 Theoretical summary  

This chapter has outlined the theoretical underpinnings for the research inquiry. Due to 

the evident lack of an existing developed theoretical framework that would shed light on 

the impacts of external incentives in peace negotiation, valuable insights were gained by 

analyzing different aspects of the process. In sum, the existing theory indicates that it is 

the combination of incentives and threats, as well as the existence of a mutually hurting 

stalemate and mutually enticing opportunity, that sustains negotiators‟ interest in 

maintaining their involvement in the negotiation process. Furthermore, the impact of 

incentives depends on their relevance to core issues of the conflict as well as on the 

readiness of the parties to accept the incentives. A problem-solving approach to the 

negotiation process leads to cooperation; however, it seems that without the internal 

willingness to engage in the process and explore possible mutually beneficial solutions, 

external parties may be only partially successful in impacting the negotiating strategies of 

adversaries.  

The incentives are defined very broadly; the initial simplified classification of 

material and non-material incentives is further determined by the functions of the tools. 

Political and security incentives employed by an external actor with valid leverage have 

the highest chances of impacting the negotiating parties. This can be nevertheless 

hindered by a prevailing lack of coordination between external actors.  
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The theoretical analysis also indicates paths for future research which will be 

further debated in the final chapter Conclusions.  
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5. EELAM, SRI LANKA: THE GoSL-LTTE PEACE NEGOTIATIONS  

(2002–03; 2006) 

 
The armed conflict in Sri Lanka between the Government of Sri Lanka (GoSL) and the 

Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE) was active between 1983 and 2009 with several 

interluding peace initiatives. The conflict is based on the deeply rooted grievances of self-

determination among the Tamil ethnic minority, which the LTTE monopolized and 

coined as a quest for an independent Tamil Eelam.67 The last peace process between the 

adversaries was facilitated by the Royal Government of Norway and was marked by the 

substantial involvement of other international actors. This chapter outlines the 

development of the peace process spanning from the pre-negotiation period (1999/8–2001), 

direct talks (2002–03), the period under the United People‟s Freedom Alliance (UPFA) 

government and President Rajapaksa (2004–06), to the final collapse of the process (2006–

08).68 It further reviews the effects of incentives and threats employed between 2000 and 

2008, and examines to what extent they impacted the negotiation strategies of the GoSL 

and the LTTE, as well as how the third party strategies evolved during the process. 

There is an abundant body of academic literature and policy documents on the 

ethnic conflict in Sri Lanka as well as the negotiation process. In spite of this, the main 

obstacle to this study was the relative scarcity of views available on the negotiation 

process from the side of the LTTE. Most of the empirical evidence is primarily based on 

interviews with direct participants of the negotiation processes; recent developments in 

Sri Lanka (2009) made it impossible to interview the LTTE negotiators.69 Also, the LTTE 

leader, Velupillai Prabhakaran, the LTTE‟s chief decision-maker with absolute veto power 

(both formal and informal) and the main brain behind the LTTE‟s conflict strategies, did 

                                                
67 Tamil Eelam refers to the Tamil homeland which is based on the ancient Tamil lands in the north and 
east of Sri Lanka, covering about 20 per cent of Sri Lankan territory. G. H. Peiris contests that the Eastern 
province is a part of the traditional Eelam and points out that the province does not belong to one ethnic 
group and that it also includes Muslim and Sinhala populations (2009: 50).    
68 Previous peace initiatives are briefly outlined in the section on the Process Context (5.1). The peace process 
or the negotiation process refers to the dialogue process facilitated by Norway, 2002–06. The subsequent 
events leading to the government‟s military victory over the LTTE forces in May 2009 are not included here 
as they were not part of the negotiation process. It should be nevertheless noted that the government opted 
for a military solution after exhausting negotiation options. While the LTTE was eliminated militarily, the 
conflict itself and its roots still prevail. 
69 Anton Balasingham, the LTTE chief negotiator until 2006, who was based in London, passed away from 
cancer in December 2006. Furthermore, most of the negotiators based in Sri Lanka were killed during the 
military operations in spring 2009. Establishing of contacts would have been difficult since the renewal of 
military operations in January 2008.  
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not publish any memoirs and only very rarely granted interviews to the media.70 The 

other members of the LTTE negotiation team occasionally published brief articles, but 

these rarely reflected views on the process that were other than propaganda rhetoric. The 

majority of data on the LTTE views of the pre-negotiation phase and the 2002–03 direct 

talks were thus gathered from Anton Balasingham‟s, the LTTE chief negotiator, personal 

account of the process as described in his publication War and peace: armed struggle and 

peace efforts of liberation tigers published in November 2004. An additional source of 

information on the earlier period is also to be found in Adele Balasingham‟s The Will to 

freedom.71 In sum, considerably less information was available from the LTTE in 

comparison with the other two insurgent groups, the GAM of Aceh and the MILF of 

Mindanao. 

An additional clarification should be made about the use of terms in this chapter. 

Tamil refers to the Tamil nation – not the LTTE as an organization or other political 

entity. Although the LTTE argued that it had the mandate to represent all Tamils in Sri 

Lanka, there was a visible absence of effective measures to assess support for the LTTE 

among the Tamil population living in Sri Lanka during the studied period.72 The term 

government (GoSL) refers to both the Government of Sri Lanka as well as the 

government negotiation team. 

 

 

 

                                                
70 This was partly a result of his paranoid personality and as well as the fact that he had a very low trust in 
people that he did not know well or those who did not have any previous war experience. Moreover, the 
communication between him and the facilitators was further limited since he did not speak English. It has 
also been suggested that his behavior patterns were affected by long periods of his life having been spent in 
the isolated LTTE-controlled areas in the Northeast (interview 2009). In contrast, those who met with 
Prabhakaran on several occasions stated that he was well-informed about general trends in international 
affairs, including developments after September 11, 2001 (interviews 2009, 2010). It can only be speculated 
that in the final months of the military operations, at the end of 2008 and in 2009, the information flow to 
the Northeast was more restricted. Nevertheless, the Norwegian facilitators remained in close contact with 
the LTTE political leaders until the Tamil Tiger leadership was killed on May 17, 2009.  
71 Additional views from the LTTE were gained from articles published on www.tamilnet.com, the LTTE‟s 
official website. 
72 It should be stressed that Sri Lanka displays relatively low levels of communal violence and existence of 
local militia groups when compared to Aceh and Mindanao. This can be attributed to the LTTE‟s tough 
stance on opposition and also the geographical distance between militant Sinhala groups in the South and 
the hub of the LTTE in the North. Most communal violence occurred in the Eastern province after the 
separation of the Karuna wing from the LTTE in 2004 (see 5.2.4).  
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5.1. When the lion fights the tiger: the context of the GoSL-LTTE peace negotiations73 

Sri Lanka, formerly Ceylon, gained independence from Great Britain in 1948. Unlike 

India, the country did not undergo an independence struggle, but power was instead 

handed over by the British to the Sinhalese and Tamil communities.74 Rupesinghe (2009) 

argues that the constitution prepared by the British did not guarantee minority rights and 

left these arrangements to the Sinhalese majority. In the subsequent discussions on the 

national level, the Tamils requested equal representation with the majority Sinhala in the 

national institutions. This was rejected by the Sinhala representatives, who argued against 

the equal representation of the Tamils since they did not constitute 50 per cent of the 

population. A functioning power-sharing governance mechanism was not adopted – on 

the contrary, the political claims of the Tamil representation led to concerns among the 

Sinhala that the Tamil claims could subsequently lead to further demands for 

independence (Rupesinghe, 2009). This and further language, religious, socio-economic, 

cultural, and political marginalization lay behind the origins of the Tamil struggle for self-

determination, which became radicalized in the 1970s under the banner of the LTTE.75 

One of the indicators of Tamil marginalization was the “Sinhala Only” campaign 

leading to a “Sinhala Only” bill that was passed by the government in 1956. The bill 

stipulated that Sinhala would be the only official language, thus hindering the Tamils 

from using the Tamil language for official matters and administrative purposes.76 The 

nationalistic wave continued, and, in 1972 and 1977, the GoSL passed constitutional 

changes that declared Buddhism the state religion.77 

                                                
73 While the tiger is an ancient Tamil symbol, symbolizing among other things heroism and patriotism, the 
lion – Sinha means lion in Sinhalese – is the symbol of the Sinhala ethnic group.   
74 The Tamil ethnic group in Sri Lanka is further divided between the Ceylon (Sri Lankan) Tamil, one of 
the indigenous groups of Sri Lanka (the Vedda indigenous group constitutes only a marginal fraction of the 
Sri Lankan population), and the Indian Tamil. The latter group was brought from Southern India (Tamil 
Nadu, poor, lower castes) during the British colonial rule in the 1840s and 1850s to work on coffee, and later 
also, tea and rubber plantations and is settled in the “valley,” the hill region of central Sri Lanka (central hill 
region), while the former group resides in the North around the Jaffna Peninsula. The majority of LTTE 
cadres and leadership are from the Sri Lanka Tamil group. Currently, the Sri Lankan Tamil constitute about 
12.6 per cent and the Indian Tamil 5.6 per cent of the Sri Lankan total population.   
75 The conflict between the LTTE and GoSL is not the only internal armed conflict Sri Lanka faced. In 1971 
and 1988/89, Sinhala Marxists (Janatha Vimukthi Peramuna/People‟s Revolutionary Force) in the South led 
an armed struggle against the government to establish a Marxist state in Sri Lanka. In 1989, newly elected 
President Premadasa offered the JVP negotiations but it was refused. The conflict in the South was 
eventually terminated by the government‟s military victory in late 1990.  
76 Riots against the “Sinhala Only” campaign occurred in 1956, other noted riots against Sinhala nationalism 
took place in 1958, 1977, and 1981 (Rupesinghe, 2009). 
77 Most Sinhala are Buddhist while the Tamils are Hindu. Muslims are the third largest religious group in 
Sri Lanka comprising about 7 per cent of the total population (Sinhala constitute 73.8%, Sri Lankan Moors 
7.2%, Indian Tamil 4.6%, Sri Lankan Tamil 3.9%, data from the last census conducted in 2001). Muslims 
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The increasing discriminatory measures against the Tamil minority contributed to a 

growing support for Tamil radical groups, many of which were established in the early 

1970s as a reaction to the reluctance of moderate Tamil groups and politicians to properly 

address the increasing Tamil marginalization. The LTTE was founded by Velupillai 

Prabhakaran from Jaffna on March 5, 1976, as a successor to the Tamil New Tigers 

(TNT), an organization founded in 1974 (Swamy, 2008b). The LTTE gradually 

eliminated other Tamil militant groups and monopolized the Tamil issue.78 Initial 

moderate Tamil opposition was gradually eliminated as well as internal opponents within 

the LTTE. Formed as a paramilitary group with a hierarchical structure, Prabhakaran also 

imposed very strict internal discipline. The Tamil Tigers resorted to violent attacks 

against Sinhala targets, both official and civilian. General support among the Tamils for 

the LTTE grew after the riots in 1983, the so-called black July, when Tamils in the south 

of the country and in the capital Colombo were targeted in a response to an LTTE attack 

against government soldiers in Jaffna. Tamils in the south faced ten days of mob violence, 

looting, and the destruction of Tamil-owned businesses; the communal violence claimed 

3000 casualties and about 250,00o IDPs.79 

During this period, the LTTE did not receive significant external state support, 

with the exception of India in the 1980s. In the early 1980s, the LTTE had trained in Libya 

and Tamil Nadu in India. It also gained some political support from the Indian 

government, especially in the context of the growing violence against the Tamil minority 

in the early 1980s. A decade later, following the failure of the Indian peacekeeping mission 

(IPKF) to the Sri Lankan Northeast and the LTTE assassination of the Indian Prime 

Minister Rajiv Ghandi in 1991, the LTTE was proscribed in India. Its international 

support came from among Tamil diasporas living in the West, but it did not succeed in 

gaining state support for the independence of Eelam. 

                                                                                                                                                   
arrived to Sri Lanka as traders from the Middle East in the tenth century and adopted Tamil as their mother 
tongue (Balasingham, 2004: 3). Most of the Muslim population is settled in the Eastern parts of the island. 
The main political party representing the Sri Lankan Muslim population is the Sri Lanka Muslim Congress 
(SLMC) which was part of the UNF coalition (December 2001–April 2004).  
78 The Eelam People‟s Revolutionary Liberation Front (EPRLF), the Tamil United Liberation Front 
(TULF), the Tamil Eelam Liberation Organization (TELO), the People‟s Liberation Organization of Tamil 
Eelam (PLOTE), and the Eelam Revolutionary Organization of Students (EROS).  
79 Many of the Tamils that constitute the core of the Tamil diasporas in Western countries left Sri Lanka 
after these events. An analyst (interview 2009) voiced concern that in the view of the diaspora, 
discrimination against the Tamil ethnic group by the GoSL continues to be the same as that which led to the 
1983 riots (250,000 IDPs, destruction of Tamil-owned businesses, allegations of state-sponsored violence).  
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Violent escalations between the LTTE guerillas and the government forces 

intensified from 1983, marking the beginning of Eelam War I (1983–87). In 1989, the GoSL 

introduced Provincial Councils as a power devolution mechanism within the framework 

of existing provinces, bound as it was by the Indo-Lanka Accord from July 1987.80 

Following the withdrawal of the Indian peacekeeping forces, the LTTE built a de facto 

state in the Northeast with its own institutions of justice, banks, law enforcement 

institutions and civil administration, and even a visa system, controlling who could enter 

the region. Added to this, the LTTE forces expanded with the Sea Tigers (navy, control 

over the coast line, important for goods and weaponry transportation), Air Tigers (air 

force), Black Tigers (suicidal squads), own intelligence (information unit), and own 

media group (Truth Tigers, radio broadcasting – Voice of Tigers). Prior to December 1995, 

when the Sri Lankan army reclaimed Jaffna, the Tigers controlled one-third of Sri Lankan 

territory and two-thirds of the coastline (Swamy, 2008b). 

 

5.1.1 Previous peace initiatives and third party involvement 

Prior to the GoSL-LTTE negotiation process embarked upon after the ceasefire agreement 

in February 2002, there were several conflict resolution attempts to resolve the ethnic 

conflict in Sri Lanka, both internal and with third party involvement. 

 

1985 – Thimpu Talks 

Following a brief period of direct negotiations between the government and moderate 

Tamils in the early 1980s, the first third party attempt to bring the government and the 

LTTE to a negotiated agreement was conducted by India. India regarded the Sri Lankan 

system as anti-Tamil, namely after the events of July 1983, and had a vested interest in 

becoming involved, particularly given its close regional proximity and the significant 

Tamil population in the southern Indian state of Tamil Nadu. According to General 

Raghavan (interview, September 2009), Indians at the time regarded the LTTE as an 

organization that could contribute to solving the Tamil crisis in Sri Lanka. For that 

reason, India helped the LTTE with military training in Tamil Nadu in the early 1980s as 

                                                
80 The Indo-Lanka Accord was signed by Prime Minister Rajiv Gandhi and President J. R. Jayewardene on 
July 29, 1987. The law was never implemented in the Northeast, which constituted one single provincial 
unit. In May 2008, local government offices proposed elections be held in the Eastern provincial council. The 
LTTE flatly rebuffed the proposal, however, and pointed to several indicators of the prevailing dependency 
of Provincial Councils on Colombo, for instance the fact that the budget was still centrally decided upon in 
the capital. 
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well as providing weaponry. The negotiations facilitated by India in Bhutan, the so-called 

Thimpu Talks, led to a ceasefire agreement in June 1985. During subsequent talks in 

Bhutan, the LTTE and the other three radical Tamil organizations (the Eelam People‟s 

Revolutionary Liberation Front – EPRLF, the Tamil Eelam Liberation Organization – 

TELO, the Eelam Revolutionary Organization of Students – EROS) aimed to secure the 

GoSL‟s recognition of the Tamil nation and its right for a homeland in the Northeast of 

the island. The talks collapsed initially, which also marked the last time radical Tamil 

organizations other than the LTTE would negotiate with the government. 

 

1987 – Indo-Lanka Accord 

The parties adhered to the ceasefire and talks were initially resumed, however, with the 

LTTE as the sole representative of Tamil interests. India took a more assertive stance, 

putting greater pressure on the GoSL to reach further concessions. One of the partial 

achievements during this time was granting Sri Lankan citizenship to Indian Tamils who 

came to Sri Lanka to work on tea and rubber plantations.81 Amid growing tensions and the 

occasional occurrence of violent escalations, the Government of India led by Prime 

Minister Rajiv Ghandi and the GoSL represented by President J.R. Jayewardene signed 

the Indo-Lanka Accord in February 1987. The GoSL accepted that Sri Lanka was a multi-

ethnic state and agreed to adopt legislation that would guarantee devolution of power and 

national rights for the Tamil minority. In return, India assumed responsibility for 

disarming the LTTE. It should be noted that the agreement was heavily criticized by 

President Jayewardene‟s Sinhala opposition. The great disunity on the Sinhala side 

signified obstacles for future GoSL-LTTE peace talks; it was evident that there was very 

little mutual understanding between the Sinhala leaders over how the Tamil issue should 

be solved. 

The LTTE leader Velupillai Prabhakaran did not, however, accept guarantees for 

the Tamils as outlined in the Indo-Lanka Accord and repeated LTTE claims for an 

independent Tamil Eelam. The same year (1987), India sent a peacekeeping force, the 

IPKF, that failed to disarm the Tamil militant groups in the Northeast and suffered from 

                                                
81 Already at this stage, figures around Sirimavo Bandaranaike (mother of Chandrika Kumaratunga) 
established a group called “Front for the Motherland” that opposed concessions being made to the Tamils 
(Wijesinha, 2007). 
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losses of personnel.82 In 1989, the new president, Premadasa, ordered Indians to withdraw, 

and reached an agreement with the LTTE to eject the Indians from Sri Lanka (Premadasa-

LTTE talks, 1989/90).83 President Premadasa led the GoSL delegation in direct talks with 

the Tigers in Colombo in 1989. Keethaponcalan (2008) reasons that the main purpose of 

the talks was not conflict resolution of the ethnic conflict, but negotiations on dealing 

with the Indian peacekeepers in Sri Lanka. But while the IPKF withdrawal ended in 

March 1990, the LTTE did not adhere to the agreement with the GoSL and continued in 

their armed struggle for independent Eelam. India supported the LTTE in their struggle 

against Tamil marginalization but never supported an independent Eelam. On June 10, 

1990, Eelam War II (1990–95) started, which lasted through the first half of the 1990s. 

Due to its previous experience, India never attempted to be directly involved in the 

Eelam negotiation process again, and it has also been very reserved toward multilateral 

initiatives introduced in Sri Lanka, such as the Tokyo Co-Chairs donor mechanism 

(Section 5.3). Nevertheless, throughout the last peace process it remained well informed by 

both Norway and Japan about the evolvement of the peace talks. 

 

1994–95 Direct talks – Chandrika Kumaratunga 

The last negotiation attempt prior to the process facilitated by Norway was initiated when 

President Kumaratunga assumed office as prime minister in 1994, and later as president 

after winning both elections on a peace agenda.84 Direct talks between the GoSL and the 

LTTE were ongoing between 1994 and 1995; the first talks were held in Jaffna, the LTTE 

stronghold. The parties also communicated indirectly by letter exchange between Prime 

Minister Kumaratunga and Velupillai Prabhakaran. The talks were focused mainly on 

resolving the dire humanitarian situation in the Northeast rather than on finding a 

                                                
82 India lost about 1500 men in the operations. During the brief period of cooperation between the GoSL and 
LTTE against the IPKF, the Sri Lankan government supplied the LTTE with weapons to fight the Indian 
forces (Swamy, 2008b).  
83 Indians were extremely disappointed about the change of events, and from this point on, the Indian 
administration became reserved about any official involvement in the GoSL-LTTE peace process. After the 
LTTE assassinated Rajiv Gandhi in 1991, the organization was proscribed in India. Prabhakaran was 
concerned about Gandhi returning to power as the new prime minister (according to general expectations 
and opinion polls he would have won the upcoming national elections). The Tigers were alarmed by his 
comments on the Indo-Lanka Accord under which the Indian forces were deployed to Sri Lanka in 1987. 
Gandhi repeated in an interview that he believed the Accord to have been a good decision. General 
Raghavan argued that it was one of Prabhakaran‟s main strategic errors to assassinate Rajiv Gandhi and 
irreversibly alienate India (interview, Colombo, September 2009).  
84 The LTTE attempted to assassinate Kumaratunga in December 1999, during which she lost an eye. Her 
husband, Vijaya Kumaratunga, was assassinated in February 1988, allegedly by the JVP which acted through 
the Deshapremi Janatha Viyaparaya (DJV, Patriotic Liberation Organization).  
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political solution to the core conflicting issues (Keethaponcalan, 2008). The process did 

not enhance mutual understanding between the parties and the LTTE withdrew in April 

1995, shortly after the armed conflict was fully resumed in April 1995 (Eelam War III, 

1995–200285). President Kumaratunga received international support for resuming armed 

operations against the LTTE after the failure of the peace process. 

 

5.2 GoSL-LTTE negotiations and third party involvement (2002–08) 

 

5.2.1 Context of the Norwegian involvement 

President Chandrika Kumaratunga from the People‟s Alliance (PA) first approached the 

Royal Government of Norway to act as a facilitator of talks between the GoSL and the 

LTTE in the late 1990s, and made a public announcement about the initiative already in 

early December 1999 (without consulting the Norwegians). This came within weeks after 

an LTTE assassination attempt on her life when she spoke again about the need to 

negotiate; the contacts were later formalized by an exchange between the parties in early 

2000.86 Norway had previously been involved elsewhere in several conflict resolution 

initiatives, namely the Israeli-Palestine talks (Oslo process) as well as other processes 

including Guatemala and Sudan, but never elsewhere in Asia. Norwegian involvement in 

both the Middle East and Guatemala was regarded as positive and, furthermore, other 

countries that were approached to facilitate in Sri Lanka (e.g. the United Kingdom) 

rejected involvement. The GoSL would also have welcomed a role for India in the peace 

process but India declined to take on such a role. Norway was selected as a facilitator 

because of its status as a small country, its geographical distance, and its lack of national 

interests in the region. India, cautiously monitoring any foreign involvement in Sri 

Lanka, was particularly interested in maintaining its power status in the region without 

                                                
85 According to estimates, LTTE forces grew from a traditional guerrilla force of about 3000 fighters to a full 
conventional force in the mid-1990s which counted about 10,000 cadres (Swamy, 2008b, 9th edition). The first 
suicide attack against the GoSL armed forces was carried out in Jaffna on July 5, 1987.  
86 Norway was also contacted in 2000 about assisting with transport and subsequent medical treatment for 
Anton Balasingham, who was the chief LTTE ideologist and later became the Tiger‟s chief negotiator. In 
2000, when he was living in Vanni, he needed prompt medical treatment and Norway offered to assist with 
this. In the end, due to difficulties with reaching an agreement with the GoSL, Balasingham and his wife 
Adele left Vanni on a ship arranged by the LTTE. This was also later used by radical Sinhalese groups to 
argue against Norway‟s impartiality. Furthermore, as confirmed by staff at the Norwegian Foreign 
Ministry, the Tamil diaspora had approached them already during the 1990s to seek assistance with resolving 
the conflict in Sri Lanka. This was mainly due to the fact that Norway did not phase out its involvement in 
Sri Lanka in light of renewed military operations against the LTTE in the mid-1990s, but indicated its 
intention to offer assistance that would endorse a negotiated settlement of the conflict.  
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the unnecessary involvement of a rival power, and was therefore content with the choice 

of Norway. Norway did not pose any threat to India‟s regional power status, it accepted 

India‟s influence in Sri Lanka, and kept the Indian representation well informed about any 

progress in the GoSL-LTTE peace process. 

In 2000, the initial attempt to start a dialogue between the government and the 

Tamil Tigers failed.87 In July 2001, the LTTE carried out an attack against the Sri Lanka 

Air Force base and Bandaranaike International Airport, the only international civilian 

airport in Sri Lanka.88 The dialogue initiative was nevertheless resumed in December 2001, 

when the newly elected United National Front (UNF) government under the leadership 

of Prime Minister Ranil Wickremasinghe restated its invitation to Norway to facilitate 

talks between the GoSL and the LTTE. 89 The UNF formation, with the United National 

Party (UNP) as the main component, won the elections on a peace and economic agenda 

(Keethaponcalan, 2008). Aside from revitalizing the national economy that was suffering 

from negative economic growth (-1.4 per cent GDP in 2001) and displayed the worst 

results in the region (South Asia), the government was determined to make a serious 

effort to reach an enduring agreement with the LTTE – to terminate a nearly two-decade-

long armed conflict. The peace process underwent several initial setbacks that later 

determined its failure. 

 

Cohabitation 

One of the main impediments was cohabitation between President Kumaratunga (PA) 

and Prime Minister Wickremesinghe (UNP) marred by turf conflicts as well as a personal 

dislike between the two chief representatives of the country. Although Ranil 

Wickremasinghe had a strong position after securing a majority in Parliament and gaining 

a high international profile, it soon became evident that the rivalry between the president 

                                                
87 On December 24, 2000, the LTTE declared a unilateral one-month ceasefire, but the GoSL did not 
reciprocate. The LTTE prolonged the ceasefire for four months in total with no visible change in the GoSL 
attitude, that is, until the change of government in December 2001. Balasingham indicated that the PA-led 
government was not prepared to accept the LTTE‟s preconditions to start the dialogue (2004: 353).  
88 During the attack, 11 aircraft, both civilian and military, were destroyed, posing a setback to Sri Lanka, 
which affected not only the country‟s military capability but also its economic strength, for it was believed 
that the attack had severe repercussions on the Sri Lankan tourist industry, one of the main sources of  
income for the country. 
89 The United National Front (UNF) was a government coalition comprised of the United National Party 
(UNP), the Sri Lanka Muslim Congress (SLMC, had vice ministers in the UNF government), and the 
Ceylon Workers Congress (CWC), a party mostly supported by the Indian Tamil. The coalition was also 
supported by the TULF and two members of the EPDP. The People‟s Alliance (PA) was led by President 
Kumaratunga and the nationalist JVP formed opposition (Peiris, 2009: 62).  
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and prime minister was not conducive to the peace process. The president, due to the 1978 

constitutional changes, retained full control of the armed forces as the commander-in-

chief and the chair of the National Security Council as well as through good personal 

contacts with the army commanders. When the Norwegian facilitators inquired why the 

president was not more directly involved in the peace process, it was pointed out to them 

that their role was only to facilitate, and that such decisions about the process would have 

to be endorsed by the prime minister.90 Moreover, the LTTE did not wish for Chandrika‟s 

involvement in the process and according to the facilitators would not have agreed to such 

an arrangement (see also section 5.4). 

 

Political complexity – Sinhala nationalistic opposition 

Another hindrance was the Sinhala nationalistic opposition, at this stage most represented 

by the JVP with its strong anti-Tamil and anti-LTTE rhetoric. The media also gradually 

adopted an anti-process rhetoric with one or two editors of the main Sri Lankan 

newspapers [The Island, Daily Mirror, Daily News] constantly questioning the peace 

process and displaying strong support for a unitary Sri Lanka – “federalism was the „F word‟ 

in all its possible connotations” (Weerakoon, 2006: 336). 

 

Post-9/11 international environment 

Furthermore, the international post-9/11 environment bestowed additional pressure and 

fueled anti-LTTE sentiments. As Richard Armitage noted in an interview, in the early 

stage of the peace process Norway was the only state that dealt directly with the LTTE; 

the organization was proscribed as a terrorist group in a number of states, including India, 

the United Kingdom, and the United States, and the possibility of being proscribed in 

other countries overhung the Tamil Tigers like the sword of Damocles. It is indisputable 

that the LTTE had been an insurgent organization that resorted to using the same 

practices as international terrorist networks (i.e. suicide bombings), had a track record of 

recruiting underage combatants, and was responsible for assassinations of a number of 

political opponents. On the other hand, once the government decided to enter a political 

                                                
90 Bradman Weerakoon, a close advisor of Ranil Wickremasinghe from that period, recalls in his personal 
account Rendering Unto Caesar that Ranil did not aim at withdrawing information from Chandrika but relied 
on a mutual friend and the president‟s special advisor, Lakshman Kadirgama, to inform the president (2006: 
337). In my view, the main issue was the fact that the president did not have a more open public role rather 
than a lack of information about the process. Weerakoon states that he “personally felt that the peace process 
which was rightfully her‟s [Chandrika‟s] to move forward with, had been now usurped by an outsider” (Ibid).   
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dialogue with the organization, aggravating tensions with the LTTE significantly 

hindered prospects of enhancing mutual trust and understanding – essential for reaching 

any durable agreement. It also limited the number of international actors who could be in 

direct contact with the organization. 

 

5.2.2 Ceasefire agreement (CFA): February 22, 2002 

The ceasefire negotiations started immediately after the adversaries agreed to enter into 

dialogue and lasted about ten weeks. The talks were not direct, and instead, the 

Norwegians shuttled between the parties. The LTTE declared a unilateral ceasefire on 

December 24, 2oo1, the government reciprocating by declaring a cessation of hostilities. 

Furthermore, the GoSL lifted an economic embargo on the transportation of goods to the 

Northeast and re-opened the A9 highway, the main transport link to the area, for the free 

movement of goods, labor, and services between north and south. In addition, as a sign of 

goodwill, the LTTE leader released ten government soldiers held by the LTTE. 

Government opposition (JVP, PA) voiced their critique of the ceasefire 

negotiations and pointed to the fact that the agreement was drafted without consulting 

other parties. Ranil Wickremasinghe recalled in an interview that there was no other 

option at that time but to swiftly embark on dialogue as the government was facing both 

an economic and military impasse and could not linger with the ceasefire and prolong the 

pre-negotiation phase. Gooneratne (2007: 10) brings forward the argument that Norway 

was pressing for a ceasefire agreement to be signed in February 2002, which according to 

him thwarted the outcome, as the CFA was not well formulated: “The Norwegian 

facilitator played a little too proactive role … more consultations could have resulted in a more 

balanced document” (2007: 20).91 A number of studies published in Sri Lanka show a 

negative perception of Norway‟s role at this stage, by arguing that the proactive approach 

and the employing of time constraints resulted in a hasty agreement that lacked efficient 

enforcement mechanisms for CFA violations (e.g. Gooneratne, 2007; G.H. Pieris, 2009) or 

the possibility of other parties to report CFA violations to the Sri Lanka Monitoring 

Mission (SLMM) (Wijesinha, interview, September 2009). On the contrary, 

representatives of civil society argue that the Norwegians were very professional in the 

                                                
91 Gooneratne (2007: 10) also argues that the LTTE was shown drafts of the CFA text before the 
government, which was according to him a serious shortcoming. The government did not agree with 
Norway‟s argumentation that there was not a hidden agenda behind this but simply that it was easier to 
show the text to Balasingham in London on the way to Colombo.   
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first stage of the negotiation process and the CFA, which led to the longest period of 

relative peace since the escalation of the conflict in the early 1980s, could not have been 

achieved without Norway‟s involvement (interview, September 2009).92 Anton 

Balasingham regarded the CFA as the best thing that happened in the whole process 

(2004). A quick ceasefire agreement made it possible to start the actual negotiation process 

on the core issues while both parties felt the need to negotiate. In hindsight, the discussion 

on the core conflict issues was hindered by disunity on the Sinhala side and rigidity on the 

part of the LTTE. External incentives did not play a significant role at this stage; Norway 

was asked only to facilitate dialogue between the adversaries. Nonetheless, it was expected 

by the UNF government that the peace process would generate greater international 

interest in Sri Lanka and that political stabilization would lead to an increase in foreign 

investment in the country. 

 

5.2.3 Direct talks: September 2002–April 2003 (six rounds) 

The CFA was signed at the end of February 2002, but the direct talks did not start until 

September 2002. During this period, the facilitators were tuning the conditions under 

which the parties would meet for direct discussions. The LTTE had a number of 

preconditions before entering into direct talks: the greatest importance was assigned to de-

proscribing the organization as a terrorist group in Sri Lanka; the economic embargo on 

the Northeast had already been lifted before signing the CFA. The LTTE was de-

proscribed in Sri Lanka in early September (September 6), only a few days before the first 

round began.93 Such concessions were meant to create a conducive environment for the 

negotiations so as to further enhance mutual trust and understanding during the actual 

talks; it should be stressed that the aforementioned concessions were internal inducements 

granted by the government and requested by the LTTE. 

 

Negotiating teams 

The LTTE negotiation team was headed by Anton Balasingham, and further comprised of 

his wife Adele, and three other delegates, two of whom were recruited from the diaspora 

                                                
92 Viewing the process in hindsight, the CFA agreement heralded the longest period (2002-05) of relative 
stability since 1983 with less than 100 conflict related casualties per year (UCDP), violence reemerged in 2006 
and peaked 2008-09. 
93 The move triggered public protests, mass rallies, and demonstrations orchestrated by the JVP.  
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communities in Europe and Australia.94 The GoSL delegation included chief negotiator 

Gamini Lakshman Pieris, a Tamil national and a former minister of justice and 

constitutional affairs and international trade, Milinda Moragoda, and Rauff Hakeem, 

leader of the Sri Lanka Muslim Congress (SLMC) and minister of posts and 

telecommunication. Interestingly, Rauff Hakeem was part of the negotiation delegation as 

a government minister, not as an official representative of the Muslim community and 

the Muslim agenda. The issue of relations with the Muslims in the East, who had been 

expelled from Jaffna in the early 1990s, was not included in the talks.95 According to a 

member of the Norwegian facilitation team, the involvement of Rauff Hakeem was a 

compromise: the LTTE did not agree with a full Muslim representation but accepted 

Hakeem. Additional negotiators were involved in accordance with topics discussed in 

each round. Austin Fernando, defense minister at the time of the peace process (2001-03), 

made an interesting observation, stating that the armed forces were not satisfied with the 

level of importance they were given in the peace negotiations, although he was involved in 

the talks from the third round (Fernando, 2008). He reasoned that it was a result of the 

simmering cohabitation conflict between the legislature (prime minister) and executive 

(president). Indeed, officials of the Sri Lankan armed forces were critical of the vague 

formulations of the CFA, which in their view also posed difficulties for the SLMM in 

dealing with the CFA violations. 

Of note is that the LTTE was aware the GoSL negotiation team did not have the 

necessary backing of a constitutionally strong government that could enforce necessary 

reforms resulting from the talks. Balasingham in his memoirs notes, “Mr Pirapaharan 

[Prabhakaran] cautioned that the parliamentary government of Wickremsinghe [Wickremasinghe] 

was weak and unstable and did not possess sufficient authority to find a permanent settlement to the 

ethnic conflict. „We don‟t think that Ranil Wickremsinghe is capable of addressing the core issues 

                                                
94 The LTTE negotiation team that was initially composed of Tamil expatriates was expanded by two 
representatives from the LTTE based in Sri Lanka: Colonel Karuna Amman and S.P. Tamilselvan, head of 
the LTTE‟s political wing.  
95 Most tensions between the Muslim and Tamil populations were in the Eastern province. The tensions 
were also based on the unresolved issue of the forced Muslim repatriation in 1990 from Jaffna. The Muslim 
minority was deeply affected by the conflict. In the early 1990s, Muslim groups were expelled from Jaffna 
after the Kattankudi Muslim mosque massacre by LTTE cadres on August 3, 1990, and Muslim businessmen 
were continuously subjected to excessive forced taxation (in comparison to other ethnic groups). Yet, the 
Muslim community was another group that was not properly represented in the talks, although living in the 
Eastern provinces that were, until the split of the Karuna wing in 2004, under full LTTE control. This was 
most evident in the aftermath of the tsunami, when the Muslims, despite the fact that they were most 
affected by the natural disaster, were not included in discussions on post-tsunami reconstruction.  
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and can offer us a permanent solution at this stage, because the executive powers of government are 

vested with the President, whereas his powers are limited to parliament. It‟s for that reason we‟re 

suggesting the formulation of an interim administration set-up for the northeast in which the LTTE 

can participate‟ Mr Pirapaharan [Prabhakaran] said” (2004: 366). This signifies the Tigers‟ 

attitude at the beginning of the negotiation process. In contrast, the GoSL and also the 

Sinhala parties outside of the UNF government had little trust in the LTTE leader 

Prabhakaran, who had previously not adhered to any of the agreements that the LTTE 

had signed with the government in the past. Furthermore, his strong preference for an 

independent Tamil homeland, Tamil Eelam, left most with the opinion that the Tigers 

would not be seriously committed to a negotiated power-sharing solution. 

Following the same vein, Norway‟s ability to significantly change the perception of 

the situation among the GoSL and the LTTE negotiators and their political entities at 

large was severely limited. The facilitators did not have the necessary leverage to cajole 

the parties into making the concessions required by the other party. At the beginning of 

the process, there was palpable expectation in Sri Lanka in regard to what Norway could 

achieve as a facilitator.96 While Norway focused solely on providing good office services 

to facilitate dialogue between the two parties, it was often criticized for issues (e.g. lack of 

all-inclusive dialogue) that were not in its competences. This, however, did not reflect the 

reality or ability and intentions of Norway. I believe that this is one of the initial roots of 

the failed Norwegian facilitation.   

 

Six Rounds: September 2002–April 2003 

The first direct talks occurred eight months after the ceasefire agreement was signed. The 

delay was mainly caused by initial preconditions being met and also finding an agreement 

on a venue for the talks. The first three rounds were constructive with a peak in the third 

round (Oslo) when the parties agreed that they would explore a possibility for a federal 

solution within a unitary Sri Lanka. The fourth, fifth, and sixth rounds, however, did not 

bring any ground-breaking developments; on the contrary, the talks were tainted by 

                                                
96 Norway‟s initial team consisted of Vidar Helgesen, the state secretary, Erik Solheim, Norway‟s special 
envoy to Sri Lanka, and Ambassador Jon Westborg, Norway‟s first ambassador to Sri Lanka. In May 2006, 
Erik Solheim left to become the Minister of International Development and was replaced by Jon Hansser-
Bauer. Ambassador Westborg left Sri Lanka in spring 2003 to become Norway‟s ambassador to India and 
was replaced by Ambassador Hans Brattskar. The team also included different assistants from the 
Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, but was kept fairly small, with three leading persons (state 
secretary, ambassador to Sri Lanka, and special envoy to Sri Lanka).  



Using Carrots to Bring Peace? Negotiation and Third Party Involvement 

Martina Klimesova (2011) 

 

95 

 

reports of frequent violations of the CFA, a lack of willingness to concede concessions on 

both sides, and inaction in the implementation of the ceasefire agreement, namely the 

withdrawal of the government forces from the High Security Zones (HSZs) in the 

Northeast and the LTTE‟s reluctance to discuss disarmament.97 

 

Thailand (September 2002 and October–November 2002), Oslo (December 2002) 

The first round of the GoSL-LTTE negotiations took place in Sattahip, Thailand, on 

September 16–18, 2002, and it was the first time the parties had met outside of Sri Lanka 

with the help of an external facilitator. Among the discussed issues was a return of IDPs 

in Jaffna to their homes that were situated in the HSZs under the control of the Sri 

Lankan army. Two Joint Task Forces (JTF) were established to oversee the return and 

also discuss related humanitarian issues in the Northeast. Political issues and power-

sharing arrangements were not discussed during the first round. 

The second round also took place in Thailand (Rose Garden Hotel), October 31–

November 3, 2002. The JTF were replaced by three subcommittees: the Subcommittee on 

Immediate Humanitarian and Rehabilitation Needs (SIHRN) with its headquarters in 

Killinochi, the Subcommittee on De-escalation and Normalization (SDN), and the 

Subcommittee on Political Matters (SPM). During this meeting a text was drafted to 

plead to the international community for economic assistance with the reconstruction of 

the conflict-affected areas in the Northeast. Additionally, a further, albeit minor, step 

forward was the parties‟ agreement on the subcommittees, which had delegates from both 

sides. Problems occurred in relation to the removal of the Sri Lankan army from the 

HSZs which, according to some, indicated that the GoSL negotiators did not have full 

command over the matters of the army. The security forces were concerned that removal 

of the armed forces from the HSZs would ultimately result in changes in the balance of 

power in the area in favor of the LTTE. 

Prior to the third round in Oslo, December 2–5, 2002, Norway organized a Peace 

Process Support Conference (November 25, 2002), also in Oslo, to generate international 

support for the ongoing peace initiative and to demonstrate commitment to support the 

process with economic resources for post-conflict reconstruction. It was the first 

conference of its kind for Sri Lanka and saw 37 participating countries, which signified a 

                                                
97 An absolute majority of reported incidents involved clashes between the LTTE sea/navy unit, the Sea 
Tigers, and the Sri Lankan navy. In the majority of cases, the SLMM was unable to react.   
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more profound international involvement in the Sri Lankan peace process.98 Up to this 

point, it had only been Norway and previously India that were openly involved in conflict 

resolution efforts in Sri Lanka. Development aid was linked to advancement in the peace 

process. As Netland notes (2008: 34), donors were not prepared at this stage “to attach any 

formal conditions to aid disbursements.” 

In the context of the Oslo donor conference, Balasingham claimed that the GoSL 

maneuvered the international community into creating an “international safety net” that 

encouraged the international actors to be more active in imposing constraints on aid 

employment (2004: 400), which the LTTE felt was in the government‟s favor. At this 

point, the LTTE started to talk about the negative aspects of over-internationalization of 

the peace process. The LTTE also noticed the marginalization of India which, despite its 

thorny relations with the Tigers after the Gandhi assassination, was seen as a traditional 

Tamil ally in the region. Building upon this, peace conditionality and the greater 

involvement of the international community pushed the LTTE to take a more defensive 

stand. 

The donor conference was a prelude to the most promising moment of the direct 

talks – the third round in Oslo dedicated to discussing consolidation of the CFA, 

humanitarian issues, and power-sharing arrangements, namely the possibility of a federal 

structure within a united Sri Lanka.99 The constructive atmosphere was stimulated by 

Prabhakaran‟s Hero‟s Day speech (November 27, 2002) when he stated that internal self-

determination within a unitary Sri Lanka would be acceptable for the LTTE provided that 

the Tigers would be granted full command over governance in the Northeast. Should the 

arrangements not reflect these principles, the LTTE would return to the struggle for 

external self-determination (ESD) (Gooneratne, 2007; Balasingham, 2004: 401).100 

Admittedly, this was one of the most promising moments of the peace process; 

however, its significance should not be overestimated. First, the parties only agreed to 

explore the possibility of a federal structure without reaching an agreement on any 

specific power-sharing mechanisms. Second, it remains unclear to what extent 

                                                
98 70 million USD was pledged for humanitarian reconstruction with no formal conditionality employed.    
99 Representatives of the Sri Lankan Defense Ministry were present in Oslo – the delegation also included 
the minister Austin Fernando – but there were no representatives from the field/army representation 
stationed in the Northeast.  
100 “If our demand for regional self-rule based on the right to internal self-determination is rejected, we have no 
alternative other than to secede and form an independent state,” Hero‟s Speech, November 27, 2002, 
http://www.tamilnet.com/art.html?catid=13&artid=7902 (accessed July 14, 2010).  
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Prabhakaran agreed with what was said in Oslo and to what extent it was only a reflection 

of Balasingham‟s views. 

Although the Oslo meeting was promising, process opponents in Colombo feared 

that devolution of power and the granting of internal self-determination (ISD) rights to 

the Tamils represented by the LTTE would be a prelude to full independence 

(Narapalasingam, 2007). At the same time, the LTTE feared that the government would 

retain most powers even after the devolution process. Most optimism was thus generated 

by the Norwegian facilitators, who believed the Oslo declaration would form a stepping 

stone to further discussions on federalism. The problem was that the term federalism was 

used very vaguely, which meant that it could represent very diverse power-sharing 

arrangements. This later became obvious when comparing the government and LTTE‟s 

proposals for interim power-sharing arrangements a few months later. 

Added to this, the LTTE delegation pointed out that the Sri Lankan army was not 

moving out of the HSZs as the IDPs were returning to their homes; the Tigers pointed to 

the government‟s inaction and also flatly rebuffed demands for LTTE decommissioning. 101 

 

Thailand (January 2003), Berlin (February 2003), Hakone (March 2003) 

The subsequent three meetings were strained by the government‟s inaction in 

implementing the CFA commitments and the LTTE‟s violations of the CFA, namely 

incidents at sea relating to the involvement of the Sea Tigers. Also, no significant progress 

had been registered in the three subcommittees. 

Thailand (Rose Garden Hotel), January 6–9, 2003. Although no visible change was 

reached in the SIHRN on fund sharing arrangements, the parties decided to put the 

World Bank in charge of the NERF (North East Reconstruction Fund) that was to 

provide funding to the SIHRN. Other humanitarian issues were discussed such as the 

resettlement of IDPs. The LTTE did not welcome the government‟s request for LTTE 

decommissioning or linking the decommissioning to the Sri Lankan Army‟s withdrawal 

from the HSZs. After this round, it was decided that the Muslim community would have 

full representation in the negotiation process. Although they are not a party to the conflict 

as such, their communities in the Eastern province were deeply affected by the conflict, 

                                                
101 Later, the Sri Lankan party conditioned leaving the HSZs on LTTE decommissioning. Another issue that 
was included on the agenda of the Oslo talks, and subsequently in the Oslo Declaration, was that the LTTE 
accept the rights of other groups (unarmed) to engage in politics. The LTTE was, however, not open to 
democratic practices based on multilateral society.  
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and yet were not represented in the SIHRN or other humanitarian fora. Furthermore, the 

parties decided to engage Ian Martin, former director of Amnesty International, to assist 

with addressing human rights issues. 

The fifth round took place in Berlin (Norwegian Embassy), February 7–8, 2003. The 

talks were strained by an incident at sea between the Sri Lankan navy and the Sea Tigers 

during which several Sea Tigers committed suicide; the incident happened just before the 

talks started. The GoSL repeated its requests for LTTE decommissioning, which were 

flatly rebuffed by the LTTE. The parties discussed, furthermore, underage recruits and 

incidents at sea (CFA violations) as well as human rights, during which Ian Martin 

presented a road map for human rights monitoring and training. 

The sixth session took place in Japan (Hakone), March 18–21, 2003, and similarly to 

the previous round, the session was impacted by an incident at sea prior to the meeting. 

Hakone was otherwise the last meeting between the parties under the UNF government. 

The progress in humanitarian and security arrangements was seriously lagging as the 

SIHRN was ineffective and the NERF was not activated (Balasingham, 2004: 428–29). 

The peace dividends were thus visible only in areas that were not directly connected to 

grassroots living standards – in political discussions. During this session, Norway told the 

LTTE that they could not attend the preparatory meeting for the International Donor 

Conference in Tokyo planned for June 2003, as the meeting was to take place in the 

United States (Washington D.C.) where the LTTE was a proscribed organization. 102 The 

LTTE used its barring from the preparatory meeting as a reason to boycott the conference 

in Tokyo and also to temporarily suspend its participation from the talks. 103 Two 

explanations for this decision prevail: either Balasingham went too far and did not assess 

what type of impact it would have on the process, or the intention was to make a strong 

                                                
102 Many claim that it was a strategic mistake selecting Washington D.C. as a venue for the preparatory 
meeting. Similar meetings were held previously in Oslo and Brussels where the LTTE representatives could 
attend without any difficulties. When asking Ranil Wickremasinghe why the meeting was held in 
Washington D.C., he said that the organizers simply took advantage of the fact that there was a spring 
meeting of the WB and IMF in Washington D.C. at the same time and that all donor delegations would be 
gathered there. Ranil also pointed out that it was not the decision of the government to hold the meeting in 
the United States.    
103 “As we pointed out above, the exclusion of the LTTE from the critical aid conference in Washington, the non-
implementation of the terms and conditions enunciated in the truce document, the continuous suffering and hardship 
experienced by hundreds of thousands of internally displaced Tamils, the aggressive Sinhala military occupation of 
Tamil cities and civilian settlements, the distortion and marginalization of the extreme conditions of poverty and 
deprivation of the Tamils of the northeast in the macro-economic policies and strategies of the government have 
seriously undermined the confidence of the Tamil people and the LTTE leadership in the negotiation process. Under 
these circumstances the LTTE leadership has decided to suspend its participation in the negotiations for the time 
being…‟” (Balasingham‟s letter to the Prime Minister, Balasingham, 2004: 439). 
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impression on the international community. The LTTE‟s decision to discontinue the talks 

emerged at a time when Wickremasinghe‟s position was weakened by growing discontent 

with the process among his own supporters. In addition, Balasingham and Prabhakaran‟s 

relationship was not at its strongest during this time. The fact they were not invited to the 

meeting was taken by the Tamil Tigers as an indicator of the lack of legitimacy assigned 

to them. They argued that the LTTE and the GoSL had agreed to approach the 

international donor community jointly and that being excluded from the Washington 

D.C. preparatory meeting was a serious setback to this strategy. Further to this, Vidar 

Helgesen asserted that the reason the LTTE decided to leave the talks was that they felt 

the negotiations had advanced too far with the Tigers not getting enough concessions in 

return (interview, July 2008). Letters that Balasingham exchanged with the Sri Lankan 

prime minister in the following months indicated a growing gap between the conflict and 

negotiation perceptions of the two parties. Yet at this point, the process was still 

considered to only have been halted and hopes for a negotiated solution were not fully 

dashed. 

 

The Tokyo Conference on the Reconstruction and Development of Sri Lanka was held on June 8–

9, 2003, and 51 participating states and 22 organizations pledged together 4.5 billion USD 

for post-conflict reconstruction in Sri Lanka. Release of the funds was, however, 

conditioned on advancement in the peace process.104 Netland (2008: 39) considers the 

conditions of the Tokyo Declaration to have been vague and imprecise, and the conference 

participants‟ expectations and evaluation of the situation to have been very different from 

the realities on the ground. Gooneratne (2007: 43) claims that the Tigers used their 

withdrawal in the talks as a bargaining chip in their negotiations with the government on 

the interim governance framework. This argument is further supported by an official 

from the Japanese foreign ministry, who claimed that the LTTE was very difficult to deal 

                                                
104 “Assistance by the donor community must be closely linked to substantial and parallel progress in the peace process 
towards fulfillment of the objectives agreed upon by the parties in Oslo … the international community intends to review 
and monitor the progress of the peace process closely, with particular reference to objectives and milestones including: 
full compliance with the ceasefire agreement, effective delivery mechanism for the Northeast, participation of a Muslim 
delegation, solution for those displaced by the armed conflict, effective protection and promotion of human rights, 
effective inclusion of gender equity and equality in peace building, implementation of effective measures in accordance 
with the UNICEF-supported Action Plan to stop underage recruitment and to facilitate the release of underage recruits 
and their rehabilitation and reintegration into society, rehabilitation of former combatants and civilians in the North 
and East, Agreement by the Government of Sri Lanka and the LTTE on a phased, balanced, and variable de-escalation, 
de-militarization and normalization process at an appropriate time in the context of arriving at a political settlement.” 
Source: Tokyo Declaration, Paragraph 18, Japanese MoFA.    
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with before the Tokyo Conference and that they gave the impression of being solely 

interested in prolonging the negotiation process as opposed to reaching a tangible 

agreement (interview, December 2009).105 Other international actors involved in the peace 

process also called on the LTTE to return to the negotiation table. The LTTE‟s action, 

however, fueled the campaigns of those fervently opposed to the process in Colombo and 

the South of the country (the main opposition parties, SLFP and JVP), who pointed to the 

fact that the Tigers were using the process only to rearm and expand their military 

capacity before re-launching a military campaign against the government forces. 

Although the direct talks were temporarily suspended from April 2003, the parties 

communicated through letters and the Norwegian facilitators. The main issue of the 

exchange was the interim governing authority in the Northeast; that is, what would provide 

a set structure for the distribution of reconstruction funds until the final agreement was 

reached.106 The UNF government suggested three different interim mechanisms. The 

LTTE introduced its own proposal on October 31, 2003 – the Interim Self-Governing 

Authority (ISGA), which was drafted by a group of international constitutional experts 

approached by the LTTE. Keethaponcalan observes that this move was welcomed by  

peace process supporters since it was first time the LTTE had presented a political 

proposal. These advocates believed that the ISGA proposal could stipulate further political 

discussion on the interim administration and revive the peace dialogue. This view is also 

supported by a member of the facilitation team who said that the LTTE made a serious 

effort to consider the government‟s proposal when they arranged a meeting in Vanni to 

which they invited representatives of the Tamil diaspora from the U.S., Australia, and 

Europe. It was the first time that the organization brought forward its own specific 

contribution to the political discussion. On the other hand, opponents highlighted the fact 

that the ISGA would guarantee de facto autonomy to the Northeast. The government did 

                                                
105 Japanese envoy to Sri Lanka, Yasushi Akashi, travelled to Vanni in the Northeast at the beginning of 
May 2003 to meet LTTE leader Prabhakaran in order to discuss with him the LTTE‟s decision to boycott the 
Tokyo Donor Conference. The LTTE, however, continued to condition their participation in Tokyo on 
concessions from the Sri Lankan government on the LTTE‟s interim self-governing administration proposal 
(ISGA).  
106 Balasingham stated in a letter to Vidar Helgesen, Deputy Foreign Minister of Norway, from May 21, that 
“the LTTE leadership is of the view that a permanent political settlement to the Tamil national question can only be 
actualized in a supreme constitution instituting a radically new polity, an endeavor that cannot be realized under the 
current unstable political climate. Since a permanent political settlement is not feasible in the immediate future, the 
Tiger leadership proposes an interim administrative structure with the greater participation of the LTTE in both 
decision making and delivery of tasks of rebuilding the war damaged economy and restoring normalcy in the Tamil 
speaking homeland” (Balasingham, 2004: 446).  
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not support the ISGA proposal but was willing to negotiate, and invited the LTTE to re-

start the dialogue process, which the Tigers did not oppose. At the same time (four days 

after submitting the proposal), the cohabitation political crisis peaked when President 

Kumaratunga, exercising her constitutional rights, seized control of three ministries 

(defense, interior, and media), which effectively paralyzed the UNF government and 

minimized its influence on the conflict. Shortly after, the president dissolved Parliament 

and set a date for new elections. In reaction to this, Norway issued a statement referring 

to a lack of clarity and threatened to withdraw from the talks until clarity was re-

established (Gooneratne, 2007: 87); President Kumaratunga did not welcome the 

statement (interview Armitage, August 2010). 

In April 2004, the UNP lost the elections to the SLFP/PA, who formed the UPFA 

coalition with the support of two nationalistic parties, JVP and JHU.107 Both the JVP and 

JHU, and to a certain extent also the SLFP, won the election on an anti-peace process 

agenda. Reports of frequent violations of the CFA by the LTTE cadres (namely the Sea 

Tigers), misinterpretation of some steps by the facilitator (e.g. tour of police stations in 

Norway and assisting with shipping broadcasting equipment for the LTTE was 

interpreted in some Sinhala media as arming and providing military training to the 

LTTE), and a general deadlock of the talks generated great skepticism among opposition 

groups in Colombo about the prospects for the process. In addition, the Sinhala media 

were anti-process and together with the well-functioning JVP grassroots network, 

generated among the public a negative perception of the conflict resolution efforts and also 

of Norway, which was held accountable for the situation and for being biased toward the 

LTTE. Nevertheless, there are also views that it was the continuous dire state of the 

national economy that lost the UNP the elections (Laurie Pierce, interview, May 2010). 

Additionally, Ranil Wickremasinghe did not have a clear functioning communication 

strategy, and could not efficiently explain progress in the peace talks to the general public 

at large without provoking nationalist sentiments. 

The new SLFP government was headed by Mahinda Rajapaksa, who later won the 

Presidential elections in the fall 2005 against Ranil Wickremasinghe. Rajapaksa had a 

different strategy to that of Wickremasinghe, one which was less sycophantic toward 

Norway, the EU, and the U.S. in views on the development of the process. 

                                                
107 Jathika Hela Urumaya (JHU) (National Sinhalese Heritage) is a party formed of Sinhalese monks 
advocating a Sinhalese nationalist agenda.   
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5.2.4 Negotiations with President Rajapaksa – 2006 

After becoming president, Mahinda Rajapaksa attempted to revive the peace dialogue with 

the LTTE; although Rajapaksa was critical of the previous peace initiatives under the 

UNF government, he wanted to give the talks a chance. There was, however, no political 

commitment from the new government to fully devote to the negotiations as their 

assessment of the 2002 negotiations was negative (Uyangoda, 2008: 4), and the 

government was very critical of the CFA to which it did not feel any particular 

responsibility; on the contrary, it wished to renegotiate the agreement. Added to this, the 

perception of the Norwegian facilitator was tainted by the alleged inactivity of the 

Norwegian-led SLMM (although the facilitator and the SLMM were formally separated,  

this was not frequently mentioned in the Sri Lankan media) and a perceived bias toward 

the LTTE that was mostly generated by continuous misinterpretation of events like a tour 

of Norwegian police stations for selected LTTE cadres during a capacity building exercise. 

Norway was gaining a negative image but was not removed from its position as a 

facilitator.108 Norway asked through its envoy whether it should continue with the 

facilitation in light of strong evidence that both parties did not prefer a negotiated solution 

anymore. Nevertheless, Hans Brattskar says that it is important to stress that both parties 

were interested in re-entering the talks in 2006 (interview, October 2010). 

 

Geneva (February 2006), Oslo (June 2006), Geneva (October 2006) 

The first round of the new talks was held on February 22–23, 2006, in Geneva, and mainly 

aimed to reaffirm commitments to the CFA by the new administration which had 

practically inherited the agreement from the previous government.109 According to Ulf 

Henricsson, both parties at this stage were not satisfied with the status quo, were 

attempting to withdraw from the CFA, but neither wished to be the party that abrogated 

the agreement first (interview, August 2010). Their willingness to negotiate was also 

rather low as the talks were undermined by a staggering lack of trust between the parties. 

The Tamil Tigers accused the GoSL of supporting the Karuna fraction that had separated 

                                                
108 As Solheim noted in an interview (in Rupasinghe), it would have been immensely difficult for the GoSL 
to find a new facilitator, as none of the countries that were approached previously or were active as donors 
were interested in assuming a facilitating role.  
109 President Rajapaksa was not in favor of having the talks in Norway while the LTTE preferred Oslo to an 
Asian venue. Geneva was selected as a compromise (Wijesinha, 2007).   
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from the LTTE, which caused a rift in the organization.110 Prior to the next meeting, the 

LTTE carried out a suicide bomb attack on the Army Headquarters in Colombo targeting 

the army commander who managed to escape; the attack claimed several casualties and a 

few months later the deputy army chief was assassinated. Another setback came shortly 

before the second round when the European Parliament (EP) proscribed the LTTE as a 

terrorist organization; in response, EU SLMM members were expelled from the Northeast 

as they were no longer seen as impartial. This effectively paralyzed the mission, leaving 

only the Norwegian and Icelandic observers to monitor the CFA. 

The second meeting was to be held in April 2006 in Geneva, but the LTTE leader did 

not give his consent. The teams met later in Oslo in June 2006, with the facilitators voicing 

Prabhakaran‟s hope that the meeting would lead to the revoking of the decision of the 

European Parliament from May 2006 to proscribe the LTTE as a terrorist organization 

(interview, October 2010). The facilitators aimed at lowering the stakes at the meeting by 

narrowing the proposed agenda only to discussions on the observing mission (Ibid). The 

SLMM members from the EU countries had to leave the mission following the EU‟s 

proscribing of the LTTE, and the parties were to discuss the future of the mission. 

Nevertheless, the talks failed as, according to a source well versed in the process, 

Prabhakaran believed that if the LTTE negotiators came to the meeting the EU ban would 

be lifted. This did not happen, resulting in disappointment and discontent on the part of 

the LTTE. Additionally, the GoSL delegation was led by the head of the Sri Lankan Peace 

Secretariat, Palitha Kohona, who, in the view of the LTTE, was a low ranking 

                                                
110 In 2004, the LTTE suffered a split when the Eastern Karuna wing reached a separate agreement with the 
government, denounced claims for an independent Eelam, and left the LTTE. Many have identified this as 
the beginning of its decay. Karuna, an LTTE commander from the Eastern province, decided to leave the 
LTTE in March 2004. Up until then, no one had successfully challenged Prabhakaran‟s leadership. In March 
2009, he became Minister for National Integration and Reconciliation in the SLFP-led government (Hindu, 
03/09/2009). The number of cadres loyal to Karuna who had left the LTTE with him varies significantly 
according to source (2000 according to an Indian analyst, interview, 2010; 6000 according to a U.S. embassy 
cable from March 13 published by Aftenposten on December 19, 2010, based on WikiLeaks). This further 
signalized the rift between North and East and significantly weakened the LTTE‟s claim that “there is a 
single, indivisible homeland exclusive to Sri Lankan Tamils extending over the entire area covered by the northern and 
eastern provinces, and second, that the LTTE has a right to act as the sole political spokesman and representative of the 
Tamils of Sri Lanka” (Peiris, 2009: 168). It has been further argued that this was the beginning of the end of 
the peace process – as well as of the LTTE (interview, 2009). For the government forces, it became 
increasingly easier to fight the LTTE cadres in the East and the organization also lost its “unbreakable” aura. 
Once the new government felt that a military solution was achievable, and in combination with the LTTE‟s 
known rigidness in the negotiation (insisting upon ISGA), this formed the basis for the all-out military 
solution that became clearer in 2007. Ulf Henricsson ventured that there were forces in government 
controlled areas that were operating in the name of the Karuna group, but which most likely belonged to 
government-sponsored forces (interview, August 2010).  
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representative. The Tigers thus abandoned the talks before the actual discussions began, 

the LTTE delegation deciding not to meet the GoSL representatives. 

The EU decision to list the LTTE as a terrorist organization affected the balance 

between the negotiators – with one team representing a state actor, and the other an entity 

that was regarded as a terrorist organization in the EU, the U.S., Canada, and a number of 

other countries. Regardless of the intentions behind the notion, the peace talks were 

originally initiated between two equal actors, that is, at least equality during the 

negotiation process had been guaranteed by the Norwegian facilitator, while at this 

session the equilibrium between the actors proved to be unsustainable. A Norwegian 

representative (interview, September 2009) stated that by August 2006, the GoSL felt the 

LTTE had been given enough chances in the negotiation process and wanted instead to 

stigmatize the LTTE. 

The last time the two teams met for direct talks was in October 2006 in Geneva. Both 

parties came reluctantly to Geneva; the talks were mainly focused on the reopening of the 

A9 highway connecting the South and North which the GoSL did not grant. It was also 

evident from other discussions that neither side was willing to yield to any concessions. 

The meeting ended with a press briefing where both parties expressed their commitment 

to the negotiation, but while they spoke of subsequent meetings, the October meeting in 

Geneva was to be the last meeting between the GoSL and the LTTE. 

At the end of 2006, the facilitators offered to abrogate the facilitation and withdraw the 

SLMM as it was evident that the parties did not wish to continue with the negotiation 

process, opting for a military solution instead. At this point, both parties asked Norway to 

continue with the facilitation, mainly to maintain the channels of communication (either 

directly through the Norwegian ambassador in Colombo or indirectly through local 

contacts) and the process infrastructure, namely maintaining peace secretariats, in case the 

parties decided to return to the talks. At the same time, the parties did not abrogate the 

CFA although there was strong evidence that both the Sri Lankan armed forces and the 

LTTE cadres had resumed military offensives against each other. Norway agreed to 

maintain the process infrastructure; it nevertheless did not institute any initiatives. The 

situation became increasingly more difficult for the SLMM monitors. Norway refused to 

increase the number of monitors, which was a political decision reflecting the changing 

situation in Sri Lanka, a rational assessment of what it was possible for the SLMM to 

achieve, and concern for the monitors‟ safety. According to a member of the Norwegian 
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facilitation, the LTTE had to feel the consequences of its actions. Hence the LTTE‟s 

demands to increase the number of Norwegian and Icelandic monitors as the remaining 

non-EU monitors (monitors from the EU member states had to leave after the LTTE was 

banned in the EU in May 2006, and no other countries were interested in joining the 

mission) remained unanswered.111 

 

5.2.5 Collapse of the peace process – 2006–08 

The three negotiation rounds in 2006 signalized the extremely low level of trust between 

the adversaries. A GoSL negotiator present in Geneva stated that the GoSL negotiators 

had very limited trust in the LTTE, and were questioning the ulterior motives of the 

Tamil Tigers for re-entering the negotiation process with the new government.112 

There was also a visible shift in the government‟s strategy toward the peace 

process and foreign relations. Uyangoda recognizes two main shifts in the government‟s 

foreign policy: first, “looking beyond India as the government‟s major regional ally”; and second, 

a “shift away from the West and looking to the East – notably China and Japan – and West Asia – 

primarily Iran – as the main sources of support in case the relations with the West became severely 

strained” (2008: 24).113 This also resonated in a different perception of peace negotiations: 

while Norway and notably the European Union but also the United States advocated 

political dialogue, the new government allies supported a military solution and provided 

military assistance without imposing conditions on adherence to human rights and 

protection of civilians. The direct talks were also continuously affected by setbacks that 

occurred with the implementation of the ceasefire agreement (CFA), including the 

disregard shown by the LTTE cadres, particularly the Sea Tigers, and also the Sri Lankan 
                                                
111 An interesting caveat was made by an Indonesian diplomat suggesting that Indonesia was involved in 
facilitating informal negotiations between the GoSL and LTTE representatives between 2008 and 2009. The 
diplomat further reasoned that it was not that Prabhakaran lacked a realistic grasp of the situation and 
prospects for negotiations, but that he was not approached in the right way. According to the same source, 
President Rajapaksa was interested in staging the negotiation process so that the final agreement would be 
reached before a ceasefire (the same way as structured in the Helsinki process). Nevertheless, the LTTE 
initially was testing the sincerity of Indonesia to act as a third party and responded too late (April 2009) to 
this offer for new peace facilitation, and, by this point, the government was no longer interested in 
negotiating (interview, 2010).  
112 An interesting point was made during an interview about the limited extent of the GoSL negotiators‟ 
knowledge of the LTTE negotiation strategies and mindsets (and also of Prabhakaran). A direct participant 
of the talks in Geneva said that the GoSL negotiators were asked to read a VP biography written by Indian 
journalist M.R. Narayan Swamy, Inside an Elusive Mind: Prabhakaran: The First Profile of the World‟s Most 
Ruthless Guerrilla Leader, published in 2003, 6th edition in 2008 (interview, de Silva, September 2010).  
113 India was not in favor of a military solution and continued supporting a political settlement. In 2006, 
India refused to provide President Rajapaksa with direct military assistance in the aftermath of the Geneva 
talks collapse. Sri Lanka then turned to China and Pakistan for military support (Uyangoda, 2008).   
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armed forces who failed to abide by the agreement, which severely thwarted the 

negotiations and hindered the development of mutual trust – all of which did not create a 

conducive environment for negotiations.114 While armed operations were launched already 

in mid-2006, the war officially fully resumed on January 16, 2008, when the GoSL 

unilaterally abrogated the ceasefire agreement and openly opted for a military solution. 

Once President Rajapaksa and his brother, the defense secretary Gotabaya Rajapaksa, 

concluded that military victory was possible, they ruled out reviving the negotiations. The 

Nordic countries issued a joint statement regretting the GoSL‟s decision to withdraw from 

the 2002 CFA, referring to the fact that civilian casualties had dropped during the CFA 

and that it was fundamental to the peace process, as well as reconfirming their belief that 

only a political solution that addressed the grievances of all ethnic groups in the country 

would provide for a sustainable peace (Norwegian MoFA, January 4, 2008). Japan and the 

U.S. condemned the resumption of violent operations but respected the government‟s 

decision and did not publically comment on the operations until spring 2009, when the 

intensity of civilian suffering in the armed conflict became very visible. The European 

Union (also Norway after the termination of the peace process) was more critical in its 

statements about alleged human rights violations. 

 

5.3 The role of incentives during the GoSL-LTTE peace negotiations 

When assessing the role of incentives in the Sri Lankan peace negotiations 2002–03 and 

2006, it is evident that there was a profound interest in an internationalization of the peace 

process and securing international support and assistance of the West at the beginning of 

the negotiations under the UNF government in 2002. This focus shifted significantly after 

the process reached a stalemate. Between late 2003 and the official abrogation of the CFA 

in January 2008, both the LTTE and the government strived to lessen the impact of 

external influence on the peace process, namely that of foreign actors imposing 

conditionalities. The UPFA government headed by President Rajapaksa assigned 

considerably less significance to securing aid from Europe and North America but reached 

out to emerging actors, namely in Asia. The following incentives have been identified as 

those with the most impact on the negotiations. 

 

                                                
114 The SLMM filed reports of CFA violations by both the LTTE and the SLA (interview, Henricsson, 
August 2010).  
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5.3.1 Non-material incentives: involvement of international actors in the peace process 

There were several types of external involvement in the Sri Lankan peace process. 

Norway assumed the role of facilitator, arranging dialogue between the adversaries. 

Without striving to take on additional responsibilities, Norway also adopted a monitoring 

role, leading the SLMM. Added to this, Norway was also heavily involved in arranging 

confidence building exercises and coordinating donor involvement (Ropers, 2008). The 

extensive involvement of Norway was a direct result of the political realities of South 

Asia: India would have opposed the involvement of actors with aspirations of power in 

the region such as the United States, Japan, the United Kingdom, or China. 

International involvement was perceived as a guarantee of abiding by reached 

agreements and also as a source of impartial monitoring. Furthermore, the adversaries 

recognized the capability of external actors to assist with post-conflict reconstruction.  

Similarly to the GAM in Aceh and the MILF in Mindanao, the LTTE hoped that the 

international actors would use their leverage against the government in favor of the 

LTTE‟s claims. Once this failed, or it became obvious that it would not happen, the LTTE 

called for de-internationalization. 

 

5.3.1.1 External facilitation 

I venture that the main incentive that Norway contributed to the peace process was its 

determination to maintain an equal treatment of the two adversaries at the negotiation 

table; Norway was the only actor that employed a concept of equality and even-

handedness. It is, however, important to differentiate between the negotiation process and 

other relations. Norway stressed to the GoSL several times that the equal treatment 

applied only to the negotiation table. Brattskar argued that Norway wanted to be seen as a 

voice to which both parties could have a relationship, but nothing exceeding that. The 

nationalist forces in the South interpreted this as giving both sides a status as equals 

(interview, October 2010). 

As claimed by one of the facilitators, the GoSL reluctantly accepted that the parties 

be treated equally during the negotiation process. In contrast, for the LTTE, the parity 

status and being acknowledged as a government was one of the pillars of the peace 

process. Ropers (2008: 22) argues that while the LTTE wanted to be recognized as an equal 

status partner, it had difficulties giving up certain features of its military struggle. Equal 

treatment during the negotiation process was also one of the preconditions to the 
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negotiation process. In its own understanding of the situation, the LTTE believed that it 

was representing a state – it considered the territory in the Northeast as a de facto state, 

and the negotiation process was therefore a negotiation between two governments. This 

led to criticism being leveled against Norway for “elevating” the LTTE on the same level 

as the GoSL.115 External involvement also resulted in a number of confidence building 

exercises which were successful in opening communication channels, but did not have a 

more profound impact (see 5.4.3.1). 

 

The GoSL‟s view of external involvement 

The UNF government recognized the strategic advantage of the internationalization of 

the GoSL-LTTE peace process. Most importantly, Prime Minister Ranil Wickremesinghe 

believed that a strong international presence would constitute an international safety net 

that would tie the LTTE down to the process, with the UNF government believing that 

the LTTE leadership would feel obliged to adhere to agreements signed under the auspices 

of international actors. Moreover, Wickremesinghe also hoped that the international 

presence would apply subtle pressure on his political opponents, namely President 

Kumaratunga who would not want to garner unfavorable international publicity for 

jeopardizing the peace process. Wickremesinghe stated in an interview that at the time the 

UNF government assumed power, the ethnic (GoSL-LTTE) conflict had effectively 

reached a mutually hurting stalemate, leaving the government with no other option but to 

negotiate. He further reasoned that there was no feasible alternative than to invite 

external facilitators (interview, September 2009). The willingness of Norway to enter as a 

facilitator and its demonstrated dedication to the task was during the initial stage 

sincerely welcomed by both the UNF government and the LTTE. G.L. Peiris, the GoSL‟s 

chief negotiator, stated that the government should strengthen the peace process given the 

climate of international goodwill.116 

The government was also aware of possible donor fatigue, particularly from 2003 

onwards when the international community was facing the Iraq crisis and was already 

engaged in Afghanistan. Hence, it was evident that donor attention would promptly shift 

                                                
115 Wijesinha (2007: 264) says that there were tendencies to “assume that morally, the Tigers were superior, given 
perceptions fuelled by Tamil refugees in Norway (politically influential) that Sri Lankan governments were 
majoritarian and racist.” This view demonstrates that the influence accorded to the Tamil diasporas in the 
West was inflated in Sri Lanka.  
116  “Given the climate of international goodwill – it was of critical importance to strengthen the peace process” 
(Balasingham, 2004: 387).  
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elsewhere, Sri Lanka not being of immediate strategic significance at that point in time.117 

The internationalization of the process was thus not limited to solely facilitation of  

dialogue between the government and the LTTE, but entailed also the engagement of 

foreign donors. Indeed, international involvement was also perceived as an economic 

necessity – the government believed that by generating peace dividends through 

increasing foreign investment and securing donor assistance, the benefits of peace would 

become more tangible for the grassroots both in the Northeast and the South (Uyangoda, 

2008: 21). 

The UNF government was thus dependent on the internationalization of the peace 

process to carry out its policy aims – resolving the ethnic conflict and reviving the 

national economy. Jayawardane argues that the internationalization of the GoSL-LTTE 

conflict was beneficial for Sri Lanka during the period 2000–05. Following the failure of 

the facilitated direct talks (2002–03) and change of government, the perception of the 

international actors underwent a rapid shift. Two aspects should be pointed out in this 

context: the growing negative perception of Western actors, particularly the European 

Union and also Norway, and the evident disunity of donor policies toward Sri Lanka 

despite the proclaimed cooperation. International recognition was very important for the 

LTTE, but the Sinhala hard-liners perceived it as something that would lead to Eelam 

independence, giving the LTTE official status. 

A negative perception of internationalization, particularly a negative image of the 

Norwegian facilitators, was gradually propagated by opponents of the UNF, namely the 

nationalist parties in the South. Throughout the 2000–04 period, the JVP and other 

nationalist groups claimed that the Norwegian facilitators were biased toward the LTTE, 

gave the Tigers legitimacy by treating them as equal to the government, and allegedly 

contributed to the development of the organization through capacity building exercises. In 

particular, the role of the Tamil diaspora in the West was highlighted as a potent source of 

influence on Norway and other Western actors. In my view, this mainly stemmed from 

the conflict context and the unclear communication strategy of the UNF government, 

especially its inability to adequately explain the benefits of internationalization of the 

peace process and to rebuff speculation on Norway‟s alleged inclination toward the LTTE. 

                                                
117 Sri Lanka‟s strategic significance was downplayed but was not non-existent, as was shown in later years, 
in the mid-2000s, when China saw Sri Lanka as occupying a very important strategic location for building 
its presence in the Indian Ocean.  
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A member of the Norwegian facilitating team claimed in an interview that both the UNF 

and the LTTE encouraged the facilitators to keep a low profile, and to refrain from 

making public comments on individual cases; which prevented Norway from defending 

itself against the accusations of bias (interview, 2010). 

The new UPFA government was significantly less inclined toward an 

internationalization of the process, and preferred to cooperate with international actors 

that did not condition their assistance on advancement in the peace process (i.e. the Tokyo 

declarations conditioned employment of development assistance on, among other things, 

effective promotion and protection of the human rights of Tamils, effective inclusion of 

gender equality, progress toward a final political solution).118 

 

The LTTE‟s view of external involvement 

After losing India‟s support in the late 1980s (see 5.1.1) and the assassination of India‟s 

prime minister, Rajiv Gandhi, in 1991, the LTTE was eager to gain international support 

and international legitimization for their claims of independence for Tamil Eelam 

(Swamy, 2008b; interviews). In this context, internationalization of the peace process did 

not, however, translate as support for Tamil independence; on the contrary, all 

international actors involved supported the concept of a unitary Sri Lanka. 

Overall, the LTTE‟s stance toward internationalization of the peace process was initially 

positive as long as the external actors did not impose conditions or restraints on it or 

attempt to marginalize the LTTE‟s position in the process. In 2000, the Tigers had refused 

to participate in a peace process without international facilitators or guarantees that the 

LTTE would be perceived as an equal negotiating partner to the government. There were 

a number of positive factors for the Tigers stemming from the internationalization of the 

peace process, such as greater pressure on the government to adhere to international 

humanitarian standards, and generally, a greater international exposure of the process 

provided the Tigers with a certain degree of legitimacy. 

                                                
118 The government also received non-combatant military support in the form of non-direct military support 
from the U.S., most likely also Israel, military supplies from China, Pakistan, Iran (also energy supplies), 
especially in the latter stage of the peace process; also some assistance from India cannot be ruled out. Apart 
from India, the countries did not have a particular interest in internal developments in Sri Lanka: its 
strategic position in the Indian Ocean and access to ports was more important (as well as maintaining 
stability in the region). The non-combat assistance Sri Lanka under President Rajapaksa received was not 
linked to combat training, but rather to anti-terrorism measures (counter-insurgency). This type of 
assistance was also not subjected to conditionalities and was conducted upon the government‟s invitation.   
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International involvement was welcomed but the concept of the international 

safety net as pictured by the GoSL or externally imposed conditions and restraints on the 

LTTE‟s interests were flatly rebuffed by the Tamil Tigers. As Balasingham (2004) 

explained, the concept of the international safety net was perceived by the LTTE to be 

trap to put the organization in an unfavorable position. 

Interestingly, while the LTTE was very critical of the concept of the international 

safety net as early as during the Oslo Peace Support conference, it was supportive of 

continuing to communicate with the government through the external facilitators and was 

also in favor of receiving external humanitarian and development assistance for the 

Northeast. In this sense, the LTTE made a distinction between the involvement of actors 

who refrained from applying political (and aid) leverage against the organization 

(Norway) and those who openly leaned toward the government side (United States, later 

China, Pakistan, and Iran). The representatives of the Tamil Tigers believed that the 

increasing involvement of the latter group deepened the asymmetrical gap between the 

LTTE and the government. The international actors supporting the government provided 

also military and intelligence support, in addition to political leverage, which was 

perceived by the LTTE as a direct security threat to the organization. 

Uyangoda (2008: 21) argues that the LTTE was interested in internationalization to 

obtain international legitimacy and guarantees from external actors that the GoSL would 

abide by agreements from the negotiations. Moreover, the LTTE strived to be treated as 

an equal partner to the government, which would not have been possible in a strictly 

domestic setting. The Tamil Tigers saw the international involvement as a source of their 

legitimization. The LTTE‟s views on international involvement nevertheless started to 

change once critical voices emerged. It was in the aftermath of the Peace Support 

Conference in Oslo that the LTTE first voiced its criticism against extensive 

internationalization, especially the growing influence of the U.S. and Japan (Balasingham, 

2004: 400). The United States conditioned cooperation with the LTTE on the latter‟s 

renouncement of violence and terrorism. 

The LTTE‟s negative view of international involvement was later further 

strengthened when the organization was banned from attending a preparatory meeting for 

the Tokyo Donor Conference in Washington D.C. The Tamil Tigers boycotted the donor 

conference, and in their statement on the Tokyo Declaration the LTTE referred to the 

foreign involvement as “undue and unwarranted interference by extra territorial forces” (2004: 
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460). At the same time, they pointed out that the conflict was an internal affair and that 

the government‟s desire for an international safety net had shifted to international 

arbitration. According to Uyangoda (2008), the organization concluded that securing 

international support for Eelam national self-determination or obtaining any significant 

help with pushing the ISGA proposal was unfeasible, and so it therefore aimed to 

minimize the role of foreign actors. Added to this, the LTTE also realized that 

international leverage over the GoSL was not as strong as it had expected, and that the 

chances of international actors employing any leverage against the government in support 

of the LTTE claims were non-existent. 

By 2007, both actors wanted de-internationalization (Uyangoda) as they were 

preparing for a new military offensive, and the presence of Western countries advocating 

humanitarian intervention and observance of human rights would not be in concert with 

the planned military operations. 

 

5.3.1.2 Monitoring – Sri Lanka Monitoring Mission 

The Sri Lanka Monitoring Mission (SLMM) was established in February 2002 by the 

CFA, which contained a clause about creating a monitoring mechanism. Norway was not 

keen on taking responsibility for the SLMM, but India was not open to the involvement 

of a different state or an international organization; extending the involvement to other 

Nordic countries that had a similar position in the region as Norway was a compromise, 

however (interview with Solheim in Rupasinghe, 2006). The mission proved to be 

toothless against violations of the CFA, which were reported to the monitor, but as the 

monitor was not an arbiter, it could not hold the parties accountable.119 The mission was 

soon criticized in Sri Lanka for its inaction and alleged overlooking of CFA violations. 

This had negative consequences for the Norwegian facilitation, which otherwise had no 

formal connection to the SLMM (see 5.3 for parties‟ perception of the SLMM). 

 

 

 

                                                
119 A retired high ranking officer from the Sri Lanka Navy recalled the desperation that he and his troops felt 
when the SLMM failed to report the activities of the Sea Tigers (interview, September 2009). When he later 
asked the SLMM commander why these activities were not reported, the reply was that the SLMM did not 
wish to aggravate further tensions between the two sides by fueling the existing mistrust with reports of 
new activities. Nevertheless, looking at this in hindsight, this strategy contributed to the mistrust the 
government forces had of the SLMM rather than serving to resolve tensions between the two belligerents.    
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5.3.2 Capacity building 

Peace Secretariats (Secretariat for Coordinating the Peace Process, SCOPP, under the 

Prime Minister‟s office, its counterpart was established in Killinochi) 120 were established 

to assist the parties with technical aspects of involvement in the process and can be 

perceived as a capacity building measure, namely in the case of the LTTE. In this case, the 

peace secretariat was also a way of communicating with the LTTE leadership. 

The LTTE‟s capacity was significantly less than that of the government. The 

secretariat also served as a training facility for the LTTE, and there were correspondent 

courses on peacebuilding from different British universities as well as educational trips to 

Europe to learn about federalism. The tool was useful in terms of exposing the 

organization to alternative thinking, but Brattskar points to the fact that it would have 

taken many years before an impact would have become fully visible (interview, October 

2010). 

On the government side, the secretariat was a practical instrument – the facilitators 

nevertheless communicated with the government official directly. Norway funded both 

the GoSL and LTTE Peace Secretariats from the outset; the GoSL secretariat was later 

financed by the government. Ropers (2008: 24) points out that Norway was overburdened: 

next to its role as a facilitator, chief monitor, and donor, it also took responsibility for 

capacity building of the LTTE, which was later often misinterpreted for being biased 

toward the LTTE. 

 

5.3.3 Proscribing of the LTTE as a terrorist organization121 

Overhanging the LTTE was its proscribing – or the threat thereof – as a terrorist 

organization (outside of Sri Lanka).122 Although it was not employed as a specific tool in 

                                                
120 The government eventually financed its Peace Secretariat, until Jayantha Dhanapala became the head of 
the Sri Lankan Peace Secretariat.   
121 The same tool can be used as an incentive if it deals with deproscribing from a list of terrorist 
organizations. This, nevertheless, is not very frequent and there are actors who are generally very vigilant in 
taking such steps. In the context of the Sri Lanka peace process, the U.S. would have the most decisive role 
in this regard. Richard Armitage argued that adopting such a step was impossible and that neither he nor 
others in the U.S. administration were willing to open discussion on the issue. On the contrary, Armitage 
felt that relatively benign comments were issued from the UNF government.    
122 In Sri Lanka, the LTTE was deproscribed prior to the initiation of talks as it was one of the LTTE‟s main 
conditions to enter the talks. Proscribing of the LTTE in Sri Lanka was, however, perceived as a double-
edged sword. On the one hand, the government was well aware that proscribing the LTTE would effectively 
thwart prospects of opening a peace dialogue with the LTTE, and, furthermore, it would also pose legal 
challenges to the government to be engaged in a peace process with an entity that was proscribed as a 
terrorist organization. On the other hand, the government had to respond to the LTTE‟s terror acts. After a 
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the peace process, it was used to put pressure on the Tamil Tigers to refrain from violent 

attacks against civilians and indirectly also to push the organization to return to the 

negotiation table (after 2003). Brattskar argues that the threat of proscribing as a terrorist 

organization can be viewed from two different perspectives. First, as a punishment of the 

Tamil Tigers for committing terror acts and its unwillingness to renounce violence, and, 

second, as a tool used to force the LTTE back to the negotiation table (interview, October 

2010). The latter did not have any impact on the LTTE negotiation strategy in the process, 

however. On the contrary, it resulted in the LTTE‟s greater isolation as it eliminated the 

number of actors that could engage in direct dialogue with the Tigers. It should be pointed 

out, however, that Norway as facilitator abstained from the debate on whether to 

proscribe the LTTE as a terrorist organization. As a non-EU member it was not involved 

when the issue was discussed in the Council of the EU, and it did not initiate a similar 

discussion in the Storting, the Norwegian Parliament.123 

 

Proscribing of the LTTE in the European Union 

The EU in its statements and also through its permanent mission in Colombo voiced its 

discontent with the LTTE‟s activities and used the threat of banning the organization in 

the EU on a number of occasions prior to May 2006, if the Tamil Tigers did not refrain 

from terrorist activities and did not show commitment to the peace process. The strongest 

warning came on September 29, 2005, when the EU issued a statement condemning the 

continuous use of violence triggered by the assassination of the Sri Lankan foreign 

minister, Lakshman Kadirgamar. The statement further banned the LTTE delegations 

from traveling to EU member states – the travel ban was confirmed in October 2005 – and 

indicated the EU‟s serious consideration of listing the LTTE as a terrorist organization. 

The EU also urged all parties in Sri Lanka to restate their commitment to the talks, which 

                                                                                                                                                   
suicide bomb attack on the Buddhist Temple of the Tooth in Kandy in January 1998, the listing of the LTTE 
as a terrorist organization in Sri Lanka appeared as the most effective of measures available to the 
government in responding to the public anti-LTTE sentiment following the attack. It should be noted that 
President Kumaratunga was initially against the listing as she rightfully believed that it would significantly 
thwart prospects of reviving the dialogue with the LTTE. The Tamil Tigers were also listed as a terrorist 
organization in India (since 1992), the United States (since 1998), United Kingdom (since 2001), in Canada 
and the European Union (since 2006), Malaysia (1992), and in Australia (since 2007).     
123 A person with a good knowledge of the process admitted that Norway also felt the LTTE should have 
been penalized for repeatedly violating the CFA and resorting to violent operations. For this reason, 
Norway did not comply with the LTTE‟s wishes to increase the number of Norwegian and Icelandic 
monitors after the monitors from EU countries had to leave following the EP decision to proscribe the 
LTTE (interview 2010).  
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was further repeated particularly in the context of canceled direct talks in Geneva in April 

2006. The threats materialized in May 2006 when the LTTE was banned in the EU; the 

ban included the freezing of funds and other financial assets as well as fundraising 

activities and imposing a travel ban on LTTE members. The ban had direct effects on the 

peace process. Norway voiced its concern that its facilitation and monitoring activities 

would be thwarted by the EU‟s decision, while the LTTE openly stated that the ban 

would damage Tamil trust in Western involvement in the peace process, would fuel anti-

Tamil sentiments simmering in the South (Tamilselvan, “EU Ban Will Impact the Peace 

Process,” Tamilnet, May 29, 2006), and would also further widen the asymmetry gap 

between the GoSL and the LTTE. The SLMM monitors from the EU member states had 

to leave Sri Lanka as a result of the EU decision, as the LTTE refused to see them as 

impartial. The LTTE leadership hoped that the decision would be revoked if they 

participated in the peace process and, hence, yielded to attending government negotiations 

in Oslo in June 2006 (interview, October 2010). The decision was not overturned, 

however, as the LTTE did not provide any evidence that it was taking steps to redress the 

issues to which the EU authorities objected the most – such as underage recruits and the 

repeated targeting of civilians in violent attacks against the government. Second, the EU 

decision making bodies did not have such flexibility that would permit them to revoke a 

decision within such a brief period of time. It should also be noted that once the decision 

was taken, there was very little will to revoke it. 

 

Position of the Government of Sri Lanka 

The LTTE was deproscribed in Sri Lanka prior to the direct talks as it was one of the 

preconditions of the Tamil Tigers to join the process. At the same time, the GoSL 

informed other countries considering deproscribing (Canada) that the decision to lift the 

ban was solely to start the process. The message to other countries was to “wait-before-

you-deproscribe” the LTTE, in order to first see how the process would evolve – also so 

that the latter could not use it to strengthen its position in the process (Ropers, interview, 

August 2010). The UPFA government was more active in the international arena in 

appealing to especially Western governments for proscribing the LTTE. 

The GoSL greatly exploited the fact that the international environment changed 

after 9/11 and widely used the terrorist card to remind the LTTE that it was on the verge 

of facing international isolation should it not comply with the peace process. After 2003, 
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the GoSL lobbied to proscribe the LTTE (but not with Norway) as a terrorist 

organization in an effort to isolate the LTTE and weaken its international position; but it 

did not necessarily use this card to bring the organization to the negotiation table. A 

weakening of the LTTE like this would have moved the GoSL further from having to 

resort to any significant concessions toward the Tigers should the process have continued, 

and also it would have hindered the LTTE‟s international fundraising through the 

diaspora communities. Additionally, it would also have put the GoSL in a better position 

before re-launching military operations against the LTTE. 

 

Position of the LTTE 

The LTTE was well aware of the international sentiment after 9/11 and the connotations 

of being branded terrorists. It, however, strongly rebuffed that this could be used in the 

peace process to increase the power asymmetry between it and the government, which it 

saw as negatively affecting the LTTE‟s efforts to achieve international legitimacy as well 

as fueling anti-Tamil sentiments. The EU proscription of the LTTE did not have the 

desired impact on the organization, however, and did not result in a reviving of the peace 

process. Although the LTTE might have felt isolated by being formally labeled a terrorist 

organization in the EU, it did not facilitate its return to the negotiation table. The LTTE 

never opted for negotiations when it perceived itself to be weak, but the reasoning that the 

curbing of its international status would make it adopt a more conciliatory stance in the 

negotiations was incorrect. It should nevertheless be repeated that the EU‟s decision was 

motivated primarily by the increasing number of violent incidents in the Northeast rather 

than from following a specific peacebuilding strategy. Being proscribed limited the 

LTTE‟s ability to communicate with a number of governments and aid agencies, both 

state and private. Moreover, it further affected its international image. The organization 

issued a number of statements condemning the EU‟s decision, claiming that it would 

undermine the peace process and the efforts of facilitators. It did not lead to a change in 

the LTTE‟s negotiation strategy but, on the contrary, it reduced its confidence in external 

actors‟ involvement in the peace process, and also subsequently contributed to the 

derailing of the process. 
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5.3.2 Material incentives 

As stated above, at the beginning of the negotiation process, the GoSL faced significant 

economic setbacks (Kelegama, 2006), and the LTTE also wished to improve the 

humanitarian situation in the areas under its control (Balasingham, 2004). Moreover, the 

LTTE‟s prime focus at the outset of the peace process was to secure the necessary funds 

for the reconstruction of the Northeast and to ease the suffering of the Tamils living 

there.124 In contrast, Kelegama (2006: 175) argues that the LTTE‟s seeking of aid was 

intended not only for post-conflict reconstruction in the Northeast, but also for the wider 

rebuilding of the economy. The GoSL and the donors also believed that the economic 

dividend of the peace would mitigate negative perceptions of certain aspects of the peace 

process (equal status of the LTTE) among the nationalistic groups in the South. 

As this section will demonstrate, the parties appreciated the development 

assistance, but they were not willing to yield to significant political concessions in order to 

maintain direct talks after their derailment in April 2003. The following issues concerning 

the employment of material incentives are discussed further – the Oslo Peace Support 

Conference (November 2002), the Tokyo Donor Conference (June 2003), and discussion 

of the post-tsunami aid distribution mechanism. 

 

5.3.2.1 Oslo Peace Support Conference, November 2002 

The Oslo Peace Support Conference represented a significant achievement for Norway in 

internationalizing the Sri Lankan issue. The Subcommittee on Immediate Humanitarian 

and Rehabilitation Needs pleaded to the international community for assistance. Thirty-

seven countries participated in the conference and a total of 70 million USD was pledged 

in support of peace efforts in Sri Lanka. The main intentions behind the conference were 

to mobilize political support, with Norwegian Foreign Minister Jan Petersen in his 

opening speech stating that progress in the talks would create new political and economic 

opportunities. Balasingham stated that “Concrete international assistance at this critical stage 

of negotiations will demonstrate the international political support for the peace process. 

                                                
124 “We should impress upon the international community that the LTTE was genuine and serious in the pursuit of 
peace and that the Tamil people had urgent humanitarian needs” (2004: 385). Balasingham further asserted that 
“Norway as well as the international governments had a moral responsibility to address and resolve the major 
humanitarian tragedy of the displaced population” (2004: 386). It should be noted that due to the lack of power 
and fund sharing arrangements, the LTTE could not be a direct recipient of ODA (post-conflict rebuilding 
also included relief and rehabilitation). 
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International backing is crucial at this juncture to silence the subversive elements that are opposed 

to peace and ethnic reconciliation” (2004: 398). 

 

5.3.2.2 Tokyo Donor Conference, June 2003 

In contrast to the Oslo conference, donors at the Tokyo Conference on Reconstruction 

and Development in Sri Lanka held on June 9–10, 2003, linked assistance to advancement 

in the peace process and improvement of the situation on the ground. This was done both 

in presented speeches (see Netland, 2008: 34–36) and in the text of the final Tokyo 

declaration (Article 18). Fifty-one participating countries and 22 international 

organizations pledged 4.5 billion USD. As argued by Ropers, some of these funds were 

already earmarked for use in Sri Lanka, so although the donor countries were not making 

significant changes to their already planned policies, the pledged sum was still significant 

(interview, August 2010).  

As explained in section 5.2.3, the LTTE abstained from attending the conference. 

Helgesen says that the reason the LTTE decided to boycott the Tokyo Donor Conference 

was the feeling that the negotiation process had advanced too far without obtaining 

sufficient concessions in return (interview, July 2008). On the contrary, the LTTE viewed 

the Western initiatives – dubbed in Sri Lanka as the international safety net – as ultimately 

leading to strengthening the government; while the Tamil Tigers wanted the government 

to be weak. The latter is according to Jayawardane (interview, September 2009) also one 

reason why the LTTE chose to boycott the Tokyo donor conference. 

Article 18 on linkage between donor support and progress in the peace process was 

vaguely defined (Kelegama, 2006; Netland, 2008). Furthermore, Kelegama points to the 

difficulties for donors in measuring progress in the peace talks, as it was not defined 

beforehand what the progress should include. It was clear by late 2003 that “for some donors 

granting of an ISGA or an equivalent was the only indicator of progress of the peace talks” 

(Kelegama, 2006: 194). Netland (2008) notes that although donors (namely the EU) used 

peace conditionality in their rhetoric, they did not reflect the failure of the adversaries to 

achieve any significant advancement in their development polices. Netland argues that 

bilateral development aid to Sri Lanka during the period 2006–08 (following the collapse 

of the direct talks in April 2003, LTTE‟s withdrawal) was not reduced but on the contrary 

increased (see Table 12). Multilateral organizations such as the Asia Development Bank 

(ADB) and the WB also had a visible presence in Tokyo. ADB‟s President, Tadao Chino, 
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stated that the ADB was prepared to increase its support to Sri Lanka with a sum of up to 

1 billion USD; but he also referred to commitment to the peace process and subsequent 

conflict termination as a condition for the increased support (Ibid). But as Netland points 

out, both banks‟ lending to Sri Lanka increased even after it became clear that the process 

was derailing (2008: 43).  

Raghavan further reasoned that Norway and also the other donors failed when 

they conditioned employment of development aid on advancement in the peace process. 

However, Prabhakaran was ultimately not interested in money and would not have given 

up political gains for economic assistance. Furthermore, all development aid is local and 

donor conferences do not resonate with the general public at large, for the latter only see 

tangible results, in other words, improvements in their immediate surroundings, and most 

people do not make a connection between the peace process and development (Pierce, 

interview, May 2010).125  

Netland (2008) points to the fact that the parties achieved relative success in 

establishing a delivery mechanism for fund distribution in the Northeast after the Tokyo 

donor conference. The LTTE was, however, excluded from cooperation with external 

agencies, the main reason being that many agencies refused to pay – based on their 

internal guidelines – additional LTTE taxation (in effect extortion) in LTTE-controlled 

areas. 

Table 12 below indicates a slight drop in ODA assistance in 2007, when both parties 

de facto fully resumed military operations. On the other hand, the decrease is also a result 

of declining post-tsunami reconstruction aid and does not go below the ODA level from 

the pre-tsunami period. 

 

 

  

                                                
125 According to Laurie Pierce, a development expert from DAI, development agencies and international 
organizations working with the grassroots, especially in the Eastern provinces, tried to make a connection 
between the peace process and an increase in living standards, but that this was difficult as the grassroots 
were mainly focused on local results. There was also severe absorption limitation in accepting donor aid as 
well as a lack of local capacity that posed further limitations to stipulating the peace divided through 
development assistance (Kelegama, 2006).  
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Table 12 – Selected Official Development Assistance to Sri Lanka (2000–09) 

 

Chinese aid to Sri Lanka amounted to 1 billion USD in 2008; in 2009, it was 1.2 billion, and 
1.4 billion USD in 2010 (Asia Times, August 13, 2010). Earlier data on China‟s ODA to Sri 
Lanka are not available. (Sources: EC statistics, Norad Annual Reports 2000-09, USAID 
Greenbook, JICA statistics). 
 
5.3.2.4 Post-tsunami and post-conflict reconstruction of conflict-affected areas 

In the context of the negotiation process, development aid had a very limited impact on 

the parties: political goals and evaluations were more important. The LTTE wanted to 

have a say in setting priorities for reconstruction: it agreed to the National Groups after 

the tsunami, and earlier it demanded control over development funds for the Northeast 

under the proposed interim administration (November 2003). Aside from the bilateral 

donors discussed in the subsequent chapter, the Asia Development Bank (ABD) and the 

World Bank (WB) were important and long-time donors to Sri Lanka. Both participated 

in the Tokyo Donor Conference in May 2003, but as both Goodhand (2001) and Netland 

(2008) argue, they were mostly working around the conflict and later focusing on poverty 

and other socio-economic issues. Netland (2008: 44) points out that both institutions were 

enforcing conditionalities as outlined in the Tokyo Declaration, but reasons that it was the 

lack of success of the Rajapaksa government in attracting external investments that was 

behind the decrease of support rather than the banks‟ reaction to the deterioration of the 

peace process. 
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Following the tsunami, the Post-Tsunami Operational Management Structure (P-

TOMS)126 on sharing development funds was negotiated as a distribution mechanism for 

post-tsunami reconstruction funds. The LTTE also participated in the P-TOMS talks. 

The nationalistic parties (JVP, JHU) strongly opposed the PTOMS mechanism; the JHU 

appealed to the Sri Lankan Supreme Court against the mechanism with the argument that 

it was contradictory to the unitary constitution, an argument that was later confirmed by 

the Court. It should also be noted that the Muslim community was excluded from the P-

TOMS negotiations despite the fact they suffered most from the tsunami. Paradoxically, 

the GoSL felt the process needed to be more inclusive, a direct reflection of criticism the 

government received over the CFA, which according to the government‟s critics was not 

inclusive enough; hence the government tried to get support for the P-TOMS from the 

South. This time was nevertheless used by the nationalistic parties in the South to 

mobilize against the agreement which, in June 2005, was declared to be unconstitutional. 

Brattskar observes (interview, October 2010) that the negotiations to revive the peace 

process lost momentum following the tsunami as a result of the lengthy adaptation 

process (spirit of unity dissipated). 

To recap, the economic dividend on its own was not sufficient to advance the 

negotiations, therefore it was not possible to use an economic lever to resolve the conflict 

in Sri Lanka (Kelegama, 2006: 193–94). 

 

5.3.3 Incentives for process opponents and spoilers 

The nationalistic political parties in the rural South, the JVP and later also the JHU, were 

very critical of the peace process and succeeded, through their very efficient grassroots 

network, in painting the peace process in a negative light. Kelegama argues that the rural 

areas in the South felt that there was an inadequate allocation of resources; but there were 

also some benefits resulting from the war, particularly in the form of increased 

remittances for households from the rural youth serving in the Sri Lankan armed forces 

(2006: 181). Nevertheless, the benefits of peace, the peace dividends that the GoSL 

                                                
126 The Post-Tsunami Operational Management Structure agreement was signed on June 24, 2005, by the 
GOSL and the LTTE. It was argued (Dhanapala, interview, September 2009) that the P-TOMS was 
politically not handled well by President Kumaratunga as the negotiations were protracted during which 
time a leading LTTE person was assassinated, the LTTE left direct talks, and the rest was negotiated 
through Norway. The negotiations finished in March but the president did not allow the agreement to be 
signed until June. In the meantime, the JVP initiated protests against the agreement, and took it to the 
Supreme Court which ruled the P-TOMS to be unconstitutional.    
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expected would transform the perception of the conflict, were not visible in the South. It 

is expedient to understand that although the economic peace dividends were mainly 

intended for areas in the Northeast, support from the Southern electorate was crucially 

important for any political formation to secure victory in national elections. As Ropers 

argues (interview, 2010), the electorate in the South was more interested in seeing effective 

government political and economic reforms rather than donor aid packages. In hindsight, 

it is evident that the UNP government and the involved international actors did not 

persuade the South of the benefits of peace. 

 

5.4 Negotiation strategies and third party involvement 

The forming of negotiation strategies for the 2002–03 direct talks under Norwegian 

facilitation was to a great extent affected by the political realities of Sri Lankan politics as 

well as the nature of the LTTE armed struggle. Both adversaries identified the existing 

political settings as the main impediment to reaching a final agreement: cohabitation, 

nationalism, and extremism on both sides of the political spectrum, and a general 

unwillingness on the sides of both parties to yield to concessions. The LTTE was well 

aware that the UNF government under Ranil Wickremesinghe lacked sufficient political 

backing to deliver any constitutional concessions for a power-sharing mechanism that 

would have been a necessary component of any final agreement. Thus, the main focus was 

shifted to reaching an agreement on an interim power-sharing arrangement that would 

also include a distribution mechanism for the distribution of humanitarian relief, 

reconstruction, and rehabilitation funds in the Northeast. In this context, the main 

interest of both parties was to take credit for the delivery of services in the Northeast 

(interview, August 2010). 

During the 2006 negotiations, the cohabitation impediment was no longer valid; 

nevertheless the level of mutual trust between the parties was extremely low and their 

BATNAs were strengthened as their re-arming efforts intensified and the parties 

advanced with preparations for their next military operations. At that time, negotiation 

was no longer the most enticing alternative for either party. 
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5.4.1 GoSL negotiation strategies 

UNF Government: Six rounds – September 2002–April 2003 

Following the electoral victory in November 2001, the UNF coalition government 

recognized that the conflict with the LTTE had reached a hurting stalemate and 

continuation with military operations was no longer the most enticing alternative. The 

government was also facing strong internal opposition and the issue of cohabitation when 

preparing for the negotiations with the LTTE. 

One of the prime factors in forming the GoSL negotiation strategy was securing a 

strong international presence in support of the process. By creating the international safety 

net, the government hoped to balance the lack of internal support. As Moragoda argues 

(2003), the government did no longer have to face challenges alone. In addition to 

maintaining the close cooperation with India, the international safety net consisted of 

traditional donors (Japan, Norway), new donors (the EU, later China), as well as other 

countries involved in the conflict resolution and donor efforts (U.S.). The strong 

international presence backed up with substantial foreign investment and donor assistance 

was to strengthen the government in dealing with its own dire domestic political 

situation, namely the cohabitation (Ropers, interview, August 2010). G.L. Peiris 

(interview in Rupasinghe, 2006: 93) supports this view while claiming that the success of 

the peace process was dependent in large part on the direct support of the international 

community, especially its economic dimension. In this sense, the GoSL assigned great 

importance to the economic aspect of reconciliation and made it a focal point of its 

negotiation strategy (more in the following point). In Pieris‟ words, the GoSL hoped that the 

lives of people would be transformed as a direct result of this process, which would 

generate support for the government, weaken the LTTE‟s position both as a provider of 

goods and in the negotiation process as a strong voice speaking on behalf of all the Tamils 

in Sri Lanka, and also silence the internal opposition. 

While the GoSL was led by the UNF, the accent was more on international actors 

that could offer benefits to Sri Lanka as a whole while providing support for the conflict 

resolution initiatives at large, including capacity building for the LTTE. In contrast, the 

UPFA government preferred international military support (noncombatant), mainly in 

the form of military and weaponry (also intelligence) supplies from the United States, 

India, China, Pakistan, Iran, and according to a reliable source also from Israel (military 

advisors). In this sense, the UPFA government also created an international support 
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network, only instead of support to the peace process and donor assistance, it focused on 

direct military support to the government. 

In the UNF government‟s view, one of the main effects of the international safety 

net was the generating of peace dividends, which could be also interpreted as economic 

appeasement or the concept of winning the hearts and minds of not only those residing in 

the conflict-affected areas in the Northeast, but also of the electorate in the South. The 

Wickremasinghe government hoped to achieve this in the first stage of the negotiation 

process before opening discussion on the core political issues. The government expected 

that tangible economic benefits as a direct result of the peace process would unite the 

people of the Northeast to form a coalition against war and support the peace process 

which would weaken the LTTE (Kelegama, 2006: 220). Tangible peace dividends were also 

expected to prevent the derailing of the peace process. In subsequent stages, the 

Wickramasinghe strategy was to negotiate with the LTTE on core political issues; the 

LTTE, without the unconditional support of the Tamils in the Northeast, would be more 

prone to agreeing on political concessions that would be more favorable to the 

government. That did not reflect the reality of the LTTE‟s decision-making, but it was the 

reasoning of the UNF government. 

The main flaw of this concept was that the peace dividends in the Northeast were not 

immediately visible to the grassroots population, and issues like the continued army 

presence in the High Security Zones prevented the return of IDPs which, in turn, 

reflected negatively on the government. Furthermore, any government in Colombo 

needed the support of the Southern electorate in order to be reelected, and the UNF 

government did not succeed in convincing the Sinhala population in the South of the 

benefits of peace and of maintaining a strong commitment to the peace process. 

Furthermore, the majority of the population in the South was interested in political and 

economic stability. This would need to be secured through effective government reforms 

not through development packages from international donors. 

As indicated in the preceding points, the government aimed at sequencing the 

negotiations into several steps, discussing humanitarian and economic issues prior to the 

core political issues. Ropers reasons (interview, August 2010) that this was mainly due to 

the lack of political support for the Sinhala (government) side in enforcing constitutional 

changes, including power-sharing arrangements, that would most likely result in political 

concessions demanded by the LTTE. The other reason was to discuss the core political 
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issues once a sufficient level of mutual confidence had been reached, and also after the 

economic peace dividends were visible (Kelegama, 2006). In contrast, a member of the 

Norwegian facilitation team argued that the UNF government in 2002 was strong enough 

to enforce the necessary reforms. In the same vein, it was argued that President 

Kumaratunga would understand that any derailing of the peace process – for which she 

did not want to assume the main responsibility – would be met with strong international 

displeasure (interview 2010). 

And finally, the government‟s strategy also included steps toward appeasing the 

LTTE. As mentioned earlier, the GoSL complied with the LTTE‟s pre-negotiation 

demands. The main issue, however, was the question of equal status during the negotiation 

process (“even-handedness,” Ropers, 2008; Höglund and Svensson, 2007). The LTTE 

expected to be treated as an equal partner to the government, a status which was fully 

accepted by the facilitator. For the government, this issue was sensitive as the LTTE had a 

long history of committing violent attacks that had targeted civilians; it had been 

proscribed as a terrorist organization in Sri Lanka before the beginning of the process. A 

compromise was reached, however, according to which the parties were regarded as equal 

during the negotiations, but not outside of the negotiation process. This was directly 

contradictory to the previous GoSL strategy under the PA leadership, when the 

government had attempted to bring the LTTE to the negotiation table from a position of 

power. Nevertheless, the parity at the negotiation table was often misinterpreted in Sri 

Lanka as a sign of giving into the Tamil Tigers. Indeed, the conciliatory steps shown 

toward the LTTE by the UNF government generated very strong internal opposition. 127 

The same can be said about capacity building projects for the LTTE. The LTTE Political 

Committee identified a number of cadres as potential future politicians and sent them to 

participate in capacity building exercises arranged in Norway, Germany, and Switzerland. 

It was a part of the GoSL peace process strategy to encourage the LTTE to undertake 

these exercises so as to initiate its transition from a military to a political organization. 

Furthermore, Prime Minister Wickramasinghe and many in the South believed that the 

LTTE cadres would be reluctant to return to combat after a longer period of relatively 

stable “no peace, no war” (interview, Ropers, August 2010). 

                                                
127 The UNF government was aware of the strong opposition of the Sinhala Buddhists. Any government 
wanting to secure election victory has to be acceptable to the South, which traditionally is very nationalistic 
– it is one of the strongholds of the JVP – and any conciliatory attempts directed at the LTTE had a high 
chance of being misinterpreted in the South.  
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UPFA Government – Renewed talks under Mahinda Rajakapsa – 2006 

In 2005, Mahinda Rajapaksa stated that the CFA and the previous peace process had been 

deeply flawed, as the CFA officially acknowledged that the LTTE controlled a part of Sri 

Lankan territory. His aim was to renegotiate the CFA and reach an agreement with the 

LTTE which would guarantee implementation of the 13th constitutional amendment 

establishing the Provincial Councils, provided that the LTTE gave up the territory under 

its control. This was not accepted by the Tamil Tigers, who considered giving up their de 

facto control of the territory in the Northeast as non-negotiable. 

The government did not enter the 2006 talks with a clear negotiation strategy other 

than to avoid the mistakes that the UNF government had been criticized for in the past; 

that is, excessive international involvement in the peace process, conditionalities directed 

against the government, and conciliatory steps toward the LTTE.128 It has been argued by 

both people with direct knowledge of the process and analysts that the UPFA government 

shifted its focus to the international arena to secure support for its military operation; that 

is, rather than for renewing the peace process after the failed talks in June 2006 and after 

the LTTE blockade of a water irrigation project in Mavil Aru in July 2006. International 

actors that used conditionalities, with particular emphasis on human rights issues, were 

replaced by nations that offered incentives without conditions or offered support in 

counter-terrorist operations. The GoSL officially abrogated the ceasefire agreement with 

the LTTE in January 2008, and the LTTE was proscribed again in Sri Lanka on January 7, 

2009. 

 

5.4.2 LTTE negotiation strategies 

The Tamil Tigers‟ general negotiation strategy was characterized by a noted 

unwillingness to enter into negotiations from a weak position that would expose the 

organization to an environment where unwanted concessions would be required. The 

LTTE based its negotiation strategies on its own assessment – that the UNF government 

lacked sufficient political power to grant any constitutional concessions necessary for 

accommodating the LTTE‟s self-determination grievances. The LTTE was also well 

aware of the lack of consensus among the Sinhala majority on the solution to the ethnic 

                                                
128 Minister de Silva reasoned that peace should not be linked to aid, that peace is more, and that the UPFA 
government was not complying with the conditions of the international community to the same extent as 
the UNF government.  
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conflict in Sri Lanka. Strategies were based, therefore, on how to achieve the most under 

the given political setting, namely, how to reach an agreement on the interim government 

and how to secure an inflow of development assistance to the Northeast that would be 

under the control of the LTTE. The role of external actors was important for the LTTE as 

long as they supported the organization in reaching these goals. 

As Balasingham states in War and peace the LTTE perceived the Tamil national 

question on two levels: existential problems faced by the Tamils (humanitarian aspect) 

and the core conflict issues (political aspects, self-determination). During 2002–03 the 

LTTE aimed at discussing humanitarian issues prior to the core issues (Balasingham, 

2004: 382). Similar to the GoSL negotiation strategy, the LTTE was thus sequencing the 

talks, prioritizing issues of lesser political sensitivity (humanitarian, reconstruction, 

rehabilitation, and relief policies as well as confidence building exercises) over the core 

political issues. Primarily for the same reason as the government, the LTTE was well 

aware of the limited political backing the UNF government had in being able to make any 

constitutional concessions. The LTTE‟s main aim during this phase was to reach an 

agreement with the government on the interim administration (interview, 2010). A well 

informed source also pointed out that the parties adhered to a similar rule as Ahtisaari in 

the Helsinki Aceh peace process – that nothing is agreed, until everything is agreed – 

meaning that no agreement on substantial matters could be reached until everything is 

agreed. Discussion on the core issues was conducted parallel with humanitarian dialogue 

in the subcommittees. The parties nevertheless were mostly interested in showcasing 

immediate results to the people in the Northeast than in concentrating on reaching 

permanent political reconciliation. 

Further to this, the LTTE was determined to avoid a “peace trap” – what it saw as 

external conditionalities and the increasing involvement of foreign actors in the Sri 

Lankan peace process. Balasingham argues that the government‟s zeal for increasing the 

level of donor aid created a space for the intrusion of international donor involvement in 

the peace process (2004: 465). This refers namely to donors and other international actors 

that advocated the imposing of conditionalities and restrictions on the LTTE. The LTTE 

was of the view that the international safety net and peace dividends would lead to a 

marginalizing of the LTTE‟s influence in the Northeast. 

An alternative explanation suggests that Prabhakaran did not wish to prolong the 

ceasefire period without reaching any substantial agreements on the interim 



Using Carrots to Bring Peace? Negotiation and Third Party Involvement 

Martina Klimesova (2011) 

 

128 

 

administration. In his reasoning, the morale of guerrilla cadres was in decline during 

peacetime as the fighters struggled to adapt to a different lifestyle (Ropers, interview, 

August 2010). In addition, with the lessening of isolation and more frequent contacts, the 

picture of the enemy was also changing toward a more amicable one. And finally, 

Prabhakaran was also concerned how the diaspora communities would react to changes 

generated by the peace process. In sum, the notion of avoiding a “peace trap” reflected the 

LTTE‟s concern that a lengthy process could diminish its combat capabilities. 

 

Characteristics of the LTTE negotiation strategies 

Economic incentives or the promise of economic incentives had very little or even non-

existent impact on the LTTE‟s decisions during the negotiations; alignment and 

international recognition of the LTTE was more important to the organization. Next to 

the two aforementioned negotiation strategies, the LTTE‟s behavior in the negotiation 

process had several characteristic features that are summarized in the following four 

points. 

 

Entrapment 

Experts on conflict resolution processes in Sri Lanka as well as some Sri Lankan 

politicians and local analysts are in disagreement whether the LTTE leader, Velupillai 

Prabhakaran, was truly prepared to renounce the concept of an independent Tamil 

homeland, Eelam, for a power-sharing arrangement within a unitary Sri Lanka (internal 

self-determination). Hard-liners like Rohan Gunaratna indicate that the LTTE used the 

negotiating period as a breather for regrouping, rearming, and general organizational 

enforcement before continuing with another military offensive against the government 

forces (interview, Gunaratna, 2009). Rigidness and clinging to the concept of the Tamil 

homeland was further strengthened by assigning a great significance to the fallen Tigers. 

The LTTE celebrated Heroes‟ Day on November 27 in memory of the first fallen Tiger, 

during which great significance was given to those who lost lives in fighting for an 

independent Eelam.129 Moreover, in combination with his isolation and alleged paranoia 

                                                
129 Heroes‟ week, celebrated since 1989, marked the death of the first guerrilla, Shankar, who died in 1982 
(Swamy, 2008b). November 27, the day of his death, is declared Heroes‟ Day. The LTTE leader used the 
Heroes‟ Day speeches as an annual address to the Tamil nation. One could discern a visible shift in favor of 
the talks in speeches from the years 2000–02, while in speeches from 2003 onward, there were increasing 
references to a stalemate in the talks and a lack of mutual trust and general unwillingness to cooperate.      
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over his own safety, there was a high level of entrapment in the struggle for independent 

Eelam in Prabhakaran‟s reasoning.130 This argument is supported by the Japanese Peace 

envoy Yasushi Akashi, who described Prabhakaran as a prisoner of the Tamil past, 

namely past injustices and violence against the Tamils (interview, Akashi, December 

2009). The strong emotional attachment to the devoted homeland and the prevailing, 

predominantly military structure of the organization thwarted a changing of mindsets 

among LTTE decision-makers. In contrast, a person with a very good knowledge of the 

process argued (interview, October 2010) that Prabhakaran was prepared to accept a 

solution within the framework of internal self-determination before the Oslo round in 

2002; but the LTTE leader gradually realized that a political solution would not be 

possible. This belief was finally confirmed after the collapse of the P-TOMS agreement in 

which the LTTE resorted to concessions on self-determination issues, such as accepting 

the GoSL‟s role in the Northeast, but this still did not lead to a political agreement.   

 

Striving for equal status 

The Tamil Tigers strived to be perceived and treated as representatives of a state, which 

was essential to them – more so than the promise of aid and reconstruction assistance. As 

a result of this, the organization was very sensitive to resorting to any compromises that 

would indicate that their status was lower than that of the government (Sri Lankan civil 

society representative, interview, September 2009). For instance, banning the LTTE from 

attending the preparatory conference in Washington D.C. in 2003, emphasizing its 

asymmetrical status to the government, caused the LTTE‟s temporary withdrawal from 

the negotiation process. 

 

Low trust in Sinhala politics 

As previously stated, the LTTE was aware of the limited political power of the UNF 

government and, simultaneously, the LTTE was concerned about non-delivery of the 

government‟s commitments from the CFA, namely withdrawal of the armed forces from 

the HSZs. The confidence building measures introduced by the Norwegian facilitators, as 

                                                
130 In one of his Heroes‟ Day speeches, Prabhakaran declared that any LTTE cadre had the right to kill him 
should he deviate from the quest for an independent Tamil Homeland. In contrast, in 2002, a few days 
before the third round of the GoLS-LTTE talks in Oslo, Prabhakaran stated in the annual Heroes‟ Day 
speech that he was prepared to consider a political setting within a unitary Sri Lanka should the LTTE be 
granted sufficient self-governing powers.  
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well as a number of NGOs (e.g. Berghof Foundation for Conflict Studies), were not 

efficient in enhancing the mutual level of trust between the parties. Indeed, a prevailing 

lack of trust was one of the main impediments to the success of the negotiations. 

According to a source well versed in the process, the LTTE wanted to discuss 

reconstruction issues, which were also in the agreement but were delivered inefficiently 

due to the bureaucracy in Colombo; the LTTE also lost trust in the government‟s 

willingness to implement agreements on account of the fact that only a few were 

implemented. In addition, Vidar Helgesen expressed his view that the LTTE felt it did 

not get enough in return for accepting exploration of a federal structure in December 2002 

(interview, July 2008). 

Lastly, President Kumaratunga‟s initiative to prolong the debate among Sinhala 

groups on the P-TOMS in the first half of 2005 opened up space for nationalistic 

sentiments voiced by the JVP and as well as extremist wings of both main parties, the 

UNP and SLFP. The P-TOMS agreement was later ruled as unconstitutional by the 

Supreme Court. According to two independent sources close to the LTTE, this was 

proved to be the final setback for the organization, indicating that a negotiated agreement 

backed by a Sinhalese majority was unattainable. 

 

Anton Balasingham 

One of the LTTE‟s shortcomings was the lack of diversity in decision-making processes 

and a strong reliance on the LTTE leader. London-based Anton Balasingham was the 

LTTE‟s chief negotiator, political strategist, and intellectual, who had an academic rather 

than combatant background. He was also a rare exception in that he was one of the few 

who could engage in constructive discussion with Velupillai Prabhakaran.131 Despite 

Prabhakaran‟s firm control over the LTTE, Balasingham was the soul of the LTTE‟s 

negotiation team who could convey any news to the LTTE leader.132 A few who were fully 

versed in the negotiation process indicate that relations between Balasingham and 

Prabhakaran were strained around the time of the LTTE‟s temporary withdrawal from the 

negotiations in spring 2003, and Balasingham‟s influence also diminished with the 

advancement of his illness; after he passed away in December 2006, the organization did 

                                                
131 According to his own memoirs, Balasingham, 2004.  
132 Balasingham in his memoirs sometimes refers to Prabhakaran as the LTTE (i.e. Prabhakaran would be 
disappointed, instead of the LTTE would be disappointed).  



Using Carrots to Bring Peace? Negotiation and Third Party Involvement 

Martina Klimesova (2011) 

 

131 
 

not find a replacement.133 Balasingham was an avid advocate of a negotiated solution; he 

had built up a very strong position within the LTTE, but he was also criticized by some of 

the hardliners (Tamilsevan).134 Nonetheless, he was never authorized to make a decision 

on federalism on behalf of the LTTE, and according to Dhanapala, he did not consult 

Prabhakaran on the LTTE‟s stance during the Oslo talks in December 2002 (interview, 

Dhanapala, 2009). 

An undisclosed reliable source with a vested knowledge of the situation noted that 

the Norwegian facilitators invested extensively in Balasingham and based most of their 

strategy and policy toward the LTTE on their special relationship with him. It is also 

apparent from Balasingham‟s memoirs that he respected the facilitators, particularly 

Norwegian envoy Erik Solheim. Richard Armitage, former U.S. Deputy Secretary of 

State, postulated that there was a general feeling among the representatives of involved 

external parties that if anyone could pursue Prabhakaran to be more flexible and forward 

looking then it would be Balasingham. It was also hoped that Balasingham would help   

Prabhakaran see the benefits of peace; it was believed he had a very limited knowledge of 

the outside world. As Armitage claims (interview, August 2010), it was further hoped that 

Balasingham would bring him out of isolation and therefore act as a bridge. In this sense, 

the facilitators had only limited access to the Tamil Tiger leadership as their 

communication with the LTTE leader was not direct and Balasingham was not mandated 

to execute decisions. Furthermore, Balasingham had institutional memory and long 

experience, and it became evident during the talks in 2006 that his absence was very 

visible (Brattskar, interview, October 2010).135 

 

                                                
133 Ranil Wickremasinghe recalled that Anton was the only one among the LTTE negotiators with political 
skills who insisted on independence and an interim self-government agreement (ISGA). 
134 Adele Balasingham notes that “… while Mr. Pirabakaran [Prabhakaran] prioritized the necessity of armed 

struggle to achieve political goals, Bala‟s [Anton Balasingham] intervention enhanced the political dimension of the 
armed struggle. The relationship between these two single-minded individuals has been quite unique. It is one of those 
relationships where two different personalities come together at a specific conjuncture and play significant roles in the 
movement of history” (Adele Balasingham, 2003: 336). Anton Balasingham was first approached by the 
forming LTTE in the late 1970s when he was living in London. Even then, he was an avid Tamil activist and 
a Marxist. The Tigers asked him to teach classes for the LTTE and a year later, in 1979, he produced the 
major LTTE ideological leaflet entitled Towards Socialist Eelam (Swamy, 2008b).  
135 Tamilsheva, head of the political wing, also did not speak English, but he understood, with Prabhakaran, 
that the problem was not the language barrier per se but the fact that he was isolated (on the other hand, he 
met with Japanese envoy Akashi as well as the EU representative Chris Patten, in addition to the 
Norwegian facilitators), for he was not meeting people outside of his inner circle and the facilitators were 
unable to contact him directly. It became an even greater issue when Balasingham‟s health deteriorated and 
he could no longer participate in the talks.  
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5.4.3 Third party strategies and involvement 

Norway assumed the role of facilitator. The other countries involved were not directly 

engaged in the negotiation process, but provided political and mainly donor support to the 

process.136 All five main international stakeholders, Norway, Japan, U.S., EU, and India, 

also had their own aspirations and agendas. Due to political restraints, it was only 

Norway who could engage directly with the LTTE, for the other countries had either 

proscribed the organization (India 1991, U.S. 1998, since 2006 also the EU) or preferred to 

cooperate primarily with the state actor (Japan). Although there were significant efforts to 

coordinate the international involvement, namely after the Tokyo Donor Conference in 

2003 and after the tsunami disaster in 2005, it was evident the international actors had 

diverse views and approaches in Sri Lanka. 

 

5.4.3.1 Norway 

Prior to engaging as a facilitator in the late 1990s, Norway had a history of long-term 

bilateral development cooperation with Sri Lanka dating back to the mid-1970s. Unlike 

other countries, Norway did not phase out its involvement in the mid-1990s when the 

government renewed military operations against the LTTE after a failed negotiation 

attempt by Prime Minister and later President Kumaratunga.137 This nevertheless raised a 

debate in Norway whether it should continue with development assistance to Sri Lanka. 

Stortinget, the Norwegian Parliament, concluded that Norway would continue its 

involvement in Sri Lanka in conjunction with supporting efforts that would lead to a 

negotiated solution between the two adversaries.138 This support was realized through 

programs creating employment and adult educational programs in the South, support for 

other development initiatives through local NGOs, water revitalizing programs on the 

Jaffna Peninsula in the North, and infrastructure projects in the East. The projects were 

initiated in cooperation and after consultations with the government through which 

                                                
136 Thailand, Japan, and later Switzerland assisted with providing meeting venues for the direct talks.  
137 Norway entered into development cooperation with Sri Lanka in 1977 (bilateral support) and continued its 
engagement in Sri Lanka throughout the riots in the late 1970s and the early 1980s (as well as the open armed 
conflict in the 1980s). During the renewed military operations in the mid-1990s many countries phased out 
their involvement in Sri Lanka, but Norway bucked the trend by upgrading its diplomatic presence in Sri 
Lanka from mission to embassy with Jon Westborg as the first ambassador in Sri Lanka.    
138 Parliamentarian note, Stortinget, nr.19 (1995–96), on En verden I endring (Changing World). Norway 
declared Sri Lanka a priority country for long-term cooperation, see also “Retningslinjer for 
Utviklingssamarbeidet med Sri Lanka” (Guidelines for development cooperation with Sri Lanka), 
Utenriksdepartementet, Oslo, April 1998.  
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Norway gradually built good and stable relations with Colombo. It had also cultivated 

good relations and contacts among the Tamil communities in Europe, and gained the trust 

of the LTTE after Norway indicated its well-meaning intention of assisting with the 

transport and hospitalization of Anton Balasingham, who was seriously ill in Vanni in 

2000 without access to sufficient medical facilities.139 

Norway did not enter the talks with a specific facilitation strategy, but it based its 

involvement on the confidence of the adversaries gained prior to the initiation of the 

process. It is also important to understand that Norway was a facilitator not a mediator; 

some criticism voiced against Norway‟s role (i.e. dialogue was not all-inclusive) in the 

peace process is based on the assumption that Norway had ultimate leverage over the 

adversaries, was fully in charge of agenda setting, and could affect the composition of the 

delegations as well as decide whether other parties should be involved in the process. This 

was not the case as Norway was invited only as a facilitator to arrange dialogue between 

the GoSL and the LTTE. It is thus essential to make a distinction between the two levels: 

on the one hand, ending the armed conflict, and, on the other, reaching a durable political 

solution to the ethnic conflict in Sri Lanka. With regard to the former, Norway had a 

mandate to facilitate dialogue between the two conflicting parties. In contrast, reaching a 

durable solution would have required an all-encompassing political dialogue with all 

political stakeholders in Sri Lanka, which means including parties that were not 

necessarily stakeholders in the armed conflict. 

When assessing Norway‟s facilitation it is important to understand that the two 

adversaries decided on the shape of the dialogue – which took the form of direct talks 

between the two parties to the conflict. A number of experts interviewed on the subject 

argued that an all-inclusive political dialogue on the future political setting should have 

been conducted in parallel with the conflict resolution efforts. Nevertheless, it has to be 

remembered in this context that Norway as a facilitator could not initiate such a dialogue 

without consensus from the two parties. Accordingly, it is unrealistic to expect that it 

would be in the power of a facilitator, or other external parties, to facilitate an internal all-

encompassing political dialogue without strong internal leadership. It is undisputable that 

                                                
139 This represented one of the early ripe moments for conflict resolution, but, in the end, the GoSL refused 
to grant permission for Balasingham to go through Colombo, and he instead left Sri Lanka on a boat 
arranged by the LTTE.  
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such dialogue was necessary, but without unity and strong leadership on the Sinhala side 

it was unattainable. 

Norway was aware of the limitations for maneuver it faced during the facilitation 

as well as its limited influence over the negotiating parties. The reason why the 

facilitators decided to continue their engagement, even when it was evident that a 

negotiated solution was unachievable, was the desire of the adversaries to maintain 

communication channels. 

Notwithstanding the above, Norway‟s strategy was also to assist with the 

transformation of the LTTE from a military organization to a political force through 

engagement with foreign actors, capacity building, and encouragement to use non-military 

means (interview with Solheim in Rupasinghe, 2006). Although the LTTE was interested 

in establishing international contacts and sought the legitimization of its aspirations of 

self-determination, it did not consider abandoning military force for the reason of security 

–and also the wider security of the Northeast. 

Some standard informal initiatives supported by Norway or NGOs such as the 

Berghof Foundation were perceived by some nationalist Sinhala groups as activities 

empowering the LTTE. It should be mentioned, however, that the LTTE representatives 

to these exercises were not high up on the LTTE power ladder. 

 

Equal treatment 

I venture that the most essential incentive that Norway contributed to the peace process 

was its determination to maintain equal treatment of the two adversaries during the 

negotiation process, despite encountering severe criticism from the Sinhala opposition 

parties. This equal treatment was nevertheless often misinterpreted as putting the actors 

on an equal footing, which was later further misread as Norway‟s intention to assist or 

empower the LTTE despite the fact that the former recognized the conflict asymmetry.140 

At the same time, the facilitators were aware of the severe limitations the LTTE faced in 

conducting thorough political, economic, and societal analysis, as most of the negotiators 

lacked formal education and exposure to peacetime politics. Norway intended to assist in 

                                                
140 Norway chose not to respond to the most far-fetched rumors: that it was interested in the Sri Lankan 
petroleum sector, fishing industry, or even that it was working on behalf of the Pope to make Sri Lanka a 
Christian country, or that Sri Lanka could become a kingdom for Princess Martha-Louise, the second child 
of King Harald V. While these allegations were not commented on by the Norwegian representation, some 
interpreted Norway‟s silence on the matter as evidence that they were true. According to a well-versed 
source, these allegations appeared primarily in Asia Tribune, an internet daily (interview, 2010).    
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the education of the LTTE elite and future leaders on issues like federalism and 

peacebuilding. This was considered by some hard-liners in Colombo as an effort to 

empower the organization and to treat it like a state actor. But to Norway‟s reasoning, this 

was only a way of strengthening the peace process and to facilitate the better 

understanding of some political issues by the LTTE. 

Moreover, for Norway, perceiving both parties as equal in the negotiation process 

was solely a matter resulting from the context of its assignment in Sri Lanka; it did not 

have any particular interest in placing the parties on an equal footing but it was simply a 

necessity resulting from the situation (interview 2010). The LTTE would not have agreed 

to the talks if its position at the negotiation table was different to the GoSL‟s. Norway 

also made it repeatedly clear to both actors that it supported a unitary Sri Lanka and that 

the equal footing status was solely for the negotiation process. In addition, Norway also 

continually conveyed to the LTTE leadership that no country or political entity supported 

their claims for independence; that their situation was different from East Timor for 

instance. Despite this, a number of hard-liners in Sri Lanka accused Norway of attempts 

to break up the country (Gunaratna, Wijesinha, interviews, September 2009) and to 

empower the Tamil Tigers. This was partly a result of the fact that the Sinhala leadership 

did not have a united view on the negotiation process and could not accept the LTTE‟s 

equal footing at the negotiation table.141 

 

Assessment of Norway‟s facilitation 

 

Limited mandate together with extensive responsibilities 

Norway as a facilitator had no formal mandate to shape the process agenda or employ 

political muscle vis-à-vis the parties. This was also evident when discussing conditions for 

third party involvement: Norway was required to accept the government‟s conditions for 

conducting the process. Although the facilitators were well aware that it would not be an 

optimal solution if Norway in addition to the facilitation assumed the main responsibility 

for the SLMM, they had to comply with the government‟s decisions which placed very 

limited options for negotiating the terms of involvement. Ropers (2008, and interview) 

                                                
141 It is true that the LTTE desired to achieve parity with the government on other levels as well. This was 
namely evident during the development and reconstruction debate, when the LTTE insisted that the parties 
agreed to seek international donor assistance as joint partners (Balasingham, 2004: 430).  
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puts forward the argument that Norway was both overburdened and underutilized in the 

process. On the one hand, it had the main responsibility for facilitation, leadership of the 

SLMM, it spearheaded the LTTE‟s capacity building projects, and was also one of the co-

chairs of the Tokyo Donor Conference coordinating donor initiatives. On the other hand, 

Ropers argues that there was a noted lack of sufficient international coordination among 

likeminded countries, meaning that countries with a similar approach to conflict 

resolution could have divided better the necessary work among themselves and engaged 

with the stakeholders (2008: 24). In this context, it should be noted, though, that Norway 

did not have the capacity or political resources to effectively employ any leverage to 

appeal for a more effective division of labor in the Sri Lankan peace process. 

 

Narrow focus 

During its involvement in Sri Lanka, Norway focused solely on the negotiations and 

refrained from commenting on other internal aspects of the peace process, namely the 

internal dynamics of Sinhala politics.142 This can be explained in a number of possible 

ways. First, both the GoSL and the LTTE preferred Norway to maintain a low profile and 

refrain from engaging in discussions with government opponents on accusations against 

its impartiality. This was nevertheless in direct contrast with the fact that the peace 

negotiations were still under thorough media scrutiny – both Sri Lankan and international 

media had direct access to negotiators in-between sessions during peace talks. Second, 

Norway did not want to jeopardize its close yet fragile relationship with both actors, and 

especially the LTTE, by openly criticizing them. 

Another important aspect was that Norway failed to convince the Southern 

electorate of the benefits of peace, something which, in any case, was the government‟s 

responsibility rather than the facilitator‟s. Nevertheless, the complexity of Sri Lankan 

politics deeply permeated the peace process, in particular, the power-struggle within the 

Sinhala parties and the growing influence of nationalistic parties (JVP, JHU) who, in 

demonstrating their nationalist credentials, used Norway as a scapegoat. 

Lastly, many critics of the third party involvement in the Sri Lankan peace process 

point to the fact that the issue of human rights violations was neglected. Norway did not 

                                                
142 In response to the government crisis, when President Kumaratunga exercised her executive rights and 
removed three ministers from the UNF government in November 2003, Norway issued a statement 
temporarily withdrawing its involvement due to a lack of clarity over who was responsible for the peace 
process on the government side.     
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bring up human rights issues or underage recruitment with the LTTE so as not to scare 

the LTTE from participating in the peace process; Norway‟s main focus as the facilitator  

was to keep the negotiation processes going and such criticism would have thwarted its 

position with both sides. Alan Keen claimed that this undermined the Norwegian position 

and credibility with the Sinhala community (interview, October 2009). According to Ulf 

Henricsson, former head of the SLMM, human rights violations such as extrajudicial 

killings were conducted by both actors, not exclusively by the LTTE (interview, August 

2010). 

 

5.4.3.2 The Other Co-chairs 

The Co-Chair multilateral initiative was established during the Tokyo Donor Conference 

in June 2003 to follow up on the donor initiatives. It nevertheless arrived at a point where 

the direct talks suffered from a significant setback following the LTTE‟s temporary 

withdrawal in April 2003. The group consisted of Japan, the United States, the European 

Union, and also Norway. Norway was initially reluctant to join the initiative and was an 

observer, but became a full member later. All members would have preferred if India also 

joined the group; India was, however, very skeptical about the potential effectiveness of 

the group and preferred to refrain from multilateral projects while maintaining traditional 

bilateral relations with Sri Lanka. It soon became evident that all members of the Co-

Chair group had different agendas, interests, and views on the process; the group never 

openly disagreed but when examining their policies toward Sri Lanka it is evident that 

their approaches on how to reach peace and stability in Sri Lanka differed. 

The Co-Chairs as well as other donors in Sri Lanka faced limitations when implementing 

projects in the Northeast, namely due to inadequate human capacity to absorb donor 

assistance (Kelegama, 2006: 185). During the renewed peace talks with the UPFA 

government in 2006, the Co-Chairs Group statements indicated that the group had 

become more politically active; Norway also wished to see the Co-Chairs become more 

actively involved in the process (interview, October 2010). A statement from April 2006 

condemned acts of violence and (repeatedly) called for a renewal of the peace talks. 

Another statement from May 2006 in Tokyo called on the LTTE to reenter the 

negotiations and to renounce violence: “failure to do so will lead to deeper isolation of the 

LTTE” (Co-Chairs statement, May 30, 2006). It also warned the government that failure 

to take steps to address the legitimate grievances of the Tamils and to institute political 
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changes “will diminish international support.” Finally, in September 2006, in Brussels, it was 

reiterated that a failure to adhere to the CFA, the continued human rights violations, and 

non-commitment to the negotiation process would lead to diminished international 

support (C0-Chairs statement, September 12, 2006). 

 

Japan 

Japan‟s strategies in Sri Lanka were primarily based on exceptionally good bilateral 

relations between the two countries, and it was evident that maintaining this relationship 

would not be jeopardized by subjecting the government to open criticism or 

conditionalities in the context of the peace process.143 In terms of conditioning 

development assistance on progress in the peace process, Japan prefers long-term 

cooperation that is more consistent and not based on ad hoc developments, but rather on a 

long-term approach. Added to this, Japan has been aware that should the GoSL become 

isolated as a result of the conditionality policies of Western countries (EU, also later 

Norway and U.S.), it would not have any other choice but to deepen its relations with 

China and also countries like Pakistan, Iran, and Venezuela (mainly energy cooperation 

in the two latter cases). In this context, Japan is concerned about Sri Lanka‟s deepening 

dependency on China and the latter‟s lack of transparency as a donor.144 

Furthermore, Sri Lanka was the first case in which Japan intended to use ODA for 

peace support initiatives as well as the first time Japan dispatched a special envoy before a 

peace treaty had been signed. Yasushi Akashi made an attempt to reach out to the LTTE 

and deepen Japan‟s involvement in the peace process which nonetheless failed. Although 

some have argued that this was more the sole initiative of Akashi than a sign of the 

government‟s willingness to step up its role in conflict resolution initiatives, the attempt 

failed mainly for the reason that Japan was seen by the LTTE as a clearly pro-government 

actor (based on its incumbent foreign policy) and hence could not be considered as 

impartial by the Tamil Tigers (interview, 2009).145 

 

                                                
143 It should be noted that Sri Lanka was one of the first countries in Asia to call for the normalization of 
relations with Japan after WWII.  
144 This dependency became apparent in 2008, when China became the main donor to Sri Lanka and also the 
main military supplier.  
145 As it became evident that only little progress could be made on the multilateral level in the process (that 
was in any case stalled), Japan went back to discussing aid issues on a bilateral level, dealing only with the 
government.   
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Colliding aid philosophy 

Japan did not share the same view with the European co-chairs (EU, Norway) on the 

employment of disincentives, namely linking the lack of progress in talks to limiting 

development assistance, but it agreed in rewarding advancements in the process with 

development assistance (Akashi, interview, December 2009). In this aspect, Japanese 

views were different from those of the Europeans (especially the European Commission 

but also Norway) in that they were against the withdrawal of assistance as a form of 

punishment. Japan regarded such measures to be short-term policies, with Akashi 

claiming that external parties should be more patient (interview, December 2009). The 

differences between Japan and the European Commission (EC/EU) on these issues were 

particularly evident. Akashi stressed that once Japan promised aid, it would implement it 

without the prospect of it being suddenly discontinued. Moreover, Akashi believed that 

socio-economic improvement on the grassroots level enhanced the chances for successful 

conflict resolution, and that efforts to improve the socio-economic conditions should not 

be marred by the proceedings of the political process (Ibid). 

In Japan‟s view, assistance should be consistent, built on mutual confidence, and 

should not be used as a tool aimed at requiring immediate action from the parties, 

especially if those demands are publically raised. Critics of this approach (Keenan, 

interview, October 2009) reason that Japan was mainly interested in maintaining good 

bilateral relations rather than using its leverage in the peace process.146 Japan was also 

perceived as a more traditional donor in its development approach (i.e. main focus on 

developing infrastructure). 

 

  

                                                
146 The majority of Japanese reconstruction funds are allocated to infrastructure projects. Less than 10 per 
cent of total Japanese funding to Sri Lanka went to conflict areas. After the military conflict was 
terminated, however, there was an increase in projects focused on the Northeast. According to JICA‟s Sri 
Lanka officer, Japan makes only loose linkages between donor aid and political activities and does not resort 
to negative conditioning – “Japan wants to be a reliable donor, a partner to the government” (interview, Tokyo, 
December 2009). Japanese development assistance does not include only ODA loans but also technical 
assistance. Japan thus has a different position in Sri Lanka than Western governments (especially EU and 
Norway) and it also aims to be a bridge between Sri Lanka and Western countries. Especially after 
President Rajapaksa assumed office, Japan has been concerned about the growing influence of China, 
Pakistan, and Iran in Sri Lanka, and hence Japan wants to maintain dialogue between Sri Lanka and the 
West. Japan also emphasized that its role was only complementary to the role of Norway. Sri Lanka was to 
be a showcase of Japan‟s new ODA policy but this failed in the end (Palanovics, interview, 2009), especially 
when comparing its initial goals with the end results.   
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United States 

The main reason why the United States was involved in the Sri Lankan peace process as 

one of the Tokyo Donor Conference Co-Chairs was on account of then Deputy Secretary 

of State Richard Armitage, who had put Sri Lanka on the U.S. policy agenda map, a fact 

for which he was, according to himself, heavily criticized in Washington (Armitage, 

interview, August 2010). After Armitage left the U.S. administration in February 2005, the 

others did not assign the same priority to the Sri Lankan peace process as he did. 147 

Armitage believed that contributing to the resolution of the Sri Lankan conflict, 

the conflict that re-introduced suicide bombing (after Japanese kamikaze missions during 

WWII), would be positive for U.S. foreign policy, and that the lessons learnt, if the 

initiative was successful, could also possibly apply in Iraq or Afghanistan (interview, 

Armitage, August 2010). The U.S. favored multilateral involvement and wanted to use its 

political weight to generate interest in Sri Lanka that could lead to an international peace 

support conference.148 Unlike India, the U.S. favored multilateral involvement and 

Armitage felt that the U.S. could utilize its influence by sponsoring a conference that 

“would somehow induce the LTTE to be more flexible on the issue of negotiation.” 

The U.S. became more involved following the Peace Support Conference in Oslo. 

In April 2003, it organized the preparatory donor meeting in Washington D.C. One of the 

main reasons behind this initiative was the belief that it would generate interest in Sri 

Lanka and motivate other potential donors. Furthermore, Armitage reasoned that having 

the conference elsewhere would undermine the perception of the United States‟ 

seriousness about the issue. In the context of the donor conferences, Armitage argued that 

there was no moral equivalent between the GoSL and the LTTE, hence in his view the 

                                                
147 Armitage had a personal interest in Sri Lanka but also the process was an important issue for him. As he 
explained in an interview (August 2010), he planned to use the process as an example of a possible conflict 
resolution initiative involving a group listed as a foreign terrorist organization in the U.S. The other reason 
why Sri Lanka was later phased out from the U.S. foreign policy agenda was the emergence of other more 
impending foreign policy issues, such as Iraq and Afghanistan. It was, therefore, a shifting of interests 
rather than a deliberate decision to disengage from Sri Lanka. 
148 The U.S. also supported demining projects in the Northeast of Sri Lanka. But it never considered 
participating in the SLMM. As Armitage argued “we couldn‟t do anything better than our Norwegian friends were 
going to do, and, actually, when the United States shows up anywhere it could be very disconcerting to people because 
we carry with us a lot of baggage - even though our intentions may be good maybe our performance is not and many 
people always suspect our intentions; at a minimum people think that if we join some monitoring group that we want to 
take it over. So having the U.S. involved is sometimes very untidy.” (interview, August 2010).    
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LTTE would not be motivated by inducements (interview, August 2010).149 In general, 

there was also significantly less will to help the LTTE than there was to help the 

government. The U.S., therefore, stood clearly on the side of the GoSL, and while it was 

desirous of improving the situation for all people in Sri Lanka, it did not want to leave the 

government without support (it was still providing military assistance – e.g. a frigate to 

combat the Sea Tigers). This did not prevent them, however, from making critical 

remarks about political developments in Sri Lanka in November 2003. Nevertheless, no 

threats were made to disengage from the country. 

The U.S. administration also did not consider deproscribing the LTTE, for as 

Armitage argued, “the U.S.A. was bouncing a lot of balls in the air at the time and could not make 

an exception for the LTTE to be treated differently than other terrorist organizations” (interview, 

August 2010). At the Oslo donor conference, Armitage said that the U.S. welcomed the 

LTTE‟s efforts to settle the conflict through peaceful means and urged the organization to 

renounce terrorism and independence claims. Balasingham described this as “unwarranted 

provocative comments” (2004: 393). Indeed, the LTTE considered the U.S. to be biased 

toward the government and did not welcome its involvement in the process. 

 

European Union 

Due to its specific institutional structure, the array of tools available to the EU was 

limited. The European Commission (EC) was nevertheless avidly working on human 

rights issues and among the Co-Chairs was one of the strongest critics of the situation in 

Sri Lanka. The GoSL strongly rebuffed the criticism, and the EU‟s impact in Sri Lanka 

became limited as a direct consequence of this. It was argued that the EU did not develop 

substantial informal communication channels with the Sri Lankan administration so as to 

be able to explain its tough stance; it was also limited in communicating with the LTTE 

beyond the Co-Chair group (interview, 2010). In addition, by virtue of the rotating 

presidency, not all EU member state were well versed in Sri Lankan affairs, the history of 

the conflict, and the local sensitivities, to be able to sufficiently employ the leverage the 

EU had without causing more harm. 

                                                
149 Armitage claims that he was not considering a face-to-face meeting with the LTTE during the time of the 
Washington D.C. preparatory meeting. He also suggested that, in his view, it was not reasonable for the 
LTTE and the government to be seen on an equal footing (interview, August 2010).    
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There was also a noted difference between different member states in their policies 

toward Sri Lanka. For instance, Germany, Finland, and Sweden argued for more favorable 

treatment of the LTTE, and did not strongly support the proscribing of the LTTE by the 

EU (the notion was pushed by France and the United Kingdom) (interview 2010). 

 

5.4.3.3 Regional (and other) actors 

India 

Initially, India resisted the internationalization of the Sri Lankan conflict as it considered 

Sri Lanka to be within the realm of its own strategic influence. Notwithstanding, India 

did not want to be closely involved in the conflict resolution efforts, primarily due to its 

own earlier experiences from the late 1980s. The other external actors, namely Japan (but 

excluding China), believed that India should have increased its presence in Sri Lanka and 

joined the multilateral donor efforts (Co-Chair group). This was mainly derived from the 

fact that India enjoys a number of close connections with Sri Lanka and had also some 

leverage over the Tamils. 

Apart from regional proximity, the southern Indian state of Tamil Nadu is home 

to 77 million ethnic Tamils (89 per cent of the Tamil Nadu population and 6.32 per cent of 

the total Indian population).150 This population views the Tamil issue in Sri Lanka as a 

quest for an ancient Tamil homeland, and they sympathize with the ethnic Tamils in Sri 

Lanka who they regard as their brothers. The Tamil lobby from Tamil Nadu has 

channeled its support for Tamils in Sri Lanka through parties like the Dravida Munnettra 

Kazhagam (DMK, The light of Tamilnadu) on the regional as well as national level. It 

should, however, be stressed that the parties in Tamil Nadu did not support the concept of 

an independent Tamil Eelam. 

In the context of the peace process, India‟s strategy for dealing with Sri Lanka was 

based on a strong preference for bilateral rather than multilateral involvement (refraining 

from joining the international coalition), while the government in New Delhi remained 

very well informed through consultations with Norway and Japan about developments in 

the process. India did not join the multilateral donor initiative spearheaded by the Co-

Chairs as it had qualms about the effectiveness of the initiative in being able to change the 

situation in Sri Lanka (interview, 2010). Nevertheless, India‟s role and significance was 

                                                
150 Source: National census, India, 2001.  



Using Carrots to Bring Peace? Negotiation and Third Party Involvement 

Martina Klimesova (2011) 

 

143 

 

undisputable. As Solheim stated in an interview, “no major decision in the peace process has so 

far been taken without consulting with India” (interview with Solheim in Rupesinghe, 2006: 

343). Akashi confirmed this in saying that India was always consulted, its leverage and its 

influence over the adversaries was never disputed. The question, however, is under which 

circumstances India would employ its leverage. It should be noted that India‟s 

development policy is not inclined toward employing conditionalities in the same 

straightforward manner as Western countries. As stated by an anonymous Indian 

diplomat, “India prefers to cultivate relations with a receiver of aid prior to subtly hinting what it 

expects in return” (interview, Indian MoFA official, 2010). 

With regard to employing political inducements, India listed the LTTE as a 

terrorist organization in 1991 after the assassination of Indian Prime Minister Rajiv 

Gandhi. Furthermore, the Indian government has been active in preventing the 

organization from establishing a base in Tamil Nadu. Nevertheless, India has remained an 

avid supporter of the Tamils, but not of the LTTE. 

 

China151 

China was not a part of the Co-Chair group and was not involved in the peace process but 

entered the scene at a later stage when it provided support to the government. Initially 

this comprised of especially military support to President Rajapaksa, at a time when the 

European actors were conditioning their assistance and had imposed further restrictions 

on exports of weaponry to Sri Lanka. Accordingly, “economic and military aid diplomacy 

provided space for Beijing to increase its leverage in Sri Lanka, to gain a foothold in the Indian 

Ocean through Sri Lanka, which are attempts to assert itself as a key player as well as [fulfilling] 

its economic, navigational, security, and strategic requirements” (Mayilvaganan, email 

conversation, December 2010). The GoSL attempted to diversify its international support 

group and significantly increased its cooperation with China. In February 2007, during 

President Rajapaksa‟s official visit to China, eight agreements (e.g. on economic and 

technical cooperation, MoU on urban development, bilateral agreement on investment 

promotion) were signed to further strengthen cooperation between the two countries. 

                                                
151 The role of China as a donor increased during President Rajapaksa‟s first term in office. In April 2005, 
China signed with Sri Lanka the All-Round Cooperative Partnership of Sincere Mutual Assistance and 
Friendship, and, in 2008, China became the main donor to Sri Lanka with 1 billion USD. China 
unconditionally supported the GoSL, with the main reason for China‟s involvement being the strategic 
importance of Sri Lankan ports and securing its presence in the Indian Ocean.  
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In sum, China benefited from the course of developments in Sri Lanka, as it 

directly corresponded with China‟s efforts to reach out to the regional partners and secure 

its geostrategic position in the Indian Ocean to enhance its own maritime security.152 

 

Pakistan, Iran, Venezuela 

Pakistan, Iran, and also Venezuela became involved in the latter stage after consultations 

with China. An anonymous ministry official from a country involved in Sri Lanka argued 

that China encouraged Pakistan and Iran to increase their presence in Sri Lanka, and also 

that it indirectly channeled further inducements to the GoSL through these countries. 

Iran as well as Venezuela were focused primarily on energy cooperation. As argued in the 

previous section, the involvement of these actors and the significantly increased presence 

of China was a direct result of the waning influence of the traditional Western partners of 

the Sri Lankan government. 

 

5.5 Explaining the collapse of the GoSL-LTTE peace process 

Alan Keenan ventures that facilitation was a “doomed job” in Sri Lanka – that anyone 

would have failed (interview Keenan, October 2009). The collapse of the peace process is 

mainly attributed to the existing conditions and realities of Sri Lankan Sinhala politics as 

well as the noted rigidity of both parties to denounce violence. External incentives, both in 

the form of political leverage and material assistance, were employed. The latter had very 

little impact on the negotiations; the former could have served only as a positive incentive 

if used as a motivation not as a threat, although its impact did not overshadow existing 

political realities in Sri Lanka. 

Although Ranil Wickremasinghe claimed the parties reached a hurting stalemate in 

late 2001, it is still disputable whether the conflict was ripe for resolution through a 

negotiated settlement between 2001 and 2008. When assessing the conflict resolution 

process, it becomes clear that it is rather a combination of factors that contributed to its 

collapse rather than the mistake of one single actor. 

 

 

                                                
152 China has been particularly interested in the Trincomalee harbor in the East which, according to some, 
has the potential to become a navy base; others argue that it is too small for naval ships. Since 2008, China 
has been building the Hambantota commercial port in the South of Sri Lanka in the hometown of President 
Rajapaksa.       
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5.5.1 Political cohabitation and the lack of Sinhala unity 

President Kumaratunga was the head of state, head of government, and the head of the 

armed forces. The Constitution vests all execution rights in the president through the 

institute of the Executive Presidency.153 In this setting, even though Kumaratunga‟s party 

did not have a constitutional majority in the Parliament, no visible progress in the peace 

process (i.e. changes in the Constitution) was feasible without her support. In essence, the 

UNF government was too weak to grant the LTTE any concessions, a fact which the 

Tamil Tigers were well aware of (Balasingham, 2004), and the joint cooperation of both 

president and prime minister would have been necessary to enforce strong leadership. 

Following this argument further, it was unfortunate that the GoSL together with the 

facilitator did not find a way to make President Kumaratunga feel more involved in the 

process. 

Notwithstanding the institutional aspects resulting in a dual and weak leadership, 

there was also a noted lack of general debate among the Sinhala groups on how to resolve 

the ethnic conflict in Sri Lanka. Disunity and diverse views on how the peace process 

should be conducted were characteristic for the Sinhala. Added to that, inter-party 

fighting as well as power struggles within the parties (infighting) thwarted any significant 

progress in the peace initiatives (Pierce, interview, May 2010).154 Furthermore, 

governments in Sri Lanka used the peace process as an electoral dividend, based on what 

would secure election victory rather than what would be beneficial for the process. For 

instance, while the 2001 winning campaign was pro-process, the winners of the April 2004 

elections were very critical of the UNF approach toward the process and of some aspects 

of the international involvement. These dynamics were beyond the facilitator‟s control. 

Moreover, Kelegama (interview, September 2009) argues that the South never felt the 

benefits of the peace dividends, or more precisely, the dynamics in Sri Lanka never 

allowed the economic dividends to have any effects. As previously argued, the Southern 

                                                
153 The president is elected directly and does not answer to the Parliament. He or she also has the right to 
appoint or dismiss ministers, the government, and to dissolve the Parliament. The president also serves as 
chief of the armed forces.  
154 There was no national unity or united political will for a peace agreement: the UNF government had to 
face both political opposition in the Parliament as well as President Kumaratunga who was from a different 
party. In addition, national media were engaged in anti-peace process propaganda which later also 
culminated in propaganda against foreign involvement. In October 2006, the two main political parties, the 
UNP, and President Rajapaksa, signed an MoU to cooperate on finding a solution to the national crisis, 
including the ethnic conflict. The MoU, however, did not achieve much in the way of results or practical 
action.   
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electorate was also more interested in government reforms that secured durable change 

than in receiving external donor assistance. 

 

5.5.2 Personal relations between the president and prime minister 

President Kumaratunga initiated discussion on the peace process and establishing contacts 

with Norway already before the UNF government assumed power. She thus felt the 

process was taken out of her hands by Wickremasinghe. Institutional hurdles aside, 

President Kumaratunga and Prime Minister Wickremasinghe‟s personal relationship was 

deeply tainted by mutual antipathy and conflicting senses of pride. Several interviewees 

noted that there was a noticeable turf struggle between them (e.g. information 

withdrawal, bypassing). For instance, the president was infuriated when the prime 

minister signed the CFA prior to discussing the text with her. And while the president‟s 

position on the text was ambiguous (Keethaponcalan, 2008), it was rather the fact that she 

had been bypassed that was the cause for her anger. 

Wijesinha (2007: 283) reasons that President Kumaratunga wished to leave a mark 

after almost ten years in office, and that finding an enduring solution to the lengthy 

ethnic conflict was one of her priorities. And yet, it was not she but rather 

Wickremasinghe who boosted his international profile and who was perceived to be the 

main person by the international actors. It was he who traveled extensively on state visits 

(to the U.S. twice), and should the process have ended in a successful agreement, he 

would most likely have gained substantial credit for it. 

Balasingham (2004: 386) suggested that the Norwegian facilitators were playing 

down the impact of the cohabitation crisis at the beginning of the peace process, believing 

President Kumaratunga would not resist the international pressure and would cooperate 

with the peace process. As was proved later, this did not happen. On the contrary, 

President Kumaratunga dismissed three government ministers in November 2003 and 

dissolved the Parliament. Representatives of the involved countries admit that they 

informally consulted with Kumaratunga on the situation, but no incentives or 

disincentives were employed. 

 

5.5.3  Velupillai Prabhakaran and lack of trust in the LTTE leadership 

The personality of the LTTE leader Prabhakaran, his preference for a life in isolation, and 

his rigidness and stubbornness in discussing concessions over the LTTE‟s proposal to the 
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interim self-governance authority, was another reason for the process collapse. 155 On the 

one hand, Prabhakaran admitted debate on exploring internal self-determination; on the 

other hand, even throughout the 2002–03 negotiations no significant concessions were 

made by either party. Prabhakaran also made a number of miscalculations such as turning 

his back on Wickremasinghe during the 2005 Presidential elections. The LTTE became 

more vulnerable as its strength waned and less confident of reaching an agreement 

through negotiations; the LTTE wanted to negotiate from a position of power. External 

incentives had no impact on Prabhakaran‟s decision making. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
155 As mentioned earlier, facilitators did not have direct access to Prabhakaran. This was not only due to his 
inability or lack of will to communicate in English and the facilitators‟ lack of knowledge of Tamil, but 
contact had to be always conveyed through Anton Balasingham or, after Balasingham passed away, by the 
members of the political leadership (heads of the LTTE‟s political section). Facilitators maintained 
communication with Balasingham directly and with the LTTE officials either directly or through local 
fixers. Facilitators admitted in interviews that they did not know to what extent the political leaders 
portrayed the true picture (about the process and conflict developments) to Prabhakaran. Balasingham was 
known to have been able to share all news with the LTTE leader, but it remains unclear to what extent 
others dared give an accurate picture to Prabhakaran. This raised many concerns among the facilitator team 
about how to communicate effectively with the LTTE, especially in the later stage of the process after 
Balasingham‟s death. Norway did not have full control over in what form its messages would be delivered to 
Prabhakaran.  
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6. ACEH, INDONESIA: THE GoI-GAM PEACE NEGOTIATIONS (2000–03; 2005) 
 

Negotiations between the Government of Indonesia (GoI) and the Free Aceh Movement 

(Gerakan Aceh Merdeka, GAM) were consecutively facilitated by two non-governmental 

organizations (NGOs) in two separate processes.156 The initiative of the Swiss-based 

Henri Dunant Center – Center for Humanitarian Dialogue (HDC)157 (2000 and 2003) 

culminated with the Cessation of Hostilities Agreement (CoHA) in December 2002, but 

collapsed in May 2003 after the parties returned to pursuing a military solution. The 

second initiative, led by former Finnish President Martti Ahtisaari of the Crisis 

Management Initiative (CMI), informally started in 2004 and peaked in August 2005 with 

the Memorandum of Understanding between the GoI and GAM, the final agreement 

which ended the conflict in Aceh. Although the two processes and the two facilitators 

differed, the issues and the actors remained similar. The main difference was the change 

in the Indonesian leadership when Susilo Bambang Yudhoyono (SBY) secured victory in 

the September 2004 Presidential election, replacing President Megawati in October 2004. 

This greatly impacted the government‟s policy toward Aceh, but the issues and the 

opponents remained the same. To fully understand the role of third party tools, 

Ahtisaari‟s facilitation, and the success of the Helsinki peace process, it is also important 

to understand why the previous process failed. For these reasons, both processes are 

included in the case study outline.   

With regard to resources and data availability, the Aceh peace efforts are relatively 

well structured and very well documented with the main participants being available and 

willing to be interviewed.158 In addition, there are several publications which document 

the process including a number of personal accounts (Kingsbury, 2006; Awaludin, 2009; 

Husain, 2007). This, combined with personal interviews, gives a very solid research 

departure. Added to this, there is an ample body of literature on the history of Aceh, as 

well as the conflict itself and its roots: Schulze (2004, 2007), Aspinall (2006, 2007, 2009), 

Aspinall and Crouch (2003), Dexter (2008), Reid (2006), Morfit (2006), Kingsbury (2006, 

2008), Braithwaite et al. (2010).  

                                                
156 There are several other examples of conflict resolution initiatives started by NGOs having led to 
agreements. For example, the role of the Community of Sant‟ Egidio in Mozambique and the Oslo Israeli-
Palestinian talks initially organized by the Institute for Applied Social Sciences (Hubert, 2004: 7). 
157 The Henri Dunant Center for Humanitarian Dialogue was later rebranded as the Center for 
Humanitarian Dialogue.  
158 Most of the GAM leadership remained in Stockholm after the final agreement was signed.  
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This chapter deals with negotiation processes in Aceh that emerged after the 

collapse of the Suharto regime in May 1998. The main aim is to assess the impacts of third 

party involvement and its effects on the negotiation strategies. For reasons stated above, 

both peace processes in Aceh are assessed here, and this chapter is hence structured 

slightly differently than in the other two cases.  

 

6.1. Context for the Henri Dunant Center‟s involvement 

The first conflict resolution efforts in Aceh emerged after the collapse of Suharto‟s regime 

in May 1998, following a period of large-scale public protests in Aceh, including a rally of 

1.5 million people in Banda Aceh in November 1999. Protesters were not directly linked to 

the GAM but organized by local civil society and student groups (e.g. SIRA) demanding a 

referendum on independence, as which had been sponsored by the UN in East Timor in 

August (President Habibie‟s announcement, January 1999).159 The Aceh issue was, 

however, not a particular priority for the government during this period as the GoI 

simultaneously faced conflict-charged tensions in East Timor, Poso in Central Sulawesi, 

the Moluccas, and West Papua. Added to this, the government was cautious in not 

wanting to see a repetition of the East Timor crisis, which resulted in East Timor‟s 

secession from Indonesia.  

The UN involvement in East Timor, especially with regard to the referendum on 

independence, influenced the government‟s view not only on the UN but also on 

international involvement in general. This needs to be mentioned when noting the 

potential external involvement in resolving the conflict in Aceh. Some hard-liners in 

Jakarta accused the international community of attempting to dismantle Indonesia by 

supporting local sovereignty movements.160 In the context of Aceh, this notion was 

further prompted by the frequent appeals of GAM commanders to the UN during 

interviews with foreign media. Indeed, the UN was at that time in Aceh seen as an agent 

of change: protesting students waved, for instance, the UN flag alongside the Acehnese 

one (Aspinall, 2009: 225). Thus, the government‟s initial position on international 
                                                
159 Although the protests were not organized by the GAM, it was evident that the protesters supported the 
movement; for instance, GAM flags were visibly displayed during rallies (Aspinall and Crouch, 2003: 7). 
President Wahid had previously, albeit vaguely, promised the Acehnese a public referendum, which was 
met with strong internal resistance, namely from the TNI and nationalist groups in Jakarta.  
160 This skepticism toward international involvement was also, later, seen in conflict resolution efforts in 
Aceh, namely in refusing stronger international presence in monitoring of the CoHA agreement from 
December 2002. Not only this, but it precluded the more visible involvement of some of Indonesia‟s 
traditional donors/allies in the process facilitated by the CMI.  
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involvement in Aceh, not only as a facilitator but also as a potential monitor or even 

donor, was very skeptical.  

In contrast, from an early stage, the GAM became skilled in internationalizing the 

conflict and flatly rebuffed any conciliatory attempts that did not include the involvement 

of an international actor. Moreover, as confirmed by senior GAM leaders in an interview 

(April 2010), the GAM had a low confidence in neighboring countries in Southeast Asia. 

This was primarily because of the latter‟s acclaimed loyalties toward the government of 

Indonesia, but also because of the general trend among ASEAN countries to prioritize 

state actors over non-state groups. Additionally, the GAM had also had some negative 

experiences with some ASEAN countries; for instance, the leaders expressed their 

disappointment with Malaysia for its lack of support to Acehnese refugees (who 

reportedly faced forced repatriation) during the conflict. Moreover, the GAM leaders 

living in Sweden strongly preferred the involvement of a Western facilitator rather than 

any Asian alternative.  

Furthermore, putting the conflict in a broader historical context, unlike the Darul 

Islam rebellion of 1953–59 (some groups continued to fight until 1962) (Schulze, 2004), the 

latter conflict in Aceh was secular and not led by ulamas.161 The GAM contested the 

government‟s authority over Aceh: the motto was independence from Indonesia, not 

Islamization of Indonesia (Braithwaite, 2010: 353). Moreover, as argued by Aspinall (2009b: 

13), “Islam could be depicted as a bond, reinforcing Acehnese ties with Indonesia.”162 The GAM  

                                                
161 The Darul Islam rebellion fought against the secularization of Indonesia and next to Aceh claims also 
strived to “Islamize Indonesia” (Aspinall, 2009b: 11, with reference to Gelanggang, 1956, and Saleh, 1956).  
162 Following the first conflict culmination point, the GAM leadership found refuge in Sweden and other 
Nordic countries; others resided in Malaysia. In the early 1980s, several hundred GAM guerrilla fighters 
were trained in Libya‟s training camps. Open fighting peaked again in Aceh in the late 1980s and again at the 
end of the 1990s after the end of the Suharto regime. Throughout this time, the GAM leadership in 
Stockholm maintained firm control of the command of GAM forces in Aceh as well as their loyalty. 
Communication was sustained mainly by telephone, fax, and, later, cellular phones. Occasional 
disagreements occurred between some field commanders, splinter groups, and the leadership in Sweden. The 
overall aim of the struggle, however, remained the same throughout and functioned as a unifying element. 
The number of those who contested di Tiro‟s leadership in the Acehnese quest for independence was 
marginal (interview with Baktiar, June 2008; Merikallo, 2005: 21). Hasan di Tiro was a direct descendant of 
the di Tiro family that had, in 1874, assumed power over Aceh from the Sultan Shah family; the latter had 
ruled the Aceh sultanate since 1500 (Ali Mughayat Shah, 1500–30). Hasan di Tiro first left the province to 
study in Yogyakarta, and later continued his studies at Columbia University in the United States. When 
Aceh was annexed to Indonesia in 1951, di Tiro became Acehnese Ambassador in the United States; he 
returned to Aceh in 1976 when he formed the GAM. He and a group of GAM members moved to Sweden in 
the 1970s and established the exile government in Norsborg, a suburb of Stockholm. During the Cold War 
period, di Tiro tried to secure external support for Acehnese independence by exploiting the power division 
in world politics. Using his good networking skills had already secured initial support among some anti-
communist republicans in the U.S. in the 1950s; however, it did not result in any significant success. The 
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was established in October 1976, and in December of the same year, the movement‟s  

founder and leader, Hasan di Tiro, declared Aceh‟s independence from Indonesia. The 

Acehnese have been always very proud of their long history and have a very strong 

regional identity. This, in combination with the government‟s unsatisfactory 

administration of the region, including redirecting most of the revenues from Aceh‟s 

natural resources to Jakarta and reported TNI (armed forces of Indonesia) atrocities 

perpetrated against civilians, created fruitful ground for a swell of public support for the 

Free Aceh Movement.163 There were also some signs, namely after the fall of Suharto‟s 

regime (Aspinall, 2009b), indicating Jakarta‟s support for increased proselytization in 

Aceh in an attempt to shift the focal point from governance to religious issues. 164 In 2001, 

the government allowed Aceh to adopt Sharia law; however, it is clear from interviews 

conducted with GAM representatives that the adoption of Sharia religious laws was low 

on their agenda. Indeed, the GAM was aware that any connection with fundamentalist 

Islam would have thwarted its efforts to reach out to the international community, 

namely Western countries, especially in the aftermath of 9/11.  

Moreover, Jakarta also attempted to present the conflict as based on socio-

economic grievances stemming from the unequal redistribution of revenues from natural 

resources.165 Indeed, civil society groups demanded the equalization of shares from natural 

resource revenues. However, for the GAM, this was only a sub-issue that was part of the 

larger package of self-determination. For the GAM leadership, therefore, the issue of self-

determination lay at the core of the conflict, and until the government acknowledged this, 

there would be no significant success in the negotiations.  

 

6.2. HDC facilitation: Peace talks in Aceh (2000–03)  

The Henri Dunant Center for Humanitarian Dialogue (HDC) became involved after 

initial consultations with President Wahid on the East Timor situation in November 1999, 

                                                                                                                                                   
GAM also did not receive any support from the Middle East, except for Libya that provided training camps; 
none of the Middle Eastern countries were interested in pledging support for Acehnese independence 
(Aspinall, 2009). The timeframe of the exile government spanned from the GAM‟s declaration of Acehnese 
independence in 1976 to the signing of the Memorandum of Understanding in Helsinki in August 2005.       
163 The movement strongly opposed Javanese influence, including migration from Java. The Acehnese 
fought on the side of Indonesia during the war of independence against the Dutch, but were annexed as part 
of the new republic of Indonesia shortly after the latter‟s independence in 1949.  
164 It could also be interpreted as Jakarta‟s attempt to reach out to the ulamas in their attempt to proselytize.    
165 Aceh has vast oil and gas deposits. Many authors point to tensions generated by unfair resource 
distribution between Aceh and Jakarta (Aspinall, 2009b; Kingsbury, 2006).   
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whereupon the Center was asked to assist with resolving the situation in Aceh.166 As 

Huber claims (interview, April 2010), the HDC was mainly selected for what it was not, 

and its selection was largely accidental: it appeared at the right time in the right place. 

After the government‟s dissatisfaction with the international community, namely the 

involvement of the UN in resolving the East Timor crisis, a newly established (1999), 

weak, and relatively unknown Swiss-based NGO was an enticing choice to act as an 

intermediary between the government and the GAM.  

The HDC‟s aim was to change the relationship dynamic between the GAM and 

GoI in order to improve the situation on the ground, which mainly meant improving the 

dire security situation so as to create a conducive environment for ceasefire negotiations 

and reaching a general understanding of the situation between the parties. Huber (2004), 

Aspinall and Crouch (2003), and more recently also Braihtwaite et al. (2010), point to the 

fact that the HDC, in placing demilitarization before all-inclusive political dialogue, 

selected an inapt strategy for achieving peace in Aceh. Some direct participants of the 

subsequent process facilitated by the CMI also point to the fact that negotiations on the 

humanitarian pause (ceasefire) did not address the core issues of the conflict and hence 

were bound to be unsuccessful. It should be emphasized, however, that the HDC had only 

very limited space for agenda drafting and could flag up only those issues which the 

government was willing to include in the talks.167  

Added to this, it was also the first negotiation between the parties since the GAM 

leader, Hasan di Tiro, had declared independence for Aceh in 1976. The government did 

not have much prior experience with this type of facilitation. In fact, it was still coming to 

terms with the East Timor crisis, and was facing strong internal opposition, mainly from 

nationalist parties in the Parliament but also from the TNI, to initiating dialogue with the 

GAM. Therefore, the situation was not ripe for discussions on deeper issues as the 

government was primarily interested in mitigating the dismal humanitarian situation on 

                                                
166 There were 800,000 IDPs in Aceh at the time. The ceasefire negotiations had failed to bring stability or 
curb the violence. The province also suffered from a significant brain drain from Aceh, with the youth 
fleeing mainly to Malaysia (circa 26,000 young Acehnese, mostly young able-bodied men who the TNI 
considered to belong to the GAM) in order to escape the hostilities, but also to avoid possible GAM 
recruitment or harassment by the TNI. According to a representative of a civil society group, the GAM was 
taking five young men from every village (interview, August 2009). Between 2000–01, 26,000 TNI troops 
were stationed in Aceh (14,000 combatants, the rest support troops; in early 2001, it was announced that the 
number would increase to 30,000) (Aspinall and Crouch, 2003).  
167 Gorman stated that the focal point of the HDC‟s involvement was to improve the situation on the ground 
and reach a ceasefire. Based on the situation in 2000, it would have been too optimistic to have expected to 
reach a political solution quickly (interview, April 2010).    
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the ground, reaching a ceasefire, achieving the GAM‟s demilitarization, and gaining some 

understanding of the GAM‟s aspirations – but not addressing the root causes of the 

conflict. In contrast, the GAM was mainly interested in the process as part of its agenda 

to internationalize the conflict and its movement, and to attract some external support for 

its cause (Aspinall, 2009b; Aspinall and Crouch, 2003). In such a scenario, the HDC‟s 

ability to steer the process in a different direction, including its capacity to exert leverage 

over the negotiating parties, was severely limited. Huber argues that within a year of the 

process, the HDC “was trying more and more overtly to influence the parties, though indirect 

leverage via recourse to certain donor countries” (2004: 12). This was mainly the case prior to 

the CoHA agreement; it is, however, evident that the donor countries were not willing to 

resort to threats and coercion, in other words, they were not prepared to employ negative 

incentives against the GoI, which would have entailed jettisoning their bilateral relations 

for the sake of Aceh.  

 

6.2.1 External actors  

Despite the fact that the HDC was a weak facilitator, its involvement nevertheless 

internationalized the Aceh issue; Switzerland, Norway, the U.S., and Japan were among 

those countries most involved. Unlike in the Mindanao peace processes, Islamic countries 

were not engaged in facilitation in Aceh, and the GAM‟s support from the Middle East 

was also significantly weaker in comparison to that of the MNLF or MILF in the 

Southern Philippines; aside from some training in Libya in 1980s, contacts with other 

countries in the Middle East were limited.168 The main reason is that the GAM profiled its 

struggle as a secular nationalistic fight based on self-determination aspirations – not 

Islamization of the region or the rest of Indonesia. The GAM leaders were aware of the 

fact that an Islamic label could have a negative impact on the contacts they had cultivated 

with some of the Western countries, and, hence, they distanced themselves from global 

Islamic networks, especially in the aftermath of 9/11.169  

                                                
168 Much of the revenue for GAM activities came from illegal activities in Aceh such as extortion (the GAM 
referred to it as tax payments), the narcotics trade (cannabis), and illegal logging; some support also came 
from the Acehnese diaspora in Malaysia (see Aspinall, 2009c; Schulze, 2004). Compared, however, to 
revenue generated for the LTTE from Tamil diasporas worldwide, or MNLF/MILF support from the 
Middle East, external support was not significant. The GAM also did not rely on funds from abroad because 
it knew that they could be obtained domestically. On the other hand, the GAM was very keen on garnering 
external political support for its independence claims.  
169 As Aspinall records: “…the downgrading of Islam was, in the words of Aceh Merdeka founder Husaini Hasan, a 
tactical question about „how we presented ourselves to the world…‟” (2009b: 200); “GAM leaders in private meetings 
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Switzerland and Norway, who were involved in Aceh from an early stage of the 

conflict resolution process, viewed their involvement through the prism of their own 

foreign policies. Specifically, it was about increasing their profile as global peace makers 

and boosting their ability to manage international conflicts (Huber, interview, April 2010). 

But while Norway and Switzerland provided most funding for the HDC-led peace 

process, they were hesitant to take a more active approach; especially Norway had 

distanced itself when more visible involvement was requested, and it limited its 

involvement only to tacit financial support to the HDC. 

 The HDC attempted to compensate for the visible lack of state involvement by 

engaging a group of retired high-ranking officials, from five different countries, who had 

personal ties to Indonesia. The so-called “Wise Men” were engaged so as to add 

experience and establish a contact network, a move which was welcomed by the GAM.170 

Indeed, David Gorman argues that this was important for the GAM, who saw this as 

extending its international network. The Wise Men were presented during the 

negotiation rounds in February and May 2002. In contrast, Laurie Pierce from the 

Development Alternatives (DAI), an organization that partly funded the involvement of 

the Wise Men in the process, said that no apparent tangible results came about from their 

involvement (interview, May 2010). They may have had acquaintances in Jakarta and 

were internationally respected individuals with excellent networks, but their engagement 

in the process – in itself an innovative measure – did not prove to be effective in the given 

context. On the one hand, it demonstrated the GAM‟s strive for internationalization and 

extending its international network, but, on the other hand, the Wise Men did not make a 

significant contribution in enhancing trust between the two adversaries. Added to this, to 

generate wider support for Aceh and much needed post-conflict reconstruction, a so-called 

“Gang of Four” was formed comprising of the European Union, Norway, the United 

States, and the World Bank to assist the HDC with the process. Nevertheless, despite 

                                                                                                                                                   
were now frank how important it was for them to convince Western governments that they were not fundamentalists 
and they had no links to global Islamic networks” (Aspinall, 2009b: 201). It should be noted that the GAM greatly 
differed from terrorist groups in Southeast Asia and global terrorist networks: the GAM had a clear 
hierarchical structure, it had specifically set tangible goals, and it generally targeted the TNI; its military 
campaign was not waged against civilians. For instance, during the whole armed conflict period (1976–2005), 
the GAM did not conduct any terror acts in Jakarta or elsewhere outside of Aceh.  
170 They were General Anthony Zinni (ret), a close friend of President George W. Bush, Budimir Loncar, 
former foreign minister of Yugoslavia and former Yugoslav ambassador to Indonesia, a close friend of 
President Megawati, Surin Pitsuan, former foreign minister of Thailand, and Lord Eric Avebury, a British 
Parliamentarian. The group was later joined by Ambassador Bengt Säve-Söderberg from Sweden. Säve-
Söderberg joined the group later as the GAM requested the participation of a Swedish representative.  
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improved contacts with the embassies of important donor countries, the HDC remained a 

weak actor with no tangible leverage over the belligerents.  

The United States showed an increasing interest in Indonesia after 9/11 when it 

became an important regional ally. The U.S. also sought to foster democratic 

transformation as well as providing support to the peace process in Aceh through its 

development agency USAID.  

Sweden, although not directly involved in supporting the facilitation efforts, also 

had contacts and some, albeit limited, leverage over the GAM due to the fact that the 

GAM leaders lived in Sweden and most of them held Swedish citizenship. 171 Ambassador 

Eva Walder recalled that Indonesia was very active in bringing up the issue on the 

bilateral level between the two countries, and that it was, therefore, something Sweden 

could not neglect.172 Swedish involvement centered around two policies. First, its efforts 

were directed at encouraging the GAM leadership to participate and commit to the 

ongoing conflict resolution initiative. It did this through consultations with them and 

providing expert views on the situation from a broader international perspective. Second, 

Sweden reminded Malik Mahmud, the GAM-designated Acehnese prime minister, that 

he only held a temporary residence permit and that it could be difficult to renew it if the 

GAM was not seen to be pursuing a policy of peace and reconciliation. According to 

Walder, Sweden was never interested in assuming a more active role in the conflict 

resolution process, but it was supportive of other actors‟ peace endeavors. The Swedish 

Ministry for Foreign Affairs and the Swedish International Development Cooperation 

Agency (Sida) funded capacity building projects for the GAM and Acehnese civil society. 

These were undertaken by the Olof Palme International Center (OPIC) in Stockholm, 

targeted mainly at bridging gaps between the groups and fostering the GAM‟s democratic 

transition from a command structure based organization to a democratic political party.  

In sum, international actors were cautious during the years 2000–03 regarding their 

involvement in the Aceh issue. Amid their open support for the peace initiatives and the 

encouraging statements from some Western European countries, Japan, and the United 

                                                
171 The most prominent exception was Malik Mahmud, the GAM‟s prime minister, a Singaporean citizen 
who was expelled from Singapore and held a temporary residence permit in Sweden. As confirmed by Eva 
Walder in an interview, his resident status in Sweden was used to push for the GAM‟s commitment to the 
peace process. The temporary residence permit was later conditioned upon participation in the Helsinki 
peace process.  
172 Ambassador Eva Walder was the head of the Asia-Pacific department at the Swedish Ministry for 
Foreign Affairs at that time.  
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States, external actors did not employ their economic or political leverage so as to increase 

the relevant parties‟ commitment to the peace initiative. Generally speaking, countries 

that were also important donors to Indonesia did not want to undermine their bilateral 

relations with Jakarta over the issue of Aceh.    

 

6.2.2 Negotiating the humanitarian pause and the Cessation of Hostilities Agreement 

(CoHA)  

The first talks between the GoI and the GAM, facilitated at the end of January 2000, 

focused mainly on the situation on the ground, namely reaching a military ceasefire. 173 

Both parties entered the talks with rigid positions: the GAM was not willing to give up its 

independence claims, and the government was unwilling to discuss a solution outside of 

the existing constitutional framework.174 This situation remained unchanged during 2000–

03 and basically stalemated the whole process. The government yielded to some minor 

concessions such as declaring Aceh a special administrative region in 2001 (Law 18/2001 on 

Special Autonomy for Nanggroe Aceh Darussalam, NAD) and increasing revenue sharing in 

2002; these were, however, considered to be only minor changes and had no impact on the 

GAM‟s general position. On the contrary, as Kingsbury (2010) suggests, it only 

exacerbated the conflict, and the GAM considered these actions as a sign of the 

government‟s unwillingness to yield to real political concessions. Acts of violence during 

the humanitarian pause, which were perpetrated especially by the TNI, also significantly 

undermined parties‟ intentions of taking further negotiations seriously. Aspinall and 

Crouch (2003) suggest that the GAM participated in the initial talks out of the desire to 

internationalize the conflict, rather than out of a serious commitment to negotiate with 

the government.175 This strategy had only limited successes, for while the GAM avoided 

being labeled as a terrorist organization and was recognized as a separatist movement, it 

did not secure any external support for its independence claims. In fact, there was strong 

                                                
173 The GoI‟s chief negotiator was Hassan Wirajuda; the GAM‟s chief negotiator was its leader Hasan di 
Tiro.  
174 Aspinall and Crouch (2003) suggest that the parties were testing each other during the initial talks and 
were predominantly skeptical about the process outcome. The fragile ceasefire from June 2000 was subjected 
to criticism from opposition groups in Jakarta as well as from the TNI.  
175 In support of this argument, it should be noted that the GAM also reached out to Exxon Mobile, the U.S.- 
based multinational oil and gas corporation, which also had a presence in Aceh. In a letter sent to the 
company representation in Jakarta in 2000, the GAM leadership tried explaining their position with the 
view, most likely, of seeing whether Exxon Mobile would support their cause. The letter was unanswered, 
and Exxon Mobile remained apolitical regarding the peace process (it shut production due to violent attacks 
in March–July 2003).  
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internal opposition in Jakarta against negotiating with the GAM, and the TNI showed 

also very little support for the process. Some reports even suggest that the level of violence 

during the humanitarian pause actually increased (Bertrand, 2004).  

During this period, external actors maintained a low profile: the international 

community was supportive of the peace initiative, but actions that went beyond issuing 

general statements were very rare, almost non-existent. The initial talks under the 

auspices of the HDC resulted in a ceasefire (May 12 – Joint Understanding on 

Humanitarian Pause in Aceh) that was prolonged twice (June 2000, and December 2, 

2000).176  

The ceasefire was very fragile, however, and the atrocities committed during this 

period further deepened the general distrust between the parties as well as increased the 

grounds for skepticism concerning the ongoing processes. The HDC established its 

presence on the ground by opening an office in Banda Aceh. The Center also did a lot of 

shuttling between Jakarta and Aceh, which gave the impression that the talks were not 

conducted directly. In fact, talks were conducted on two levels: first in Geneva and Bavois 

between government negotiators and the exiled GAM leadership living in Stockholm, and 

also on the local level between designated local civil society groups and representatives 

from the government within the framework of the Joint Committee on Security 

Modalities. 

Following the initial ceasefire talks, the security situation in Aceh did not improve; 

on the contrary, the TNI renewed military operations in 2001 following the collapse of the 

second ceasefire agreement from December 2000.177 The increased presence of 

humanitarian agencies arising as a result of the initial talks (ceasefire) and the increased 

international interest in Aceh did not shift the position of hard-liners in Jakarta. On the 

contrary, some TNI officers became suspicious of the international involvement and 

perceived it to be empowering the GAM. Such suspicions led to the UNDP mission in 

Banda Aceh not having its license prolonged.  

Negotiations resumed in Geneva in February 2002 and May 2002 in the presence of 

the Wise Men. But the government was mainly interested in the GAM‟s disarmament, so 

                                                
176 The situation changed in 2001 when President Wahid was replaced by President Megawati Sukarnoputri. 
The latter was heavily dependent on support from the TNI, which significantly thwarted prospects of any 
agreement. The parties hence used the time to rearm before launching new military operations.  
177 The parties used the ceasefire merely to rearm and reinforce themselves before the next offensive; 
confidence between the parties remained extremely low. 
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the discussions on governance issues remained stalemated.178 The GAM was not willing to 

proceed with demilitarization before tangible results in the overall struggle for self-

governance had been achieved. Despite the generally low level of confidence between the 

parties, the talks resulted in a Cessation of Hostilities Agreement (CoHA) that was 

signed on December 9, 2002, in Geneva. In hindsight, it is apparent that none of the 

involved parties, including the HDC, was convinced that the agreement (coupled with the 

absence of international support and leverage) would result in a lasting peace treaty.  

In light of the designed monitoring mechanism, it is remarkable how stubbornly 

the Indonesian government opposed further internationalization of the process and did 

not yield to international monitoring. Joint Security Committee (JSC) monitoring units 

were instead comprised of Thai and Filipino military officers, Norwegian and Swedish 

(from the Swedish Civil Contingency Agency) experts, and representatives of the GAM 

and GoI – all of whom were coordinated by and reported to the HDC. In the end, the fact 

that the HDC, an NGO with very limited leverage, took over the main responsibility for 

monitoring the CoHA was the result of a compromise.179 The GoI was not prepared to 

settle for an agreement at this point, and the external actors had either limited leverage, or 

those that did, such as the U.S., did not employ it to force the GoI to commit to the peace 

process. 

One aspect that should be highlighted is the greater involvement of civil society 

groups during the HDC facilitation – Acehnese were to decide how the existing law on 

special autonomy would be revised. Interestingly, however, the GAM strived to be fully 

in charge of the Acehnese issue, and as Aspinall and Crouch claim, it was initially against 

the involvement of civil society groups in the negotiation process (2003: 12).  

 

Preparatory Meeting on Peace and Reconstruction in Aceh – Tokyo Donor Conference (December 

3, 2002) and GoI-GAM Dialogue Meeting in Tokyo (May 2003) 

Donors held the Preparatory Conference on Peace and Reconstruction in Aceh in Tokyo 

(December 3), in an effort to support the peace process; this occurred only a few days 

before the CoHA agreement was signed in Geneva. Thirty-eight countries pledged their 

support for peacebuilding efforts and post-conflict reconstruction in Aceh. The conference 

                                                
178 Indonesia‟s President Megawati was less accommodative toward the GAM then her predecessors. 
179 This led to the creation of the Joint Security Committee, which was intended to monitor the ceasefire 
agreement and collect reports of agreement violations. Gorman claimed that some civilians in Aceh believed 
that this mechanism supplemented the local government(interview, 2010).  
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was co-sponsored by the four chairs, Japan, U.S., EU, and the WB, which agreed to 

provide humanitarian programs if the agreement was signed. In addition, Australia and 

Canada were committed to supporting the monitoring (Aspinall and Crouch, 2003).180 On 

May 17–18, 2003, the GoI and GAM were scheduled to meet in Tokyo under the auspices 

of the HDC. The meeting, however, did not meet with success: the already very low 

confidence between the GoI and GAM, who were present in Tokyo, was dealt a further 

blow with the arrest of GAM-designated negotiators and advisers on their way to 

Tokyo.181 Furthermore, the GoI‟s confidence in the HDC and its overall willingness to 

continue the process was waning rapidly; reports of an intensification of TNI operations 

in Aceh were verified when President Megawati declared martial law in Aceh 

immediately after the process collapse. Japan‟s MoFA issued a statement which deeply 

regretted the failure of the talks and called upon the parties to resolve the situation in 

Aceh peacefully within the territorial integrity of Indonesia (Japan MoFA statement, May 

18, 2003).  However, Japan signaled no intention of withdrawing or limiting Japan‟s 

development assistance to Indonesia.  

While involvement of the donor community and pledges made in Tokyo were 

greatly appreciated by both actors, they could not mitigate certain grievances; in other 

words, as proved in Tokyo, internal aspects of the conflict were far more important. If a 

conflict is not ripe for resolution, donor pledges have actually very little impact on conflict 

and negotiation dynamics.  

 

6.3. The role of external incentives during the HDC facilitation: 2000–03  

During the period 2000–03, the core issues for the government were preventing ongoing 

violent escalations, demilitarization, limiting the GAM‟s illicit activities in Aceh, and 

minimizing internationalization of the Aceh issue.182 For the GAM, the initial 

                                                
180 The Co-Chairs (Japan, U.S., EU, WB) should not be mistaken for the Gang of Four (EU, U.S., Norway, 
WB) who assisted the HDC in facilitation of the process.  
181 When traveling to the meeting in Tokyo on May 17, five GAM negotiators from Aceh were arrested; the 
rest of the GAM team refused to negotiate unless their colleagues were released. The GAM experts 
remained in prison and were killed as a result of the tsunami on December 26, 2004. The rest, who were 
imprisoned in Java, were released after the signing of the MoU in Helsinki. At the time of the arrest, the 
GoI put forward a proposal certain that the GAM would refuse – a solution within the autonomy 
arrangement (accepting the special autonomy agreement) and the depositing of its weapons in warehouses 
(Aspinall and Crouch, 2003: 43).  
182 Aspinall argues that due to insufficient infrastructure of local governments outside of the main cities, 
necessary services were performed by the GAM instead (Aspinall and Crouch, 2003: 36). Both the GAM 



Using Carrots to Bring Peace? Negotiation and Third Party Involvement 

Martina Klimesova (2011) 

 

160 

 

expectations for the process were very low; but on the external level, the GAM leadership 

was keen to internationalize the Aceh issue and claims for independence, as well as to 

secure international involvement both in facilitation and monitoring processes. Although 

the third parties were unable to accommodate key conflict grievances or address core 

issues of the dispute, the following external tools employed impacted the environment in 

which the negotiations were conducted.  

 

6.3.1 Non-material incentives: international involvement in the peace process  

The international involvement in the peace process, namely the willingness to facilitate or 

support the facilitation with resources and international backing, was important for the 

GAM. David Gorman, responsible for the practical facilitation and contacts between the 

two parties, noted in an interview that Aceh was not on the radar of the international 

community prior to the tsunami and, consequently, the initial interest of external actors 

in the region was limited. Thus, any assistance in establishing contacts with foreign 

donors and governments was welcomed by the GAM. Another important incentive for 

the GAM was the legitimization of its movement, which was materialized through the 

emerging international network of supporters for the resolution of the Aceh conflict. By 

supporting the conflict resolution efforts, the GAM felt that its grievances had been 

acknowledged. Yet, the GAM did not succeed in furthering its cause in securing support 

for the legitimization of its independence claims. The leadership worked hard to secure 

international support for its aspirations of independence as the “GAM relied 20 percent on 

armed struggle but 80 percent on diplomatic struggle” (Aspinall and Crouch, 2003: 12).  

An important incentive was also the fact that the GAM was not listed as a foreign 

terrorist organization by the U.S. or other Western actors. In addition to there being no 

evidence of the GAM having contacts with international terror networks – an accusation 

which it in any case firmly rejected – the organization also did not resort to any activities 

which targeted civilians. Notwithstanding, the government of Indonesia, namely the 

armed forces, was keen during 2000–03 to see the GAM proscribed as a terrorist 

organization.183 Following this reasoning, external actors had greater leverage over the 

                                                                                                                                                   
(local commanders) and TNI profited from extortion, local commanders being more prone to personal 
enticements.   
183 According to Bakhtiar (interview, June 2008), after the failure of the talks in Tokyo in May 2003, 
Indonesia made an effort to find links between the GAM and global Islamic networks – it even presented its 
findings to the Swedish government – as well as mounted a campaign to put the GAM on the U.S. list of 
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GAM than the GoI, in the sense that international isolation or listing as a terrorist 

organization was a serious threat to the GAM and could have possibly played a role in the 

GAM‟s decision-making. Since the core issues of the dispute were domestic, external 

actors could not provide inducements affecting these issues; nevertheless, the GAM hoped 

that they would employ their political and economic leverage over the GoI. This did not 

happen, however, as foreign states were not prepared to endanger bilateral relations with 

the GoI over Aceh. On the other hand, this played some role on the brink of the Helsinki 

process (first two rounds) when involved states conveyed a clear message to the GAM 

that they would not support their independence claims. In reaction to this, the GAM was 

flexible enough to adjust its strategies to the new realities.  

For the government, none of the above mentioned tools were appreciated. It 

nevertheless strived for international support in curbing local violence and maintaining 

good bilateral relations with traditional donors such as Japan and the United States. The 

government was willing to engage in talks under the auspices of a weak facilitator, one 

that would not be able to employ any leverage against the government. On the contrary, 

the facilitator was dependent upon the government‟s willingness to continue its 

engagement in the process. Although many observers list the weak facilitator as one of the 

contributing factors to the collapse of the negotiations (Huber, 2004; Aspinall and Crouch, 

2003), I suggest viewing this issue from a different perspective. The GoI would never have 

entered into talks during the period 2000–03 had they been facilitated by a state or an 

organization with greater leverage than the HDC. Although the process subsequently 

derailed, the parties gained a better understanding of each other‟s positions; some in the 

GoI team even concluded, in spite of strong displeasure, that political concessions would 

be necessary to reach a stable agreement with the GAM. This was later realized in the 

                                                                                                                                                   
foreign terrorist organizations as well as similar lists in Europe. An official Indonesian delegation twice 
came to Sweden to persuade the Swedish government to outlaw the GAM and expel its members from 
Sweden. The second delegation included a former Indonesian foreign minister and presented a 1500-page 
document about alleged GAM terrorist activities, and stressed the possibility that the GAM could 
potentially carry out terrorist activities in Sweden. In response, Sweden sent an investigating team to Aceh 
to investigate whether the GAM was a terrorist organization.  As a preliminary measure, the GAM‟s Zaini 
and Malik were taken into custody for five days and prosecuted, the charges were nevertheless dismissed by 
the criminal court in Huddinge as “it cannot be proven that Mahmud or Abdullah planned, ordered or in any way 
acted as accessories to the criminal acts concerning which the preliminary investigation was launched" (chief 
prosecutor Tomas Lindstrand quoted in The Local, April 23, 2005). Zaini and Malik were later compensated 
by the Swedish government for their brief imprisonment. The fact that the GAM cleared their image in 
Sweden was certainly a setback to the Indonesian government in its campaign to foster the image of the 
GAM as a terrorist organization.   
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Helsinki process: the GoI had learnt that it would have to reconsider its position on the 

governance issue and that a lasting solution would have to be achieved at the negotiation 

table, not on the battlefield (Awaludin, interview, March 2010). Added to this, the GoI 

also comprehended that a stronger facilitator would be essential to hold the talks together, 

and that weak international third party engagement would not be conducive to a long-

term solution. With regard to other external parties involved indirectly, the main question 

was whether the external actors with leverage (strong states, strong donors) could 

stipulate that the GoI make such concessions regarding internal political issues. This was 

certainly not the case during the period 2000–03, when Jakarta was not forced to make any 

significant concessions in the name of peace in Aceh in order to maintain good bilateral 

relations with donor countries and other international actors. The donors (e.g. Japan, 

U.S.) were supportive of the peace process, but abstained from making any comments on 

internal issues.  

 

Internationalization of the peace process is another factor that played a role. It represents a 

broader scope than external involvement in the conflict resolution efforts, for it 

symbolizes the efforts to bring the Aceh issue up on the international agenda. Despite the 

GoI‟s attempts to minimize internationalization of the Acehnese issue, the HDC process 

paved the way for increased international interest among the donor countries. The so-

called Gang of Four, consisting of the EU, Norway, the U.S., and the WB, supported the 

HDC in the facilitation as well as with resources for financing the process. Although the 

efforts were not fully materialized – the process collapsed – it contributed to raising 

Aceh‟s profile prior to the CMI-led process. The GoI viewed with some caution the 

GAM‟s fraternizing with the international community; it concluded, however, that the 

movement was unable to generate any support for independence. Hence, it gradually came 

to view international involvement – unlike the role of the UN in East Timor – as not 

representing a threat. In other words, although the international community expressed 

genuine support for the peace process, none of the actors were prepared to apply pressure 

on the GoI to grant political concessions to the GAM.  

The GAM decided already in the 1990s to prioritize contacts with Western 

countries, which was further reinforced by the decisive role of the West in East Timor‟s 

quest for independence (Aspinall, 2009a: 201). In this sense, internationalization and 

recognition was the most important and effective external incentive applicable to the 
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GAM. The leadership in Stockholm as well as field commanders worked assiduously on 

the GAM‟s image to disassociate it from Islamic movements in the region. They were 

also relatively open to receiving representatives of external actors; this was further 

confirmed in an interview with Zaini, who stated that after the collapse of the CoHA 

there was a profusion of potential facilitating parties; GAM leaders received in Stockholm 

representatives of eight Western countries as well as the World Bank (Zaini, interview, 

April 2010).184 But in spite of the GAM‟s zealous efforts to internationalize the process, 

Aspinall claims that these efforts were largely incoherent. He recalls that he met the 

GAM leadership in Stockholm a number of times in the early 2000s, and that they were 

unable to explain how the process could lead to independence (Aspinall, 2009b: 229).  

 

Monitoring of the CoHA agreement  

External monitoring of the CoHA agreement was the final, perhaps the most sensitive, 

non-material incentive employed during the 2000–03 period. The monitoring mechanism 

was unique: the JSC consisted of the TNI, the GAM, and selected international monitors 

who all reported to the HDC staff.185 The GoI made a major concession by agreeing to the 

international presence (Aspinall and Crouch, 2003). The very “un-state element” of the 

monitoring mission was an acceptable compromise for the otherwise very nationalistic 

Indonesian leadership (Kivimäki and Gorman, 2008: 10).  

On the local level, Gorman claims that the monitoring mission was perceived as a 

new government in Aceh. The mission‟s six offices established around Aceh received 

numerous complaints every day, not only on CoHA violations but also civilian reports of 

law violations (Gorman, interview, April 2010).  

Despite the international presence on the ground, actual foreign involvement was 

very limited; the HDC took the main responsibility for the monitoring process, with the 

foreign monitors reporting not to their respective governments but to the HDC instead. 

Indeed, it was unprecedented for the HDC, as an NGO, to have a leading role in the 

monitoring process. David Gorman claims that the GoI refused to allow another 
                                                
184 Zaini also acknowledged that the GAM received significant support from the Underrepresented Nations 
and Peoples Organization (UNPO) (interview, April, 2010).  
185 Fifty international monitors from Norway, the Philippines, and Thailand together with more than 25 
international and two-hundred local staff oversaw the tripartite monitoring (GAM, TNI, and HDC). There 
were also some internal discrepancies. The HDC allegedly opposed Norwegian participation in the mission, 
and not all international monitors were convinced about the positive outcomes of their endeavors (interview 
2010). There was also a case when a local militia group protected by the TNI destroyed one of the JSC 
offices.  
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international actor to assume the role of monitor following the CoHA; hence it created an 

unusual situation in that international officers reported directly to the HDC staff 

(interview, April 2010).186 That said, the GAM had hoped for UN involvement in 

monitoring, and that UN forces would replace the army and the police (Aspinall and 

Crouch, 2003).  

An international monitor with full responsibility for the process would be an 

important incentive for the GAM. However, it would not be able to effectively carry out a 

monitoring mission if it were not supported by a political agreement that touched upon 

more substantial issues such as governance and also law enforcement issues. The HDC 

was well aware of its limitations in coordinating the monitoring activities – it was 

nonetheless left with no other choice when the GoI refused the presence of a state 

monitor; this was so as to avoid further internationalization of the Acehnese conflict and 

prevent a repetition of the East Timor crisis. It can thus be safely stated that the CoHA 

monitoring system did not fail because it was poorly structured, but rather because it 

lacked a proper commitment from all stakeholders in Aceh. For the GoI, the GAM‟s 

disarmament was one of the focal points of the whole peace process; yet, the GAM was 

not prepared to fully disarm until a political solution was reached that it deemed suitable. 

It should be noted in this context that disarmament measures that precede a final political 

agreement tend to face additional challenges related to the high level of uncertainty about 

future developments in the process (direction of future negotiations).  

 

6.3.2 Material incentives  

Material incentives employed during the period 2000–03 were intended to support the 

peace process, aid local capacity building, and contribute to building a positive 

environment for further peace initiatives. Most frequently, the aid took the form of 

financial support to civil society (e.g. local dialogue process in Aceh, dialogue on 

autonomy) or peace education (e.g. UNICEF project – Peace Education Program, aiming 

at educating the high school youth about conflict resolution and opening a dialogue about 

the conflict in Aceh).  

                                                
186 The monitoring also served as a confidence building measure. David Gorman recalled an incident when 
the monitor group (JSC) was ambushed by militia with the TNI members of the unit protecting their 
colleagues from the GAM (interview, April 2010). This, however, represents what were mainly sporadic, 
isolated incidents. Generally speaking, the deep mistrust between the TNI and GAM members remained 
unaltered throughout the ceasefire period following the CoHA accord.   
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The main bilateral aid donors such as Japan had a long history of involvement in 

Indonesia, and the aid to Aceh was part of a larger ODA package. Once the talks had 

gotten underway, none of the donor countries and international agencies employed the 

threat of withdrawing aid in case the process derailed. The only limitations were related to 

the dire security situation that hindered the free movement of humanitarian workers, 

which resulted later in the termination of some of the projects after a number of local 

employees were killed. Additionally, the international donors had to take into 

consideration the government‟s and TNI‟s hesitations about exposing Aceh to greater 

international involvement.  

Table 13 illustrates the evolution of ODA (including loan aid, grant aid, and 

technical cooperation) to Indonesia. This offers only a general picture, however, as the 

amount of assistance applies to Indonesia as a whole, not just Aceh. It indicates that there 

was only a minor decrease in assistance after the collapse of the first peace process. And 

again, the decrease was not necessarily connected with developments in Aceh, as no 

conditionality was employed during this period.  

The material incentives are not classified in the same manner as the non-material. 

Moreover, it is also harder to assess their direct effects on negotiations when they were 

not employed directly in the process, or did not directly affect process participants as in 

this case. The assistance programs (e.g. UNDP) and material incentives were important 

on the local level, but had absolutely no impact on the peace negotiations. Barron claims 

that incentives can have a supportive role in the case of a peace initiative that has already 

been initiated.  

During this phase of the peace process, the GoI intended to settle the Aceh issue 

through economic compensation provided by the government to the people of Aceh; the 

GAM would also receive its share (ICG, 2003: 4). Although some GAM members may 

well have been prone to personal enticements (Ibid), the leadership in Stockholm would 

not settle for anything less than a political solution that included guarantees of self-

governance for Aceh.  
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Table 13 – Selected Official Development Assistance to Indonesia (2000–08) 

 

 (Sources: EC statistics, Norad annual reports, USAID Greenbook, JICA statistics).  
 

 

6.4 Negotiation strategies (2000–03) 

As ventured earlier, both the GAM and the GoI entered into talks with only limited 

expectations and in a context that was not ripe. Their strategies were largely affected by 

the context of the process rather than by the instruments employed by external actors.  

 

6.4.1 GoI negotiation strategies  

The government‟s involvement in the peace process was thwarted by strong internal 

opposition against the process, which emanated particularly from the political opposition 

in Jakarta as well as the majority of the TNI, especially on the local level (in Aceh).187 

                                                
187 The main TNI opponent of the peace process, the Chief of the army staff Ryamizard Ryacudu, actively 
undermined the CoHA agreement (Mietzner, 2009: 294, 299; Aspinall and Crouch, 2003). During the 
Helsinki peace process, he was removed by SBY one year before he was due to retire; this was an unusual 
move in Indonesian army circles. SBY thus clearly indicated his intention to remove possible process 
spoilers (Meitzner, 2009).   
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Some in the administration, however, had a genuine interest in reaching out to the GAM 

– for instance, SBY (coordinating minister for politics and society) and Yusuf Kalla 

(coordinating minister for people‟s welfare), as well as some higher-ranking officers in the 

TNI and police who were supportive of the peace process; but they did not have sufficient 

political backing. President Megawati, for one, did not issue a single comment about the 

ongoing peace process. Therefore, the GoI negotiation position was weakened by the 

division of opinion: those advocating dialogue with the GAM had to face strong internal 

opposition. Violent escalations in Aceh did little to aid their case. Furthermore, the 

negotiations under HDC auspices spanned over two administrations (Wahid and 

Megawati), with neither of them willing to discuss a solution outside of the special 

autonomy framework.188 The government did not have a clear united strategy on how to 

approach the negotiations with the GAM during the humanitarian pause and CoHA talks. 

However, the following two aspects were characteristic of its position: 1) applying time 

constraints such as imposing an ultimatum on the GAM, in 2002, to continue dialogue 

during Ramadan (Huber, 2004); 2) maintaining the domestic dimension – avoiding an 

increased international presence, especially refusing the involvement of a stronger 

external facilitator and monitor – and 3) contending – a zero-sum approach, no political will 

for compromises, maintaining a strong military presence in Aceh, attempting to press the 

GAM on concessions without yielding much in exchange, also demanding full 

demilitarization. As stated previously, donors and other international actors did not exert 

their influence in pushing the GoI to grant concessions to the GAM or obtaining firmer 

commitments to the process; therefore, the GoI could afford to adopt a more rigid 

approach. Internationalization thus had no impact on the government‟s decision regarding 

the negotiations.   

 

6.4.2 GAM negotiation strategies  

Since the declaration of Aceh‟s independence in 1976, there had been an overt interest on 

the part of the GAM leadership to secure not only international support for its cause, but 

also international involvement in the actual conflict resolution process. This remained the 

GAM‟s chief strategy during the negotiation process. Nevertheless, lacking prior 

experience of negotiation processes, the GAM did not enter the talks with a clear strategy 

                                                
188 The Special Autonomy Law including restructuring of revenue sharing and a special religious law was 
rejected by the GAM as inadequate in that it did not address the latter‟s self-determination grievances.  
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on how to advance its claims. The following points summarize the GAM‟s negotiation 

strategies during this period:  

 Striving for greater international involvement 

 Peace talks were the platform for internationalization of the GAM‟s cause, and it was 

not willing to compromise on core issues at this stage.189  

 This was the shared belief of both the leadership in Stockholm and field 

commanders in Aceh. As Irwandi Yusuf, current governor of Aceh and former GAM  

counterintelligence commander, explained in an interview (August 2009, Banda Aceh), in 

the field the GAM followed the doctrine not the leadership as such, meaning that they all 

shared a common goal which transcended possible disagreements on a personal level. 

While there existed differences of opinion between Irwandi Yusuf and the leadership in 

Stockholm (Zaini, Malik), the overall aim remained the same for all.190
 The Stockholm 

leadership thus maintained a firm grip when steering the negotiations.  

With regard to the impact of incentives, the GAM as a non-state actor had to be more 

active in maintaining international support than the GoI; hence, in this respect, non-

material incentives had some, although limited, impact on GAM negotiation strategies. 

This was most evident in the GAM‟s approach to the Helsinki peace process, when the 

GAM negotiators became fully aware of the fact that they could not succeed in gaining 

international support for their independence claims. More significant was the threat of 

listing the GAM as a terrorist organization; given the context after 9/11 it was always a 

threat – and one that the GAM was aware of – but it was never used directly against it. 

 

6.5 Explaining the failure of the HDC-facilitated peace process  

The main reason why the CoHA process went awry was the unwillingness to make 

concessions on the issue of self-determination. More specifically, the GAM was not 

willing to compromise on independence, and the GoI was unwilling to offer anything 

                                                
189 A person well acquainted with the GAM leaders during this period expressed an opinion in a confidential 
interview that the GAM leaders had a more rigid strategy and stand toward possible concessions than did 
local groups and actors in Aceh. This notion is further supported by Aspinall and Crouch (2003) when 
stating that a group of prominent civil society leaders from Aceh led by Imam Suja had a decisive role in 
encouraging the GAM leaders to continue negotiating in November 2002, emphasizing that “it was the people 

of Aceh, rather than GAM itself, who would suffer most if peace was not achieved – with the implication that GAM 
might lose public sympathy if it were seen as obstructing a peace agreement” (Aspinall and Crouch, 2003: 30). 
190 It has been argued by some that the TNI attempted to create a rift within the GAM. According to 
Irwandi, they appealed to the local commanders in Aceh questioning why they should listen to someone – 
the leadership in Stockholm – living abroad. For instance, they sent an old professor of Irwandi to visit him 
in prison to try and convince him to change his mind about the struggle (interview, Irwandi, August 2009).  
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other than the already existing status of special autonomy for Aceh; the latter was 

reinforced by the strong internal opposition against the peace process in Jakarta and also 

the view among the TNI that the time was not ripe for negotiation. All this significantly 

contributed to the collapse of the CoHA talks. The HDC itself admits that such an 

outcome was not unexpected as the lack of willingness to compromise was visible already 

before the collapse of the talks in May 2003. Political decisions were left for a later stage of 

the process which did not give the parties a sense of ownership. The GAM rejected an 

ultimatum from the government to accept special autonomy as a framework for a political 

solution to the conflict.  

The collapse also indicated how little influence the HDC and other external parties 

had, or chose to have. David Gorman claimed (interview, April 2010) that the HDC was 

well aware of the situation, but hoped its continuous involvement would ripen the 

conflict. I have identified the following factors, below, when explaining the effects of 

incentive employment during the negotiation process facilitated by the HDC.  

Did the incentives fail? First, it should be noted that the material incentives as such 

were never intended to generate any direct influence on the negotiation process, only to 

express general support of the international community to the peacemaking efforts in 

Aceh. Furthermore, they were not strong enough and they did not stipulate the 

negotiation climate to be conducive for political (sincere) discussions; the conflict was 

based on GAM/Acehnese self-determination grievances and without addressing these 

issues directly, none of the conflict resolution initiatives would bring substantial results. 

 

6.5.1 Lukewarm support of Jakarta 

As explained above, the process received extremely meager support from Jakarta. The  

government position was complex: although the process was supported by heads of the 

TNI and police, it lacked general support from among many of the lower ranking officers 

serving in Aceh. The HDC was frequently accused of being biased (Gorman, Awaludin), 

moreover; as David Gorman from the HDC recalls, there was internal opposition to the 

peace process by those who believed that the HDC was empowering the GAM to speak 

against the government, in other words, that they gave the GAM a political platform to 

voice its self-determination grievances. At the same time, the HDC was not allowed to 

make any public statements; also the government did not make any public statements 

about the ongoing peace process, with its supporters remaining silent. When interviewed 
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for this thesis, Gorman likened the HDC to a “sponge” in that it absorbed all the 

accusations without countering them; this was so as not to jeopardize the peace process or 

resort to any statements or actions that could endanger its position and acceptance by both 

parties. This notion is further supported by Huber (2004: 59), who argues that the HDC 

“was consistently – and perhaps uncritically – responsive to any signs of openness that the 

government side showed towards the negotiation process” (Ibid). This indicates that the HDC, 

as Gorman concurs, ignored, most likely intentionally, any criticisms from the 

government in order to maintain the facilitation.  

Furthermore, foreign actors did not employ coercive measures, did not condition 

bilateral ODA on progress in peace efforts in Aceh, and, therefore, the GoI was not 

subjected to pressure.  

 

6.5.2 Agenda setting  

As stated earlier, Acehnese self-determination grievances as represented by the GAM 

were the core issue of the conflict; it was apparent that without solving this issue, a lasting 

agreement would not be possible. The HDC initiated dialogue on security arrangements, 

followed by demilitarization, and a political solution was meant to result from an all-

inclusive dialogue that encompassed members of Acehnese civil society; the GAM was 

also given an opportunity to participate. Most scholars (Huber, 2004; Aspinall and 

Crouch, 2003) suggest that it was not constructive to proceed with demilitarization prior 

to reaching a political settlement on the core issues of the conflict. In response to this, the 

HDC argued that the GoI was mainly interested in the GAM‟s demilitarization and 

would not continue with the talks if this aspect was not included. Nevertheless, it appears 

that regardless of the selected negotiation strategy, the parties were not open to 

concessions on the most significant issues.191 

The GAM‟s unwillingness to settle on special autonomy stalemated the CoHA 

process; and the HDC, due its natural limitations, did not find an exit strategy. 192 The 

HDC agenda was to keep the process running, ripening the conflict while leaving political 
                                                
191 Interestingly, claims were made by some (Kingsbury, Awaludin) that there were no direct talks between 
the GoI and GAM during the period of HDC facilitation. The HDC flatly rejected this statement; direct 
talks between the GoI and GAM were conducted throughout 1999, 2000, 2001 (meetings in Geneva and 
Bavois, Switzerland), and again in December 2002 before the signing of the CoHA agreement in Geneva 
(Gorman, interview, 2010).    
192 The Special Autonomy Law had been enforced in Aceh since 1959, but it did not yield satisfactory results. 
On the contrary, it became a source of Acehnese discontent with the state of governance. The GoI‟s 
insistence on the special autonomy structure particularly aggravated the GAM negotiators.   
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decisions to an all-inclusive dialogue that was scheduled in a different setting. Postponing 

most of the difficult questions to a different, later, setting (together with civil society 

representatives) did not prove to be effective, partly because it sidelined the main 

stakeholder, the GAM, to a position of only a participatory party (Aspinall, 2005; 

McGibbon, 2004) among several groups.  

 

6.5.3 Spoilers too strong, incentives for spoilers too weak  

The TNI and the political opposition in Jakarta were the prime opponents of the HDC-

led process. Without sufficient heavyweight backing from President Megawati and 

without consideration being given to compensation for the TNI forces stationed in Aceh, 

there were no real incentives offered to the process opponents.193 In the aftermath of 

Suharto‟s departure from power in 1998, democratic institutions in Indonesia were still 

very fragile while distrust of the UN and other external actors prevailed.  

When evaluating the collapse of the first peace initiative in Aceh, one positive 

aspect for future negotiation efforts was the fact that third parties, or external actors more 

generally, were not associated with the derailment of the process. Although the GoI and 

GAM failed to reach an agreement, it was not disputed that the presence of a third party 

was fundamental to reaching an agreement. The opposite was the case in terms of the 

Norwegian involvement in Sri Lanka. On the contrary, amid the failure of the process, 

the GoI subsequently welcomed the CMI‟s involvement, with Ahtisaari also 

acknowledging the role the HDC had played in establishing the first communication links 

between the two adversaries.  

 

6.6 Context for the CMI‟s involvement  

The negotiation context between the GAM and GoI changed in 2004, when SBY, 

formerly the coordinating minister involved in the CoHA talks, was elected President of 

Indonesia in the first direct elections held in November 2004. Unlike Megawati, SBY and 

his vice-president, Yusuf Kalla, exerted strong leadership and were committed to the 

peace process, having a clear peace talks agenda. The change of leadership also affected the 

dynamics within the TNI, the most significant change being the early retirement of 

                                                
193 The TNI received only about 30 per cent of its budget from the government; the rest was secured from 
local activities (illegal logging, extortion, protection, narcotics trade). GAM combatants were also involved 
in similar activities and, in some situations, the two came close to being business partners (Aspinall, 2009c).  
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General Ryamizard, the Army chief of staff and a die-hard critic of the peace talks with 

the GAM. His departure led to a change of attitude on the part of the TNI toward the 

peace process. Officers generally respected the newly elected president, and the fact that 

he was not politically dependent on the army to the same extent as his predecessor, 

Megawati, enabled SBY to make the necessary changes in personnel (such as removing 

Ryamizard) to signalize his commitment to the peace process. He also gained an 

important ally in General Endriartono, the TNI chief (Mietzner, 2009: 295). This change 

of dynamics within the armed forces was as important for the peace process as the change 

of political leadership, and significantly contributed to changing the context of the peace 

talks. The GAM‟s position on independence, however, remained unchanged during 2004; 

but GAM field troops did reach a hurting stalemate as a consequence of significant losses 

incurred during military operations conducted under martial law.194 Significantly, the dire 

humanitarian situation in the aftermath of the disastrous tsunami of December 26, 2004, 

triggered an influx of humanitarian aid agencies and the unprecedented exposure of Aceh 

to the outside world, which was characterized as “going from being North Korea to 

Hollywood.” (interview, 2009).195 These were the main factors that served to ripen the 

conflict and set the stage for the Helsinki peace process, which was formally initiated in 

January 2005.196  

 

 

                                                
194 Irwandi Yusuf, the GAM‟s commanding officer at the time, admitted that during the martial law 
campaign, the GAM had had to withdraw after three months due to heavy losses; it lost 100 fighters 
(Irwandi, interview, August 2010). This was further exacerbated by the cutting of their ammunition supply 
chain and by the suffering of those civilians who had chosen to follow GAM fighters into the jungle to hide 
from the TNI. The TNI was also exhausted as it had not anticipated that the war would last so long. Added 
to this, the Parliament in Jakarta did not approve the TNI‟s budget, which led to further discontent among 
TNI soldiers. The TNI also suffered more than GAM forces during the tsunami. While the GAM 
experienced significant setbacks as a result of the TNI operations during the martial law period (May 2003–
early 2005), as Irwandi argued, GAM military capacity was on the mend before the tsunami hit as new 
supplies were scheduled to arrive (interview, August 2009). It should be mentioned, however, that this view 
is not supported by the government. As Sofyan Djalil argues (Morfit, 2007: 119), at the time of the Helsinki 
process the GAM was militarily defeated. Furthermore, others argue that the TNI also suffered from 
significant military setbacks, budgetary cuts, and it was becoming increasingly difficult to recruit new 
conscripts for service in Aceh. Sidney Jones shared the same view, that the GAM‟s military capacity was 
very weak after martial law (interview, August 2009). While the TNI did indeed suffer greater losses of 
personnel during the tsunami than the GAM forces, a number of GAM prisoners also drowned, including 
Sofyan Ibrahim Tiba, the GAM‟s legal expert and chief negotiator from the previous talks.  
195 The tsunami killed up to 170,000 people and destroyed most of the provincial capital of Banda Aceh; 
furthermore, it literally wiped out some villages in Southern Aceh.  
196 Martial law, however, remained formally in action until the end of the process. It should also be noted 
that Ahtisaari was first approached in February 2004, still during President Megawati‟s term, when the pre-
negotiation phase had already been initiated.    
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6.7 CMI facilitation – the Helsinki peace process (2005)  

In the aftermath of the failed CoHA process, the GoI made a number of cumbersome 

attempts to establish direct contact with the GAM leadership in Stockholm; the 

leadership, however, refused any direct contact with the government. Designated 

government negotiators Hamid Awaludin and Farid Husain traveled a number of times to 

Europe (Netherlands, Sweden) as well as to Malaysia, Australia, and other countries, to 

establish direct contact with the GAM, preferably the leadership in Stockholm 

(Awaludin, interview, March 2010).197 (Malik refused to see Yusuf Kalla in Europe, 

interview, 2010; Accord, 2008.) There were also a number of third parties who expressed 

their interest after the HDC‟s appointment as process facilitator had been terminated. 

According to Zaini, GAM leaders were visited by envoys from eight countries who were 

interested in becoming facilitators in the Aceh process, exploring possibilities for 

engagement in reviving the peace process.198 One of the reasons was indisputably the 

strategic location of Aceh, specifically its close proximity to the Straits of Malacca, a 

crucial transportation link between East Asia and the Middle East; many countries are 

dependent on oil and other natural resources transported via the straits.  

The GAM was not in favor, however, of involving any of the ASEAN countries 

for a number of reasons. Firstly, the movement had, generally, very low confidence in the 

governments of the region, who were in their view partial to the Indonesian government; 

some had a track record of high-level corruption and of applying double standards, 

especially when dealing with insurgent movements (in their own countries). Secondly, 

Malaysia was one of the countries that the GoI favored; however, the GAM strongly 

opposed Malay involvement on account of the latter‟s unfavorable treatment of refugees 

which it had received from Aceh (forced repatriation) under Prime Minister Mahatir‟s 

administration. Thirdly, the GAM preferred European involvement (the EU) over that of 

the United Nations, because of the visible bias of some countries in the UN organization 

toward the Indonesian government.  

                                                
197 The government strategy in establishing contact included also sending two cousins of Tengku Hasan di 
Tiro and a former professor of Zaini Abdullah to Stockholm. The GAM leadership refused to meet the 
group or to initiate any direct contacts with Jakarta. Added to this, the government also employed a number 
of collaborators, ethnic Acehnese working for the government, but according to Zaini this played only a 
very marginal role (Zaini, interview, April 2010).  
198 The United States, United Kingdom, Japan, Australia, Greece, Germany, Sweden, and the World Bank 
contacted the GAM leadership in Stockholm to explore possibilities to revive the dialogue (interview, Zaini, 
April, 2010).  
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Trust was a key issue when selecting the new facilitator, not only for the GAM but 

also for the government. Former Finnish President Martti Ahtisaari proved to be the 

perfect compromise: the fact that he no longer occupied an official position suited the GoI, 

while for the GAM he was still a figure with the requisite international stature and so 

fulfilled its desire to have a more renowned facilitator involved.     

Juha Christensen initiated the first contacts between the CMI and GAM, and also 

between the CMI and GoI.199 The GoI did not want to continue with the HDC, mainly 

because it wanted to distance itself from the failed process, but also as stated before, the 

HDC‟s impartiality was questioned by some in Jakarta.  

Martti Ahtisaari and the CMI were first approached by Juha Christensen in 

February 2004, immediately after a failed meeting attempt between Farid Husain (the 

Indonesian health minister close to Yusuf Kalla) and the GAM leadership in 

Stockholm.200 Ahtisaari was not versed in the Aceh issue but he was willing to listen. He 

was also in a different position than other potential third parties at that time (2004), since 

Farid Husain and Juha Christensen arranged that he was officially appointed by the GoI 

to be engaged as a facilitator in talks between the GAM and GoI. Ahtisaari was well 

received by both parties; the GAM had initially favored a state as a third party, but was 

won round by Ahtisaari‟s status as a former president as well as his substantial 

connections and direct access to international figures like UN Secretary-General Kofi 

Annan and the EU High Representative for Foreign Affairs and Security Javier Solana. 

Ahtisaari also had a stronger mandate than the HDC, mainly because the context of the 

new process had changed significantly. Furthermore, when Ahtisaari committed to the 

                                                
199 Juha Christensen, a Finnish businessman with some previous experiences in Sulawesi, approached Jusuf 
Kalla through an acquaintance and promised to facilitate contact between the GAM leadership in Sweden 
and the GoI. At the time, the GoI had been unsuccessfully trying to establish direct communication with 
the GAM. But the GAM leaders refused to talk to any of the government representatives or anyone 
associated with the government (interview, Christensen, August 2009).   
200 Christensen said that he had been interested in Aceh since the late 1990s, namely for reasons of peace as 
well as business, referring to Aceh‟s close proximity to the Straits of Malacca, a strategic hub for tanker 
transportation. Christensen became acquainted in 2003 with Farid Husain and Jusuf Kalla (then Minister for 
Social Affairs), at that time important figures in Indonesian politics, and contacted the GAM leadership in 
Stockholm the same year. Following the failure of an attempted meeting between Farid Husain, at that time 
Deputy Minister for Social Affairs, with the GAM leaders in Stockholm in February 2004, Christensen 
concluded that it was necessary to engage a skilled and world-renowned facilitator. He chose former Finnish 
President Martti Ahtisaari whom he had contacted through Finnish journalist Tapani Ruokanen, the editor-
in-chief of the Finnish weekly news magazine Suomen Kuvalehti. A meeting with Ahtisaari saved Husain 
from losing face; despite not talking to the GAM leadership he could report meeting a highly skilled 
potential facilitator (Merikallio, 2006: 34).  
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process, he also pledged his support and dedication to the post-agreement period so that 

discussions could continue on the implementation of any treaty.  

 

6.7.1 Five rounds of the Helsinki peace process  

The Helsinki peace process formally started on January 27, 2005. It was decided from the 

outset that the process would span over a maximum of five rounds; both Ahtisaari and the 

GoI insisted on finishing before the Indonesian national day on August 15. One 

explanation is that the GoI believed that a lengthy negotiation would only delay achieving 

a final outcome, which was not desirable in the context of the tsunami and could also give 

the GAM time to overcome the military stalemate. Another explanation is that the CMI 

received funding for the process from the EC crisis operations budget that was limited to a 

period of only six months (Hodann, interview, May 2010).201 This time constraint did have 

some, although not decisive, impact on the process, as it forced the parties to discuss issues 

that were necessary for securing an enduring outcome; but which were nonetheless 

difficult, sensitive, and required political concessions on both sides. In the end, the central 

factor which had the most impact on the negotiation outcome was the concessions from 

the GoI on self-governance and local political parties. The external actors, however, 

created a conducive environment for the successful outcome of the process, and could 

hence claim to have had some, albeit not decisive, impact.  

 

 Round One (January 28–29, 2005) – the term special autonomy continued to be used 

by the GoI delegation, which provoked a very negative response from the GAM 

negotiators who were determined to leave and nullify the process.202 The GoI and 

Ahtisaari also rejected discussing a ceasefire: the imperative need of resolving the conflict 

                                                
201 An anecdotal comment should be made about the financing of the process. Venue costs and CMI 
expenses were financed by the Finnish government (from EU funding, six-months funding, Hoddan, 
interview, May 2010), while traveling and lodging expenses of the Indonesian government delegation were 
covered by private funds provided by Jusuf Kalla (according to Awaludin, the GoI at that time did not have 
any ad hoc crisis funding available to cover the expenses) (interview, March 2009). The government 
machinery was ineffective in producing funds quickly; also, the process was undisclosed upon its initiation. 
The GAM‟s expenses, accommodation, travel, and also reimbursement for work leave, were covered by the 
CMI, initially from Christensen‟s private funds.   
202 The GAM negotiators were strongly opposed to discussing anything within the realm of “special 
autonomy.” Autonomous status was bestowed on Aceh already in 1959, but it remained merely an empty 
term, during which Aceh experienced severe curtailment of its own administration when the province was 
basically administrated from Jakarta. Hence “special autonomy” was a synonym for a status quo that was 
more than unsatisfactory to the GAM.     
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in the tsunami‟s aftermath in order to attract, not deter, donors was often mentioned. 

The greatest attention, though, was paid to the issue of governance.203 

 Round Two (February 21–23, 2005) saw discussions on special autonomy, but also on 

some softer issues such as amnesty, security, and monitoring. Ahtisaari urged the 

government to listen to what special autonomy vs. self-government entailed. Following 

the round two meeting, GAM negotiators met with representatives of six countries (see 

section 6.8).  

 Round Three (April 12–16, 2005) – the most significant event was the GAM‟s 

renunciation of independence and willingness to explore a solution that maintained 

Indonesian territorial integrity; although independence was not specifically discussed in 

the previous rounds, the GoI viewed this as a breakthrough. Other discussed issues 

included the sharing of revenues from natural resources, a reintegration program for 

GAM combatants, and economic compensation. The GAM also wanted to discuss the 

worsening security situation in Aceh and ongoing TNI operations against GAM forces. 

At the end of round three, Finnish Brigadier General Jaako Oksanen was introduced as 

an expert on disarmament and monitoring, which was welcomed by both parties.204 

At the end of May, prior to round four, the Olof Palme International Center, a 

Stockholm-based NGO, organized a meeting between GAM leaders and representatives 

of Acehnese civil society (see section 6.8). An eight-point agenda arose as a result of the 

meeting, in which representatives of civil society supported the GAM‟s participation in 

the talks on behalf of all Acehnese, explaining their position on special autonomy and self-

governance. Point six of the agenda was directed at the international community at large: 

“to make ceasefire a pre-condition to the financing of reconstruction, rehabilitation and recovery 

efforts in Aceh; this in order to maintain their effectiveness and optimization” (Kingsbury, 2006: 

94). Alongside the opportunity for the GAM to discuss the future of the organization after 

the agreement and its co-existence with other political entities generated from civil society 

                                                
203 Following round one, Juha Christensen invited the GAM negotiators and Farid Husain (GoI) to his 
house in Lahti to continue discussions in an informal environment. According to Kingsbury, this was the 
moment when it became clear that Ahtisaari and his team accepted the government‟s position on special 
autonomy, which triggered a reaction from the GAM team who started considering an alternative mediator. 
(Kingsbury, 2006: 30). One of the options was also to consider an alternative political approach to complete 
independence (Ibid); these were the first seeds of the future deal.  
204 Also, during the third round, Irwandi Yusuf appeared in Helsinki after having survived the tsunami and 
imprisonment in Aceh. As he was considered to be a fugitive on the run, this posed a dilemma to the GoI 
team who could not be seen to sit at the same table as him. In the end, Irwandi followed the process from a 
hotel room (Kingsbury, 2006).  
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groups, the OPIC also aimed at training the GAM in democratization (Hodann, 

interview, May 2010).  

 Round Four (May 26–30, 2005) discussions were focused mainly on local political 

parties, national symbols (flag, anthem), and areas in which the new Acehnese 

administration would be independent of Jakarta (economy, management of natural 

resources, tourism). The issue of the local political parties was one of the most sensitive 

issues discussed in Helsinki, as it symbolized an opportunity for the GAM to join the 

political process without being affiliated to a national party. Kingsbury (2006: 100) referred 

to it in his accounts as “one of the stumbling blocks of any possible negotiated outcome.” It was 

also one of the most sensitive issues for the GoI and was met with strong political 

resistance in Jakarta. Opponents argued that the creation of local political parties was 

unprecedented according to the Indonesian political and constitutional framework. It was 

further argued that it could trigger similar requests in other conflict areas in Indonesia. 

Hard-liners in Jakarta also voiced concern that a local political party would give the GAM 

a platform to assert independence in a political process through a local referendum (some 

still have this view). On the contrary, the GAM argued that without local parties, Aceh 

would not be able to take full charge of internal affairs. Ahtisaari supported the GAM on 

this issue and discussed it several times with GoI negotiators. Other issues discussed 

during round four were amnesty for GAM members and sympathizers imprisoned, 

including conditions for their release.  

On the last day, Peter Feith, who later became the head of the Aceh Monitoring 

Mission (AMM) joined the talks on behalf of the EU, the EU elevated its presence in 

Helsinki (May 30).  

 Round Five (July 12–17, 2005) saw the EU take on a more visible presence, with Peter 

Feith chairing the talks on monitoring. Other issues included disarmament measures 

(numbers of arms of the TNI and GAM) and the local political parties. The rift within 

the GAM team between the senior leadership (Malik, Zaini) and the rest (Baktiar, Nur 

Djuli) also became more visible. According to Kingsbury, there were different views on 

how the GAM should continue as an organization.205 A rift reportedly escalated between 

Christensen and Kingsbury and younger members of the GAM team. Christensen was 

                                                
205 The dispute became open prior to the governor elections in December 2006, when Irwandi Yusuf, 
supported by Bakhtiar and Nur Djuli and nominated by Partai Aceh, a political party formed by the GAM, 
ran against Habsi Abdullah, Zaini‟s brother (Kingsbury, email interview, April 2010).  
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perceived as partial to the GoI team, and allegedly interfered with negotiations in favor of 

the government (Kingsbury, 2006: 44). During the final days when the parties were to 

discuss the MoU draft, the GoI deliberately booked earlier flights to Jakarta so as to set 

time constraints.    

 Agreement (August 15, 2005) – a Memorandum of Understanding between the 

Government of Indonesia and the Free Aceh Movement (MoU) was signed on August 15, 

2005, in Helsinki. Although the AMM mandate officially started on September 15, 2005, 

Peter Feith and Juha Christensen had already arrived in Aceh. Meanwhile, the CMI 

process focused only on negotiations between the GoI and the GAM (Jusuf Kalla, 

although not part of the delegation, was frequently briefed by mobile phone directly from 

Helsinki; sometimes the phone was left on so that Kalla could listen to proceedings) 

(Awaludin, interview, March 201o).  

 

6.8 The role of incentives during the Helsinki peace process  

Incentives, both material and non-material, were more visible during 2005, and also during 

the pre-negotiation phase in 2004. Most policy analysts mention in this context the influx 

of material incentives following the tsunami of December 26, 2004. It is important to 

understand, however, that also external inducements during the pre-negotiation phase 

played a role, especially in demonstrating to the GAM that securing international support 

for its independence claims was not feasible.  

The tsunami factor was an important critical juncture which accelerated the 

process in creating a momentum for conflict resolution efforts. Nonetheless, the impact of 

the tsunami – and of inducements in the form of post-tsunami reconstruction work and 

other relief operations – on the peace process should not be overestimated; the tsunami 

served only as a catalyst to a process that already been initiated, and arguably also played a 

role in sustaining the process. The importance of the tsunami lies in the effect it had on 

the negotiation process, namely in creating a sense of urgency and sustaining the parties‟ 

willingness to negotiate. A constant reminder of the immense suffering of the Acehnese, 

as well as the significantly increased attention the region received from the international 

community, prevented parties from derailing the process. On the other hand, it could be 
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argued that had the Helsinki process not been preceded by several months of intensive 

pre-negotiation, the tsunami on its own would not have started the process.206 

In terms of the process outcome, the fact that the GAM did not secure 

international support for its independence claims had the greater impact. Therefore, while 

donor involvement following the tsunami disaster was highly conspicuous and incentives 

could be seen to have played a large role during the CMI facilitation, this was not 

necessarily the main factor that resulted in the successful outcome of the peace process.  

 

6.8.1 Non-material incentives  

International support and legitimization of the GAM‟s aspirations were the most important 

non-material incentives for the GAM. It succeeded only in part because the international 

community, namely influential states, supported the peace talks and encouraged the 

government to continue dialogue with the GAM; nevertheless, no one pledged support for 

Acehnese independence.207 Furthermore, following round two of the talks, members of the 

GAM negotiating team, two senior members and the spokesman (Malik, Zaini, Baktiar), 

attended a meeting between the GAM and a group of ambassadors from Australia, Japan, 

Malaysia, Singapore, Sweden, UK, and the U.S., who encouraged the parties to continue 

with the talks, but also stated that a solution should be within the framework of special 

autonomy (Kingsbury, 2006: 39). This was a clear signal to the GAM that there was no 

international support for Acehnese independence. Consequently, the GAM agreed to 

explore an alternative solution within the context of Indonesian territorial integrity.  

For the government, international support was also an important issue. Prior to the 

first meeting in Helsinki, Jusuf Kalla met with the ambassadors of Libya, the U.S., UK, 

Australia, Sweden, Finland, Singapore, and Japan to appeal to them to use their leverage 

and political influence on the GAM to get it to commit to the talks.208 This resulted in the 

GAM not demanding independence at the negotiation table and later adopting instead the 

                                                
206 The GAM and GoI agreed to enter into new talks during the pre-negotiation phase in late 2004; official 
invitations to Helsinki were mailed just two days before the tsunami disaster. 
207 Notwithstanding, recognition of the legitimacy of its struggle had come earlier, when Malik and Zaini 
had been reimbursed by the Swedish government for their imprisonment (see section 6.3.1). This confirmed 
that the organization was not regarded as a terrorist group in Sweden; indeed, the Swedish government had 
been firm in not regarding the GAM as a terrorist organization.  
208 Awaludin offers an explanation as to why individual countries were invited to the meeting (interview, 
also in Peace in Aceh); for instance, the “UK was invited because they could influence EU nations to pressure the 
GAM leadership living in Sweden to come immediately to the peace talks with the Indonesian Government” 
(Awaludin, 2009: 54).  
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concept of self-government. In this sense, the external actors involved were well 

coordinated and impacted the negotiations by applying constructive pressure. Ahtisaari 

was rather subtle when voicing criticism against the government and concealed it from 

the attention of the media (respecting face saving); but he resorted to using a more 

coercive tone when he deemed it necessary. Following reports of continuous violence and 

human rights violations in Aceh, which were often brought up by the GAM negotiators in 

Helsinki, Ahtisaari complied his own report based on verified information he received 

from the field and personally handed it to SBY. On the same occasion, he mentioned to 

the Indonesian president that the same report had been delivered to the representatives of 

other governments, thus putting pressure on the GoI (Merikallio, 2006: 91). This, 

nevertheless, was done discreetly without media attention and met with success, for SBY 

removed culpable TNI officers in Aceh from their posts.  

An interesting aspect is that both the GAM and GoI hoped that the external actors 

would employ leverage (mainly political, but also economic) against the other side so as to 

reinforce their respective positions; in other words, that they would change the 

asymmetric balance in their favor. The most visible example was when the GoI appealed 

to Sweden in 2004 to press legal charges against Malik and Zaini for their alleged 

involvement in planning terrorist activities in Aceh against Indonesian state. The GAM 

did not have the same resources as the Indonesian government, but the leaders admitted 

that they were hoping external actors would use their leverage to assist with the GAM‟s 

claims.  

 

(De)proscribing as a terrorist organization – the danger of being listed as a terrorist 

organization in the EU and the U.S. was omnipresent for the GAM and the threat thereof 

served as a strong disincentive. During the period 2004–05, the GAM continued to indicate 

its commitment to dialogue and peace, and distanced itself both from Islamic terrorist 

groups in the region and global terrorist networks.209   

 

International monitoring – EU Involvement in the AMM was a strong and much welcomed 

incentive for the GAM, who insisted on a strong monitor after its negative experience of 

                                                
209 For instance, Aspinall states that according to one source, Abdullah Syafi‟ie, a GAM field commander, 
was the first in Indonesia to telephone the U.S. ambassador to express condolences after September 11, 2001 
(2009: 201). See section 6.3.1 on Indonesian efforts to portray the GAM as a terrorist organization.  
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the implementation of the CoHA. In turn, the monitoring mechanisms developed for the 

AMM during the talks in Helsinki were far stronger than the ones established by the 

CoHA (Aspinall, 2005: 46). The monitoring mission can be divided into the following 

parts:  

 Presence at the negotiations – Peter Feith‟s presence in Helsinki from round four was 

greatly appreciated and had an impact on the success because it gave the parties, namely 

the GAM, a better sense of security/transparency in monitoring; specific monitoring 

details were discussed already during the talks, and the presence of the monitor when the 

monitoring mechanisms were tailored was welcomed by both sides (interviews Zaini, 

Awaludin, 2010). In sum, Feith‟s presence in Helsinki (as well as other figures from the 

EU) and the backing of EU member states was one of the most important incentives in 

the process. Although the AMM was a joint EU-ASEAN mission, it was headed by an 

EU representative, an ASEAN representative was not present in Helsinki .210  

 Monitoring disarmament was successful (Merikallio, 2006): the GAM handed over 

registered weaponry and the process was recognized by the TNI; mechanisms negotiated 

in Helsinki were effective.   

 Monitoring reintegration process and implementation of the MoU– according to the 

Helsinki MoU, the AMM was also responsible for monitoring the treaty‟s 

implementation. Kingsbury and Barron (interviews, 2010) suggested that the mechanism 

worked well in monitoring the disarmament process, however that it failed when 

monitoring other commitments from the MoU, such as  reintegration and the Law on the 

Governing of Aceh (LoGA). In the case of the LoGA, not everything that was negotiated in 

Helsinki was implemented in the LoGA agreement. 211 It was argued that  the AMM left 

early and its mandate proved to be too short. Feith was keen to leave before the possibility 

of any negative developments; he also rejected an audit of the mission (confidential 

interview).  

 

                                                
210 Some of the EU member states (namely Germany) were initially hesitant in supporting the EU 
engagement of the monitoring mission to Aceh, mainly due to concerns about the possible collapse of the 
process. There was a general agreement among those interviewed that Ahtisaari‟s positive image and 
lobbying were paramount to the EU‟s decision to engage in the monitoring process in Aceh.    
211 Irwandi claimed that the LoGA is incompatible with the MoU (Aguswandi and Large, 2008). Kingsbury 
says the same, that the LoGA does not cover what was agreed in the MoU (email interview, April 2010).  
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Capacity building support for the GAM was not directly part of the Helsinki peace process as 

it was organized independently by the Olof Palme International Center in Stockholm; it 

nevertheless affected the GAM as an organization and also facilitated its transformation 

from an insurgent group to a political organization. In thus doing, it had an indirect 

impact on the negotiation process, as it helped the GAM to formulate its views and 

positions and also to secure wider support for the Helsinki negotiations and its outcomes 

for civil society in Aceh (wider support for renouncing independence claims). 

Additionally, the training and campaign assistance the GAM received from the OPIC was 

also understood as a peace dividend.   

 

6.8.2 Material incentives  

Large-scale donor assistance with post-tsunami reconstruction and also immediate 

humanitarian relief were delinked from post-conflict reconstruction and hence not 

discussed during the Helsinki negotiations.212 It was argued earlier that the dire 

humanitarian situation created a sense of urgency for the parties to negotiate; aid in this 

sense was, however, never conditioned upon advancement in the peace process. As Patrick 

Barron from the World Bank reasoned, most of the bilateral and multilateral donor 

agencies as well as international NGOs chose to focus on the humanitarian situation in 

the aftermath of the tsunami, and had rather limited knowledge of the conflict 

background or the process dynamics (interview, May 2010). It is also important to 

understand that while the donor agencies and international NGOs were active in post-

tsunami reconstruction projects, the ongoing negotiations in Helsinki were conducted out 

of public sight. According to Ahtisaari and Christensen, chosen embassies (in Helsinki 

and Jakarta) were briefed about the developments in the process, but there was no 

coordination between the post-tsunami relief operations and reconstruction initiatives and 

the process of peace building.213  

                                                
212 The tsunami represented a critical turning-point, but both the GAM and GoI were keen on stipulating the 
environment for aid; also humanitarian relief does not fall under the definition of incentives as outlined in 
Chapter 3. Darini Rajasingham Senanayake claims that the delinking of post-conflict reintegration and 
reconstruction from post-tsunami recovery activities was one of the key reasons for the relative success of 
peacebuilding; this is mainly with respect to different roles actors play in post-conflict recovery projects 
(Rajasingham Senanayake, 2009: 7). The sense of local ownership was also higher in the context of post-
tsunami relief (Ibid).  
213 An interesting incident occurred in the immediate aftermath of the tsunami when the 7th U.S. Fleet 
arrived in Aceh to provide logistical support to the tsunami victims. Given the concerns of the GoI and TNI 
about foreign presence in Aceh and also the ongoing martial law status, it was a noteworthy precedent in the 
modern history of Aceh.  
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Post-tsunami reconstruction aid was mainly focused on the physical reconstruction 

of Aceh (namely infrastructure), not political reconstruction, and amounted to about 

twenty times that of post-conflict aid; total pledges amounted to 7 billion USD (Barron, 

interview, May 2010). Donors were coordinated through the Multi Donor Trust Fund for 

Aceh and Nias which was established to coordinate post-tsunami aid, mainly to avoid the 

unnecessary overlapping of aid and to sustain discussion on aid implementation. The only 

issue that linked the humanitarian operations and the ongoing peace process was that of 

safety. Aceh was transformed overnight from a militarily-sealed province under martial 

law with minimal foreign involvement into a region with a high number of foreign 

humanitarian aid workers.214  

 

6.8.2.1 Post-conflict reconstruction  

Donors did not play a significant role in impacting the Helsinki peace process, and their 

overriding bilateral interests prevented them from taking a more active role during the 

implementation. The GAM viewed donor involvement separately from the political 

negotiations. The United States, Japan,215 Switzerland, UK, and Germany all pledged their 

help in implementing the MoU. Donors came to Aceh in two stages – post-tsunami and 

post-conflict (official post-reconstruction ended in April 2009). The GAM was not in 

direct regular contact with donors before elections in 2006, it however participated in a 

track three process organized by the OPIC in Stockholm that was funded by the Swedish 

Ministry for Foreign Affairs and the Swedish International Development Agency. This 

process, unlike more traditional donor funding, was targeted more at the physical 

reconstruction of Aceh (infrastructure projects, humanitarian aid) as opposed to political 

reconstruction. The OPIC initiative in Stockholm, in which both the GAM and Acehnese 

                                                
214 Braithwaite et al. claim that President Bill Clinton‟s statement on the importance of safety and a non-
violent environment for humanitarian workers was taken heed of by the Indonesian government. 
Furthermore, both the U.S. and the European Union conditioned aid on adherence to the peace process 
(2010: 367).  
215 Japan was not involved in the Helsinki peace process or in post-conflict reconstruction but rather in post-
tsunami reconstruction. Japan gave 10 per cent of all post-tsunami aid (interview, JICA, December 2009). In 
fact, Indonesia is the prime recipient of Japanese ODA. Japan also has an interest in Indonesia out of 
concern for protecting sea communication lines (SLOCs); 90 per cent of ships transporting oil from the 
Middle East pass through the Malacca straits. Furthermore, Indonesia is a key ASEAN country whose 
stability is crucial. Bilateral relations with the Indonesian government are thus, for Japan, more important 
than the conflict in Aceh. Hence Japan did not condition its aid on advancement in the process, its only 
concern being the safety of JICA personnel operating in Aceh. In general, it can be observed that Japan 
places greater value on its relations with governments and is very hesitant to openly question government 
policies (interview, December 2009).  
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civil societies participated, offered them a platform for discussions on the future 

institutional organization of Aceh, namely what type of institutional establishment they 

would prefer (Hodann, interview, May 2010).  According to Hodann, during the third 

meeting of the initiative, it became apparent that the GAM leadership, in fact, did not 

have a clear view on how internal matters in Aceh should be organized (interview, May, 

2010). The groups (GAM and civil societies from Aceh, supported by similar meetings 

taking place in Kuala Lumpur around the same time) nevertheless reached a decision on 

the political structure of Aceh, and the GAM negotiators were given a green light to sign 

an agreement with the GoI. Signs of GAM‟s disunity, which slowly became evident after 

the third meeting organized by the OPIC, later culminated during the selection of 

candidates for the governor elections. 

The post-conflict reconstruction was also hindered by the severe lack of local capacity 

in Aceh which, in combination with high grassroots expectations, resulted in a certain 

discontent with how post-conflict aid was distributed and organized (see the following 

point on Badan Reintegrasi Damai Aceh (Aceh Reintegration Board, BRA).  

 

6.8.2.2 Incentives in Helsinki  

During the Helsinki process, non-material incentives played a more significant role than 

material inducements, which were only a side issue. Material incentives that were 

mentioned during the negotiations were based on strong local ownership. First, 

discussions on the sharing of revenues from natural resources were perceived by the GAM 

as a part of the self-governance package rather than as incentives. In other words, its basic 

reasoning was that to have fiscal independence and be the prime recipient of benefits from 

natural resources was part and parcel of self-determination.216 In the MoU, it was also part 

of the section “Governing Aceh.” 

Other types of incentives discussed in Aceh were reintegration aid and compensation 

in the form of economic packages for GAM ex-combatants and civilians affected by the 

conflict. The definition of those affected by the conflict was very vague – as Barron put it, 

“everybody in Aceh could fall under that definition” (interview, May 2010). This resulted later 

in reintegration setbacks and insufficient implementation of the Helsinki MoU.  

 

                                                
216 Aceh was the fourth-richest province in terms of revenues, but also the province with the third-highest 
highest rate of poverty.  
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 Reintegration  

Reintegration was discussed in the context of amnesty and the future lives of the GAM 

combatants and also as compensation for their lost livelihoods (although it was not 

explicitly said, it was known that some GAM combatants, in addition to the TNI, were 

engaged in business activities that profited from the conflict). In comparison to other 

issues discussed in Helsinki, the issue of reintegration was less sensitive and also 

encouraged by Ahtisaari. External actors were indirectly involved in reintegration through 

funding for the newly established reintegration agency (BRA, established 2006) that was 

jointly administrated by the GoI (local administration) and the GAM (Irwandi was 

appointed as an advisor). The MoU states that the government will allocate funds, but it 

was noted by a well versed source (interview, 2010) that parts of the funds that were 

supposed to be allocated by the government were originally provided by external donors. 

This was, however, not specifically discussed in Helsinki; donors pledged their support 

but did not resort to the coercive conditioning of aid.  

Reintegration was approached rather vaguely with the main focus on combatants 

not civilians.217 This was not because the GAM would not be concerned about civilians, 

but more because of the high degree of mistrust that existed between the GAM 

combatants and the TNI; and the general presence of the TNI in the area was one of the 

main bones of contention, hence the focus was also on incentives for the GAM forces. 

The World Bank later assisted BRA with the implementation of the MoU on 

reintegration, namely in finding mechanisms that would decide who would benefit from 

the reintegration programs, as there wasn‟t sufficient funding for everyone who fitted 

under the definition. On the other hand, GAM members who left for Malaysia during the 

conflict did not qualify for the compensation. Under the provision of BRA, the victims 

could choose community or individual compensation; 90 per cent chose individual. This 

issue was not seen as problematic during the Helsinki negotiations; it became an issue 

later, however, due to lagging implementation.  

 

 

 

                                                
217 Civilians, especially in the rural areas, supported the GAM during the conflict. The GAM used the 
guerrilla tactics “fish and water,” which entailed going to villages for food, medicine, and even small 
weapons. As a consequence, civilians were frequent targets of TNI counter-insurgency operations (Aspinall, 
2009b: 6). In light of this, civilians also demanded funding for post-conflict rehabilitation.  
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6.8.3 Incentives for spoilers  

Incentives for possible spoilers were not discussed in Helsinki. However, following the 

August 15 agreement, the GoI compensated TNI officers leaving Aceh based on an 

estimate of the extent of lost revenues; more specifically, increased funds were allocated to 

non-combatant expenses (Mietzner, 2009: 301). Mietzner further argues that increased 

peace dividends stemming from new business opportunities related to the influx of 

humanitarian workers and post-tsunami reconstruction projects resulted in increased TNI 

support for the Helsinki agreement (2009: 302). Furthermore, incentives were also 

provided to prevent spoilers on the GAM side. Those GAM combatants based in 

Malaysia who would not qualify for reintegration support under the Helsinki agreement – 

the MoU did not mention them – still received funding from BRA, which received extra 

funding for this purpose from the government. External actors, namely donors, did not 

affect this process directly, and it can be safely said that inducements for spoilers were on 

the GoI‟s agenda as part of its peacebuilding/post-agreement strategy.218  

Other strong opponents of the process included the political opposition in Jakarta 

(strong links to the national media, strong mandate in Jakarta), and the radical GAM 

youth (who were against renouncing independence claims). Kalla assumed responsibility 

for persuading the political opposition about the necessity of the peace process and secured 

the support of ten political parties; nonetheless, ultranationalists saw the GAM as traitors, 

did not want to negotiate with them, or give them concessions or revenues. As was 

revealed in interviews, consideration over how some issues would be received at home 

affected some aspects of the GoI‟s negotiation strategy in Helsinki, namely with regard to 

the issue of local political parties.  

 

6.9 Negotiation strategies: Helsinki peace process  

The change of leadership in Jakarta combined with combat fatigue, which was 

exacerbated by the military stalemate and by the tsunami disaster, generated a ripe 

moment for negotiation. 

 

 

 

                                                
218 During the negotiations in Helsinki, Ahtisaari lobbied a number of times in favor of economic packages 
for returning combatants (interview, 2010).   
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6.9.1 GoI negotiation strategies  

From the initial talks, the government‟s negotiation strategy was based on adherence to 

the territorial integrity of Indonesia; independence claims and constitutional amendments, 

solutions that exceeded the Indonesian constitution, were non-negotiable. The 

government negotiators, in both processes, did not have the mandate to make any 

proposals outside of the constitutional framework.219 Nevertheless, the main shift in the 

process dynamics was caused by overcoming the stalemate on governance issues – during 

round two, the government agreed to find a different definition for granting self-

governance authority to Aceh other than special autonomy, and the GAM gave up its 

independence claims. In the fourth round, it was the government‟s decision to allow the 

formation of local political parties in Aceh. The two issues determined the development of 

the process.  

Unlike in the previous negotiations, the GoI exhibited strong leadership and while 

internal opponents of dialogue with the GAM remained, the leaders were strong enough 

to challenge them. SBY and Kalla‟s strong determination to succeed in terminating the 

conflict were paramount to gaining support, or eliminating the potential for sabotage from 

opponents. This mainly included obtaining the loyalty of the TNI, the national media, 

and opposition groups in the Parliament.220 The change in attitude on the part of the GoI 

formed an important departure point for its strategies in Helsinki, and while international 

support was important and appreciated by the government, it was rather the change in 

internal political dynamics that triggered this change of attitude (Morfit, 2007: 135).221  

                                                
219 Morfit refers to his interview with Widodo Adi Sudjipto, who at the time of the Helsinki process was 
coordinating minister for political and security affairs; he participated in the first two rounds of the process. 
According to Widodo, he saw to it that the delegation did not make promises that would exceed the 
constitutional framework (2007: 134). Hamid Awaludin confirmed in an interview that he spent many hours 
on the phone with Kalla, who wanted to be constantly updated on what was happening in Helsinki.  
220 Mietzner explains (2009: 300–2) that after the Helsinki agreement, TNI officers were provided with 
financial compensation for economic losses incurred by their withdrawal from Aceh. In the TNI budget, the 
money was allocated for non-combatant activities, namely coming from funds designated for withdrawal 
and reconstruction; the sums were unusually high.   
221 Government negotiation strategies were designed by Jusuf Kalla, the vice-president, and a former 
coordinating minister for people‟s welfare who was previously involved in negotiations in Poso and Ambon 
in Indonesia. Kalla also ensured that the process was generally accepted in Jakarta, or more specifically, that 
spoilers did not thwart the Helsinki talks. As Awaludin recalled, Kalla also exerted a certain pressure on the 
media not to run an anti-peace campaign. It should also be remembered that the presidents of Indonesia 
were in very different positions during the CoHA and Helsinki process, respectively. Megawati was a weak 
president who was dependent on the TNI; on the other hand, SBY showed by far greater commitment to 
the process and stronger leadership than his predecessor. As a former army commander, furthermore, he had 
the respect of the TNI. Some reports and personal accounts (Kingsbury, 2006; interviews with GAM 
negotiators) indicate that the TNI still had very low confidence in the process and in the GAM‟s intentions, 
while GAM remained also very skeptical toward the army. Hamid Awaludin, on the other hand, recalled 
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 SBY‟s administration was focused on leading the talks with the GAM leadership 

in Sweden; it had learned from several previous failed attempts in trying to reach out to a 

GAM splinter group in Malaysia that only the leaders in Sweden had the authority to sign 

a lasting agreement and maintained the loyalty and support of field commanders in 

Aceh.222 According to Hamid Awaludin, the head of the government negotiation team, it 

was Jusuf Kalla who was the brain behind the government‟s strategic planning for the 

negotiations with the GAM. According to Awaludin, Yusuf Kalla gave the team clear 

instructions and was also in touch via cell phone throughout in Helsinki (interview, 

Awaludin, March, 2010). In sum, the following points characterized the GoI‟s strategies in 

Helsinki:  

Time constraints – it was Kalla who decided to put time constraints on the 

negotiations, outlining the framework of the talks, giving clear instructions that the 

process should not have more than five rounds, and that the final agreement should be 

signed before the Indonesian national day on August 15, 2005.223 Kingsbury argues 

otherwise: that it was Ahtisaari and subsequently representatives of the European Union 

that imposed time constraints rather than the Indonesian government (email interview, 

April 2010); Ahtisaari also referred to the August 15 deadline several times (interview, 

Ahtisaari, May 2009). Hodann, on the other hand, asserted that the time constraints were 

merely a result of the fact that the CMI was only granted a six-month grant from the 

European Commission from EU funds allocated for crisis management (interview, May, 

2010).  

The government strongly opposed negotiating a ceasefire when embarking on the 

process in Helsinki. But the GAM negotiators repeatedly brought up the ceasefire issue on 

the agenda during the first round in January 2005; the GAM field commanders also 

declared a unilateral ceasefire. Nevertheless, the government‟s attitude against ceasefire 

                                                                                                                                                   
that the TNI‟s commander in-chief, General Endrianto Sutarto, summoned TNI commanders in January 
2005 to Jakarta and ordered them to support the peace process (interview, Awaludin, March 2010; also in 
Mietzner, 2009). It can be debated how effective this was, especially among lower level officers and TNI 
commanders in the field (in Aceh).  
222 According to a source versed in the government‟s decision-making at that time, the GoI was aware 
already in 2003 that it was not possible to solve the conflict militarily. Already three weeks after the CoHA 
had collapsed, the government made an effort to establish direct links with the GAM (interview, 2010).  
223 As Huber reports, the government utilized the same strategy during the CoHA negotiations. The 
government set deadlines for the GAM on amending the accord text and requested frequent meetings 
through the HDC. Huber notes that the government adopted these strategies after observing negotiations 
between the Government of the Philippines and the MNLF. According to Huber, the Indonesian 
government observed the fact that the MNLF had taken advantage of a lack of deadlines to “drag out haggling 
with Manila” (2004: 59).   
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negotiations, according to Awaludin, reflected the government‟s previous experiences 

with the GAM.224 At the same time, the government team also indicated that negotiating 

a ceasefire would only generate a partial solution as opposed to a permanent arrangement 

resulting from a comprehensive final agreement. They feared that ceasefire negotiations 

would prolong the talks and would steal the momentum for reaching a permanent 

agreement. As Awaludin stated, “we did not have time for that” – there was a need to seize 

the momentum generated by international interest in the aftermath of the tsunami. 

Undoubtedly, it was also part of the government‟s strategy to put more pressure on the 

GAM. Ahtisaari supported the government and did not allow the GAM to bring the 

ceasefire issue back on the agenda.  

Focusing on specific issues such as amnesty for GAM political prisoners, economic 

compensation for returning prisoners as part of reintegration and rehabilitation policies  

(including land and housing for GAM ex-combatants), securing local ownership of 

revenues from natural resources, and local political parties; although this proposal came 

later and the government delegation were initially opposed to it (they were concerned 

about setting a precedent – that other groups would want the same) 

Face-saving platform – the government did not want to defeat the GAM at the 

negotiation table; Awaludin claims that building personal relationships was important for 

building mutual trust (also mentioned in Husain, 2007) during the talks.225 This was 

firmly opposed in Jakarta, but the government adhered to this strategy. Added to this, 

Awaludin visited imprisoned GAM negotiators in prisons in Java, trying to organize their 

transfer to Finland, which later proved unfeasible; but he was at least able to facilitate 

phone conversations between the prisoners and Malik in Stockholm. These conciliatory 

moves helped enhance trust between GAM and GoI negotiators; they did not have more 

significant implications, but they did help find some connection between the 

                                                
224 The GoI delegates argued that the GAM would only use the ceasefire to rebuild its forces, rearm, 
consolidate, channel new logistics from abroad, and also prolong the peace process – which would mean 
losing the important post-tsunami momentum. 
225 As noted by Ahtisaari, Awaludin, and Zaini, the most important decisions and conversations happened 
when walking in the park around the Köningstedt residence (interviews, 2009, 2010). In contrast, Kingsbury, 
an Australian academic and GAM negotiation advisor during the Helsinki peace process, claimed that these 
informal meetings did not lead to anything (email interview, April 2010). Kingsbury also said that when 
Awaludin tried “to move into negotiation theory outside the formal setting, it stopped,” and was also rejected by the 
other GAM negotiators, which also led to an argument within the GAM team. This came to be the first seed 
of a more visible rift within the organization which evolved during governor elections in Pikada (Ibid).  
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negotiators.226 According to Kingsbury, this strategy was very transparent and the GAM 

negotiators were aware of what the government was trying to achieve (the GAM was 

polite and played along), but nevertheless, it at least contributed to creating a positive 

atmosphere.  

 Based on interviews with GAM negotiators, and also Ahtisaari and Christensen 

from the CMI, it is evident that the government had a clear strategy toward the GAM 

which was supported by the CMI.  

 

6.9.2 GAM negotiation strategies  

When the GAM entered the Helsinki negotiations, initially the team did not have a clear 

negotiation strategy on how to achieve its goals and generally had very low expectations 

as regards the process outcomes. As a GAM negotiator stated, “we wanted to test the waters 

and see whether the government was truly sincere and wanted to offer something real.” (interview, 

2009).   

According to Kingsbury,227 the GAM quickly adopted a step by step strategy. 

Following the initial stalemate between the parties during round one, which was caused 

by an inability to find a common language when discussing issues related to governance, 

the GAM adopted a strategy designed to sustain the talks for as long as possible. Thus, 

when delivering negotiating points to Ahtisaari, the GAM chose to address the least 

sensitive issues first and to take up the most difficult issues at the end.228 At the beginning 

                                                
226 Awaludin addressed senior GAM negotiators, Malik Mahmud and Zaini Abdullah, using the Acehnese 
“Tengku” (Lord) which also surprised members of his own team, but as Awaludin explained “showing respect 
was fundamental for trust building, you want peace or you want fancy words.” He adopted the same style even 
when visiting GAM inmates in prison (interview, March 2010, also in Awaludin, 2009: 58). 
227 Kingsbury, similar to William Nessen and previously also Lindsey McCulloch, developed close relations 
to some of the GAM members when conducting research on the Aceh issue in the early 2000s. By the time 
of the Helsinki talks, the GAM was short of negotiators: some had died during the tsunami (e.g. Tiba) and 
some were still in prison. The GAM asked Kingsbury to accompany them to Helsinki. He was not officially 
part of the GAM team but assumed an advisory position; his presence in Helsinki was later also backed by 
Ahtisaari who sent an official letter to the dean of Deakin University where Kingsbury was employed, and 
requested Kingsbury‟s presence in Helsinki (email interview, Kingsbury, April 2010). Kingsbury‟s role was 
to assist GAM negotiators with formulating their demands, drafting, and providing technical support. 
According to him the GAM team needed all the possible help they could get as they lacked expertise in all 
the necessary fields; while the GoI team had the Indonesian bureaucracy behind them (Ibid). For some 
members of the GoI team, namely the hard-liners, Kingsbury‟s presence in Helsinki was unsettling and they 
strongly opposed his engagement. There was also a visible rivalry between Kingsbury and Christensen to 
the point of animosity (as seen in Peace in Aceh, Kingsbury‟s personal account of the Helsinki peace process, 
2006).   
228 Less sensitive issues included amnesty for imprisoned GAM members and their reintegration, as well as 
that for other GAM combatants, to civilian life (interview, Zaini, April 2010). There were, however, some 
disputes over who were considered to be political prisoners and who criminals. As Zaini explained, in some 
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of the Helsinki process, the GAM delegation was not fully certain that the process would 

result in a comprehensive peace agreement, and wanted to prevent any derailing of the 

talks at an early stage.229 According to Kingsbury (interview), this approach was hailed by 

Kalla who was coordinating the GoI‟s negotiation strategies.230 Nevertheless, this strategy 

could not result in partial agreements, as Ahtisaari had introduced the mantra that 

“nothing is agreed, until everything is agreed,” which was supposed to prevent the parties 

from leaving the process with only partial agreements without having discussed the most 

sensitive issues. Nevertheless, the GAM‟s step by step strategy proved functional, as 

according to some direct participants in Helsinki the negotiators (or at least some of 

them) were able to develop personal connections with one another, therefore contributing 

to breaking the ice.  

Furthermore, the notion was upheld during the Helsinki meetings to discuss the 

most sensitive matters first in an informal setting; this took place in smaller groups and 

usually comprised of Ahtisaari, Awaludin, Farid Husain, Malik, Zaini, and sometimes 

Christensen. Although no formal decision was taken during these discussions, it helped to 

build mutual understanding on the most controversial issues. Kingsbury observed, 

however, that these informal meetings did not yield any significant results and on one 

occasion even led to an argument with the GAM team, when Malik and Zaini agreed to 

meet Awaludin and negotiate outside of the agreed framework; the argument signalized a 

greater rift that later peaked during the governor elections in December 2006.  

According to some members of the GAM delegation, the decision to make the 

major concession, that is, relinquishing the claim to independence, came after the first 

round and was discussed both with field commanders in Aceh and Hassan di Tiro in 

Stockholm. The decision was not a part of a larger strategy, but rather a rational 

                                                                                                                                                   
situations it was unclear if a crime had been committed to support the GAM‟s activities or not. Many GAM 
members were not entitled to amnesty following the signing of the Helsinki MoU, and also could not 
qualify for reintegration programs. 1789 prisoners were released but 65, who the GAM believed to be 
political prisoners, remained incarcerated (Braithwaite at al., 2010: 369); Awaludin claimed 2700 were 
released (interview, March 2010).  
229 According to Kingsbury, this strategy was also welcomed by Jakarta, namely Vice-President Jusuf Kalla, 
who was responsible for designing the GoI‟s negotiation strategies (email interview, April 2010).   
230 Kingsbury recalls a meeting with Kalla that was set up by Christensen in Jakarta in April 2005, in which 
he commented “although he disagreed on what the outcome should be, we did agree that there were some points on 

which agreement was possible and that it was important to at least achieve those, to show good faith on both sides, and 
to build a base from which to proceed. We also agreed that if we could get the easier points resolved first, then we could 
leave the hardest parts of the discussion until the end” (email interview with Kingsbury, April 2010).  
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evaluation of the circumstances. As Yusuf Irwandi explained, “we made a rational 

evaluation of what we can get.” (interview, August 2009). 

And finally, the GAM was consistent with its previous policy of 

internationalization, which was less opposed by the GoI and who later agreed with the EU‟s 

presence as a monitor.  

 

 6.10 Explaining the success of the Helsinki peace process  

Aside from internal factors such as the change of leadership in Jakarta, the strong pro-

peace commitment of the new president, the GAM‟s military stalemate, and the tsunami 

factor, there were also a number of attributes that the facilitator brought to the process 

which contributed to reaching a successful outcome. For example, Ahtisaari‟s strong 

personality and the substantial backing of the EU turned the CMI into a much stronger 

third party with greater leverage than the HDC.231 Nevertheless, it is to be remembered 

that a crucial part of the CMI‟s success lay in the timing of the process, which was the 

result of several random unorchestrated coincidences as well as Presidential elections in 

Indonesia, rather than a carefully synchronized agenda.  

 

6.10.1 The Ahtisaari Phenomenon 

There are several factors that contributed to Ahtisaari‟s success. First was his strategy 

coined as “dignity for all” and “Nothing is agreed until everything is agreed.” At the same time, 

he supported the GoI‟s position on territorial integrity and did not refrain, where 

necessary, from literally stopping the GAM from bringing up the ceasefire on the talks 

agenda.  

Ahtisaari was very well received by both teams, although the GAM initially had 

preferred a state facilitator (Bakhtiar interview, June 2008); but Ahtisaari was regarded as 

an acceptable alternative. Ahtisaari‟s personality and previous roles as well as connections 

and easy access to important and influential international figures (he personally consulted 

several times with Kofi Annan and Javier Solana on the situation in Aceh as well as on 

                                                
231 It has been suggested in a confidential interview that both Ahtisaari and Feith were very careful not to be 
involved in anything that could go awry; in other words, the anonymous source indicated that it was not so 
much third party involvement as the internal context and ripe timing that led to the negotiated agreement 
(interview, 2010). Another source made a very similar comment about Ahtisaari‟s concern over his own 
position prior to entering the talks, according to which Ahtisaari was hesitant to put his name under 
something that did not appear to have a successful outcome from the beginning (interview 2010). 
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developments in the negotiations) made him a suitable candidate with enough 

international leverage to generate sufficient guarantees for the final agreement.  

Ahtisaari‟s facilitation strategy was based on the assumption that a peace process could 

not be open-ended (mantra “nothing is agreed, until everything is agreed”), and that leakages 

to the media should be minimized during negotiations. Ahtisaari also exerted great 

personal leverage – his assertive personality and ability made it possible to compel parties 

to adhere to deadlines and to refrain from bringing up issues that would result in 

stalemate (such as the GAM‟s efforts to put the ceasefire on the agenda during the first 

round. He even did not refrain from informing the parties that: “I have stated from the 

beginning, our discussions here are for peace not for independence. It seems as if you do not 

understand my position on this. Because of this, you GAM, are just wasting my time here. I do not 

wish to be facilitator anymore because you are inconsistent. Now, please will you leave this room 

and go home. The door is wide open for you to pack your bags and do not never contemplate 

returning here to me. I will remind you that you will never achieve your demands for independence. 

At least while I am alive. I will use every muscle and all the influence I have in Europe and in the 

international community to prevent this” (in Awaludin, 2009: 250). Furthermore, Ahtisaari 

supported Kalla on setting deadlines and imposing time constraints. Ahtisaari was, thus, 

very successful in chairing the talks: with his uniquely robust personal style, he was not 

afraid to be very direct and sometimes even engaged in the agenda-setting; critics, on the 

other hand, would argue that he adopted an arbitrary style.232  

Notwithstanding his rigidness toward the GAM regarding some issues (Kingsbury 

says he was slightly pro-state), Ahtisaari demonstrated a sincere interest in developments 

in the region. Furthermore, Ahtisaari journeyed to Jakarta in May 2005 where he inquired 

about ongoing human rights violations in Aceh as well as abuses against civilians 

perpetrated by the TNI troops in Aceh; he even submitted a report directly to SBY which 

had been prepared by the GAM containing verified information from the field, indicating 

that he did not dispute the validity of the data. It later resulted in the removal of some 

TNI officers from their posts in Aceh, something which was unprecedented in the given 

context. Another important approach that was adopted was that nobody should lose face 

                                                
232 Ahtisaari said he was determined to finish the process by August 15 (Indonesian national day), 2005 
(interview, May 2009). 
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during the process, which was interpreted as suitably understanding the Asian way of 

conducting negotiations.  

While Ahtisaari strongly believed that monitoring should not be left in the hands of 

an NGO, he took personal responsibility for following up the agreement; there was a 

continuation of roundtable discussions on the implementation of the final agreement, 

which was greatly appreciated, especially by the GAM negotiators.  

The CMI benefited greatly not only from Ahtisaari‟s personal connections and status 

as a former head of state but also from its easy access to the EU institutions and 

individual member states. As noted by a number of direct participants of the negotiations 

between the EU and CMI, the EU member states, namely Germany, were initially not 

convinced that a monitoring mission to Aceh would be in the EU‟s best interests. Some 

say (John Penny) that Ahtisaari “was able to do his job because he was wearing an EU head,” 

more specifically, that he used EU leverage during his involvement in Aceh without any 

formal affiliation to any of the EU institutions.  

 

6.10.2 Monitoring  

The fact that both parties, but especially the GAM, felt comfortable with the monitoring 

mission contributed to the overall success of the process. An important aspect was that the 

designated monitors (Feith, Oksanen) were present in Helsinki during the final rounds of 

the peace process – the parties thus felt a continuation with what had been discussed in 

Helsinki and what was carried out by the AMM. The composition of the AMM also 

secured sufficient international backing; this had been a prerequisite for the GAM but was 

not perceived as a threat by the GoI. In this sense, the choice of the EU as the lead 

monitor did not resemble the UN involvement in East Timor in the late 1990s. The AMM 

was a perfect compromise of muscle (EU‟s economic and also political leverage) which 

was well grounded in the context of the Helsinki peace process. In addition, the EU and 

CMI were able to act relatively fast upon the momentum created by the tsunami disaster, 

hence fully utilizing the conflict ripeness.  
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7. MINDANAO, THE PHILIPPINES: THE GRP-MILF PEACE NEGOTIATIONS 

(2001–08) 

 
This thesis analyzes three different cases of negotiation processes in the context of 

internal armed conflicts where grievances concerning self-determination constitute the 

main source of incompatibility. Notwithstanding a number of similarities between the 

three cases, each has its own specific attributes and anomalies. The peace negotiations 

between the Government of the Republic of the Philippines (GRP) and the Moro Islamic 

Liberation Front (MILF) spanned a considerably longer period of time than the two other 

processes studied.233 Following a number of localized ceasefire agreements at the end of the 

1990s and the subsequent partial agreements after the resumption of the peace processes 

under President Gloria Macapagal Arroyo (PGMA) in 2001, the core issues of the conflict 

were not sufficiently discussed until 2007. This process was thus characterized by long 

periods of negotiations without moving forward in discussions on the core issues. Further 

to this, the GRP-MILF peace negotiations were to a lesser extent dependent on third party 

assistance – the two parties had a relatively well established internal communication 

network in addition to the existence of a strong civil society – which enabled them to 

establish informal contacts even without external assistance. This makes it significantly 

different to the situation in Sri Lanka and also in Aceh, Indonesia.    

Furthermore, the process featured a unique aspect in that, from 2002, the 

development dialogue was conducted parallel to the talks on core political issues. Again, 

this indicates that the communication between the two groups functioned relatively well, 

as they were able to engage in a constructive dialogue on partial issues prior to the main 

issues.  

 The process is relatively open, with the GRP and MILF being fairly accessible to 

sharing their views on the negotiations. But while the MILF‟s position is adequately 

explained in monographs by Salah Jubair234 (The Long road to peace and Bangsamoro: a nation 

under endless tyranny), there is, however, a dearth of information about the Malay role. 

There are a plethora of civil society organizations that have a good understanding not only 

of the peace process, but also the underlying causes and obstacles that pose as setbacks to 

                                                
233 The long-term tensions based on Bangsamoro self-determination grievances escalated in 1973 into an open 
armed conflict between the MNLF and the AFP. The first peace negotiation attempts occurred in 1975, and 
the Tripoli Peace Agreement was signed in 1976.    
234 Salah Jubair is the nom de plume of Mohagher Iqbal, the chief MILF negotiator and the chairman of the 
MILF negotiating panel.  
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the negotiations. Sufficient data is also available through the MILF official website 

(www.luwaran.com) as well as through national media outlets.  

 The first group to emerge out of the beginnings of the Bangsamoro struggle against 

the national government in Manila in the 1960s was the Moro National Liberation Front 

(MNLF); the MILF was formed in the late 1970s (formally constituted in 1984) from a 

group that separated from the MNLF in 1977 (following the Tripoli Agreement in 1976).  

The term Bangsamoro refers to the Muslim inhabitants of Mindanao and originates from 

the term Moro, which was used by the Spanish colonizers to refer to the Muslim 

inhabitants of the Southern Philippines since the sixteenth century.235 In the early 1970s, 

the emerging nationalist movement in Mindanao adopted the name Bangsa Moro, Bangsa 

meaning nation, referring to the heroic Moro struggle against the colonizers. In the 

MNLF‟s original reasoning, the term Bangsamoro refers to national, rather than religious, 

identity (Bangsamoro = Moro Nation) (Rodil, 2003: 32).236  

 

7.1. Context of the GRP-MILF peace negotiations  

The armed conflict between the Moro groups in Mindanao and the Armed Forces of the 

Philippines (AFP) and the GRP is a result of the long-term articulation of self-

determination and territorial grievances of the Bangsamoro minority. Some policy hard-

liners in Manila describe the conflict in Mindanao as a dispute based on an incompatible 

religious dichotomy between Muslims and Christians. Others in Manila view the prime 

source of the Mindanao conflict to be the unaccommodated socio-economic grievances of 

the ethnic minorities living in the area.237 Nevertheless, representatives of the Bangsamoro 

                                                
235 The group is further divided into thirteen different ethno-linguistic tribes. Inhabitants of Mindanao can 
be divided into two categories: indigenous (Islamized groups – Mor/Bangsamoro and Lumad) and migrants 
(Christians, further divided into migrants and their descendants, Rodil, 2003). Indigenous Lumad groups 
comprise together with the Moro Muslims and Christian settlers the population of Mindanao. The ethnic 
composition has, however, changed significantly because of  migration since 1970. Migrants now constitute 
about 70 per cent of the total population in Mindanao (of which Lumad 5%, Moro 20%, Christians 75%) 
(Rodil, 2003). 
236 “Bangsamoro a political construct, is adopted by the Muslims in Mindanao as an identity in support of their struggle 
for self-determination” (M. Lingga, 2005: 125).  
237 This view was expressed by Executive Secretary Ermita, General Fortuna, and some high- and mid-
ranking army officers with extensive field experience (interviews, July 2009). In 21 conducted personal 
interviews only 4 stated that the conflict was mainly based on socio-economic grievances. Moreover, data 
provided by the Philippine Council for Islam and Democracy (PCID) suggest that Moro areas in Mindanao 
did not face particularly severe socio-economic issues compared to other areas in the Philippines in the past, 
but instead indicate a gradual decline. For instance, in 1970, the province of Lanao del Sur in Mindanao 
ranked 28th among provinces with access to piped water, and 38th among provinces with access to electricity; 
it had dropped to 53th and 43rd place, respectively, by 1990. According to Amina Rasul from PCID, this 
indicates that the Moro provinces did not always lag behind other provinces  
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community argue otherwise, singling out political and self-determination grievances as 

the core conflict issue. Although the MILF in comparison to the MNLF is more religious 

and places greater emphasis on traditional Islamic values, the reason why the group 

separated from the MNLF was primarily because it did not support the MNLF decision to 

give up aspirations of independence during the GRP-MNLF talks in the late 1970s. MILF 

leaders and representatives of civil society groups indicate that poverty/economic aspects 

are only a secondary outcome of the current situation arising from the lack of self-

determination and the Bangsamoro‟s inability to be in command of their own affairs. It 

should be noted, however, that some secretaries in the PGMA administration perceive the 

conflict causes differently, and recognize sovereignty issues to be the dispute‟s main 

center of contention (that it is a sovereignty-based conflict).  

The dispute concerns both the political level, including political and national 

rights, and the grassroots level that is focused on land ownership rights. The Moro groups 

base their self-determination aspirations on the historical sultanates in Mindanao that 

sustained their independence throughout the period of European colonization.238 The 

sultan system (sultanates and datuships) prevails to the present day: the sultans are 

politically very weak but retain a high degree of moral and local authority within Muslim 

society. State identity in Mindanao is very weak among the non-Christian groups, while 

regional and local identity is strong. This is not only due to their opposition to the 

government in Manila, but also because of the mal-functioning local governments in 

Mindanao, who are in some cases (e.g. former vice governor Emmanuel Piñol from North 

Cotabato) criticized for alleged abuses of power, a high degree of corruption, and lack of 

transparency in administrating local affairs.  

Identity issues are also placed above the socio-economic grievances in the MILF 

rhetoric. Territory is, in this context, understood not only in the sense of the geographical 

definition of Bangsamoro territory, but also Bangsamoro self-determination rights in 

Mindanao, including the issue of self-governance and the question of natural resource 

ownership. Building upon this, the following issues outlined below significantly 

exacerbate grievances between the Muslim and Christian communities, and are therefore 

                                                
238 The Sulu sultanate was established in 1451, 119 years before the first Europeans arrived to the area in 1570 
(Spaniards in Manila). As a result of the Spanish-U.S. war at the end of the nineteenth century, Spain ceded 
the Philippines to the U.S. under the Treaty of Paris of 1898; in the Washington treaty of 1900, the U.S. 
purchased rights to all islands within the Philippine Archipelago that were outside of the Treaty of Paris. 
Moro Sultanates were never administrated by the Spaniards, but were later annexed to the Philippines in 
the commonwealth constitution from 1935. 
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impediments to Mindanao‟s development and create a potent ground for the conflict and 

also existing alternative power structures.239  

 

7.1.1 Defining the Bangsamoro homeland, land ownership, social, and security issues  

The main issues relate to reaching an agreement between the government and the MILF 

on the definition of the Bangsamoro homeland, including an agreement over what form 

the Bangsamoro right to self-determination should take, and secondly, tackling historical 

grievances stemming from injustices committed during the organized resettlement of 

Christian farmers to Mindanao and subsequent land reform programs.240 The two issues 

are connected: many Bangsamoro in Muslim Mindanao relate their own personal feelings 

of injustice, and the unjust land deprivation of their ancestors, to frustrations stemming 

from the long-time Bangsamoro struggle over their right to self-determination and the 

establishment of their homeland. Abhoud Syed M. Lingga refers to the “injustice to Moro 

identity, political identity, and integral development” as the core of “the Bangsamoro problem” 

(2005: 127).  

Following the above reasoning, Bangsamoro aspirations for self-determination and 

grievances over land are the core issues underlying the MILF‟s conflict with the GRP. 

Finding an acceptable solution for all involved stakeholders would create a potent 

environment for resolving other issues hindering development and prosperity in Muslim 

Mindanao, such as communal and clan violence, corruption, insufficient infrastructure of 

government services, and law enforcement deficit. GRP-MILF negotiating panels 

discussed the self-determination cluster of the 2001 Tripoli Agreement, the Ancestral 

Domain, with there being several impasses since 2002. A final agreement has not yet been 

reached (see 7.2.3).241 The following issues are essential in understanding the situation in 

Mindanao and also of comprehending the perils and prospects of the negotiation process.  

                                                
239 The interests of the Lumad should be considered (interview, 2009) as they have so far been neglected. 
While there is distrust between the Lumad and the MILF, especially regarding territorial claims (interview, 
2009), the MILF asked the Lumad if they wished to be part of the Ancestral Domain (AD).  
240 In 1963, resettlement became part of the land reform program (Rodil, 2003), following land reform laws 
from the 1920s, 1930s, and 1950s. 
241 The Ancestral Domain represents the third and final cluster of the GRP-MILF Tripoli Agreement of 2001. 
While implementation guidelines on the two other preceding chapters on the Security and the 
Humanitarian, Rehabilitation, and Development Aspects were signed on August 7, 2001, and May 7, 2002, an 
agreement on Ancestral Domain has not yet been reached. The debate culminated in July 2008, when the 
parties reached a Memorandum of Agreement on the Ancestral Domain (MoA-AD), which was, however, 
declared to be unconstitutional by the Supreme Court of the Philippines; the government negotiators were 
prevented from signing the document. The impasse in negotiations lasted until December 2009, when the 
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Land ownership issues  

Although the private land ownership issue is not explicitly mentioned in the definition of 

the Ancestral Domain, repatriation for damages caused by injuries to life, liberty, and 

property is one of the six points in the MILF position paper from June 2000, which forms 

its departing position for negotiations with the government (Santos, 2005). Moreover, 

local land ownership disputes are frequently the cause of violent escalations and one of the 

main causes for clan blood feuds (rido). Hence, the land ownership issue is a very 

important factor as many non-Muslim settlers fear that the adopting of the Bangsamoro 

Juridical Entity (BJE, see 7.2.3) could lead to the revision of past land reform laws, which 

could possibly lead to new injustices. This serves to negatively impact mutual perceptions 

between the Moro farmers and migrant Christian farmers.242  

 

Socio-economic marginalization and poverty issues  

According to the Philippine Human Development Reports, areas in Muslim Mindanao 

typically rank as the lowest in terms of life expectancy, high school graduate ratio, and 

                                                                                                                                                   
GRP-MILF talks were resumed. At the time of writing (2010), an agreement did not seem likely; it was 
expected that no agreement would be reached by the administration of the outgoing President Gloria 
Macapagal Arroyo, and the issue has been transferred to the new administration of President Benigno 
“Noynoy” Aquino.    
242 The land ownership issue is a direct result of the resettlement programs initiated already during the U.S. 
administration in 1912, although its peak came after independence in the late 1940s and 1950s (The National 
Resettlement and Rehabilitation Administration administrating resettlement areas came into existence in 
1954; Rodil, 2003). The new system introduced land registries that had not been used in the areas before, and 
this served to significantly change the structure of land ownership. In 1902, the Philippine Commission, the 
decision-making body during the U.S. colonization period, passed the Land Registration Act No. 496 under 
which all land occupied by private persons or corporations had to be registered by written application. As 
Rodil (2003: 152) points out: “The very matter of registration was not only totally alien to the indigenous 
communities, most of them would have been unable to comply, illiterate that they were, even if by some miracle they 
acquired the desire to register.” In March 1903, a law was passed under which land grants from sultans and 
datus without government approval were voided, which was one of the first indications of abandoning the 
traditional power structures in Muslim Mindanao. And finally, in 1919, the Public Land Act No. 926 
amendment stated that individuals were allowed 24 hectares; however, non-Christian individuals were 
allowed only areas less than 10 hectares in size; an amendment from 1936 further reduced the land ownership 
of non-Christian farmers to only four hectares (Rodil, 2003: 153). These changes have significantly shifted 
the land ownership structure in Mindanao and marginalized the non-Christian communities in access to 
land. The influx of Christian settlers from Visaysas, Cebu, Luzon, and the subsequent redistribution of 
land, led to the marginalization of the Moro communities and is, thus, one of the roots of the current 
conflict. The GRP-MILF peace negotiations have not included private land ownership issues. As Santos 
noted in a Moro Times interview, the MoA-AD contains an explicit provision respecting all existing and 
vested property rights (The Moro Times, August 29, 2008). Private land ownership issues would thus have to 
be discussed within a different framework (“A primer on the memorandum of agreement on Ancestral 
Domain,” interview with Soliman Santos, The Moro Times, August 29, 2008). Furthermore, in 1918, Muslims 
comprised 49 per cent of the Mindanao population, the Lumad 29 per cent, and the Christians 22 per cent. In 
1980, this was 23, 12, and 65 per cent, respectively. By 2000, the composition was 20, n/a, and 72 per cent 
(Tan, 1995; 2000 census, NCSO).   
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income per capita (Human Development Network, 2005, 2009). The poorest areas are also 

those most affected by the conflict (Autonomous Region of Muslim Mindanao, ARMM), 

and areas outside of ARMM with a high number of IDPs. Many in Muslim Mindanao 

view the dire socio-economic conditions in Muslim Mindanao as a result of the earlier 

political, social, and economic marginalization of the Bangsamoro communities as well as 

the land reform and resettlement policies from the 1920s and 1950s. High poverty rates 

hinder human and socio-development of the communities; the illiteracy rate in Muslim 

Mindanao is, for instance, higher than in the rest of the Philippines. Lara and Champain 

(2009) reason that the dire socio-economic conditions in Muslim Mindanao cannot be 

solely regarded as a result of past marginalization, but the situation has to be also viewed 

from the perspective of current developments in Mindanao, namely the rivalry between 

representatives of the Bangsamoro insurgent groups and their supporters and the local 

elites – the Muslim aristocracy and elite among the Christian settlers. Powerful clans have 

contributed significantly to the administration of local affairs, with the result that 

underdevelopment cannot be simply traced to the GRP-MILF conflict or government 

policies in the area (Lara and Champain, 2009: 12). Some indicate that it is not a 

coincidence that alleged electoral fraud and pre-election violence during the 2004 and 2007 

elections occurred in the poorest areas in Muslim Mindanao. Algamar A. Latiph claims 

that socio-economic inequalities create opportunities for powerful and resourceful clans to 

buy electoral loyalty for a price that can be extremely low. Free elections are then replaced 

by a selection process among local political dynasties which thrive on the high degree of 

poverty, the severely limited political accountability, and the prevailing lack of grassroots 

empowerment (The Moro Times, June 29, 2007).  

 

Sources of violence, other security challenges  

Building upon the previous argument that the dire socio-economic conditions contribute 

to a low level of political accountability in Muslim Mindanao, the lack of physical security 

for the grassroots and the omnipresence of violence is another impediment to prosperity 

and the further development of the conflict-affected areas.243 Hostilities generated by the 

MILF-GRP conflict are not the only, or it can be speculated that they are not the main, 

                                                
243 The agreement between the GRP and MILF from May 7, 2002, defines conflict-affected areas as “places 

where armed conflict between the GRP forces and MILF forces is taking place or had taken place or where there are 
evacuees and/or displaced families as a result of such conflict.” 
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source of violence in Muslim Mindanao.244 Apart from the insurgency against the 

government led by the Communist Party of the Philippines (CPP), security is challenged 

by the high degree of communal and clan violence, and most importantly, by the violence 

perpetrated by the regional terrorist groups such as the Abu Sayyaf Group (ASG), its 

reported ally, the Indonesian-born Jemaah Islamiyah (JI), and the Rajah Solaiman 

Movement (RSM), which operates in Luzon, mainly Metropolitan Manila (Agustin, 

2005). Furthermore, the communal and clan feuds245 and low law accountability, together 

with a very weak administration of justice in conflict-affected areas, also contribute to the 

dire security situation in Muslim Mindanao.  

Hard-liners in the government and also opponents of the GRP-MILF peace process 

point to the links between the local terror networks and some wings of the MILF. It 

should also be pointed, however, that the MILF cooperated with the government forces on 

combating the terror groups, and assisted in resolving some ASG kidnapping incidents in 

the past. Moreover, due to the complexity of relations in Mindanao and also the length of 

the conflict, it is indisputable that some contacts between the groups were initiated in the 

past, which certainly has become a liability for the MILF, especially after 9/11. Santos 

(2005) claims that it is secondary to argue about possible links between the terrorist groups 

and the MILF; that the prime concern should be on how to move forward in the GRP-

MILF peace process and so create an environment in the Southern Philippines that would 

not be conducive to carrying out acts of terrorism.  

Apart from the terrorist groups, MILF splinter groups also oppose the GRP-MILF 

peace process. The splinter groups are small-sized groups led by former MILF 

commanders, Kato and Bravo, who do not observe the ceasefire between MILF forces and 

                                                
244 Added to this, the Armed Forces of the Philippines continue to be the main and also most active law 
enforcement authority in Muslim Mindanao. They have taken an active role in combating criminal 
activities (i.e. kidnapping for ransom, extortion of local businesses, narcotics trade, goods smuggling, 
communal violence, clan “rido” violence). Trust in the local law enforcement units under the Philippine 
National Police (PNP) is at a very low level as they are often linked to local politicians, with the exception 
of those who are non-resident personnel (Saada Nor, “Making peace between warring clans,” The Moro 
Times, March 30, 2007). Groups involved in illegal activities, such as kidnapping for ransom and the 
narcotics trade, thrive in this environment, in a situation where the low law accountability means that 
violent incidents are often not brought in front of justice. This also undermines the credibility of all state 
actors – the central government in Manila, local government units, armed forces, and law enforcement 
agents. 
245 Rido is a blood feud between local families and clans, a local form of vendetta most often triggered by 
land disputes and political rivalries (Saada Nor, “Making peace between warring clans”). Added to this, 
there are also frequent incidents of communal violence, often pre-election communal violence, triggered by 
warlords and their private armies. The most visible recent example was the November 2009 massacre of 57 
people in the province of Maguindanao. 
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the AFP. It is also plausible that the splinter groups might join the communist-led New 

People‟s Army (NPA) (Mastura, 2009; M. Lingga, 2005).  

 

7.1.2 Previous lessons from Mindanao: incentives in the GRP-MNLF peace process  

GRP-MNLF negotiations on the form of Moro autonomy, which were facilitated by Libya 

and later Indonesia, spanned over twenty years (the process was initiated during the reign 

of General Marcos in the 1970s during the Cold War context) and resulted in the 

September 1996 agreement on the Autonomous Region of Muslim Mindanao. The MILF 

refrained from commenting on the GRP-MNLF negotiations between 1992 and 1996; after 

1996 it stated that it did not consider the agreement on ARMM as a sufficient solution to 

the Bangsamoro struggle. Key external incentives employed during the process were 

political and material support from the Middle East for the MNLF, but also economic 

leverage employed by the Organization of the Islamic Congress (OIC) against the GRP 

during the oil crisis when the organization threatened to cut oil supplies (Ermita, 

interview, July 2009). Support was not employed in the negotiation process in the form of 

aid conditionality, but was rather aimed at alleviating asymmetry between the two 

adversaries.  

Nevertheless, despite the contextual particularities, there were a number of lessons 

for the GRP-MILF talks. While foreign governments welcomed the final peace agreement 

between the GRP and MNLF, their presence in the post-agreement phase was 

significantly less visible than in the case of the GRP-MILF process. The ARMM region 

received foreign funding for most projects (education, capacity building, water sanitation, 

infrastructure, and agriculture development projects), however there was no external 

mission monitoring the implementation. Furthermore, the countries and entities involved 

in facilitation, Libya, Indonesia, and the OIC, did not have the resources or the donor 

tradition of supporting post-conflict reconstruction in the form of development and 

reconstruction aid; hence there was a certain discontinuity between the negotiation 

process and the implementation. Furthermore, questions of development and 

reconstruction were not brought up during the negotiations with the same frequency and 

importance as in the GRP-MILF talks, but were rather left for the implementation 

period.246  

                                                
246 As Amina Rasul points out (2007: 57), the GRP spent more on development projects in the CARAGA 
region (new region, Northeast Mindanao) than in the ARMM region, which received the third-lowest share 
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In light of the previous experiences from the GRP-MNLF peace process (1976–96), 

development initiatives, and the agreement implementation in the ARMM, it was decided 

by both the GRP and MILF that development dialogue would be conducted 

simultaneously with the peace dialogue and development initiatives, and that capacity 

building would be launched already before the signing of the final agreement.247 In the 

aforementioned example, the MNLF was not prepared to administrate the autonomous 

region, severely lacking as it was in capacity both in administration and development 

management. As noted in one interview with a former government official, combatants 

and insurgent leaders cannot become project coordinators overnight (interview, July 

2009). This was a result of both preparation on the part of the MNLF and inadequate 

economic and political support from the government.  

The MILF frequently referred to this case when reflecting upon negotiations on 

the implementation of the Humanitarian, Rehabilitation and Development Aspect of the 

Tripoli Peace Agreement that led to the establishment of the Bangsamoro Development 

Agency (BDA, see 7.3.2.2). When designing the agency‟s future role, the MILF especially 

aimed to avoid any possible resemblance with the Southern Philippines Council for Peace 

and Development (SPCPD), which had been created during Phase 1 following the 1996 

GRP-MNLF agreement to monitor development and infrastructure projects in the Special 

Zone of Peace and Development (SZOPAD). The arrangement the MNLF had with the 

government meant that instead of independent project management, the initiatives were 

coordinated through the SPCPD – which fundamentally implied the absorption of the 

MNLF into the government bureaucracy mechanism (Jubair, 2007: 89). It has also been 

noted that the MNLF, in the end, was not engaged in the administration of funds that 

came to the ARMM after 1996 (Tan, 2005: 4). The MILF considered the SPCPD to be 

toothless, and wanted a stronger mandate for the BDA (Jubair, 1999: 191). Rasul (2005: 139; 

                                                                                                                                                   
among the regions (2007: 60). The costs for government services (health, education – in total 70% of the 
ARMM budget goes to salaries (2007: 63; World Bank, 2005) were borne by the ARMM. In addition, the 
ARMM has other expenses which result from its autonomous status (regional governor, regional legislative 
body).  Rasul further points to a study by the International Center for Innovation, Transformation and 
Excellence in Governance (INCITEGov) (Program on Budget Monitoring) which shows that the ARMM 
budget remains to a large extent (95.2%) dependent on the GRP, so significantly curtailing the ARMM‟s 
autonomy.  
247 The ARMM is a product of the 1996 peace agreement between the government and the MNLF. Soliman 
Santos explains that “the ARMM is the self-governance system for the Bangsamoro people under the 1986 Philippine 
Constitution and RA 9054 „The Expanded ARMM.‟ When a final peace agreement with the MILF is signed, eventually 
the ARMM will be transitioned into the Bangsamoro Juridical Entity (BJE). The BJE is envisioned to enjoy more 
autonomy, more powers and more territory” (interview with Soliman Santos, “A primer on the memorandum of 
agreement on Ancestral Domain,” The Moro Times, August 29, 2008).  
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2007) supports this argument: “control and regulatory powers of the SPCPD were not 

stipulated.” MNLF and ARMM officials view the 1996 peace agreement as a failure, while 

government officials view its implementation as a success (Rasul, 2005: 139). This signals 

major differences in perception, which later also became apparent in the GRP-MILF talks.  

 

7.2 GRP-MILF Negotiations: 2001–08 
 

7.2.1 From pre-negotiations to the Tripoli II Agreement 

The MILF had contacts with the government, dealing mostly with security issues, already 

in the final stage of the GRP-MNLF process; in 1994, the parties negotiated no-fire zones 

so as to create a conducive environment for reconstruction initiatives in the region. In 

1995, moreover, there were ongoing informal negotiations to resolve some localized violent 

escalations. As Ghadzali Jaafar, vice-chairman of the MILF negotiating panel, recalled, 

the MILF decided to negotiate already at the end of the talks with the GRP–MNLF, when 

President Ramos sent a message that the government was ready to negotiate (interview, 

July 2009). The MILF accepted the proposal because “they were intrigued that the 

Government was keen on talking,” but as Ghadzali Jaafar recalls there were no incentives 

(internal or external) employed at this stage; the MILF also did not expect any (Ibid).   

The direct talks without external involvement started on January 27, 1997, and the 

MILF‟s main objective from the beginning was self-determination and self-governance for 

Bangsamoro affairs. The MILF did not, however, enter the talks with demands of 

independence, but stated that it was prepared to accept a unitary state if its requests for 

self-determination were accommodated. The MILF negotiators had a good understanding 

of the fact that independence was unattainable, but they were nevertheless firm on their 

demands for assuming full command of their own affairs, even if within a unitary 

country. In 1997, the parties reached the Agreement on the General Cessation of 

Hostilities (AGCH), a ceasefire that was to set the stage for the ensuing peace process. 

The subsequent low-level negotiations (Santos, 2005) between 1997 and 1999 did not lead to 

any results, however; according to two members of the administration, the direct talks 

failed due to the low level of confidence between the two sides and also because of the 

inability of the parties to establish a stable ceasefire monitoring mechanism in the absence 

of external involvement (interviews, July 2009). Following the collapse of direct talks, a 

full-scale war erupted in March 2000 during President Estrada‟s rule who favored a 
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military solution rather than a negotiated outcome. The MILF formally withdrew from 

the peace talks in June 2000, and the following month, MILF chairman Hashim called for 

jihad against the AFP.  

The talks recommenced after Estrada was ousted from office in the EDSA II 

Revolution in 2001. The new president, Gloria Macapagal Arroyo, invited Malaysia to act 

as a facilitator.248 There were a number of reasons why Malaysia was selected. First, the 

government had a positive experience from previous third party involvement in the GRP-

MNLF process, and, moreover, the MILF had lost confidence in the direct talks after 

Estrada‟s military campaign (Ermita, interview, July 2009). According to Ermita, the 

MILF conditioned its presence at the negotiation table on international third party 

involvement, requesting that an OIC country act as a facilitator. It was also understood 

that other external actors would be involved, namely donors, although not directly in the 

talks facilitation, since Malaysia was not in the position to assist with reconstruction and 

development projects (it had no donor agency for instance). In addition to some 

opposition voices in Manila against the involvement of an external facilitator in an 

evidently domestic affair, many in Manila were also skeptical about the Malay role in the 

monitoring process and its military presence in Mindanao, especially with reference to the 

territorial dispute between Malaysia and the Philippines over Sabah. Santos (2005: 18) adds 

that the MILF also conditioned its participation in the talks on finding a neutral foreign 

venue and on honoring all previous mutual agreements.  

The external facilitation nevertheless gained the support of the majority. First, 

previous third party involvement in the GRP-MNLF process had been successful, and 

second, the government believed that if it could select a country believed to have leverage 

over the MILF, it would enhance prospects for the peace process. In other words, many in 

Manila hoped that Malaysia would employ leverage against the MILF so that it would 

reach a final agreement with the GRP.  

Further to this, the confidence between the MILF and the GRP panels was very 

low at this stage, as well as between the government and the insurgents at large. The 

MILF also preferred negotiations with an international presence so as to secure legitimacy 

for itself equal to that of the government.  

                                                
248 Santos (2005) refers to the period 1997–2000 as a domestic period and to the talks facilitated by Malaysia 
(with third party involvement) as a diplomatic period. 
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The composition of the two groups differed: while the MILF was a consistent and 

homogenous group with a stable position, the members of the GRP negotiating panel 

changed more frequently and were also subject to internal criticism both from groups in 

Manila and local groups in Mindanao representing Christian settlers in Mindanao.249 It is 

difficult to find empirical evidence to dispute the cohesion of the MILF or to glean a better 

understanding of the internal decision-making, but apart from the two estranged generals 

Kato and Bravo, there were no other striking signs of internal opposition within the 

organization against the peace process. In contrast, an International Crisis Group report 

(2004: 26) suggested that the MILF structure was loose and decentralized, which suggests 

the leadership might not always have been aware of some of the activities of its members, 

including terrorist training undertaken by lower ranking local commanders.  

The MILF preferred official negotiations, viewing informal processes as being only 

complementary to first track negotiations. The first round of formal talks was held in 

Tripoli, under the auspices of Libya in June 2001.250 Tripoli was selected to signalize 

continuity with the first peace agreement that the Bangsamoro, then represented by the 

MNLF, and the GRP had signed in Tripoli in 1976. The talks resulted in the Tripoli Peace 

Agreement (TPA, also referred to as Tripoli II Peace Agreement) on June 22, 2001, which 

according to Soliman (2005: 24) was referred to as the mother agreement. The TPA 

outlined the future negotiations and divided future talks into three main streams 

(clusters): 1) security, 2) rehabilitation, and 3) Ancestral Domain. It was viewed that the 

process could then achieve success through partial agreements and so obviate any 

stalemate. Consensus on all three sections was necessary to reach a final agreement, but 

each could be negotiated separately (gradually, step-by-step). While agreements on 

security (ceasefire mechanism) and rehabilitation (including development) were reached 

relatively quickly, in 2001 and 2oo2, talks on the Ancestral Domain were to be finalized as 

late as August 2008; but the negotiated Memorandum of Agreement on Ancestral Domain 

(MoA-AD) was declared as contradictory to the Constitution of Philippines. Soliman 

supports this argument when arguing that the first two clusters on security (ceasefire) and 

rehabilitation (humanitarian issues) were mainly confidence building measures while 

                                                
249 Critics of the process exploited media outlets to voice their criticism. Furthermore, as Arguillas (2003) 
argues, national media tend to focus on reports from official sources and on news on violent clashes. In 
addition, she highlighted the fact that most reports were written in Manila, instead of from the location.  
250 The first round was facilitated by Libya; subsequent talks took place under the auspices of Malaysia.  
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discussions on the Ancestral Domain covered the substantial issue of the final peace 

agreement (2005: 25).  

 The local contribution to conflict resolution such as the Bishop-Ulama Conference 

(BUC), established in 1996 as the joint initiative of Catholic priests and Muslim religious 

leaders to start a dialogue on peace and development in Mindanao, should also be 

mentioned. It had mostly a consultative character, similar to the initiatives of fathers 

Mercado and Albert Alejo, based in Davao, who engaged in consultations on the peace 

process with Christian groups in Mindanao. The initiative was also aimed at targeting 

stakeholders, particularly local government units and the private sector excluded from the 

official GRP-MILF dialogue. In 2008, PGMA targeted the BUC to spearhead civil society 

initiatives in “finding a framework for a lasting peace in Mindanao” (CBCP News, August 18, 

2008). Although these initiative play an important role, namely in the process of 

reconciliation and maintaining dialogue between the two groups at large, they do not 

supplement the official GRP-MILF talks.        

 

7.2.2 Core negotiation I – Cluster 1 (ceasefire) and Cluster 11 (rehabilitation, 

reconstruction, development) 

From 1997 onward, with the exception of the negotiation impasse as a result of Estrada‟s 

all-out war against the MILF, a number of agreements were signed between the two 

parties. The process structure as outlined in the Tripoli II Agreement (Tripoli Peace 

Agreement) sequenced the negotiations into three separate sections.251 The main reason 

was not only to avoid initial stalemates on the most sensitive issues, but also to move 

forward with security and development aspects, before reaching an agreement on the most 

sensitive aspect – territorial Ancestral Domain.  

 

7.2.2.1 Cluster 1: Implementing Guidelines of the Security Aspect of the Tripoli Peace 

Agreement (ceasefire agreement) were signed on August 7, 2001, in Kuala Lumpur, and 

reinforced the CoHA from July 18, 1997, that also became the main departure point for this 

agreement (following the vein of respecting all existing agreements, declaring them as 

irreversible). Shortly after, the parties also signed a supplementary agreement on 

implementation of the Coordinating Committee on the Cessation of Hostilities (CCCH) 

                                                
251 The three clusters reflected the MILF‟s original nine-talking points that were later clustered into six 
(Jubair, 2007: 36). 
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and the Local Monitoring Teams (LMT). During the discussions on ceasefire monitoring 

mechanisms it proved to be important that both sides had the same ranking. Initially, the 

GRP co-chair of the CCCH was a low ranking (colonel) figure who could not give orders 

to three star generals. He was soon replaced by Lieutenant General Rodolfo Garcia who 

later also became a member of the GRP negotiating panel and was highly respected by the 

MILF. The appointment of Garcia as the co-chair of the CCCH was appreciated by the 

MILF and according to Garcia, who was at the time of his appointment to the CCCH the 

second-highest ranking figure in the AFP, enhanced trust between the two groups 

(interview, July 2009). The success of the CCCH was proven by the fact that the body 

kept working even after the International Monitoring Team (IMT) left in summer 2008.  

Aside from outlining the ceasefire, the agreement also established monitoring 

mechanisms. In addition to the international OIC monitoring team led by Malaysia 

(IMT), LMTs were created so as to add local ownership to the monitoring process. LMTs 

were comprised of the MILF and AFP representatives and also designated local NGOs. 

According to Garcia, the participation of civil society groups proved very successful as 

they could gather additional information beneficial to the process. He also asserted that 

the army was initially skeptical of the LMTs, while the MILF saw the importance of civil 

society before the army did (Ibid). Moreover, cooperation between the IMT and LMTs 

was also helpful. This proves that the local factor in the process was extremely important. 

The situation in Mindanao is very complex as outlined above, and there are some local 

aspects (e.g. rido) that were too difficult for external actors to tackle.  

Parties also responded to the relatively frequent crime-induced violence (criminal 

gangs and radical terrorist groups – ASG, JI, kidnappings for ransom, blood feuds) that 

could pose as setbacks to the peace talks, as unclear allegiances and complex clan relations 

often led to the uncovering of connections between offenders and the MILF, which 

subsequently led to concerns about ceasefire violations. Agreement on the Ad Hoc Joint 

Action Group (AHJAG), signed by the GRP and the MILF on May 6, 2002, created joint 

units that would respond to acts of violence. The AHJAG became one of the most 

successful confidence building measures between the two security forces (AFP and BIAF); 

but, as in the case of the LMTs, its effects were limited only to the local level and reports 

of AHJAG successes did not generate greater confidence between the Bangsamoro and the 

central government, as well as between the two ethnic groups more generally.  
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 Despite the train of agreements, the security situation worsened in 2003 (March– 

April 2003) with incidents like the Davao bombings and the Buliok war.252 The IMT led 

by Malaysia started its mission in October 2004, monitoring the implementation of 

already existing agreements.  

 

7.2.2.2 Cluster 11: Implementing Guidelines of the Humanitarian, Rehabilitation and 

Development Aspect of the Tripoli Peace Agreement (Rehabilitation, Reconstruction, 

Development agreement)  

Signed on May 7, 2002, following the security agreement, parties moved to the second 

cluster aimed at catalyzing development, rehabilitation, and reconstruction initiatives in 

conflict-affected areas in Muslim Mindanao. One of the prime reasons why the parties 

decided to include development issues in the process agenda was their experience from the 

GRP-MNLF negotiations (and especially from the implementation of the 1996 agreement) 

– that is, the significant lack of human capacity significantly hindered the starting of 

development initiatives in the ARMM and thwarted implementation of the 1996 

agreement. Furthermore, the MILF did not favor the arrangement for development 

projects that the MNLF had with the government; instead of an independent project 

management, the initiatives were coordinated through the SPCPD which, to all extents 

and purposes, meant the absorption of the MNLF into the government bureaucracy 

mechanism (Jubair, 2007: 89).  

The agreement states in the second clause that “The MILF shall determine, lead and 

manage rehabilitation and development projects in conflict affected areas, except when public funds 

are involved, in which case Government procedures and rules will be observed.” This provoked 

negative reactions from process opponents in Manila, especially among hard-liners in the 

Parliament, who saw this as an unnecessary yielding of power to an organization created 

by the MILF and which was not accountable to the government. Some even ventured that 

                                                
252 Two subsequent bombings in Davao (airport and wharf area) in March and April 2003 killed 38 people 
and injured 150. JI members linked to the MILF were blamed for the incident, but the latter denied any links 
to the bombings. An ICG report suggests that the bombings were carried out by members of JI and local 
elements of the ASG and MILF; however, the ICG stressed that it was not clear who in the MILF hierarchy 
had authorized the attacks (ICG, July 13, 2004: 24). The Buliok war refers to the AFP offensive in February 
2003, during a Muslim holiday, against the Buliok complex (and nearby villages) used as MILF 
headquarters. The offensive aimed to capture the Pentagon kidnap gang whose members were alleged to be 
hiding nearby; this evolved into an attack against the MILF forces. In June 2003, MILF‟s chairman Salamat 
Hashim issued a statement rejecting terrorism “the MILF, as a liberation organisation, has repeatedly renounced 
terrorism publicly as a means of attaining political ends” (Ibid).  
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giving the MILF autonomy in managing funds gave the organization attributes of self-

governance. On the contrary, the MILF did not want the new organization to be 

accountable to the government, since that would undermine its core claims of self-

determination and having command over Bangsamoro affairs.  

As mentioned above, the agreement specifically stated that the MILF would 

manage development projects in conflict-affected areas but that the government would 

manage public funds. This situation led to a deadlock, difficulties with interpretation, and 

concerns that it could be interpreted as granting the MILF the right of self-determination. 

Thus, the question remained how the clause would be implemented. The GRP did not 

want to grant the new body full management of the government‟s funds or bestow it with 

its own funding. An NGO-type organization constituted a compromise, and meant that 

the MILF would not directly manage the projects but rather serve as an advisory body to 

other organizations. The Bangsamoro Development Agency (BDA) was officially created 

in 2002, and its main responsibility was to oversee the return of IDPs, build the capacity of 

Bangsamoro professionals in development management and project coordination, and also 

act as an advisory body to foreign donor agencies operating in the area.253  

In the end, a compromise agreement was reached on May 7, 2002. Although it 

stated that the implementing body established by the MILF – the BDA – would have the 

power and function to receive and distribute private and GRP funds, the GRP retained 

control when it stressed that the ARMM was the prime implementation body for the GRP 

development initiatives in the region and would enter into a contractual relationship with 

the BDA. As Irene Santiago explains, the government had to adhere to the principle that 

when government resources are applied, the government rules (interview, Davao, July 

2009). As shown later, this arrangement requiring a formal agreement between the BDA 

and the municipalities proved to be a liability. In many cases, development initiatives 

were lagging due to the hesitancy of some local government units (LGUs) to sign an 

agreement with the BDA. In other cases, the agreement was signed but never realized. For 

instance, although the BDA signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) with the 

                                                
253 Additionally, there were 80,000-100,000 internally displace persons (IDPs) following Estrada‟s all-out war 
campaign (U.S. Committee for Refugee and Immigrants cited by the Global IDP Project, December 2001). 
While it was important to attend to their needs and parties were searching for a suitable solution to the 
situation, Jubair (2007: 91) stated that development should not be independent to the peace process because it 
would then be considered to be a counter-insurgency policy.  
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ARMM, the MoU was never implemented due to the arrival of new ARMM officers who 

were not in favour of cooperation.  

On June 2, 2002, a MILF Central Committee resolution appointed the Bangsamoro 

Development Council to administrate the BDA, the MILF‟s newly created development 

arm. The BDA‟s responsibilities were divided into the following two phases: Phase 1 

(launched March 27, 2006, nearly four years after the agency was founded) featured 

capacity building of BDA staff, its volunteers (training for trainers), as well as capacity 

building on a communal level (LGUs and community organizations). During this phase, 

the BDA received assistance from the MTF-RDP (Mindanao Trust Fund – 

Reconstruction and Development Program) in human resource management, financial 

control systems, corporate planning and budgeting, and field operations monitoring and 

control (MTR-RDP Annual report 2007). The primary focus on capacity building was to 

enable the MILF to administrate the expected flow of development funds after the final 

agreement was signed. Interestingly, Ruiz notes that it is yet to be seen how the BDA 

structure and its relations with the MILF will fare when, finally, the BDA receives 

substantial funds to administrate and implement large-scale development projects. Ruiz 

reasons that it is yet to be seen whether some structures within the MILF will try to get 

involved in the BDA‟s decision-making once the funds from the MTF and other sources 

become available (email interview, June 2010).  

Phase 2 will start after the GRP-MILF final peace agreement has been signed, and 

will entail the full implementation of development projects using funds from the MTF. 

Responsibility for project management will lie with the Bangsamoro administration; its 

precise form will be determined by the outcome of the GRP-MILF negotiations. Funds 

accumulated in the MTF are also conditioned to be released after the final agreement has 

been signed.  

External actors pledged their support but did not interfere with the negotiation 

process. Malaysia retained its role as a facilitator and did not interfere with the 

development dialogue. Currently, in all projects in Mindanao initiated by external actors 

(Jaafar, interview, 2009), the BDA coordinates their implementation and provides a local 

perspective. The MILF wants the local NGOs to be directly involved and wants itself to 

have a say; it is also keen on being consulted by the Japan International Cooperation 

Agency (JICA) and other donor organizations about what kind of projects will be 



Using Carrots to Bring Peace? Negotiation and Third Party Involvement 

Martina Klimesova (2011) 

 

212 

 

implemented in the conflict-affected areas. Additionally, the BDA represents the MILF in 

the development dialogue with the government (MTF).  

 

Development as counter-insurgency mechanism  

In spite of the relative efficiency with which the BDA was established and the 

development dialogue started, the BDA suffered from severe limitations in carrying out 

its mission due to a lack of capacity. Before the final agreement is reached, the BDA will 

continue to be limited by a lack of resources and official status, and so will continue 

mostly with the capacity building of Muslim development professionals and maintaining 

an advisory role.  

At the same time, the government initiated a number of its own development 

projects in Central Mindanao (mainly infrastructure) in an attempt to win the hearts and 

minds of Bangsamoro civilians. The MILF strongly protested against this and stressed 

that development, or more specifically, the lack of regional development, is not the core 

source of the conflict. The MILF leadership says that the economic solution will not 

eliminate the problem as the core issue is of a political nature: the government wants to 

undermine the political solution by emphasizing the economic approach. On the contrary, 

the government argues that its measures improve the livelihoods of people in conflict-

affected areas and generates greater support for the ongoing peace process. While it claims 

that the people should see the economic benefits of peace (interview, July 2009), the MILF 

is cautious and perceives these measures as counter-insurgency efforts. On a different 

note, Dureza explains (interview, July 2009) that the development panel met even when 

the other panels did not. As the panel discusses less sensitive issues, Dureza perceives it as 

a mechanism for maintaining contact between the parties (Ibid).  

 

7.2.3 Core negotiation II – Cluster 111 (Ancestral Domain)   

Ancestral Domain (AD) is the third and final cluster of the Tripoli Peace Agreement 

Framework (2001) and is considered to be the core agreement. Once all three clusters are 

completed, the parties will reach a final all-compassing agreement. To a certain extent, a 

similar method occurred during the Helsinki peace process in Aceh – “nothing is agreed 

until everything is agreed” – but the GRP-MILF negotiations are also structured in such a 

way that despite the partial agreements, without an agreement on the AD the process 
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cannot be finalized; and even partial success continues to be obstructed by the lack of an 

overarching mechanism.   

 

7.2.3.1 Bangsamoro Homeland – the Ancestral Domain  

The government and MILF have not yet succeeded in reaching a final agreement and 

mutual understanding on the Ancestral Domain, which as defined in the Memorandum of 

Agreement on the Ancestral Domain (MoA-AD) covers four issues: 1) concept of the 

Bangsamoro Nation; 2) territory – Bangsamoro territorial claims; 3) resources – what lies 

beneath the land; and 4) governance – right to self-determination. The Bangsamoro 

Juridical Entity (BJE) was the proposed self-governance system designed to have 

authority and jurisdiction over the Ancestral Domain and Ancestral lands.254 This 

definition, although accepted by the MILF and the government negotiating panel in July 

2008, was ruled as unconstitutional by the Supreme Court of the Philippines in August 

2008, mainly due to the issue of ownership of natural resources under the disputed 

territory and the concept of BJE.255 The concept of the Ancestral Domain is the focal 

element of the whole GRP-MILF negotiation process, as it touches upon the core conflict 

issues centered on self-determination grievances.  

 Attempts were made to reach out to the indigenous Lumad community who 

inhabit some parts of the territory that would fall under the BJE. A government official 

expressed the view that while the Lumads‟ rights should be considered in the final 

agreement, it nevertheless remains a difficult task. An assumption is that the Lumad, who 

fall under the BJE, would be asked whether they want to stay; however, a mechanism how 

this would be conducted has not yet been determined during the MoA-AD negotiations.  

According to a number of direct process participants from both the government 

and MILF panels interviewed for this thesis, the GRP-MILF peace process never reached 

a mutually hurting stalemate (MHS). And while there were a number of mutually 

enticing opportunities, these were never realized (Montesa, Rodil, interviews, July 2009). 

One of these moments was when the GRP panel was headed by Secretary Afable (2006–

                                                
254 As stated in the MOA-AD.  
255 Mindanao is rich in raw materials (minerals), oil and gas (Palawan), and other natural resources (timber, 
legal and illegal logging industry). For instance, there is a great interest from Japanese and Australian 
companies in mining and logging. In addition, it is a typhoon-free zone, with ideal conditions for 
agriculture. While the Constitution of the Philippines clearly states that natural resources belong to the 
central government, the Bangsamoro groups do not wish to separate natural resources from the land.  
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08).256 During this period, the panels experienced their best dynamics. Starting on 

November 6, 2006, when the government sent a letter to the MILF accepting for the first 

time that the core issue was self-determination, the parties started exploring a solution 

within the concept of multiple sovereignty (Montesa, Rodil, interviews, July 2009). While 

the MoA-AD did not grant the MILF independence, the MILF fully renounced thereby its 

independence claims.257  

Thus, the government‟s panel under the chairmanship of Secretary Afable went 

the furthest in discussing the AD; progress, however, ironically resulted in a growing gap 

between the government and the panel in their understanding of the process. It was 

ventured by one of the interviewees that negotiating with different groups in the 

government is worse than negotiating with the MILF; the same person identified the 

government‟s disunity over the key conflict issues as one of the major impediments of the 

negotiation process (interview, 2009). This, in concert with prevailing distrust in the 

army, thwarted prospects of peace in Mindanao during the PGMA administration. The 

GRP negotiators, although representing the government and appointed by the president to 

negotiate on the Ancestral Domain, came to discuss the most sensitive aspects of the AD 

(namely natural resources, need for a change of constitution), which resulted in severe 

criticism both among local opponents and opponents in Manila. The situation resulted in 

a group of opponents taking the MoA-AD to the Philippine Supreme Court, which ruled 

the agreement to be unconstitutional and prevented it from being signed by the 

government representatives. The ruling was announced only a few hours before the 

agreement was to be signed in Kuala Lumpur on August 8, 2008, with approximately 200 

witnesses. It also came as a surprise to the GRP negotiators, indicating a severe lack of 

communication between the GRP and the GRP negotiating panel. Added to that, it also 

signalized that the GRP panel did not have the mandate to grant concessions which could 

thwart its position in the future negotiation process.  

                                                
256 Secretary Afable resigned in June 2007. Although he has never publicly spoken about the reasons for his 
resignation, during a number of interviews some voiced their opinion that Afable resigned as a consequence 
of pressure he faced from PGMA in her efforts to stay in power using the so-called cha-cha (charter change) 
formula (interviews, 2009). The above is speculation, however, and cannot be confirmed. The fact remains 
that Afable was very well received by the MILF (Rodil, interview, July 2009); further, MILF panel member 
Mastura said that Afable was someone who could listen (interview, July 2009). On another note, amending 
the 1987 Constitution, as a result of the security crisis in the South, would enable PGMA to stay on in power 
after two consecutive terms in office. After her election victory in 2004, a commission was established to 
prepare the constitutional changes. 
257 The MILF representatives I interviewed for this thesis said that the organization had consulted these 
steps with the MNLF.  
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7.2.3.2 Collapse of the talks: August 2008  

The ruling of the Supreme Court on the MoA-AD was generally welcomed in Manila, 

which, on the one hand, indicated the strong internal opposition against the AD and also 

the visible gap between national lawmakers and the GRP negotiators who were on 

different sides. On the other hand, the anti-MoA-AD media campaign highlighted the 

fact that there was only a very minimal understanding of the MoA-AD among the general 

public at large, especially its possible consequences for non-Muslim groups in Mindanao.  

Opponents were recruited not only among parliamentarians but also among the 

media and general public at large, who had very limited knowledge of what the proposed 

self-determination would entail. Moreover, the fears of Christian settlers, who had been 

living in the areas for more than 50 years, were heightened by misleading information 

about the peace process, and the proposed Ancestral Domain led to waning public support 

for the peace process among the majority of Filipinos, who perceived the mechanism as a 

zero-sum outcome. Jesus Dureza (interview, July 2009) acknowledges that the 

government underestimated the consequences of the fact that the MoA-AD negotiations 

were conducted outside of the media limelight. The momentum prevailing from the time 

when Afable was head of the panel was lost, and any trust between the two groups was 

severely damaged when the MoA-AD was rejected by the power elites in Manila.  

 

7.3 The role of incentives during 2001–08 

As outlined in the previous section, the prevailing conflict in Mindanao is very complex, 

consisting of several layers (political, clan, and land issues) and its perception cannot be 

limited solely to the GRP-MILF dichotomy. Nevertheless, for the outline of the 

incentives employed during 2001–08, the focus is placed primarily on the two negotiating 

parties and the tools that had a direct impact on them.  

 

7.3.1 Non-material incentives: international involvement in the GRP-MILF peace process  

Teresita Deles ventures that the reason why the GRP-MILF peace process has not been 

lost but only stalemated after facing a number of setbacks, is the involvement of the 

international community (interview, July 2009). Indeed, in comparison with the 

government talks with the communist insurgent groups (CPP, NPA, and NDFP), the 
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GRP-MILF process has received far greater international attention.258 The Bangsamoro 

groups have also built a comprehensive network of international contacts, including 

contacts with the U.S. administration (letter exchange in 2003), Japan‟s development 

agency (direct contacts with JICA since 2006), and different international organizations 

(i.e. World Bank, UNICEF). In light of this, Deles reasons that “the government is much 

more careful in the case of Mindanao,” when it has to take into consideration possible 

international reactions to its actions (interview, July 2009). I have identified the following 

non-material incentives, below, that appeared in the GRP-MILF peace process.  

Santos (2005: 144) claims that diverse international involvement is most beneficial 

for the process as the external actors bring with them different specializations or 

comparative advantages. This involvement as such, especially in facilitating talks, is an 

incentive. First, the MILF would not agree to a process that would lack international 

guarantees and monitors; the process would not function as was shown during the direct 

negotiations in the period 1997–2000. Second, the Bangsamoro issue was already 

internationalized during the GRP-MNLF negotiations, although the GRP-MINL peace 

process received by far the greater international attention. This was the result of a number 

of factors, primarily the changes in the international environment contributed to the 

increased involvement of donors, and also, the global situation after 9/11 resulted in a 

greater interest in Muslim insurgencies, especially from the United States.259 On the eve 

of the “War on Terror,” countries were broadening their tools for combating terrorism, 

and the Southern Philippines was seen as the potential hub of a regional terror network 

(JI, ASG, AQ). Hence, establishing positive relations with Muslim groups and 

constructively engaging in peace initiatives was seen to help the U.S. in changing its 

international profile, which was seen as anti-Muslim at the time. The MILF openly 

distanced itself from the above groups, and also declared its will to prevent the region 

from becoming a hub for regional terror networks. And finally, international actors have 

                                                
258 Negotiations between the GRP and the Communist Party of the Philippines (CPP), later also including 
different branches of the communist insurgency, NPA (New People‟s Army) and NDFP (National 
Democratic Front of the Philippines), first occurred in 1986. The process later evolved from direct 
negotiations into talks facilitated by Norway and, later also, the Netherlands in the late 2000s and 2010. 
Despite the international facilitation, the process received far less international attention or international 
backing.  
259 The international community showed relatively little interest in the previous GRP-MNLF peace process. 
The OIC countries, namely Libya and Indonesia, were involved in facilitation, but there was no 
international monitoring mission to monitor implementation of the final peace agreement (Martin and 
Tuminez, 2008).  



Using Carrots to Bring Peace? Negotiation and Third Party Involvement 

Martina Klimesova (2011) 

 

217 

 

also recognized the importance of the Southern Philippines in their quest to secure 

regional stability and the safety of sea transportation routes (SLOCs), with the Southern 

Philippines also being seen as a region for current and future investments.260 These were 

the main reasons that contributed to the increased international interest in the 

Bangsamoro issue and the conflict resolution process.   

 

Perception of the GRP  

The involvement of the OIC countries, namely Malaysia as the facilitator, was welcomed 

by the government, as it was believed that the OIC countries had leverage over the 

Bangsamoro groups since they had formerly provided them with support (logistics, 

funding). The government is also interested in maintaining the interest of international 

donors, who are supportive of the peace process. The external parties have in this sense 

significant leverage but are hesitant to employ it. Interestingly, both the GRP and MILF 

hope that leverage would be employed against the other, and do not see the possibility of it 

being directed against them. For example, the MILF has hoped that the foreign actors 

would employ their political and economic leverage against the government as a 

motivation for advancement in the process. Nevertheless, the donor countries are not 

willing to employ their leverage as it would thwart their bilateral relations with the 

Philippines. Secretary Dureza also adds that the government does not work under 

pressure from foreign donors (interview, July 2009). Furthermore, some in the Philippines 

still prefer a military solution to the conflict, and do not welcome foreign involvement 

that is not counter-insurgency or purely humanitarian-oriented. Indeed, some regard 

Malaysia‟s and Indonesia‟s involvement as potentially empowering the Bangsamoro 

movement. 

 

Perception of the MILF  

For the MILF, internationalization of the process has been fundamental. As Datu Michael 

Mastura, a senior member of the MILF negotiation panel, claims, “a non-state actor needs all 

the international friends it can get” (interview, July 2009). External facilitation and 

engagement helps the MILF to a certain extent level the asymmetry between the MILF 

(non-state actor) and the GRP (state actor). The external involvement also brings extra 
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instruments that are necessary for resolution and subsequent implementation, such as 

development, reconstruction, and monitoring assistance. The MILF recognizes that the 

GRP is unable to meet all development and reconstruction demands, and hence values the 

willingness of international actors to step in. On the other hand, Mastura argues that the 

MILF welcomes only the type of involvement that leads to an improvement of the general 

situation on the ground. He puts this in contrast to what he refers to as “counter-

insurgency involvement,” which is seen as contradictory to MILF interests.  

Apart from external facilitation and donor involvement, international recognition 

of the Bangsamoro claims is of utmost importance to the MILF. This was realized mainly 

through a series of high-level contacts, official exchanges, and visits that MILF leaders 

conducted during the process. Letter exchanges between the MILF leader, Salamat 

Hashim, and the U.S. State Department, on behalf of the George W. Bush 

administration, was the prime example of this. The MILF often referred to the 

correspondence between Hashim and the U.S. administration, especially the part stating 

that the United States recognized the existence of serious, legitimate grievances of the 

Muslims in the Southern Philippines.261 Moreover, on April 14, 2007, the MILF signed a 

joint communiqué with UNICEF, a direct agreement between an insurgent group and an 

UN agency, on cooperation in peacebuilding between the two organizations. Cooperation 

was realized via the BDA (Jubair, 2007: 133). An agreement with a UN agency also 

increased the international recognition of the MILF. And finally, a number of high-level 

visits to the MILF headquarters in Cotabato in Central Mindanao further implied 

international recognition of the MILF struggle. One of the first of these visits was in late 

2004, when Malay Deputy Prime Minister Najib Mohammad Bin Abdul Razak visited 

Cotabato. Later, especially during the years 2006 and 2007, MILF officials welcomed in 

Cotabato, among others, the U.S. ambassador to Manila, the president of JICA, Sadako 

Ogata, and a number of EU and UN officials as well as representatives of different 

European countries.  

 

 

  

                                                
261 “The United States recognizes that the Muslims of the southern [sic] Philippines have serious, legitimate grievances 
that must be addressed,” letter to Salamat Hashim, the Chairman of the MILF, from James A. Kelly on behalf 
of the U.S. administration, June 2003, as printed in Jubair, 2007.     
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7.3.1.1 Internationalization of the Bangsamoro issue 

The international involvement in the conflict resolution process, namely the Malay 

facilitation, the OIC member involvement in the monitoring mission (IMT), and also 

donor engagement in Muslim Mindanao, as well as support (technical) from expert 

groups and think tanks to different peace initiatives, contributed to the 

internationalization of the Bangsamoro issue.262 Hard-liners in Manila, namely the army, 

expressed their discontent with this internationalization, and have argued that the process 

is an internal affair (domestic issue) that should be dealt with by the Philippines without 

foreign involvement (General Fortuna, interview, July 2009). This, however, is not a 

majority view, and most in the Arroyo administration comprehend that the peace process 

would not be possible without foreign involvement. Additionally, the Bangsamoro issue 

has not attracted the same amount of interest within the international community like the 

Palestinian cause or the Tibetan issue. Furthermore, the Bangsamoro diasporas are not as 

active in flagging up the Moro issue globally like, for instance, the Tamil diasporas. The 

communities of Mindanao Muslims do not lobby for their cause in the West as they 

mostly live in the OIC countries. Their support to the Bangsamoro movement is mainly 

through financial support in the form of zakat.  

 

7.3.1.2 Monitoring  

External monitoring of the implementation of the adopted agreements is an important 

incentive, namely for the non-state actor. The monitoring mechanism in Mindanao had, 

however, two components that were incorporated into the Implementation Guidelines on 

the Security Aspect of the Tripoli Peace Agreement. Aside from the Malaysia-led 

International Monitoring Team (IMT) deployed in October 2004, the monitoring 

mechanism had also a local component in the form of the Local Monitoring Teams 

(LMTs).263 From 2006, the three OIC members of the IMT (Malaysia, Libya, and Brunei) 

were joined by Japan who deployed two development experts from JICA to monitor 

development in conflict-affected areas. This decision was directly enforced by the head of 
                                                
262 In comparison, the other ongoing conflict in the Philippines, the communist insurgency led by the NPA, 
does not receive the same amount of international attention, and although the peace talks were facilitated by 
Norway, other states and international actors are far less involved and the NPA issue has not been 
internationalized. The NPA does not have the same ally in the form of the OIC as do the Moro groups.  
263 Libya and Brunei were invited by the GRP to join the IMT. Othman, the chief facilitator, stressed that 
the IMT was solely an observing and stabilization mission, not a peace enforcement force. Opponents of the 
Malay monitoring argue that Malaysia has stakes in the region (the Sabah issue, Filipino claim to Sabah) 
and hence must be perceived as biased.  
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JICA, Ogata, who believed it was necessary to engage in conflict-affected areas as soon as 

possible, reasoning that further delays would only worsen the situation (interview, 

December 2009).  

The IMT was not well-received in all parts of Mindanao, with some local 

opponents of the process objecting to the presence of IMT troops, namely the Malay 

forces. For example, the Mayor of Zamboaga, Celso Lobregat, strongly opposed the 

presence of the monitoring mission in the city and refused to accommodate the mission. 

This can be, however, also attributed to unresolved territorial issues (Filipino claim to 

Sabah) between the Philippines and Malaysia that sometimes taint mutual relations.  

In May 2008, Malaysia announced, in the midst of negotiations on the MoA-AD, 

its intention to withdraw from the IMT as a response to a lack of progress in the peace 

process. Some argue (Rodil, interview, July 2009) that the government learnt about the 

Malay decision from the media, but the official Malay facilitator denies this (Othman, 

interview, July 2009).  

 

7.3.1.3 (De)proscribing the MILF  

An important political incentive for the MILF was that the organization was not added to 

the U.S. State Department‟s list of designated foreign terrorist organizations. On the one 

hand, the MILF never saw a reason for its being listed; this despite alleged links to the 

ASG, AQ, and JI networks. The MILF made several concrete efforts to demonstrate that 

it did not belong to the same group. In the two letters addressed to President Bush 

(January and May 2003), Salamat Hashim stressed the legitimate political goal of the 

Moro right for self-determination and repeated the need for a negotiated political 

settlement.264 The U.S. administration conditioned its engagement in the GRP-MILF 

peace process on the MILF‟s denouncement of terrorist activities and its possible links to 

global and regional terror networks. In the letter from May 2003, Hashim argued that the 

MILF had repeatedly renounced resorting to terrorism in attaining its political goals, and 

even cited an article in which the MILF negatively responded to acts of terrorism.  

 The threat of listing an insurgent group as a terrorist organization is undoubtedly a 

very effective and potent tool at the disposal of the U.S. and also, although to a slightly  

                                                
264 “In view of current global developments and regional security concerns in Southeast Asia, it is our desire to 
accelerate the just and peaceful negotiated political settlement of the Mindanao conflict, particularly the present colonial 
situation in which the Bangsamoro people find themselves” (letter from MILF Chairman Salamat Hashim to 
President George W. Bush from January 2003).  
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lesser extent, the EU. Insurgents groups committed to constructive engagement in a 

process of negotiation are very keen on demonstrating their detachment from terrorist 

organizations.   

 

7.3.1.4 Capacity building  

Capacity building of the MILF in the form of the training of Bangsamoro professionals 

(administrated via the BDA), technical support, and international expertise is also a form 

of incentive. The GRP is aware that, as Deles claimed, “warriors cannot become politicians 

overnight” (interview, July, 2009); some process opponents, on the other hand, argue that 

capacity building leads to the empowerment of the MILF. These initiatives are 

appreciated by the MILF leadership, although these tools are perceived as complementary 

inducements to other tools (political incentives, development aid).  

Special capacity building projects aimed at spreading awareness about the AD and 

self-determination issues were carried out by the United States Institute of Peace 

(USIP).265 Moreover, seminars on indigenous rights and possible frameworks for 

exercising rights of self-determination within a unitary state were provided by experts 

from Canada and New Zealand.  

 

7.3.2 Material incentives  

An important factor in the GRP-MILF process is that some of the material benefits were 

implemented already when the process was still ongoing before reaching a final 

agreement. This is in direct contrast to the GRP-MNLF process (1976–96), when the 

MNLF-controlled areas did not received any external ODA until the final agreement was 

signed.266 Material incentives can be viewed not only as economic assistance or a promise 

of help for conflict-affected areas in Muslim Mindanao, but also as bilateral official 

development assistance to the Philippines. In this sense, many local non-governmental 

organizations expressed their view that foreign donors should have used their economic 

leverage to increase the GRP‟s commitment to the peace process.  
                                                
265 The projects were based on the premise that the MILF, Bangsamoro, and Christians have generally very 
little understanding what self-determination means. 
266 According to a number of interviewees, there are two Mindanaos – developed and underdeveloped 
(conflict areas). Corruption is an omnipresent issue in Mindanao and the rest of the Philippines. It has been 
argued that the MNLF has been more prone to enticements (e.g. logging concessions, business opportunities 
for the MNLF leadership), while the MILF is more principled. Mining is a sensitive issue – most mines are 
in Lumad areas, there are frequent problems with illegal logging, and the groups that benefit from these 
activities thrive from the prevailing unsettled situation.    
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 Although the core political issues proved to be the focal point of the negotiation 

process, with limited external impact, aid was used as an enticement for the parties to 

finalize the process. This also, to a certain extent, mirrored the government policy to 

depict the situation in Muslim Mindanao as a conflict mainly based on socio-economic 

grievances. This is strongly opposed by the MILF who sees the initiatives to impact the 

perceptions of grassroots through economic inducements as a counter-insurgency 

mechanism aimed at weakening its position. As noted by Jubair (2007: 129), MILF 

chairman Al Haj Murad Ebrahim stated, when praising Japan‟s development assistance to 

the conflict-affected areas in Mindanao, that the aid “would significantly boost the confidence 

of the people and the stakeholders to the ongoing peace process.” At the same time, the MILF 

wanted to be involved in implementing the projects, meaning that it wished to retain full 

control over what is done in the areas under its control.  

 This section discusses a number of development initiatives in Mindanao that were 

carried out while the GRP-MILF process was ongoing. The Table 15 below presents an 

overview of ODA development over the same course. It is evident that the curve is 

relatively stable in the case of Australia, Canada, and the EU, or even trending upwards in 

the case of Japan and the U.S., following process setbacks in 2003 and 2008.267  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

                                                
267 It needs to be noted that the ODA overview includes development assistance to the Philippines as a 
whole, not solely to Mindanao. Donors include their assistance to Mindanao in one country budget.  
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Table 14 – Selected Official Development Aid to the Philippines (2000–09) 

 

(Sources: EC statistics, AusAID statistics, USAID Greenbook, JICA statistics, Cida 
statistics) 
 
7.3.2.1 Mindanao Trust Fund-Reconstruction and Development Program (MTF-RDP)  

The MTF-RDP, launched in 2006, was designed by donor countries (Australia, Canada, 

New Zealand, Sweden) and the World Bank as a mechanism to engage in conflict-

affected areas in Muslim Mindanao. During Phase 1 (see 7.2.22) it was aimed at capacity 

building of the BDA, increasing the participation of Bangsamoro professionals in planning 

and implementing projects in the field, and project monitoring. The members of the 

technical committee monitoring the situation on the ground in the conflict-affected areas 

and mapping the areas for new projects were nominated by the MILF. This initiative thus 

serves as a confidence building measure as well as capacity building mechanism, as it 

includes the MILF in these decision-making processes in cooperation with both local and 

international actors. 

Only a fraction of the funds accumulated in the MTF-RDP have been used during 

Phase 1 (more than 2.7 million USD, WB Philippines); most of the funds are pending to 
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be released during Phase 2 (expected to be 50 million USD or more, WB Philippines) after 

the final agreement is signed. The fund thus serves as an enticement to the parties. Japan 

abstains from participation in the MTF-RDP and some donors have opted out (Australia) 

from the fund as they prefer utilizing the funds now, not accumulating them in a fund 

that would be released after the final agreement is signed. Conditioning funds for later 

employment also does not have any effects on the negotiating parties. For instance, donor 

funds in the MTF-RDP are to be released upon signing of the final peace agreement; but 

with the derailment of the negotiation process in 2008, the prospects of reaching a final 

agreement became more unclear. This placed some strains on donors who had pledged 

funds to the joint fund, and it became less apparent when the funds were to be used. 

 

7.3.2.2 Bangsamoro Development Agency268  

As stated earlier, the BDA is an important CBM, for it is a way of making the MILF feel 

more included (INGO official, interview, July 2009). Ruling the MoA-AD as 

unconstitutional contributed significantly to the derailing of the peace process between 

the government and the MILF, representing a further setback to development progress in 

Mindanao. It also had consequences for the BDA, whose transitional status was expected 

to be changed to that of a more permanent organization after the signing of the final 

agreement. It is also necessary to point out that the MoA-AD is not a final agreement – it 

is only the third remaining supplement to the two previous implementing guidelines 

agreements from 2001 and 2002.  

The BDA is not registered as a government agency, hence it must receive external 

funds through a government body (OPAPP).269 The BDA management aims at gradually 

                                                
268 The BDA management works on a voluntary basis and is composed of professionals in the Maguindanao 
area who are respected community members. Many of them are medical doctors, and are former members of 
a civil society organization called the Bangsamoro Development Council. The management does have close 
ties to the MILF, but it is not composed of MILF members or former members. The BDA also has a wide 
network of affiliates in the region with six regional offices and a wide web of field volunteers. A limitation 
was that volunteers had to seek employment elsewhere in order to make a living, which meant that other 
organizations benefited from the volunteer training (Tan, 2009).  
269 JICA gives some very limited direct funds to the MILF such as travel reimbursements. Similarly as in 
other processes (Aceh), these reimbursements provoke criticism and are subject to misinterpretation in some 
quarters, for example that they channel funds for the empowerment of the insurgent group or are even for 
the purchase of weaponry. The latter was suggested in The Philippine Star article “Funds for Muslim 
community dev‟t diverted to buy MILF weapons,” published on August 23, 2008, 
http://www.philstar.com/youngstar/ysarticle.aspx?articleId=80942&publicationSubCategoryId=63 (viewed 
on June 23, 2010). The accusations were flatly rebuffed in a letter (from August 25, 2008) to the editor from 
the World Bank Country Director responsible for the management of the MTF-RDP, Bert Hofman  
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building organizational development and it is aware of its limitations stemming from its 

limited absorption capacity. At the same time, it is cautious not to commit any fatal errors 

due to its relative dearth of previous experience with organizational management.  

Therefore, according to BDA former executive director Danda Juanday, the organization 

refrains from accepting funding from various sources, if its capacity would not allow the 

administrating of projects (interview, July 2009). The central office in Cotabato City and 

six regional offices are funded through MTF-RDP grants, which also funds capacity 

building projects under Phase 1. Japan, not a MTF-RDP member, cooperates with the 

BDA through its Japan-Bangsamoro Initiative for Reconstruction and Development (J-

BIRD) with support from the Japanese embassy and JICA office in Manila. The 

cooperation is mainly focused on grassroots and human security projects in the conflict-

affected areas in Muslim Mindanao. 

Low absorption capacity and poor local security are the most common negative 

aspects of donor involvement in Mindanao (Kudo and Yoshimura, 2008); low absorption 

capacity also affects the BDA as previously mentioned. The external actors nevertheless 

welcome the empowerment initiatives, and, in general, international donor agencies have 

a positive perception of the BDA and support its activities. At the same time, 

representatives of international donor agencies are also aware of the BDA‟s limitations of 

capacity and its limited influence over local affairs before a final GRP-MILF agreement 

has been signed.  

The BDA was created in anticipation of the final agreement in 2002. At that time, 

negotiators did not assume that negotiations on the Ancestral Domain would span over 

several years delaying the reaching of a final agreement. The BDA is supposed to undergo 

only Phase 1 while the peace process is still ongoing, which mainly entails preparing for its 

role (acquiring institutional experience, capacity building). This period was nonetheless 

extended, which places the BDA in a limbo as it was not designed to function and take 

over responsibilities in a context where a final agreement has not yet been reached. 

Moreover, the dynamics of the peace process have changed significantly since 2002. BDA 

chairman Dr. Abas A. Candao stated that although the BDA has a mandate to work 

within the socio-economic sphere among conflict-affected communities, it will remain 

limited until the final agreement is reached between the government and the MILF. This 
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view has been further supported by development analysts, who point to the lack of 

structure resulting from insufficient guidance and unclear power distribution from the  

central government in Manila as one of the main impediments to effective development 

in Muslim Mindanao. Juanday (interview, July, 2009) expressed frustration with the fact 

that in the current setting, the BDA can only promote a model of good governance, but 

that without a final agreement the organization will not have the power to support more 

substantial changes in society. Through the training, both the BDA and the local 

communities are preparing for a change that cannot happen without substantial political 

changes.  

 

7.3.2.3 Aid as a counter-insurgency tool 

The determination of some government officials and high-ranking army officers to paint 

the conflict and the Bangsamoro support to the MILF in terms of poverty and socio-

economic grievances is mirrored in the government‟s efforts to combat the conflict by 

embarking on counter-insurgency development assistance. While any development efforts 

and direct assistance is welcome by the grassroots, it only solves the symptoms of the 

conflict not the roots. The MILF strongly opposes any counter-insurgency efforts by the 

government and external actors.270 As Eugene Martin recalled (interview, March 2010), 

one of the reasons USIP was in a difficult position when breaking the ice at the beginning 

of its involvement in Mindanao was the fact that the local communities and the MILF did 

not distinguish between the USIP conflict resolution efforts and the U.S. (JSTOF-P) 

counter-insurgency mission in the region. The U.S. Growth with Equity in Mindanao 

(GME) Program271 is considered by the MILF as a counter-insurgency tool. The program 

started already in 1995, assisting former MNLF communities with the transition from 

combat to civilian life. It has been mooted that something similar could be done for MILF 

areas after a final peace agreement is reached. The main objective would be transforming 

MILF combatants into small-scale farmers (GEM-LEAP/Livelihood Enhancement and 

Peace) through training, tools, and marketing assistance. “Our idea was that the longer-term 

formula would be the combination of a successful LEAP Program initially which would be followed 

                                                
270 Jubair (2007: 133): “Murad, however, emphasized the importance of the direct relevance of the peace talks and the 
projects on the ground to make them complimentary for the people to feel the gain of the peace processes. Otherwise if 
this is done independently of the peace process, Murad stressed, these projects become counter-insurgency tools, albeit 
not deliberately, thus favoring the government.”  
271 See www.mindanao.org  
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by a successful economic growth program. We believed that once the combatants‟ basic needs were 

covered the more complex issues (e.g. Ancestral Domain, political representation, advocacy for 

increased share in national budget, etc.) could better be resolved.” Noel Ruiz (The Louis Berger 

Group, LEAP program manager, email interview, June 2010).  

Commodore Agustin stated that the U.S. is prepared to give the MILF assistance if 

it first abandons collaboration with terrorist groups (interview, July 2009). The MILF 

denies that such a collaboration exists; but it still opposes counter-terrorism operations. 

The U.S. military has an established presence in Southwest Mindanao (areas controlled 

by the MNLF), is involved in training and civil action, but is also protected by the 

Filipino army.272  

 

7.3.3 Incentives for spoilers 

As argued in the previous section, process spoilers with a zero-sum agenda (terrorist and 

criminal groups) and stakeholders that have been left out of the process (local Christian 

groups, large-scale land owners, indigenous groups) constitute process opponents. This, 

however, does not suggest that these two have anything else in common. There have not 

been any specific incentives extended to stakeholders by external actors, with the 

exception of counter-insurgency programs mentioned above targeted at communities 

living in areas where terrorist and criminal groups have an established presence (e.g. 

Southwest Mindanao and the Sulu archipelagos); dealing with other possible process 

spoilers/opponents has been left to the GRP. There has also been an attempt to involve 

regional leaders in the planning of the development initiatives (interview, 2009). This 

mid-level tier is extremely important to secure continuity should the projects be 

successful, and they should also be included in the peace process; in spite of this there has 

been little progress.  

 

7.4 Negotiation strategies and third party involvement  

The negotiations between the GRP and the MILF facilitated by Malaysia have spanned a 

period of ten years, throughout which time both sides retained a very pragmatic approach 

to the process: there were stalemates over issues where parties did not reach a mutual 

                                                
272 This cooperation originates from the time when Corazon “Cory” Aquino became president. The U.S. 
initiated a mini-Marshall plan (Philippine Aid Plan) including projects involving foreign agencies in 
conflict-affected areas; but this was also to help the country recover after the Marcos regime.   
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understanding, but this did not prevent their discussion. The step-by-step process 

structure bound the parties to adhering to the principle of irreversibility – negotiations 

could not be turned back, what was agreed was agreed. This mechanism did not have a 

detrimental impact on the shaping of negotiation strategies; it was adopted in the 2001 

Tripoli agreement that the parties would discuss the most sensitive issues at the end. 

Accordingly, it is evident that the agreement on Ancestral Domain is bound to be the core 

issue – the key to the final puzzle.  

 

7.4.1 GRP negotiation strategies  

Design of the GRP strategies has been influenced by two aspects: first, by the intentions 

and policies of the national government, which retained the main responsibility for 

granting concessions towards the MILF, thus effectively limiting the GRP negotiating 

panel from adopting a more flexible approach; and second, by the personalities and 

personal negotiation styles of the GRP panel negotiators.273 For example, when the 

September 2006 talks on the proposed territory of the Bangsamoro Juridical Entity (BJE) 

broke down, the GRP negotiators admitted that they did not have the mandate to 

negotiate further on territorial concessions (Jubair, 2007: 145). Further to this, the GRP 

panel was also disadvantaged by a lack of coherence and continuity, as its members and 

heads changed more frequently than in the case of the MILF panel.274 The former head of 

the GRP panel, Jesus Dureza, recalled (interview, July 2009) that during his chairmanship, 

he felt that although he had support from PGMA, he did not receive sufficient support 

from the Cabinet to move forward with the process. A senior member of the MILF panel, 

Michael Mastura, agreed that the lack of consistency on the part of the GRP panel was not 

constructive for the peace process since the panels could not move forward (interview, 

July 2009).  

GRP panel members also had only limited space for maneuver: their positions had 

to remain within the framework of the Constitution of the Philippines, and they did not 

have a mandate to make concessions exceeding the Constitution. Furthermore, they did 

not have the authority to grant concessions as everything had to be later re-negotiated 

                                                
273 Members of the panel are nominated by the president. 
274 Chairmen of the GRP Panel: 1996, Fortunato C. Abat; 2001–03, Jesus Dureza; 2003, Eduardo Ermita; 2006–
07, Secretary Silvestre C. Afable; 2008–09, Rafael Seguis. Chairmen of the MILF Panel: 1996, Ghazali Jaafar; 
2001–02, Al Haj Murad Ebrahim; 2007–, Mohagher Iqbal. The ICG report (2004) confirms that the MILF 
negotiators objected to the high turnover of their GRP counterparts.  
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with the government. The rigidness of the GRP panel, combined with political and legal 

limits, impacted the development of the government‟s negotiating strategies. This was 

most evident during the GRP panel chaired by Secretary Afable, when the gap between 

the GRP panel and the PGMA administration widened. The reason for this was the more 

open approach of the GRP panel as the negotiators, through frequent contact with the 

MILF panelists, acquired a better understanding of the MILF‟s perceptions of the 

Bangsamoro issues. As a consequence, there was ebbing support for the process among 

hard-liners in Manila and Mindanao, as they started seeing the peace process, namely the 

discussed agreement on a territorial settlement (later coined as the MoA-AD), as a greater 

threat to the Philippines‟ national security.  

Moreover, the difference in opinion on the government side on the government 

side was not only in regard to how the territorial agreement should be framed, but also on 

the peace process as a whole. This resulted in a situation where the government did not 

have an all-encompassing strategy on how to move forward with the peace process. It is 

also difficult to identify one single negotiation strategy due to the lack of consistency as 

mentioned previously. One analyst ventured that it appeared as though the GRP would 

not want to take a definite stance and favored prolonging the process instead; which could 

also be the result of many conflicting interests within the group representing national 

interests (interview, 2009). Although a clear government strategy could not be defined, 

these aspects impacted the forming of the GRP negotiating approaches, as noted by 

different actors and process observers. 

Addressing specific issues – as Santos notes (2005: 17), at the beginning of the peace 

process, still during the domestic phase without external involvement in 2000, the GRP 

preferred addressing specific issues (e.g. dismantling MILF camps) while avoiding 

discussing the core of the issue; that is, working on issues that required immediate 

resolution such as social and humanitarian issues.  

Gradual trust building – the GRP panels were generally comprised of persons with 

links to Mindanao (no hard-liners). The MILF screened members of the GRP panel, and 

those with previous involvement in Muslim Mindanao, who had a record of sensitively 

handling Bangsamoro issues, were far better received (i.e. General Rodolfo Garcia). The 
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trust building was, again, hindered by a lack of consensus on the government side on how 

to approach the peace process.275  

According to some of the participants in the peace talks, the situation between the 

panels improved significantly in November 2007, with the situation on the ground also 

improving thanks to well-functioning local monitoring teams (LMT). Unfortunately, this 

was not reflected on a national level. Although the MILF gained a greater respect for the 

GRP panel, it remained critical of the government in general.  

Internal incentives employment – the government‟s incentives for the Bangsamoro 

communities were part of its strategy to support the negotiation process with inducements 

for the Muslim population in Mindanao. The GRP‟s most effective carrot toward the 

MILF was nevertheless the government‟s understanding of the MILF self-determination 

issue and acknowledgement of its existence. As previously mentioned, material incentives 

in the form of governmental infrastructure and development projects for Muslim 

Mindanao are perceived by the MILF leadership as counterinsurgency mechanisms, 

attempting to win the hearts and minds of civilians and, thus, undermine the MILF 

position. In this sense, internal material incentives have a negative effect on the 

negotiation process as they are designed to undermine the MILF‟s position. Added to this, 

a special advisor to the prime minister, Othman Razak, expressed his view that the GRP 

is interested in cease-fire agreements to maintain donors‟ interest, but it does not 

necessarily strive too hard for a long-term agreement (interview, July 2009). 

Acknowledging the conflict cause – in 2006, under the chairmanship of Jesus Dureza, the 

GRP panel acknowledged that the core cause of the conflict centered on the struggle for 

Bangsamoro historical rights. In 2007, the panel under Afable went a step further when it 

acknowledged that the final agreement would have to include recognition of Bangsamoro 

territorial rights and self-determination aspirations. This was recognized by the MILF 

panel as an important step forward toward a problem-solving approach and enhancing 

mutual understanding. It should be acknowledged that this conclusion was reached by the 

GRP panel members and was not externally induced.  

It has been pointed out by a person knowledgeable of the process that it is important 

for the government not to keep the negotiations with the MILF shielded in secrecy, 

                                                
275 It was argued in an interview with a mid-ranking army officer that army officers stationed in Mindanao 
do not trust the MILF – “we are ordered to trust them by our commanders.” Political trust, that is artificial 
trust, can be established between specific persons with positive personal experiences, but general trust is still 
difficult to reach (interview, July 2009).   
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because it hinders trust building between the two communities at large, and would 

therefore be harder to gain public acceptance.   

 

7.4.2 MILF negotiation strategies  

Contrary to the GRP, the MILF position was united, steady, and clearly outlined from the 

outset of the negotiation process. The nine-point agenda from 2000 was later reduced to 

six points, but with the same overarching issue: to solve the Bangsamoro problem.276 This 

agenda referred to resolving the historical injustices that were committed on the Moro 

nation, including political, social, cultural, and economic marginalization and unequal 

access to land following the land reforms in the first half of the twentieth century. It is, 

however, important to note that neither the nine points nor the six-point agenda included 

claims for independence (Santos, 2005: 44). Moreover, the more recent six-point agenda 

refers to the recognition of Bangsamoro as a nation and the command of its own affairs; it 

does not specifically refer to religion or the establishment of an Islamic state in Muslim 

Mindanao. The MILF position is heavily influenced by historical grievances and the 

marginalization of the Bangsamoro people. Thus, in the negotiation process, the MILF‟s 

stance is grounded solidly in its claims for self-determination. On the other hand, while 

some of the government (and army) representatives recognize the historical Bangsamoro 

grievances and injustices, the government‟s main focus is on working with current issues 

such as security instability, development, and humanitarian issues. It is apparent, 

however, that in the later stage of the negotiation process, the GRP panel (under Afable, 

2006) came to the conclusion that in order to tackle the present issues properly, the 

question of self-determination would need to be addressed first. This was a result of the 

MILF negotiation strategy which was shaped by the factors outlined below. 

 

Single issue agenda as an overall strategy 

                                                
276 The six-point agenda: 1. Recognition of the Bangsamoro as a distinct people and nation; 2. Restitution of 
the Ancestral Domain to the Bangsamoro people; 3. Repatriation for damages caused by injuries to life, 
liberty, and property; 4. Exclusive control by the Bangsamoro people over their national governance, 
security, and national resources; 5. Identification, investigation, and prosecution of persons for the 
commission of war crimes and massive violation of human rights against the Bangsamoro people before an 
international tribunal for war crimes; and 6. Pronouncement of a public apology by the GRP to the 
Bangsamoro people for the crimes and harm caused by their subjugation, oppression, and exploitation 
(Santos, 2005: 16). The so-called Bangsamoro problem was further defined in nine points: 1) Ancestral 
Domain; 2) Displaced and landless Bangsamoro; 3) Destruction of properties and war victims; 4) Human 
rights issues; 5) Social and cultural discrimination; 6) Corruption of the mind and moral fiber; 7) Economic 
inequities and widespread poverty; 8) Exploitation of natural resources; 9) Agrarian reform (Santos, 2005: 8).   
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At the very beginning of the talks with the government, the MILF adopted a single-issue  

strategy at the second committee meeting in Cotabato – the main objective was to 

improve the situation of the Bangsamoro people, which was defined in the sense of self-

governance rather than economic benefits. Notwithstanding the fact that the MILF agreed 

to sequencing the talks into three clusters and also adopted a step-by-step approach, its 

overarching aim was the Moro‟s right to self-determination; and the MILF would not 

settle for an agreement that did not include this issue. According to a quotation of one of 

the members of the MILF negotiating panel which appears in Saliman Santos‟ book, “the 

problem is the solution itself” (2005: 15). Santos further reasons that focusing on a single 

talking point “to solve the Bangsamoro problem” is a result of a well thought out, 

sophisticated negotiation strategy (Ibid). Self-determination has become a departure point 

for all negotiations and was inserted into the parallel development dialogue when 

administration and management of development projects was seen as a part of the right to 

self-determination.  

 

Step-by-step approach  

Similar to the GAM approach in Aceh, the MILF welcomed breaking up the talks into 

smaller issues, reaching agreements on less sensitive issues before the final agreement, 

while respecting the principle of irreversibility of the negotiated steps. The MILF would 

not demand independence if the GRP panel were to be flexible on the Constitution, in 

other words, it would not use the requirement of constitutional change as an impediment 

to concessions on the Bangsamoro homeland. Soliman (2005: 25) suggests that „“at the core 

of the MILF negotiating strategy are the ideas of „incrementality‟ and irreversibility – that each 

agreement represents a small and cumulative step forward.” 

 

No to counterinsurgency – Moro principles are not for sale 

The MILF was offered assistance only with the peace facilitation – not any material 

benefits from the external actors. The MILF nevertheless categorically refuses any 

government attempts to use the counterinsurgency mechanism to weaken the MILF‟s 

negotiation position.  

 

Internationalization  
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While the MILF claims there should be no external pressure to end the conflict, 

recognition from external actors is immensely important for the organization. In this 

sense, the political carrot is more effective than economic aid. The MILF is in favor of 

bringing in as many third party elements as possible (monitoring, implementation): 

internationalization of the Bangsamoro issue and foreign interest in the peace process is 

regarded as beneficial for the MILF as it brings with it a certain guarantee – “a non-state 

actor needs all international friends.” Mastura claimed that the MILF does not object to the 

interests of the external parties, and further reasoned “how can we invite someone without an 

incentive?” In other words, international interests are not seen as harmful to the MILF‟s 

objectives, according to Mastura (interview, July 2009). At the same time, Mastura claims 

that the MILF expects the international actors (in this context states, development 

organizations, but also private companies) to be working for – not against – the MILF‟s 

political interests. The main concern stemming from the foreign engagement in 

Mindanao, namely from the U.S. military presence in Southwest Mindanao, is 

overmilitarization. Mastura argues that demilitarization has to go hand-in-hand with 

DDR.    

 

Economic solution only secondary, withstanding external pressure  

The MILF leadership is interested in what development projects will be implemented in 

Muslim Mindanao, but, at the same time, also denies that the external economic leverage 

would have an impact on the MILF. On the contrary, the MILF believes that foreign 

statements on the conflict should be addressed solely to the government. External aid is 

important but does not have a direct effect on the MILF negotiation strategies; but, 

simultaneously, the MILF hopes that the foreign influence on the government can be 

helpful to the peace process.  

 

7.4.3 Third party involvement and strategies   

 

7.4.3.1 Malaysia 

President Arroyo initiated the first contacts with Malaysia regarding its possible role in 

the GRP-MILF peace process already in December 2000 when she was still a vice- 
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president under President Estrada.277 Malaysian Prime Minister Mahathir confirmed his 

county‟s willingness to engage in the process as a facilitator during Arroyo‟s state visit to 

Malaysia in August 2001. The main reason why Malaysia was invited by the GRP was the 

latter‟s belief that Malaysia had leverage over the MILF, mainly due to its support to the 

Muslim insurgent groups in the 1970s, which it would use to successfully conclude the 

peace process (interview, 2009).  

 

A unique organizational structure  

The structure of Malaysia‟s facilitation differs from the way in which Norwegian 

facilitation and the CMI and HDC involvement in Aceh were conducted. In contrast to 

the involvement of a designated group or department at the foreign ministry or an 

independent think tank, the Malay facilitation group – known as the “Research 

Department” – came directly under the office of the prime minister; it was also the 

secretariat and office of the chief facilitator, Othman Razak.278 The Ministry of Foreign 

Affairs is thus not involved in conducting the facilitation. Due to the different 

organization and also different professional background of those involved in the 

facilitation, it appears more difficult to assess the Malay role in the same thorough 

manner as in the two previous cases. For instance, not much has been revealed about the 

facilitation strategy, despite the fact that I conducted an interview with the chief 

facilitator, Othman. This concurs with some representatives of other countries involved 

in Mindanao who point to the fact that Malay facilitators are very reticent about revealing 

information; others respect this without complaint (Japan). The truth is that Malaysia is 

not interested in having other governments involved, which is consistent with its stance 

of being the only facilitator. This was evident when the United States Institute of Peace 

attempted to assist with the facilitation on behalf of the United States (see the following 

section).   

 

Perceived as biased  

Another factor is that some representatives of the GRP as well as army officials consider 

Malay involvement as biased. During the 1970s, Malaysia supplied the Moro liberation 

                                                
277 President Estrada was at that time facing an impeachment trial and it was apparent that he could be 
forced to leave office in the near future.    
278 The staff at the Research Department were recruited from among Malay intelligence officers.   
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fronts (both MNLF and MILF) with weaponry, provided training, funds, and was a proxy 

(via Sabah) for weaponry shipments from the Middle East. It also provided asylum for 

not only MILF/MNLF members, but also for Marco‟s opponents.279 In their view, it was 

difficult to establish full trust, especially among the army staff who questioned Malaysia‟s 

motives for its involvement in the Philippines, especially in relation to the involvement of 

the Malay armed forces in the IMT. Othman asserted that Malaysia had no previous 

direct contacts with the MILF before the initiation of this peace process (although GRP 

officials suggest otherwise). The GRP requested on several occasions that the person in 

charge of the facilitation be replaced, but personnel choices remain the domain of the 

facilitator (interview, 2009).  

Added to this, Malaysia has an ongoing boundary dispute with the Philippines over 

Sabah, which also significantly contributed to a lack of trust shown in Malaysia by the 

Filipino armed forces and local government officials in Mindanao (e.g. Celso Lobregat, 

mayor of Zamboanga).  

Rodil also suggested that Malaysia sometimes acted more as a mediator than 

facilitator. This occurred apparently through recommending decisions or helping with 

text corrections of agreements. Rodil nevertheless suggests that this is not a Malay 

strategy, but more the personal initiative of the main facilitator (interview, July, 2009).  

Relations between Malaysia and other external actors are also complex: Malaysia 

prefers to facilitate alone and does not support parallel track two processes. The Malay 

facilitator also argues that the MILF is not interested in unofficial processes. Ghadzali 

Jaafar, the deputy chairman of the MILF negotiation panel, supported this statement 

when explaining that the MILF prefers only official negotiation with embedded 

monitoring mechanisms. The Malay involvement serves as an incentive for the MILF 

which still has a generally low trust in the government and considers the external 

facilitator and internationalization of the process as security guarantees. Malaysia‟s main 

contribution thus rests in its engagement in the facilitation and also in leading the IMT.  

In sum, it is rather difficult to fully assess the Malay role as a facilitator, as there is 

very little evidence of what was said during the negotiations. With regard to Malaysia‟s 

role as a leader of the IMT, some in Manila believe that the roles of facilitator and 

monitor should not be mixed (e.g. Dureza, Agustin, Fortunato, interviews, 2009), as 

                                                
279 One of them was Secretary Gonzales, national security adviser during the PGMA administration. 
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alleged close ties between Malaysia and the MILF undermines Malaysia‟s credible role as 

a monitor. Furthermore, in connection to the employment of material incentives, 

Malaysia‟s role is limited due to the latter‟s limited economic resources when compared to 

other strong traditional donor countries involved in Mindanao.  

 

7.4.3.2 United States  

The involvement of the United States, a global power, is undoubtedly an important factor 

and an incentive in itself. The United States embarked on its engagement in conflict 

resolution efforts, although indirectly via a proxy, in Mindanao upon the request of both 

the MILF and the government.280 There were several reasons why the United States 

agreed to this request. Firstly, after the 9/11 declaration of the “War On Terror,” the 

Southern Philippines came into spotlight as a potential hub for local terror networks 

(ASG, AQ, JI), and, therefore, developing relations with the MILF, that was not listed as 

a terrorist organization, was deemed to be sensible.281 Secondly, the U.S. felt that it had 

certain historical obligations: it was under colonial rule that Mindanao was annexed to the 

Philippines, and when the resettlement programs had been launched and the most 

controversial land acts passed. The MILF used this argument when reaching out to the 

U.S., but it played only a minor factor in the U.S. decision-making. It should be stressed 

that the more recent issues concerning security were far more important. The main reason 

why the MILF approached the United States was the (MILF‟s) hope that it would employ 

its significant leverage over the GRP to help it to achieve concessions from the 

government on the self-determination issues.282 

 

  

                                                
280 In a letter from Salamat Hashim addressed to President George W. Bush on January 20, 2003, Hashim 
asked the U.S. “… for good offices in rectifying the terror that continues to negate and derogate the Bangsamoro 
People‟s fundamental right to seek decolonization under the United Nations General Assembly Resolution 1514 (XV) of 
1960. For this purpose, we are amenable to inviting and giving you the opportunity to assist in resolving this 
predicament of the Bangsamoro People.” The same year, the U.S. administration discussed the issue with 
PGMA during her visit to Washington D.C. in May 2003, when President Arroyo officially asked the U.S. 
for assistance in the Mindanao peace process.  
281 The MILF had contacts during the 1970s with individuals that later formed the Al Qaeda network. Some 
Bangsamoro liberation movement fighters underwent training in Afghanistan during that time (Banlaoi, 
2007: 203).   
282 U.S. leverage in the Philippines stems from their special bilateral relationship, their alliance in counter-
terrorism, and trade relations although Salah Jubair refers to the U.S. involvement in Mindanao as 
intervention (2007: 66–68). The MILF was also keen to demonstrate that it differs from local criminal 
groups like ASG, AQ, or regional terrorist organizations (JI).  
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United States Institute for Peace  

Due to the sensitive nature of the issue, mainly with regard to the U.S. involvement in the 

War on Terror and its military presence in the Southern Philippines, the U.S. 

administration opted out from direct involvement and decided for a semi-official format, 

appointing the United States Institute of Peace to support Malaysia in its role as process 

facilitator.283 There were a number of challenges USIP encountered when attempting to 

carry out its task, namely the following:  

 

Weak mandate 

U.S. presence in the region was too strong to be beneficial to the USIP conflict resolution 

efforts; some programs launched by the US development agency (USAID) such as the 

GEM II program (see the section on material incentives) were unpopular with the MILF, and 

also its other counterinsurgency efforts in the Southwest were viewed with great 

suspicion by the MILF. Added to this, USIP received a weak and vague mandate from the 

U.S. administration, which Eugene Martin, the USIP director of the Mindanao program, 

described as a “wild card,” indicating that the institute did not receive specific instructions 

for its involvement in the process or the necessary backing from the administration.284 

The situation for USIP changed with the arrival of a new U.S. ambassador to Manila who 

felt USIP was acting too independently. There was also confusion as to where USIP stood 

in the whole process, in a situation where it did not receive any of the necessary support 

from the Malay facilitator. The MILF had also hoped for more direct U.S. involvement in 

the form of government involvement – not a research institute.  

 

Difficult starting point 

Local NGOs in Mindanao were at first very skeptical about the U.S. involvement, and  

USIP itself had a very weak position with very limited contacts in the region. Its funding 

(and agreement with the U.S. State department) also prevented it from opening a local 

office in Cotabato, which would have significantly eased its work and helped to establish 

                                                
283 “The United States Government will not mediate between the Government of the Philippines, nor will it participate 
in the negotiation directly. We have asked the United Institute of peace [sic] a respected conflict-resolution 
organization, to encourage the negotiation process in coordination with the Government of Malaysia. The USIP is 
ready to begin this task as soon as we have a clear signal from you as to your readiness to follow through.” A letter 
from James A. Kelly, Assistant Secretary of State, to the MILF Chairman Salamat Hashim, June 18, 2003, as 
reprinted in Jubair, 2007.   
284 “We got the wild card”(interview, Martin, April 2010).  
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confidence among the locals. Furthermore, the prevailing historical obstacles and the fact 

that the Bangsamoro held the U.S. responsible for their existing situation further 

thwarted USIP‟s starting position in the process.285  

 

Malay resistance 

U.S.–Malay relations at the time of USIP‟s involvement in the process were somewhat 

strained: Prime Minister Mahathir was not favorably disposed to U.S. foreign policy in 

the region, and opposed any non-ASEAN involvement in Southeast Asia. Malaysia 

rebuffed any indications of sharing the facilitation with USIP, and USIP staff were not 

allowed to sit in on any of the GRP-MILF talks facilitated by Malaysia. Indeed, there was 

a visible Malay zeal to keep the facilitation efforts to themselves (one facilitator), and, 

second, Malaysia repeated that the MILF preferred official first track negotiations 

facilitated by Malaysia without USIP involvement. The MILF was also supposedly not 

inclined to informal track two processes with a non-state facilitator. According to Eugene 

Martin it was unclear to what extent the MILF was against USIP, and to what extent this 

view was cultivated by the Malay facilitator. It is, however, evident that the MILF valued 

strong third parties who could provide security guarantees, and in this sense, USIP was 

only an NGO with insignificant leverage; although it was appointed by the U.S. State 

Department, its mandate was very vague and it remained unclear to what extent its 

words, namely any possible guarantees and promises, could be backed up by U.S. foreign 

policy actions.  

 

Additional U.S. activities in the region 

Although USIP managed after some time to establish good local links in Muslim 

Mindanao, its position and image was always affected by the more dominant presence of 

the U.S. military, and other, involvement in the region, viewed with great suspicion by 

the MILF. As part of the War on Terror campaign, U.S. Special Forces (USPACOM, 

PACOM, the U.S. Joint Special Operations Task Force – Philippines JSOTF-P, civil 

affairs teams) were deployed in Southwest Mindanao to participate in a counter-terrorism 

and humanitarian mission to assist the AFP with counter-terrorism training and to 

                                                
285 Initially, USIP staff brought some embassy staff with them to meetings in Cotabato. This would have 
created, even further exacerbated, confusion over their involvement and USIP‟s mandate. As a result of this, 
it was also more difficult for USIP to gain trust (interview, March 2010).  
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provide medical assistance to the local communities.286 Aside from the USIP and the U.S. 

military, USAID, whose involvement dates back to 1995, was the third U.S. actor in 

Mindanao. A person involved in the process, who also represented U.S. interests in the 

region, argues that USAID identified poverty as the main cause of the conflict and 

approached its efforts in the area accordingly, believing that poverty reduction would 

ultimately lead to conflict elimination. This view differed markedly from the perceptions 

of USIP. This was, according to a USIP representative, due to the fact that USAID based 

its views on (at that time) the official position from Manila, as disseminated through the 

National Economic and Development Authority (NEDA). This was also in direct 

contrast with what the MILF described as the core conflict issue.  

 

Insufficient funding 

When the U.S. administration made a decision to get involved in Mindanao it pledged 30 

million USD in support; however, 90 per cent of the funding went to USAID projects.287 

USAID and USIP had different views on how the funds should be used: USAID regarded 

eradicating poverty as the focal issue in Mindanao, while the USIP would have hoped for 

more projects targeted at conflict resolution initiatives, including grass-level projects. 

Additionally, the project funding was often challenged by bureaucratic limitations: the 

guidelines for what funding could be used for were too specific and made funding for 

conflict-affected areas rather unattainable.  

 

USIP achievements in Mindanao  

Following the initial setbacks, USIP engaged in circle negotiation, working around the 

peace process. This included working with the media, communities, youth leaders, and 

initiatives aimed at bridging clan differences in Muslim Mindanao. USIP also conducted 

several track two workshops (parallel with the official track) which mainly focused on 

explaining what the term self-determination and the proposed Ancestral Domain entailed, 

as negotiated during the official talks. In this sense, USIP assisted in initiating a 

communication campaign, explaining to the public the outcomes of the official talks. 

                                                
286 Unlike the U.S. missions to Iraq or Afghanistan, the JSOTF-P forces play a strictly supporting, non-
combatant role in the Southern Philippines. Protected by the AFP, they are prevented from taking any 
direct action. Their involvement is mostly targeted at civil military training in counter-terrorism.  
287 3 million USD went on USIP administration, 5 million to an educational project in Mindanao 
administrated by USAID, and 22 million went on other development projects; due to high overhead costs 
less money was spent on the ground (interview, 2010).  
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Other initiatives were also targeted at the media reporting on the peace process. These 

initiatives were positively accepted by both the MILF and the GRP panel as it helped to 

enhance understanding between the two communities on what the Ancestral Domain 

agreement would entail for all inhabitants in Mindanao. Eventually, USIP developed and 

maintained good working relations with the MILF panel; however, many U.S. State 

department representatives remained suspicious of the MILF‟s potential affiliations to 

regional terrorist groups such as ASG and JI. These suspicions were fed by intelligence 

reports that mostly relied on local intelligence sources (military intelligence) that were 

certainly not impartial on the issue.  

 

7.4.3.3 Japan 

The Philippines is one of Japan‟s closet regional allies in Southeast Asia, with Japan being 

the main donor to the Philippines and the third most prominent donor to Mindanao after 

the U.S. and Australia.288 Additionally, Japan assumed responsibility for the development 

component in the International Monitoring Team (IMT). With regard to the actual GRP-

MILF peace talks, Japan repeatedly indicated that it was not interested in taking part in 

the initiative.289  

Although Japan possesses significant economic leverage over the GRP, it chose not 

to employ it as it is more interested in the development of long-term bilateral relations 

toward regional stability and eradicating poverty as a possible source of instability 

(interview, Japanese MoFA, December 2009). The only exception came in the aftermath 

of the Basilan incident in August 2007. Following the GRP decision to resume its military 

operations in Southwest Mindanao after the beheading of AFP personnel, an action 

allegedly linked to the MILF, the Japanese embassy, together with the Canadian embassy 

and the World Bank office, issued a statement in July 2007 that the resuming of military 

operations could result in a decrease of ODA. This was the only time Japan linked its 

ODA to the government response to the situation in Mindanao. According to Rodil, the 

                                                
288 There are many reasons behind Japan‟s interest in the Philippines. Aside from the regional proximity and 
geostrategic location, Japan is dependent on importing gas, food, and raw materials; thus securing SLOCs 
passing through the Southern Philippines (transport routes from Europe and the Middle East) is essential 
for Japan‟s national security. In addition, Japan is keen on promoting its peace and human security agenda 
throughout Southeast Asia. About 60 per cent of all ODA to the Philippines comes from Japan and about 
one-third of this goes to Mindanao.  
289 Japan is very reluctant to be facilitator and focuses solely on development. Sachiko, a JICA expert, 
claimed that there was an attempt by the Japanese MoFA to use development to accelerate the peace process, 
but that this did not work (interview, September 2009).   
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statement had no impact on the peace process. Dureza pointed out that it was not 

welcomed by the government, which preferred discussing such matters behind closed 

doors and did not appreciate public announcements. In contrast, some other international 

actors (not Malaysia) and advocacy groups in Mindanao claimed that they would have 

welcomed Japan using its economic leverage and intervention in the case of a 

humanitarian crisis.  

 

Participation in the International Monitoring Team  

In light of its role as the prime donor to the Philippines, Japan took responsibility for the 

development component of the IMT. Between 2004 and 2008, Japan had two (later three) 

representatives in the IMT focusing on reporting on developments in the conflict-affected 

areas. Since it was decided that the international monitoring team would monitor the 

development situation in the conflict-affected areas in Mindanao, not only the security 

situation, it was a natural that an additional country would be invited to the IMT. 

Malaysia, Brunei, and Libya lacked the necessary development experience and knowledge, 

and none of them had a development agency. According to one of the Japanese IMT 

members, the other countries were also relatively uninterested in development. Divided 

interests in this case served a good purpose.290 The involvement in the IMT was the first 

time Japan and JICA were engaged in a conflict area before a final peace agreement had 

been reached. This new course for Japan‟s policy for development assistance was charted 

by the new head of JICA, Sadako Ogata.291 In Ogata‟s view, in situations where 

development agencies come in too late, especially in the immediate aftermath of violent 

escalations or natural disasters (for instance, after the violent escalations in 2003),292 

development assistance, despite being an important tool, should not be politicized. 

 

Development assistance  

All Japanese projects in the Philippines are administrated through country assistance 

plans at JICA; there are no separate projects for conflict-affected areas in Mindanao. 
                                                
290It was a political decision in 2006 to send JICA‟s personnel to conflict areas to monitor the grassroots 
projects (interview, December 2009).  
291 Based on her previous experience as the secretary general of the UNHRC, Ogata ventured that countries 
must act quickly. But it was JICA not the Japanese MOFA that was involved on the ground; it is important 
to make that distinction (interview, December 2009).  
292 In a publication by the Internal Displacement Monitoring Center entitled Internal displacement: global 
overview of trends and developments Mindanao was singled out to be the largest sources of IDPs in 2008 (April 
2009).  
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During Prime Minister‟s Abe visit to Malaysia in 2007, it was decided that Japan would 

cooperate with Malaysia in Mindanao. One of the results of this agreement is a project 

funded by Japan focusing on training ARMM officials in Malaysia on how to set up 

businesses in the halal industry.  

Although Japan consults on development policy in working groups with other 

donors involved in Muslim Mindanao, it abstains from participation in the Mindanao 

Trust Fund. The main reason is the fact that Japan prefers to initiate its projects directly 

aimed at grassroots community building, outside of a multi-donor initiative.293  

 

Assistance to the BDA  

A special part of JICA‟s involvement in Muslim Mindanao is its cooperation with the 

BDA. JICA has direct contacts with the BDA through backchannel consultations, but all 

official contacts are administrated via the OPAPP. According to JICA President Sadako 

Ogata, Japan recognizes the difficulties the BDA faces due to its lack of capacity and 

experience. Therefore Ogata reasoned that in order for the development assistance to be 

effective, decisions on the political level are necessary.  

 

7.4.3.4 Other actors  

The World Bank is one of the most prominent development actors in Mindanao and as 

the MTF-RDP administrator made an important contribution when initiating cooperation 

with the BDA (see 7.3.2.1).  

Similar to Japan, the other donors to the Philippines do not have sufficient political 

leverage regarding the key conflict issues to generate an impact on the adversaries. 

Although development and reconstruction support is very important, all donors involved 

in Mindanao are cautious, and are hesitant to employ their economic influence, 

notwithstanding the fact that they also have zero or very limited leverage over the main 

spoilers. As an AusAid official admitted, donors still do not know if the aid in Mindanao 

had an impact and, if yes, what this impact was. At the same time, focus is placed on 

humanitarian relief and long-term development without specific conditions stipulated 

regarding the armed conflict. The MILF valued assistance offered but would not 

                                                
293 One of the reasons is difficulties in trace money and the extended period of implementation which poses 
the risk of corruption. Japan must be able to trace money and prefers to administrate projects itself after 
consultations with the BDA (interview, December 2009). 
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compromise on the core issues regarding its territorial and political claims in exchange for 

development assistance.   

Moreover, donor agencies (e.g. Cida, AusAid) participate in the Mindanao 

Working Group chaired by the World Bank, which aims at coordinating donor initiatives 

in Mindanao, preventing overlap in donor efforts, and sharing technical knowledge from 

the region; the Mindanao Economic Development Council represents the government in 

this initiative. However, on the political level there is no systematic coordination among 

the donors other than exchanging general views on the situation. By and large, all donor 

countries involved in Mindanao strive for stability and successful resolution of the 

conflict. There is no notable conflict of interests among the donors other than a possible 

conflict of local interests and different views on tactics among the external actors, 

especially how certain policies should proceed. A high-ranking government official 

nevertheless admitted that donor agencies are competing for projects in Mindanao 

(interview, July 2009). It is plausible that after the peace process, the differences in 

interests between donors will become more visible. An official from one donor agency 

(AusAid) admitted that donors still do not know if all aid in Mindanao made a difference 

(50 per cent of Australia‟s overall funding to the Philippines goes to Mindanao; for 

instance, the BEAM project (education) was one project that was very successful).294  

Australia supports track three processes instead, such as confidence building on the 

grassroots level with a primary focus on basic education assistance, including introducing 

Islamic education in public schools; also in the ARMM and other regions in Muslim 

Mindanao.295  

 

Donors – high expectations and waning of donor interest  

As established above, donors chose to refrain from using leverage to influence the 

adversaries during the negotiations that led to the MoA-AD in August 2008. There is, 

however, a danger of failing donors‟ expectations should the peace process continue to be 

stalemated. As indicated by an insider from the donor community in the Philippines, after 

failing to finalize the agreement on the territorial issues in August 2008, donors are 

                                                
294 Australia also contributes to the training of the Filipino navy in conflict management.  
295 Australia has interests in mining and general regional stability. Eighty-five per cent of UN Multidonor 
Pro Action Conflict Confrontation is funded by Australia. Australia also supports track III initiatives, 
including grassroots communication with the BDA via the WB. Due to the countries‟ close proximity, 
Australia sees a stable Mindanao as vital for regional stability. Australian companies also have business 
interests in the country (logging, mining).  
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expected to reconsider pledging funds through the MTF. It remains very unclear as to 

when the peace process will be finalized, and donors cannot keep their funds in the MTF 

for an unlimited period.  

On the other hand, communities by and large do not feel any effects of the 

development initiatives, do not see the linkage between development and the peace 

process, and do not see how donor agencies complement the peace process. “One military 

operation washes away all the development projects” (representatives of civil society, 

interview, July 2009). Representatives of civil society groups in Central Mindanao 

indicate that grassroots do not understand the situation, have very little information about 

the negotiations, and also, some local commanders do not feel that they are stakeholders in 

the peace process. In addition, people see that the MNLF agreement did not bring any 

changes about on a grassroots level. Human rights are also often neglected as the priority 

is placed on development instead (representatives of civil society also blame the donors). 

In this regard, local civil societies would welcome if donors took a stronger position. 

Instead, donors tend to turn away from such problems and prefer to play an apolitical role.  

 

7.5 Explaining the derailing of the GRP-MILF talks in August 2008  

The Supreme Court of the Philippines‟ declaration of the MoA-AD as unconstitutional 

shortly before its official signing was to take place in Kuala Lumpur in August 2008 

officially marked the derailing of the peace process. The negotiation process reached an 

“intractable impasse,” a stage where neither of the parties was willing to yield to 

concessions that were expected by the other party in order to finalize the process. At the 

same time, it was unclear whether the GRP panel enjoyed the full backing of the 

government, as it was apparent that the negotiation panel had its mandate curtailed to the 

extent that it became irrelevant in the negotiation on the core conflict issues. Miriam 

Ferrer identifies one of the major impediments in the process to be the absence of a peace 

building leadership (Santos, 2005: 113); that the leadership could not secure support for the 

MoA-AD. 

 Furthermore, due to general misconceptions among the Filipino public and a 

negative campaign in the national media, the peace process and the achieving of a final 

agreement with the MILF on territorial and self-determination issues received very bad 

publicity, and was interpreted as a threat to national security. Ironically, many Mindanao 

observers venture that the ripest moment for reaching a final agreement occurred 
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precisely at the time of the MoA-AD in August 2008, and during the last year of President 

Arroyo‟s term in the office (June 2009–June 2010).  

 Regardless of the August 2008 setback, a number of achievements were realized 

between 2001 and 2008. First, the two panels signed agreements on security and 

rehabilitation, and embarked on implementation already when negotiating on the core 

political issues. Second, the panels also arrived at an agreement that the MILF would not 

mention independence, and the GRP would not mention constitutional limits. The panels 

still needed to find a formula for the Bangsamoro right to self-determination, however, 

that would function within the concept of a unitary state. The following factors associated 

with the derailing of the process need to be highlighted.  

 

7.5.1 Lack of overall communication  

The visible lack of a government communication strategy regarding the peace process and 

its possible outcomes posed as an additional impediment. Zainudin Malang claimed that 

the government should first aim at reaching general understanding about the conflict and 

its causes before explaining any peace process.296 Dureza adds that stakeholders need to be 

informed about developments in the peace process, but that extensive publicity can also 

have negative effects on the process as it allows space for misinterpretation and 

disinformation. Accordingly, the government should communicate better its intentions to 

the general public. USIP attempted to fulfill this function.  

 

Respect for civil society  

The MILF recognizes the importance of civil society and appreciates the international 

support given to civil society groups working in the conflict-affected areas. The civil 

society groups are working in tandem with the ceasefire monitoring committee, guerrilla 

organizations, negotiations led by intellectuals, as well as many part-time farmers. Critics 

of the peace process, on the other hand, are concerned about the MILF‟s empowerment as 

a result of the peace process, namely through its increased international exposure.  

 

7.5.2 Exclusion of stakeholders  

                                                
296 Zainudin Malang argued that “we need to make people understand the conflict before they understand the peace 
process,” interview, July 2009.   
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The GRP-MILF process is conducted solely between two main conflict stakeholders, the 

government and the MILF. Nevertheless, the solution will inevitably impact other groups 

holding stakes in the disputed areas but which are not represented at the negotiation table. 

First, the representatives of the Christian communities, local governments, and large-scale 

land owners in Muslim Mindanao, closely connected to power elites in Manila, do not 

have sufficient representation at the negotiation table. Without their support and without 

a strong national leadership, it is impossible to reach a lasting solution to the Mindanao 

question. Furthermore, the indigenous Lumad group is also not represented despite the 

fact that some of the areas they inhabit are located within the territory that would come 

under the MoA-AD.  

As a result of this, trust has been established only at the top level – between actors 

who have had direct contact over an extended period of time during the negotiations. The 

process cannot not reach a successful outcome without the sufficient support of all 

stakeholders.  

 

7.5.3 Impotent external leverage  

In light of the above, it is evident that the external involvement in the process has only 

had very limited or no influence over the negotiating parties. The MILF would have 

welcomed external leverage if it had impacted the government; however, it does not allow 

for the idea that the same leverage could be applied against it. This brings us back to the 

original problem of using development aid as a lever in peace processes where the root of 

the conflict is of a political nature – one of governance and self-determination. In such 

cases, foreign donors have only a limited impact; that is, only the government can deliver 

on the main claims, with donors tackling instead the secondary issues.  
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8. DO CARROTS BRING PEACE? Analysis    

 

The basic inquiry of this research is to determine whether carrots – incentives – can 

facilitate peace in internal armed conflicts. More specifically, the research conducted 

examines the impact of the employment of incentives on negotiation strategies in internal 

armed conflicts. The theoretical purpose as outlined in section 4.5 highlights the issues 

resulting from the employment of incentives, and addresses whether incentives that are in 

tune with negotiators‟ preferences are more likely to have an impact on the negotiation 

process.   

 Existing research on asymmetric negotiation, third party involvement, incentive 

employment, and timing was outlined in the Literature Review. After identifying the gaps 

in the academic debate, forming the research question, and introducing the methodology 

(Research Design and Methodology), the chapter Incentives and Peace Negotiation: Theoretical 

framework outlined the theoretical underpinnings of the designed inquiry. Following on 

from this, three chapters described the peace processes in Sri Lanka, Aceh, and Mindanao, 

respectively, and outlined the most prominent external tools employed. 

 This chapter is structured into four sections. The first outlines the process 

dynamics and third party involvement, followed by the evolvement of the negotiation 

strategies and conditionality.297 The second section deals with the impact of the employed 

incentives, and summarizes the findings concerning different types of incentives and their 

role in peace negotiation. The third section on timing answers the question whether 

incentives can stipulate ripeness, and tests the concept of MEO on the selected case 

studies. Fourthly, the summary reiterates the answers to the research question and sub-

questions as stated in the Research Design and Methodology.     

 

8.1 Peace negotiation and incentives  

Hopmann‟s argument (1996) that conflict resolution in the post-Cold War setting can be 

perceived as a tool aimed more at resolving conflicts and producing mutual benefits, rather 

than achieving victory and exclusive benefits, stands weak against the evidence of the 

three studied negotiation processes. In all three cases, negotiation took place after decades 

of armed conflict, excessive violence, and most importantly, in the context of a severe lack 

                                                
297 Findings on the process context and third party involvement were merged into one section to avoid 
repetition.  
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of mutual trust between the contending parties. Accordingly, the adversaries first 

attempted to achieve a “negotiated victory” before discussing possible concessions. Due to 

the extensive lack of mutual confidence, direct talks failed in Sri Lanka (1994/1995) and 

Mindanao (1996/1997). In the case of Aceh, the confidence of the GAM leadership in 

Stockholm was not sufficient to agree on direct talks with the Government of Indonesia, 

and the negotiations under the HDC facilitation were marred by the zero-sum approach 

of both adversaries. Although all three governments arrived, at one point or other, at the 

conclusion that their respective conflicts could not be resolved only by military means, 

they were reluctant to yield concessions, especially political and territorial ones. Therefore 

the parties opted for resolving the conflicts only when the prospect of achieving victory 

appeared unattainable. The following section discusses how third party leverage impacted 

the negotiations, namely the power asymmetry. The final section deals with third party 

coordination.   

 

8.1.1. Third party involvement 

In all three cases, the third party facilitator was officially invited by the respective 

governments, and its leverage, both material and non-material, was not always the 

defining element in the selection process. In the cases of Sri Lanka and Aceh, the 

facilitators were chosen on the basis of their “lack of leverage” or rather their inability to 

exert direct influence (or threats) over the governments, and yet at the same time, to still 

provide sufficient international guarantees required by the insurgent groups as a precursor 

to entering into negotiations. In the third case, as explained in chapter 7, Malaysia was 

approached to facilitate in the GRP-MILF peace process, since the MILF required an OIC 

member state, and the government believed that Malaysia could employ its alleged 

leverage over the MILF to encourage the latter to make concessions. In any case, leverage 

or the lack thereof, as well as the ability to employ incentives, played an important role in 

selecting the third party, especially on the side of the state actor.  

Looking more closely at the two cases where a facilitator was selected on the basis 

of a lack of leverage brings to the fore the following findings. First, it has been argued that 

the lack of leverage, the inability to impact the adversaries, can be beneficial to the process 

in a situation where the third party is not perceived as a threat (Yarrow, 1978; Kleiboer 

1994). The cases of Norway‟s facilitation in Sri Lanka and the HDC involvement in Aceh, 

however, offer an interesting observation in this context. In both cases, the third parties 
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were trapped in a situation where, on the one hand, they acted as if they wished to 

maintain good relations with both parties (i.e. not openly criticize them, refraining from 

bringing up sensitive issues) in order to be able to pursue facilitation; but, on the other 

hand, they faced criticism (which undermined their position in the process) for 

overlooking cases of human rights violations and underage recruitment (Sri Lanka), for 

allegedly being biased toward the insurgent actor (Sri Lanka, Aceh), and for not having 

sufficient influence in providing adequate “muscle” to the process (Aceh). Although the 

last point is debatable, for the HDC attempted to secure international backing on the state 

level (Gang of Four) and individual level (Wise men).  

In the cases of non-existent or limited leverage, third party involvement was 

impacted by process entrapment, which is characterized as a facilitator‟s sense of obligation 

to maintain good relations with the belligerents and to keep a “foot in” the process despite 

signs of the latter derailing. In thus doing, the third party actor would perhaps appear to 

lose its objective perception of the situation. On the one hand, it strives to keep the 

process alive, for instance, both Norway and the HDC remained engaged although they 

were aware of the growing disengagement of the adversaries. Norway did inquire whether 

it should terminate its involvement in Sri Lanka in 2006, when it became clear that the 

peace process had collapsed; but the parties wished Norway to remain involved. On the 

other hand, third party leverage over the adversaries simultaneously continues to wane if 

the parties do not perceive negotiation as the most enticing option, and if they tend to link 

the third party with process derailing.   

While relatively little has been revealed about the challenges the Malay facilitation 

faced in Mindanao, the findings above particularly apply to Norway‟s role in Sri Lanka 

and to the HDC‟s role in Aceh.298 In contrast, although Ahtisaari‟s CMI also did not have 

any formal leverage over the parties and was formally in the same position as the HDC, 

the process context in Aceh had changed. Unlike in the case of the CoHA negotiations, 

the Indonesian government exhibited a leadership strongly supportive of the peace 

process.  

The process entrapment as described here refers to the third party position. 

Mitchell (1995), on the other hand, talks about an entrapment model (ENT) where leaders 

                                                
298

 Viewing the situation in hindsight, it could have resulted from the narrow focus of the third party in 
placing importance only on facilitation, but also from the fact that in the context of an ongoing peace 
process, it can be difficult for the third party to be self-critical and adopt the necessary distance to evaluate 
the process proceedings.  
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(negotiators) are entrapped in a situation where the pursuit of victory is most important, 

even if it exceeds the rational evaluation of costs; costs become investments in victory. 

The two concepts differ in the sense that in process entrapment, the third party is not 

pursuing its own victory and the costs are not the main concern; but it may arrive at a 

situation where the third party overestimates its ability to impact the adversaries and so to 

understand them. At the same time, it feels that investments in the process (more in the 

sense of invested efforts than resources) and also the gained access to the adversaries could 

be lost if the process is terminated. This then results in entrapment. For instance, if the 

third party is convinced that no one else can maintain communication between the 

adversaries, it faces the possibility of losing sight of a rational evaluation of the situation. 

Furthermore, the third party may be well aware of the situation, but the adversaries may 

not want to formally terminate its involvement in the process, even if they have opted for 

a solution outside of the process framework.        

 Fischer and Ury (1981) claim that the effectiveness of external persuasion depends 

on the effectiveness of the BATNA of the adversaries, meaning the more vulnerable they 

are in their starting positions, the more external leverage can be brought to bear on the 

negotiators. This proved to be true in Sri Lanka during the 2002–03 negotiations. 

Wickremasinghe‟s government won the 2001 elections on a peace agenda, and in the 

context of economic setbacks based its strategy on creating an international safety net; this 

was so as to counter the domestic opposition by securing international economic 

assistance as well as to motivate the LTTE into committing to talks. Nevertheless, 

notwithstanding the fact that the UNF government needed international engagement, the 

international actors were unable to push against the process spoilers or to overcome the 

LTTE‟s rigidness. In comparison, international involvement did not impact the BATNA 

of the Government of the Philippines, while those actors with an economic lever chose to 

refrain from condemning the lack of progress in the talks and did not decrease the amount 

of ODA to the Philippines, not even after the process derailed after August 2008. It has 

thus been more beneficial for the government to maintain its commitment to a severely 

stalemated process than opt for a final solution that would require concessions it is not 

prepared to grant. In the case of the second peace process in Aceh, Ahtisaari was able to 

adopt a more “coercive tone” in his facilitation efforts, since the BATNA of the 

adversaries, especially of the GAM, was very weak; the organization suffered setbacks as a 
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result of martial law imposed in 2004 as well as the tsunami disaster.299 The same applied 

to the Government of Indonesia, which could have faced difficulties if had pled for post-

tsunami reconstruction aid in the absence of a firm commitment to the peace agreement. 

In this context, Bill Clinton‟s statement in his capacity as a special UN envoy for post-

tsunami relief, that aid workers must be able to carry out their work without the threat of 

danger, was considered to demonstrate the international pressure on both actors to 

seriously commit to the peace talks (Braithwaite et al., 2010).    

 

Leverage and Responsibilities: Facilitator vs. mediator  

As established in the theoretical framework, the facilitator‟s role includes fewer 

responsibilities than that of the mediator: the facilitator is involved only in facilitating 

communication and the arranging of talks while the mediator‟s responsibilities are also 

extended to agenda setting. Whereas the theoretical distinction between the two concepts 

is clear, the three empirical cases, however, suggest that the distinction in practice is not 

always so straightforward. For instance, it is problematic to overtly differentiate between 

open agenda-setting and shuffling between adversaries in discussions over process 

priorities; in both cases, the external actor leaves its “footprint” on the way the process is 

shaped. This was most evident in the GoI-GAM Helsinki peace process when Ahtisaari 

employed his personal leverage to hinder the GAM‟s efforts to add the ceasefire issue to 

the agenda.  

Furthermore, the three cases indicate that there is not a united view among 

adversaries over what exactly the responsibilities of a mediator and that of a facilitator 

include. In light of this, facilitators are sometimes expected to use tools that are more 

typical for other external parties such as donors and support groups (e.g. assisting with the 

monitoring process or coordinating between other external actors). This often leads to 

heightened expectations of facilitators in terms of which tools they can utilize. For 

instance, negotiating parties may make additional requests in the case of a facilitator‟s 

responsibilities. Provided that the facilitator gains the confidence of the negotiating 

parties, the latter may request assistance with other aspects of the peace process such as 

monitoring or donor coordination – aspects not necessarily part of traditional facilitation 

responsibilities. In all three cases, the facilitators were asked to assume responsibility for 

                                                
299 It should also be noted that the TNI suffered great losses as a result of the tsunami.  
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the monitoring process, which, in the case of Sri Lanka, severely thwarted Norway‟s 

position as a facilitator when it had to face issues of arbitrating in cases of frequent 

ceasefire violations (as explained in chapter 5).300 The HDC as coordinator of the JSC in 

Aceh, and Malaysia as head of the IMT were less exposed to accusations of being biased; 

they nonetheless still occurred.      

 The above points to the problem of high expectations. The Norwegian experience 

from Sri Lanka shows, on the one hand, that negotiating parties expected too much from 

the external party, while, on the other hand, they curtailed its leverage which made it 

virtually impossible to deliver what was expected. Furthermore, although Norway and 

Malaysia were invited to facilitate, they were later condemned for instance for not 

initiating an all-inclusive dialogue in Sri Lanka and Mindanao, respectively. As a result of 

this, as was evident from interviews with all involved facilitators, they strived to avoid 

the term mediator. 

 

Monitoring  

External assistance with ceasefire or agreement implementation monitoring is an 

important incentive, as shown in all three cases. The main difference between the two 

forms is that, in the first case, the negotiation process is still ongoing and that directly 

involving the facilitator or mediator in the monitoring process may impact its position at 

the negotiation table; as demonstrated in the case of Sri Lanka (Norway) and, partly, also 

Aceh (HDC). This appears to be the case even though the two responsibilities were not 

formally linked. In the second case, the third party maintains responsibility for overseeing 

the process and assists with the monitoring of agreement implementation; in other words, 

when the core negotiation is already terminated. The possibility of setbacks in the 

monitoring process thwarting the negotiation is thus limited. As demonstrated in the 

second peace process in Aceh, the facilitator‟s (CMI) involvement at this stage can be 

beneficial: the third party has acquired a good knowledge of the parties and has established 

a level of confidence with them during the core negotiations. Based on the CMI example, 

it can be argued that the promise of third party presence during implementation 

monitoring has a positive impact on the negotiators, because the latter perceive this as a 

third party‟s determination to continue its involvement and guarantee that the agreement 

                                                
300 It should be pointed out that the CMI had only an advisory role in the Aceh Monitoring Mission 
(AMM); the main responsibility was bestowed upon the EU.  
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will be implemented. This is, however, effective only if the third party retains some level 

of leverage over both adversaries. In the case of the Helsinki process, both parties needed 

to show commitment to the peace process in the immediate context of the tsunami 

disaster; the CMI‟s leverage, hence, was partially derived from the simple fact that the 

adversaries needed a facilitator.   

 As evident in the three studied processes, the parties, especially state-actors, have 

full command over who is responsible for the monitoring and in what form that incentive 

is delivered. In this sense, the incentive has an impact on the process only if both parties 

perceive the negotiated outcome as the final solution and are prepared to comply with the 

process results. In contrast, while the ceasefire monitoring is ongoing simultaneously with 

the core negotiation, there is a high danger that the third party will become more involved 

in the conflict issues, unwillingly, through participation in the monitoring process, as was 

the case in Sri Lanka (Norway and the SLMM).  

 

Third party dynamics  

In none of the examined cases did a conflict of interests among the external actors impact 

the actual facilitation.301 The presence of multiple actors, especially donors, played a role as 

the negotiating governments (state actors) were able to diversify their dependence on a 

range of different external actors (Sri Lanka). In regard to unifying external policies on 

general strategies for involvement in peace processes, there are three interesting 

observations. First, there is an evident discrepancy in the approaches of Asian (Japan, 

China) and Western actors (European states, the U.S.) when it comes to conditioning the 

employment of material incentives on certain reciprocal measures being undertaken by 

adversaries. While the Asian approach favors the building of long-term relations and 

strengthening bilateral relations, the Western actors, namely the EU, prefer enforcing 

their policies by conditionalities in the quest of short-term results (cessation of violence, 

compliance with particular requests such as immediate improvement of the situation of a 

certain group, etc.). Despite joint involvement and joint statements, the individual policies 

differed. In Mindanao, Japan chose not to join the MTF, and in Sri Lanka, although it was 

                                                
301 The rejection of USIP‟s attempt to involve itself in the GRP-MILF peace process was the result of a 
conflict of interests between Malaysia and the United States. Furthermore, neither the GRP nor the MILF 
strived for USIP‟s involvement, so there was no actual impact resulting from the conflict of interests.  
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a member of the Co-chair group of the Tokyo Donor Conference, it chose not to employ 

the conditionalities as outlined in the final document.   

Second, despite there being an attempt to coordinate, international actors involved 

in conflict resolution initiatives have different degrees of interest and responsibilities, and 

they are therefore not organized enough to generate a sufficient enforcing mechanism. In 

reality, the conditionality statements remain only empty phrases. For instance, in the case 

of Sri Lanka, Table 12 (5.3.2) demonstrates that ODA did not decrease with the renewal of 

violent escalations in 2006. In Mindanao, although Canada, Japan, and the World Bank 

issued a joint statement condemning the GRP‟s threats to resort to all-out war after the 

incidents in Basilan in July 2007, there was no actual evidence of overarching coordination 

of external policies on Mindanao, with the exception of technical cooperation and specific 

project coordination on the local level. Added to this, general results also suggest that 

states are more flexible in employing incentives, while multilateral structures have to go 

through multiple bureaucratic procedures (e.g. EU in Sri Lanka), and non-state actors can 

often not afford to be very flexible due to their dependence on external funding and on 

their acceptance from governments in the conflict.   

And finally, national interests still prevail. As shown in the case of USIP‟s 

involvement in Mindanao, the organization was disadvantaged by the policies of other 

branches of the U.S. administration, the embassy, and the armed forces. The same was 

demonstrated in the HDC-led process, when other states placed the importance of 

bilateral relations with Indonesia over the Aceh issue.302   

   

8.1.2 Negotiation asymmetry  

The theory suggests that negotiation in the context of internal armed conflicts is impeded 

by power asymmetries between the state and non-state actor, which thwart the prospects 

of successful negotiation (Zartman, 1995). One of the research sub-questions inquires into 

what the impact of external incentives on negotiation asymmetry is. At first glance, it is 

only the external involvement in the negotiation process that the non-state actors perceive 

as a guarantee of fair conditions. In all three studied cases, the non-state actors 

                                                
302

 It should be noted in the case of Aceh that the role of external actors other than the facilitators was to 
some extent less visible than in the other two processes. This is mainly due to the fact that the peace 
processes were not exposed to the public when they were ongoing, and also they were considerably smaller-
scale and shorter in duration; this prevented external actors from establishing a more visible presence.  
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conditioned their participation in the peace dialogue on the involvement of an external 

third party. In looking closely at the three processes, the following tools the third parties 

employed impacted, on different levels, the asymmetry in the negotiation process: 

recognizing the legitimacy of the claimed grievances and equal status at the negotiation 

table contributed to a reducing of the asymmetry, while labeling the insurgent actors as  

terrorist organizations further increased the existing asymmetry. The first issue is broadly 

discussed in the empirical chapters; the latter two will be further assessed here.303  

 

Equal treatment at the negotiation table   

As claimed by Zartman, the negotiation process functions best under conditions of 

equality (2005: 8). This does not imply that the parties are perceived as equal but that they 

should be treated equally in the negotiation process. In reality, it is a very sensitive issue 

for those governments faced with armed insurgencies over an extended period of time, to 

sit as equals with insurgent leaders and negotiators. Nevertheless, the insurgent 

negotiators, more often than not displaying a severe lack of trust in the state actor, are the 

ones striving for equal treatment. Consequently, it is more sensitive for the government 

to accept conditions of equality than it is for facilitators to treat opponents equally at the 

negotiation table. Equal treatment usually takes the form of adversaries receiving the same 

material treatment, that is, for example, both flying the same class when attending 

meetings, staying in the same type of accommodation facilities, receiving equal 

opportunities in expressing themselves publically (e.g. press briefings), sitting at the 

negotiating table as equals; in some cases, they may also be addressed in the same manner 

(e.g. insurgent leaders may be titled “minister” or “prime minister” according to their own 

designation; in the Helsinki peace process in Aceh, the senior GAM negotiators were 

addressed as Tengku, (Lord)). Furthermore, both sides receive the same time to express 

their views during the negotiations.      

 The Helsinki GoI-GAM process, which as the only one from the three studied 

processes resulted in a stable peace agreement, was conducted in an atmosphere of 

equality. Although some process observers suggested that Ahtisaari slightly leaned toward 

the state actor, the leaders of the negotiating teams recognized that the process was 

                                                
303

 In addition, questions on power-sharing and distributive arrangements between the adversaries arise 
from the issue of asymmetry (i.e. issue of aid distribution after the tsunami in Sri Lanka, discussions on the 
PTOMs, and, in Mindanao, why the BDA could not receive direct funding already during Phase 1, etc.).  
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conducted in an egalitarian atmosphere.304 While this was a result of the facilitator‟s 

strategy, it would not have functioned if it had not been for the government‟s consent. 

The GoI also averted criticism from process opponents in Jakarta. In light of this 

example, equal treatment can be a potent tool to increase confidence between the actors 

and to demonstrate a state actor‟s commitment to the negotiations. Therefore, to reiterate, 

the external actor introduces these conditions, but without the compliance of the state-

actor this tool is impotent – as illustrated in the two other cases.   

 Norway attempted to do the same in the GoSL-LTTE process, but it did not meet 

with the same results. Although some of the GoSL negotiators may not have personally 

objected to being treated equally with the LTTE negotiators, Norway was heavily 

criticized in the Sri Lankan media, as well as by the process opponents, for pursuing equal 

treatment. Norway was even accused of siding with the LTTE (see Chapter 5). Norway 

was also in a difficult position as it was de facto the only actor that was not limited by the 

LTTE‟s status as a terrorist organization.305 Norway‟s other initiatives targeted at 

improving the LTTE‟s capacity building, such as financing the LTTE‟s peace secretariat, 

study tours to Europe, and assistance with delivery of radio equipment that was, according 

to the LTTE, intended for broadcasting in the Northeast, further exacerbated anti-process 

sentiments among the political opponents in Colombo. In the case of Mindanao, efforts to 

conduct the GRP-MILF negotiations in an equal atmosphere were accepted by the GRP 

negotiators. While this was objected to by process opponents, Malaysia‟s position was 

nonetheless better than that of Norway in Sri Lanka.  

 Similarly, ensuring that the negotiating parties have equal representation at the 

negotiation table (or for that matter in any joint initiative, namely joint monitoring 

teams) is equally important. This applies to having team leaders of the same or very 

similar ranking, as well as ensuring that the same branches are involved (e.g. if the 

military is involved, both teams should have a military representative present). Non-state 

actors regard negotiating with counterparts who they perceive as not having sufficient 

ranking as a sign of the state not treating their requests seriously. It was one of the reasons 

that led to the collapse of the GoSL-LTTE talks in June 2006 in Oslo, and also resulted in 

                                                
304 Some (Kingsbury, 2006; Kingsbury, interview; Hodann, interview 2010) indicated that Juha Christensen, 
who became personally engaged in the process, was perceived as the one siding with the government.   
305 The LTTE was not proscribed in Japan, but Japan nevertheless generally leaned toward the state actors. 
The ban on the LTTE from attending the donor preparatory meeting in Washington D.C. in March 2003 
was another sign of its asymmetric position.    
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initial setbacks with the ceasefire monitoring mechanism (GRP co-chair of the CCCH) in 

Mindanao in 2003. This can be a very sensitive issue and necessitates skillful 

communication and shuffling between the adversaries. International exposure and 

involvement can encourage the state actor to deploy negotiators with a higher status.   

 It can thus be argued that without the backing of the state actor, this tool can 

backfire and obstruct the process. On the other hand, for the insurgent groups, status is 

very important and they demand equal treatment. As a result of this, the asymmetrical 

context proves to be extremely challenging for the third parties. If a government reacts 

positively, equalizing incentives can have a positive effect on the process, namely 

contribute to confidence building and the general improvement of the negotiation 

atmosphere. On the other hand, if rejected by strong internal opposition and not backed 

up by the government, they can have a negative impact on how the third party is 

perceived.  

   

The terrorist label   

It has been proved in the case of Sri Lanka that labeling the insurgent group as a terrorist 

organization increased the negotiation asymmetry. An actor branded with the “terrorist 

label” is disadvantaged in establishing contacts with a wider array of international actors, 

namely in establishing direct communication with donor agencies and international 

organizations. It further significantly weakens motivation to negotiate, and poses 

additional restraints to confidence building. This could take the form of formal labeling 

(officially adding the organization on a list of foreign terrorist organizations in other 

countries, but mostly Western countries) or adopting a “terrorist rhetoric” which 

constitutes an informal labeling.  

 Proscribing an insurgent organization as a terrorist group is thus a potent 

instrument in the post 9/11 context – one that leads not only to its isolation, but also 

significantly hinders negotiations, especially in the short-term perspective. The external 

party can use this tool as an incentive (withholding proscribing, encouraging other 

external countries not to proscribe, or de-proscribing) or as a disincentive (proscribing, 

threatening to proscribe). In the selected cases, this tool was employed in the case of Sri 

Lanka, when the LTTE was proscribed by the EU in May 2006 while the negotiation 

process was still ongoing. The impact of this decision on the process was profound, as it 

further increased the LTTE‟s isolation (EU members of the SLMM were expelled) as well 
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as the power asymmetry. In fact, it was one of the final indications that the process was 

not likely to result in a successful outcome.    

 On the other hand, the positive employment of this tool had some, albeit not 

substantial, impact. For instance, when the GoI was seeking to proscribe the GAM in 

Sweden in 2004, but Sweden rejected the GoI‟s claims about the GAM‟s terrorist 

activities, the latter was welcomed by the GAM; it did not, however, have any further 

implications for its strategies. And finally, reports from the Armed Forces of the 

Philippines to U.S. authorities indicated that the MILF had links to regional terror 

networks, which some have interpreted as the GRP‟s efforts to use this tool to weaken the 

insurgent group.  

  

8.1.3 Negotiation Strategies  

The theory suggests that incentives can motivate negotiating parties to opt for a problem-

solving strategy, which is unlikely to occur if coercive measures are employed (Griffiths 

and Barnes, 2008). The evidence gathered in the studied cases illustrates that the following 

contextual issues are key for the negotiators in endorsing problem-solving: committed 

strong leadership, presence of ripeness (See section 8.3), and mitigation of issues enhancing 

negotiation asymmetry. If those indicators are not present, the external incentives do not 

have any significant impact on the negotiation strategies. They can have some impact on 

small-scale and secondary issues (i.e. local issues, resolving dire humanitarian conditions 

on a local level) but not on strategies dealing with the core incompatibilities such as 

territorial or self-determination issues. Negative incentives (in the studied cases targeted 

at the non-state actors) often result in contending strategies. Moreover, on their own, the 

incentives did not result in a change of strategies; but rather when introduced at the ripe 

time they proved beneficial to the process development. Table 15 summarizes the 

development of negotiation strategies in the three studied cases. In Sri Lanka, during the 

2000–03 talks, both parties resorted to partial problem-solving, agreeing as they did on the 

CFA and some partial agreements; but they were not willing to commit to problem-

solving when discussing the core issues. By 2006, it appeared that both parties were firm 

on contending. In Aceh, during 2000–03, neither party was willing to opt for concessions; 

furthermore, the CoHA agreement did not last and was frequently violated. In contrast, 

in 2005, both actors adopted problem-solving and resorted to concessions. In Mindanao, 

even though the two negotiating panels communicated relatively well and produced a 
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number of agreements, the GRP panel did not have the full support of the government on 

the MoA-AD, and the process resulted in a stalemate.     

 

Table 15: Negotiation strategies (for detailed outline, see appendix 2) 

Sri Lanka, GoSL-LTTE 2002–03 2006 

GoSL  Partial problem-solving Contending  

LTTE  Partial problem-solving  Contending 

Aceh, GoI-GAM  2001–03 2005 

GoI  Contending  Problem-solving 

GAM  Contending Problem-solving 

Mindanao, GRP-MILF  Cluster I and II Cluster III 

GRP Problem-solving Problem-solving* 

MILF Problem-solving Problem-solving 

 

* The GRP negotiating panel reached an agreement with the MILF panel on the issue of 
the Ancestral domain; the MoA-AD was, however, ruled as unconstitutional by the 
Supreme Court of the Philippines.   
 
When reviewing the process strategies, strong leadership with direct support to the peace 

process proved to be fundamental to endorsing the problem-solving approach. In the only 

one case where the process resulted in a lasting peace agreement, the leader President SBY 

and his government, namely Kalla, directly supported the process, containing the spoilers 

from the TNI and opposition political parties. In contrast, in Sri Lanka during the 2002–03 

talks the government leadership was challenged by the issue of cohabitation (see sections 

5.2.1 and 5.5.1), and, in the case of Mindanao, PGMA was dependent on the support of those 

who opposed the AD; and although the panels employed the problem-solving approach 

and found a solution, the agreement did not have the support of all stakeholders and was 

rejected by the Supreme Court (see section 7.2.3.2). In all these cases, external incentives did 

not contribute to reducing the effects of the contextual issues, which hindered the 

negotiation process. In the case of the Helsinki peace process, the external incentives 

abetted the existing favorable contextual issues. The cases thus indicate that incentives on 

their own are unlikely to result in a change of strategy on the part of state actors 

(contextual issues necessary), while incentives employed against the non-state actors (e.g. 

terrorist labeling) can contribute to contending.    
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 In light of the above, it is evident that third parties can have only limited influence 

on the strategies of the negotiating parties. In cases where the key stakeholders are 

committed to the process, the external incentives (namely facilitation, capacity building, 

monitoring, post-conflict reconstruction aid) can create a conducive environment for the 

process. On the contrary, in cases where parties are not willing to yield to concessions on 

key issues, external involvement will fail to make much difference. Efforts to motivate 

the parties, namely the insurgent groups, with material inducements (immediate or 

pledges) remain unaccounted-for as the actors refuse to “sell” their political claims in 

exchange for economic enticements. This can have an opposite effect and lead parties 

toward contending, as they perceive it as a counter-insurgency mechanism aimed at 

weakening their position among the grassroots.    

 Furthermore, one of the main faults in examining negotiation strategies is to 

perceive the actors as monolithic blocs – as unitary entities. As demonstrated in all three 

case studies, governments, especially if democratically elected, have to face opposition 

groups as well as their own internal opponents and hard-liners. This can significantly 

impact their negotiation strategies, or, more specifically, contribute to the disunity of the 

government‟s positions on divisive issues discussed in the process. One of the most 

prominent examples of this was the complicated cohabitation in Sri Lanka during the 

2002–03 talks. This can also be particularly problematic if the negotiation process spans 

over several electoral terms (i.e. Sri Lanka, but the change of leadership had a positive in 

the case of Aceh). It is generally more difficult to make estimations about insurgent 

groups‟ internal accountability, but these groups also face pressure from different interest 

groups. It is thus essential for the third party, but also for the negotiating actors, to 

understand who has the decision-making power in each team, who is competent to make a 

decision on behalf of the group, and also who has the necessary backing to secure the 

implementation of possible concessions. This confirms Kriesberg‟s argument (2005) that a 

weak leadership or strong influence of hard-liners renders the conflict intractable. With 

regard to incentive employment in this particular context, as indicated in the studied 

cases, external actors do not always have the possibilities, will, or interest to reach out to 

potential process spoilers with incentives. External actors do not display flexibility in 

targeting different groups with incentives: most are still directed toward governments or 

the negotiating non-state actor.    
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8.1.4 Conditionality 

Findings on conditionality confirm Boyce‟s observation that conditionality is not an 

effective tool when dealing with insurgent groups: such types of non-state actors are, in 

the absolute majority of cases, not entitled to the direct distribution of ODA (Boyce, 

2003). In all examined cases, conditionalities did not have any impact on the way 

insurgent groups approved the process or shaped their positions. This excludes the type of 

disincentives used against the insurgent actors to isolate them, such as proscription or 

counter-insurgency mechanisms. An informal conditionality employed against the GAM 

on the brink of the Helsinki peace process (see section 6.6) contributed to the GAM‟s 

decision to adopt problem-solving; but again, other contextual attributes were also present.   

Governments are, in this context, more sensitive to donor pressure – but this 

pressure is very rarely brought to bear. Evidence suggests that insurgent groups would 

have welcomed conditionality being directed against the governments by donors in the 

form of economic leverage. At the same time, insurgent groups do not see the same policy 

being directed against them. In their view, their requests are derived from their right to 

self-determination and, accordingly, this represents something that transcends incentives 

in the value hierarchy.  

 

Table 16: Conditionality/Disincentives                                                    Impact              

Sri Lanka, GoSL-LTTE 2002–03 2006 

Aid conditionality  No No 

Threat of proscribing the LTTE 
as a terrorist organization in the 
EU 
 

¯ Yes 

Aceh, GoI-GAM  2001–03 2005 

Donor aid   No No 

Possibility of waning of  
international interest 
 

No/Yes (GAM) Yes 

Mindanao, GRP-MILF   Cluster I and II  Cluster III 

MTF-RDP funds released after 
final agreement signed  
 

No No 

IMT Withdrawal, 05/08 No No 
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In the case of Sri Lanka, conditionality did not serve to reduce asymmetry between the 

contending parties, and there was not enough evidence to test this proposition in the other 

two cases. Boyce‟s statement that through the employment of conditionality external 

parties can maintain the balance of power between the conflicting parties (2002a) cannot 

be fully refuted. Also, the perception of material incentives is different: while donors 

perceive it as something positive, insurgent groups may regard it as a counter-insurgency 

mechanism; that is, targeted at the winning of the hearts and minds of the grassroots and 

thus undermining the insurgent group‟s position. Proscribing the LTTE as a terrorist 

organization in the EU contributed to the derailing of the process in the sense that it 

severely limited the LTTE‟s willingness to engage with external actors other than 

Norway. In the case of Aceh, the fear of losing momentum in the wake of the tsunami 

played a role in ensuring that the parties remained committed to the process. In the case of 

Mindanao, though, none of the identified disincentives were strong enough to have an 

impact on the negotiators.   

 

8.2 Impact of incentives: Do carrots bring peace? 

It was ventured in the theoretical framework that that those incentives that have a direct 

or strong link to the core issues of the conflict are most likely to have some impact on the 

adversaries, as they correspond with their preferences. Added to that, Griffiths and Barnes 

(2008: 6) reason that incentives on their own are not likely to result in a shift toward 

constructive problem-solving. As indicated in the section above, in the case where parties 

changed their negotiation strategy toward problem-solving (Aceh), it was the result of a 

combination of strong pro-process leadership and ripeness, with external incentives only 

having a secondary, supporting role. Section 8.1.2 discussed the incentives that impact 

negotiation asymmetry. This section discusses the remaining tools from the third party 

toolkit.   

 In the context of internal armed conflicts, it has been shown that external actors 

have in most cases only limited means to impact the core issues. In cases where the main 

issue of incompatibility centers on territory and self-determination, one of the tools that 

has some impact is the legitimization and international recognition of the non-state actors 

and their claims. In the studied cases, this was achieved by virtue of the interest of the 

external party and its involvement as a facilitator, its equal treatment of the parties at the 

negotiation table, by not labeling the non-state actor as a terrorist organization, and also, 
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to a more limited extent, by providing capacity building to the non-state actor. None of 

the external non-material incentives employed in the studied processes were targeted 

against state actors. Material incentives, such as post-conflict reconstruction and 

rehabilitation aid and long-term development aid, did not have an impact on the core 

conflict issues or on the way adversaries conducted the negotiations.  

 The theoretical purpose as outlined in the section 4.5 brings forward the question 

whether an incentive in tune with adversaries‟ preferences is more likely to have an 

impact on their negotiation strategy. While this proved to be the case, the ability of 

external parties to employ such incentiveswas severely limited as indicated below.306  

 

8.2.1 Impact of incentives on the GoSL-LTTE negotiations  

 

Table 17 – Impact of Incentives (GoSL-LTTE) 

Negotiation Incentive Impact* 

Sri Lanka, 

GoSL-LTTE 
2002–03 GoSL LTTE 

 External facilitator307 (non-material) Yes/P  Yes/P  

 Equal treatment (non-material) Yes/N Yes/P 

 External monitor (non-material) Yes Yes 

 LTTE Capacity building  No  Yes/P  

 Donor pledges 11/02 (material) No No 

 Donor pledges 06/03 (material)  No No  

 2006 GoSL LTTE 

 External facilitator (non-material) No  Yes/P  

 External monitor (non-material) No  No  

 Proscribing of the LTTE in the EU (non-material) No  Yes/N  

 Post-tsunami aid in conflict affected areas (material) No  No  

* Yes – incentives had some impact, positive (P) or negative (N).  
 

2002–03 

                                                
306 The empirical chapters also discussed incentives and possible incentives for process spoilers and 
opponents. Since in none of the three cases external actors employed incentives regarding process spoilers, 
this debate is not included in this part.  
307 I am aware of the evident oversimplification, but in order to give an answer to the posed research 
question it is necessary to provide a basic overview of studied tools, regardless of their complexity.  
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Incentives that had an impact on the GoSL-LTTE negotiations were those that dealt with 

reducing asymmetry between the actors. The impact was positive in the sense that it 

assisted the negotiation process; but beyond this, it did not change the parties‟ perceptions 

of the situation, nor did it motivate them to undertake any further steps in the dialogue on 

core conflict issues. The LTTE capacity building incentive was positive in the sense that it 

exposed the organization to a new type of reasoning and opened up new avenues for 

discussion on different types of power-sharing arrangements. For instance, the LTTE 

drafted the ISGA proposal, which was a sign that the organization could have considered 

a political solution. The equal treatment of the LTTE at the negotiation table, capacity 

building, and the equal treatment of the SLMM generated a negative reaction – mostly 

exacerbated by nationalistic parties – among the Sinhala community at large. Its impact 

on negotiation was that it exacerbated the general environment and put the government 

negotiators in a worse position to resort to concessions. The material incentives in the 

form of promised ODA did not have any impact on the negotiation process. Although the 

UNF government strived to comply with recommendations from the international 

community, it did not have sufficient political backing at home to adopt political changes 

requested by the LTTE.  

 

2006 

The UPFA government diversified its international dependence when it reached out to 

China and other new partners. On the other hand, the LTTE would not do anything for 

aid. It viewed its cause to be far greater (entrapment) plus the survival of the LTTE was 

not dependent on development aid (it derived income from its activities and from the 

diasporas). At the same time, the material incentives were not targeted at the LTTE; prior 

to late 2003, there were insufficient distribution mechanisms. Furthermore, development 

agencies and actors, aside from Norway and later also Japan, were not communicating 

with the LTTE.   

In contrast, proscribing the LTTE as a terrorist organization led to political 

isolation and a lack of legitimacy as well as elimination from direct fund distribution and 

involvement of state-sponsored aid agencies.  

In sum, in the case of material incentives, it is not possible to provide an economic 

solution to a political problem, and without direct political leverage (in terms of 

negotiating parties making concessions) the third party will have only limited leverage. It 
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should also be stressed that donors, in the studied cases, did not aspire to resolve the 

conflict by means of incentives – only to stipulate a favorable environment for 

peacemaking.       

 

8.2.2 Impact of incentives on the GoI-GAM negotiations  

 

Table 18 Impact of incentives (GoI-GAM) 

Negotiation Incentive Impact* 

Aceh, GoI-

GAM 

2001–03 
GoI GAM 

 External facilitator (non-material) Yes/N Yes/P 

 External component in the CoHA monitoring (non-

material) 
Yes/N Yes/P 

 Internationalization of the Acehnese issue (non-material) Yes/N Yes/P 

 Capacity Building in Aceh (non-material) No No 

 Donor support 12/02 (material) No No 

 2005   

 External facilitator (non-material) Yes/P Yes/P 

 Legitimization of the Acehnese grievances (non-material) ¯ Yes/P 

 External monitor (non-material) Yes/P Yes/P 

 Capacity building for GAM (non-material) No Yes/P 

 Post-tsunami donor assistance (material) No No 

 Post-conflict donor assistance (material) No No 

* Yes – incentives had some impact, positive (P) or negative (N).  
 

2001–03 

Material incentives had no impact on the negotiators. Firstly, the GAM was adamant that 

only political concessions from the GoI, in particular acknowledging the self-

determination claims for Aceh, would be accepted. The international involvement and 

implied recognition of the GAM‟s grievances and status was positively perceived by the 

organization and enabled the process; it, however, had no further impact on how the 

negotiation process proceeded. During the period 2000–03, the main issues in the 

negotiations between the GAM and GoI were the security situation on the ground, 

demilitarization, and law enforcement; hence none of these issues were directly impacted 

by external incentives.  
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2005 

During the Helsinki process, in the aftermath of the tsunami disaster, external actors, 

including the facilitator, monitors, and donors, all made useful contributions to the 

process. With regard to donor aid, Indonesia had more to lose than the GAM in 

deteriorating relations with bilateral and multilateral donors. On the other hand, as 

evidenced from interviews with main donor agencies, donor countries had other, 

overriding bilateral interests (cooperation, regional security, transport routes), so they 

chose not to exert coercive conditionality on the government. Most development aid was 

focused on post-tsunami reconstruction, and the donors did not pose any conditionalities 

with regard to the ongoing conflict. They expressed their support to the ongoing peace 

talks and also indicated their willingness to fund post-conflict reconstruction, but the 

focus was not coordinated in any particular way, hence the material incentives had only a 

secondary, supplementary role.308 It was rather the internal incentives and concessions 

from the GoI to the GAM that played the decisive role. The role of international 

incentives behind the internal concessions cannot be proved.  

The GAM was concerned about being listed as a terrorist group – it was not a 

major factor, but it was a consideration – and so it wanted to be seen as a constructive, 

responsible actor (Kingsbury); and also international contacts were important to it. The 

main effect on GAM negotiation behavior was the fact that the GAM would not find 

support for its independence claims from the international community. EU monitoring 

was well-received and provided the necessary security guarantees; but while it proved 

effective in disarmament, not enough attention was paid to the reintegration of ex-

combatants, and the rehabilitation issues and the monitoring team left after the governor 

elections in December 2006. In other words, international presence was an important 

inducement but it was not sufficiently exercised during the implementation period. It 

cannot be said that tools employed in the Helsinki process were fundamentally different 

to the tools utilized in the other two processes – but rather the moment was ripe during 

the Helsinki process.   

                                                
308 Generally speaking, both actors regarded donor assistance as positive. The government was somewhat 
more cautious about direct foreign influence and involvement in Aceh (there was a difference post-CoHA 
and post-tsunami). The GAM stated, meanwhile, that it was supportive of any assistance that would 
improve the living conditions of the Acehnese people; nevertheless, donor assistance had no direct impact on 
the negotiation strategies. 
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8.2.3 Impact of incentives on the GRP-MILF negotiations  

 

Table 19 Impact of incentives (GRP-MILF) 

Negotiation Incentive Impact* 

Mindanao, 

GRP-MILF 

Cluster I, II 
GRP MILF 

 External facilitator (non-material) Yes/P Yes/P 

 External monitor (non-material) Yes/P Yes/P 

 Internationalization of the Bangsamoro issue (non-material) Yes Yes/P 

 Not listing the MILF as a terrorist organization (non-material) No Yes/P 

 MTF-RDP (material) Yes/P Yes/P 

 Aid as counter-insurgency (material) No Yes/N 

 Cluster III GRP MILF 

 External facilitator (non-material) Yes/P Yes/P 

 External monitor (non-material) Yes/P Yes/P 

 International contacts for the MILF(non-material) No Yes/P 

 MTF-RDP, support for the BDA (material, non-material) No Yes/P 

 Aid as counter-insurgency (material) No Yes/N 

* Yes – incentives had some impact, positive (P) or negative (N).  
 

Cluster I, II, and III 

The case of the GRP-MILF negotiations illustrates that although all external tools 

employed had a positive impact on the MILF (with the exception of those that were 

targeted at containing the insurgency), they did not have a profound impact on the overall 

negotiation process and relations between the belligerents. The incentives were detached 

from the actual process. And while not much light has been shed on incentives that 

Malaysia employed during the facilitation, it can be reasoned that none of them had a 

decisive impact. This process also indicates that despite the amount of accumulated 

external largesse (MTF-RDP), strategies were shaped by the actions of the other party 

rather than external inducements (see section 7.4).   

External influence was very limited during the Cluster I negotiations (security 

issues), but third parties assumed a more important role following Cluster II 

(rehabilitation) with the initiation of the BDA (see section 7.3) having learned from the 

experience of the GRP-MNLF process when development was not substantially addressed 
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during the negotiations.  Interestingly, although the material assistance to the BDA did 

not have any impact on the process whatsoever, the political aspect of it was important: 

the Word Bank‟s official recognition of the BDA added to the MILF‟s legitimacy. In this 

sense, the inclusion aspect was the most important. Needless to say, this did not, however, 

have any significant impact on the relations between the MILF and the GRP.  

During Cluster III, the MILF did not face external pressure to give up its self-

determination claims; external parties supported the process (i.e. statements after the 

Basilan incident, July 2007), but did not comment on the key issue as they abstained from 

interfering in internal affairs. At the same time, the government was not subjected to 

external pressure: actors with significant leverage over the government were very 

reluctant to employ leverage because they were concerned that this could harm their 

bilateral relations on other issues (trade, strategic partnership, regional partnership).  

 

8.2.4 Do incentives bring peace? 

The dependent variable (process outcome) varies in the one case (Aceh) where the parties 

reached a final agreement. When assessing the incentives that were employed during the 

CMI‟s successful facilitation in Aceh, they did not essentially differ.309 What differed 

was the negotiation context, namely the change of leadership in Jakarta. This leads to the 

first observation: when external incentives do have an impact, this impact is conditioned 

by contextual issues and cannot be analyzed in isolation. 

Adversaries perceive incentives differently. For instance, while for government 

actors donor aid primarily meant economic assistance, for the non-state actors donor aid 

was regarded as a possible source of legitimacy (when donors cooperated with the non-

state actors like in the case of the BDA in Mindanao) or as a factor that contributed to 

reducing their legitimacy (when incentives were employed as counter-insurgency tools, 

undermining the ability of the non-state group to deliver services in the areas under their 

influence). In this sense, donor aid was regarded as a highly political tool. For this reason, 

the initial distinction between material and non-material aid appears irrelevant. When 

assessing the impact of the external tools, the main focus is, then, on what kind of 

response from the actors they trigger. Therefore, it is more beneficial to focus on specific 

incentives than on the typology.      

                                                
309 It should be noted that incentives are defined here very broadly, including both material tools and 
different types of non-material, political inducements.  
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So, do carrots bring peace? Yes and no. Although the abovementioned incentives 

played a role in the initiation of the studied peace processes, they only had limited 

leverage over how the processes were further shaped. Disincentives, namely those targeted 

at the non-state actor, have a greater potential to derail a process than incentives have to 

mend a process that has gone awry. The main explanation is that those examined 

disincentives touched on the core conflict issues. By enhancing asymmetry and reducing 

legitimacy, the non-state actors feel threatened in regard to their core values. The tool 

thus has an impact in that it hinders the process. Positive incentives, on the other hand, 

need to be employed with a specific purpose (confirms Netland‟s findings, 2008).  

 This finding tallies with Cortright‟s assumption that incentives can be more 

beneficial than sanctions, as they can be better tailored to address the root causes of the 

conflict (2001: 124–25). The incentives that always had an impact were external monitoring 

and external facilitation; these are, however, very vaguely defined, but without their 

presence, there would have been no process.  

Regarding incentive terminology, there is a very thin line separating the perception 

of material and non-material incentives: the cases prove that what may be perceived by 

one actor as a material inducement might be viewed by the other side as political 

recognition. For this reason, it is difficult to generalize about the two types.  

Furthermore, the mere fact that external parties have leverage does not necessarily 

mean that they will employ it to exert pressure on the negotiating parties. This is evident 

in all three examined cases: the insurgent groups wanted to see the external actors, namely 

donors, employ their economic leverage against the governments. This did not happen in 

any of the selected cases with the exception of the Tokyo donor conference (June 2003), 

when the government was subjected to conditionality; which, however, was not enforced.  

In sum, incentives are most effective when they address decision-making related to 

the direct causes of conflicts and the main claims and aspirations. In the main, external 

actors have only limited tools when dealing with self-determination grievances. However, 

as the studied processes reveal, non-material strategies such as inclusion and 

internationalization can induce cooperative strategies, but only if the adversaries do not 

perceive these to be impediments to their vital interests.    

Finally, a brief caveat needs to be made about the distinction between internal and 

external incentives and threats. Aside from incentives and threats employed by the 

external third parties, there are also incentives and threats employed during the peace 
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process by the adversaries themselves. Distinguishing between these and concessions is 

necessary, since the internal incentives are intended to change the negotiation behavior of 

their counterparts.  

 

8.3 Incentives and timing  

Zartman (2003) argues that ripe timing is equally as important for the negotiation process 

as the substance of the proposal for solution. As illustrated in the three case studies, 

without the willingness of the adversaries to engage in the process, third parties have very 

limited options in initiating or reviving a peace process. The perception of ripe timing 

thus needs to be shared by all involved third parties. The facilitator can employ tools to 

enhance the ripeness; however, as the findings of this study indicate, without the presence 

of a hurting stalemate (negative motivation) and enticements (positive motivation), they 

do not have a significant impact.  

 

8.3.1 Reaching a ripe moment  

The findings of this research suggest that the impediments to reaching a ripe moment 

externally through positive motivation result from the limited impact that external 

incentives have on the opposing parties.  

The ripeness theory as outlined in chapter 4 firmly stated that reaching a ripe 

moment is essential for initiating and conducting negotiations. All three studied processes 

indicated a presence of ripeness albeit on different levels. In the case of Sri Lanka, the 

ripeness was stipulated by two hurting stalemates. On the one side, the GoSL could not 

sustain running military operations in the context of a deteriorating economy; and with 

the new government winning elections on the back of a peace card. On the other hand, the 

LTTE had to deal with a dire humanitarian situation in the areas under its control; hence, 

in order to maintain the basic needs of the grassroots, it had to opt for a ceasefire. Ripeness 

was, however, not sustained throughout the process: it is evident that the LTTE was 

always considering returning to a military solution, and did not feel any urgency to reach 

a negotiated solution (see section 5.4). The external actors were aware of the ripeness and 

attempted to create favorable conditions for conflict resolution (e.g. by organizing peace 

support/donor conferences). It was apparent, moreover, that external incentives employed 

did not generate sufficient leverage to sustain the ripeness. In the case of the GoSL, the 

situation changed significantly with the new UPFA government, which did not feel the 
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hurting stalemate as much as its predecessor. This was mainly as a result of the presence 

of emerging donors and arms suppliers such as China who provided incentives without 

“strings attached.”   

In the case of Aceh, the belligerents did not reach a ripe moment during the first 

peace process. And while from conducted interviews it was clear that the HDC also 

realized the moment was not auspicious, it nonetheless wanted to explore possibilities for 

facilitating dialogue so as to enhance mutual understanding between the parties. The GoI 

did not feel that the situation could be settled through negotiations only; on the contrary, 

the TNI, particularly officers stationed in Aceh, campaigned against the process. In 

contrast, the Helsinki peace process, particularly at the beginning, was impacted by an 

MHS in the form of the tsunami disaster. The external actors were very well aware of the 

situation and at least twice indicated that the parties should act upon this ripe moment 

(ambassadors‟ statement to the GAM in January, and Clinton‟s statement on aid workers‟ 

safety). In addition, the GAM was also dealing with an additional impasse as a 

consequence of the 2004 martial law. At that point, the international signal that the GAM 

would not receive any support for its independence claims was conveyed at the ripe time, 

and contributed to it adopting a problem-solving strategy. On the other hand, without the 

pro-process leadership in Jakarta that was prepared to restrain process spoilers and also 

meet the GAM‟s claims for political self-determination, the ripe moment in itself would 

not have sufficed.   

 In the case of the GRP-MILF process, the presence of ripeness was least visible. 

Although the time was ripe at the beginning of the process when PGMA assumed office, 

the negotiations spanned over a long period of time before discussion on the core conflict 

issues (2007) was initiated; hence the sense of urgency had vanished, and the adversaries 

did not reach a clear mutually hurting stalemate. Furthermore, unlike in Sri Lanka or 

Aceh, there was no sense of urgency generated by external factors (tsunami) or internal 

conditions (declining economy). It seems that the ripest time during the talks was when 

the parties reached an agreement on the AD, which was, however, not supported by all the 

stakeholders.   

 The issue of reaching a mutually hurting stalemate also needs to be mentioned. 

The findings of this research indicate that while one actor can have a stronger sense of 

ripeness (can face consequences that intensify its perception of ripeness), the other actor 

may use the situation to enter the negotiation process in a stronger position. For instance, 
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in all three studied cases, there emerged a moment when the state actor reached an 

impasse and was forced to enter into negotiations with the insurgent actor; while the non-

state actor may not have faced the same sense of urgency to negotiate, and entered the 

talks to see what the other side could offer. The perception of ripeness thus differs: while 

one side may perceive it as the most favorable moment to maximize its own gains through 

negotiation, the other side may regard it as the only way out of its dire situation. This 

supports Pruitt‟s findings; but instead of placing emphasis on perceptions, it indicates that 

it could be preferences (calculations) that shape adversaries‟ sense of ripeness.  

 

8.3.2 Can carrots serve as ripening agents? – the concept of the MEO 

As discussed above, although external incentives may have some impact on peace 

negotiation in the context of internal armed conflict, the impact may be mitigated by an 

unwillingness of the belligerents to yield to concessions on key conflict issues, namely 

those concerning self-determination and territorial grievances. In fact, the impact of 

incentives is not decisive and they cannot induce ripeness by themselves, as is 

demonstrated in the cases of Mindanao and Sri Lanka. In the case that ripeness is already 

present and was induced by a mutually hurting stalemate (negative motivation), and 

given that the adversaries are willing to negotiate on the core issues, incentives are 

beneficial for the process as supporting agents (Aceh).   

This, therefore, confirms Zartman‟s original argument that ripeness is far more 

frequently induced by a mutually hurting stalemate than a mutually enticing opportunity 

(2005). The research outcomes further indicate that it is far easier for the external actors to 

identify ripeness induced through an MHS or by IMC than to make efforts to reach a ripe 

moment externally through an MEO. It seems that when the external parties do not have 

any significant vested national interest in the conflict in question, they do not make the 

effort to create ripeness externally. In contrast, it could be argued that a long-term 

alignment and continuous presence of an external party that is willing to engage in the 

conflict resolution efforts, like in the case of Norway in Sri Lanka, can have some positive 

impact on the government‟s decision to embark on a peace dialogue. Nevertheless, if there 

is no sign that the other party is also, if not equally, facing an impasse, again, external 

inducements have very little impact.  

A question that needs to be asked is whether the enhancement of an MEO to 

further sustain a ripe moment is desirable in a situation where ripeness has first been 
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induced by an MHS. As ventured in the theory section, an MHS occurs in the context of 

worsening relations between the adversaries. This research proves that attempts to 

stipulate an MEO in such a context are rarely effective. In the cases of Aceh, Sri Lanka, 

and also Mindanao, attempts to enhance confidence through external inducements did not 

always lead to results. External efforts were either misinterpreted and/or exploited by the 

opposition groups. Enticements in the form of capacity building and confidence building 

did not have a strong impact either. Due to their striving for legitimacy, the non-state 

actors were very skeptical about any informal attempts to enhance mutual understanding. 

This partly answers the question why MEOs do not occur as frequently or lead to success 

(in terms of bringing parties to the negotiating table) as compared to MHS.  It is far more 

difficult to convince the negotiating parties to invest in future mutual gains than to assist 

them with containing mutual loses.  

 

When is it conducive to employ incentives? 

The most conducive time to employ incentives is after parties have reached an MHS and 

acknowledge this fact; before that, unless the incentives are directly linked to core 

conflicting issues, incentive employment does not have an impact on the negotiation 

process.  

Accordingly, incentives by themselves do not stipulate ripeness. Following this 

reasoning, the ripe time for employing incentives is dependent on a number of factors. 

First, whether the conflicting parties have reached a hurting stalemate or not (i.e. feel the 

need for external incentives), and second, whether the leadership, on both sides, is 

supportive of external involvement and prepared to accept external inducements. Further 

to this, the incentives have a higher chance of having an impact if they are targeted (and 

ideally also desired by) at all stakeholders. This, of course, would be difficult to do; but 

attracting the interest of those who might turn out to be potential conflict spoilers could 

increase the chances of making a positive impact. This is, of course, difficult in the 

context of internal armed conflicts, where external actors have only limited possibilities.  

 

8.4 Analysis summary 

The main argument of this thesis is that positive external incentives (motivation) have an 

impact on negotiation strategies in internal armed conflicts only when the context is 

advantageous and both adversaries are committed to the process. On the other hand, 
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external disincentives can contribute to process derailing, especially if they increase power 

asymmetry. If the negotiation position of the non-state actor is mitigated by external 

pressure, it is more likely to opt-out from the process than continue negotiating. 

Moreover, it has been proven in all three cases that third parties abstain from using their 

leverage in pushing parties to make concessions in internal matters. Furthermore, material 

incentives (ODA, post-conflict reconstruction) do not generate enough leverage to impact 

the adversaries in disputes based on territorial grievances. This applies also if the 

motivational incentives are employed later during the process.  

With regard to third party involvement, this thesis coins a new term – process 

entrapment – in describing the challenges third parties face in asymmetric negotiation 

processes. In examining developments in the three processes, it has been proved that the 

impact of external actions on the results were only secondary. In the case of the Helsinki 

peace process (type 2 in Table 20 below), the timing was ripe, it was reached by virtue of 

an MHS and sustained by an MEO, and the facilitator contributed to reducing asymmetry 

between the actors during the process. This, however, would not have been possible 

without favorable contextual conditions, namely the change of leadership in Jakarta. At 

the same time, external actors contributed to the GAM terminating its struggle for 

independence.   

Table 20 –Research outcomes 

 PIV 

 
Process 

Outcomes 
 

 
Change of 
strategy – 
state actor 

 

 
Change of 
strategy –  

non-state actor 
 

 
Perception of 

ripeness 
 

 
Impact on 
asymmetry 

 

 
Impact of 
Incentives 

 

 
Impact of 

Disincentives 
 

Sri Lanka 

(Eelam) 

Type 

1 
Abrogation Yes Yes/partly 

 
Ripeness not 

sustained 
 

Increased Minor impact 

 
Contributed 
to derailing 

 

Aceh 
Type 

2 
Agreement Yes Yes 

 
Ripeness 

– both MHS 
and MEO 

 

Reduced 
Supporting 

role 
No 

Mindanao 
Type 

1 
Stalemate No No 

 
Weak ripeness, 

MEO 
ineffective 

 

No impact Minor impact No 
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8.4.1 Answering the research questions 

What impact does the employment of incentives have on peace negotiation strategies used by parties 

in a negotiation process aimed at terminating internal armed conflicts?  

The studied cases indicate that the impact of incentives depends on ripe contextual 

conditions: namely a committed pro-process government leadership that is willing to opt 

for compromise on self-determination issues; while the non-state actor has to show 

willingness to abandon rigid positions and renounce independence claims. The impact of 

incentives is, however, not decisive.  

 

Timing: When is it conducive to employ incentives?  

Although incentives on their own in the studied cases did not stipulate conditions for 

ripeness, they contributed to creating a conducive negotiation environment when ripeness 

was reached through a mutually hurting stalemate. This correlates with existing findings 

on the MHS and MEO concepts. The possibility that an MEO has a direct impact on the 

core conflict issues appeared to be negligible in the studied cases; however, enticing agents  

in the form of donor aid were employed in the latter stages of the process, not when the 

processes were initiated.  

 

Context: In what way do external incentives impact possible negotiation asymmetries?    

In the studied cases, there were two ways in which external incentives impacted 

negotiation asymmetry. Firstly, non-material incentives, encompassing international 

recognition of the non-state actor, legitimacy of its articulated grievances, equal treatment 

at the negotiation table and equal representation (negotiators of the same ranking and 

status in their communities; this also depends more on the state actor than the third 

party), contribute to reducing the asymmetry; they, however, can also activate process 

spoilers. Second, non-material disincentives, such as sanctions and proscription, increase 

the asymmetry and often lead to process derailing.  
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9. CONCLUSIONS  

 

The main task of this research has been to provide a complex answer to a simple question: 

whether carrots can bring peace? The main stimulus behind this inquiry has been the 

increased involvement of donors in peace processes and emerging mechanisms of 

incentive employment in the past two decades. Chapter two (Literature review) identified 

the dearth of theories which combine findings on incentive employment with negotiation 

theory as a notable lacuna in the field of conflict resolution.  

 This chapter recaps on key findings, assesses the contribution of this work to the 

field of conflict resolution, and outlines avenues for future research. As the theory 

demonstrated, both coercive measures and rewards can, depending on the context, have an 

impact on adversaries in peace negotiation. Nevertheless, this study concludes that 

rewards (carrots, incentives) do not generate sufficient leverage so as to have a decisive 

impact. In cases where there are favorable contextual conditions and adversaries have 

reached a hurting stalemate, incentives can play a role in facilitating favorable conditions 

for peacemaking. In contrast, disincentives, particularly those that are linked to legitimacy 

issues, can contribute to a derailing of the process.  

  

9.1 Main conclusions  

First and foremost, it needs to be restated that the findings presented here are on the 

negotiation process, not the conflict cycle or conflict causes. As indicated in the three 

studied processes, incentives on their own did not have any significant impact on the 

negotiation strategies of the GoSL, GoI, GRP, LTTE, GAM, or the MILF. Nevertheless, 

when disincentives were employed, only those that had some connection to the core 

conflict issues (e.g. impacting actors‟ legitimacy) had an impact on the power asymmetry 

and subsequently on the negotiation process.  

When assessing the impacts of the employed incentives, external leverage was 

subjected to careful scrutiny. The findings confirm earlier findings by Bercovitch (1991, 

1997, 2008), Pruitt (1997), Pruitt and Olczak (1995), and Touval (1992), illustrating that 

facilitators with a lack of leverage can face significant challenges with regard to their 

position in the process. This is further developed here, and a new term in this context is 

coined to describe such an occurrence – process entrapment. In such a situation, the third 

party is dependent on how the adversaries perceive its role in the process; which limits the 
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third party from raising sensitive issues that may emerge (e.g. human rights violations by 

both or either of the negotiating parties). This frequently leads to criticism of the external 

actor from internal opposition or the international community; at the same time, the 

facilitating actor cannot defend itself sufficiently without thwarting the process. Research 

has also shown that third party leverage is either increased or reduced by the contextual 

factors. In the presence of ripeness and a mutual willingness to embark on peace dialogue, 

external ability to motivate adversaries to engage in problem-solving is enhanced. On the 

other hand, when the process is not progressing well, the perception of external leverage 

tends to be less favorable. The research also indicated that external leverage is a fluid 

concept and its efficacy is directly derived from internal developments, which determine 

how the external party is perceived by the adversaries.  

This research also stressed the significance of increasing our knowledge of third 

party involvement. As this study has shown, third parties are hesitant to employ their 

leverage over issues related to internal affairs. The interests of maintaining bilateral 

relations can be contradictory to measures that would be needed to exert influence over 

the negotiating governments. Moreover, external actors that are not involved directly in 

the peace facilitation frequently wish to abstain from the process, and purposefully 

separate their engagement as a donor or an important bilateral actor from issues that are 

discussed at the negotiation table. This is mainly due to the fact that most external actors 

do not wish to jeopardize their bilateral relations for the sake of what is often an uncertain 

peace process. Adversaries, namely the non-state actors, frequently expect that involved 

third parties will employ their leverage against the governments. When this does not 

occur, it may lead to disappointment and their expectations being unfulfilled. An 

interesting observation was made when looking into differences between the mediator and 

facilitator. It was indicated that in the selected cases, third parties that arranged dialogue 

between adversaries were accorded the role of facilitator; but they were, on some 

occasions, asked to assume additional responsibilities, which, in the case of Sri Lanka, 

contributed to a worsening of the facilitator‟s (Norway) position. In the conducted 

interviews for this thesis, third party representatives pointed to their original mandate 

when explaining the reasons why they didn‟t act on certain issues, strongly stressing that 

they were not a mediator.  

This research further shed light on the fact that if third parties do opt to employ 

their leverage, they can impact the negotiation asymmetry. How, then, did the external 
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leverage differ in the three cases? Incentives that deal with the legitimacy of non-state 

actors (e.g. equal treatment at the negotiation table, international recognition, and 

recognition of articulated grievances) can reduce the asymmetry. In contrast, 

disincentives, such as labeling the non-state actor as a terrorist organization or employing 

sanctions, further increase the negotiation asymmetry and can contribute to the derailing 

of the process. As illustrated in the studied cases, external actors did not employ 

disincentives vis-à-vis state actors, instead resorting to voicing concern. In cases where 

both actors were to be penalized for not complying with external conditionalities (peace 

conditionality), the threats were only in the form of recommendations and were not 

enforced.   

It is important to stress that the incentives were assessed only in the context of the 

negotiation process, and one should be careful before inferring wider implications. For 

instance, the question of labeling an insurgent group as a terrorist organization was 

assessed strictly in this context; the purpose was not to determine whether this decision 

was apt in the given situation. The realities of internal armed conflicts mean that it is 

predominately the political inducements that are most desired and superior to economic or 

aid incentives. The external leverage differed in all three cases, and in the case of the 

GRP-MILF process in Mindanao, in particular, leverage had the potential (if not 

translated into reality) to assume a more significant role. The reason is that the conditions 

in Mindanao, namely the existing relations between the adversaries, were in theory more 

conducive to resolution than in Sri Lanka. The negotiators appeared less rigid than in Sri 

Lanka, and although the Filipino government also faced strong internal opposition (the 

president was dependent on key stakeholders who would be disadvantaged by the 

agreement) and the conflict was burdened by the general complexity of the situation in 

Mindanao, it still appears as if external leverage could have had more of an impact, due to 

the more favorable conditions, if the external parties had chosen to employ it.  

With regard to negotiation strategies, it was indicated that external incentives have 

only limited impact on the shaping of strategies. Belligerents‟ strategies are still driven by 

their position on core conflict issues; external incentives can have some impact on sub-

issues (development, humanitarian issues) but not on focal points. It was also indicated 

that it is difficult for external parties to link their incentives to self-determination 

grievances. Furthermore, the material and non-material incentives were shown to be a 
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fluid concept as parties assigned different values to the same incentives; their perception 

depended on how the incentives related to the core issues of incompatibility.    

A brief caveat about information on informal processes should also be added. As 

stated under Scope and limitations (3.9), information on informal processes is both sensitive 

and difficult to obtain, hence possible informal initiatives were not included. 

Nevertheless, during the course of research, it became clear that the processes in Sri Lanka 

and in Mindanao were also supported by informal second track dialogues. It appeared that 

in the case of Sri Lanka, these initiatives were designed mainly to increase understanding 

between the two actors. Although information on these initiatives was limited and could 

only have been partially verified, it seems that they may have contributed to increasing 

trust within a small group of designated participants; but this did not evolve further to 

impact decision-makers. There is insufficient evidence for in-depth analysis, but it appears 

that in the case of Mindanao, these initiatives were more common and their scope in 

terms of inclusion was wider.  

Since the impact of incentives has been proven to be wanting, this study cannot 

give an exact answer as to when it is conducive to employ them. The Helsinki peace 

process in Aceh suggests, however, that in the situation where both adversaries are 

committed to the process, external inducement can be beneficial to maintaining parties‟ 

commitment to the process. Yet, in itself, this is insufficient and is only effective in 

conjunction with other factors (conflict ripeness, presence of an MHS, adversaries being 

aware of a ripe moment). Earlier propositions by Zartman (2004, 2005e) were therefore 

confirmed; that is, the MEO on its own cannot stipulate ripeness, but if combined with an 

MHS, and if it is a motivational instrument that both parties accept, then it can have 

some impact. In contrast to Zartman (2004), however, this study assessed the possibility 

of an MEO being brought about by the third party, not the adversaries themselves. Yet, it 

was found in the selected cases that third parties have limited possibilities of doing so: an 

MEO can be externally induced only with regard to secondary issues – not the core 

conflict issues in the context of the studied processes.        

 

9.2 Contribution to the conflict resolution field  

Building upon the abovementioned main conclusions, I consider the findings on the role 

of incentives in increasing or reducing negotiation asymmetry to be one of the main 

contributions of this study to the field, and subsequently also to theory development. 
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Furthermore, the findings that the impact of external incentives increases if they are 

linked to core conflict issues also contributes to the development of existing theories. This 

study further concludes that negotiation strategies are relatively little influenced by 

external inducements on the core conflict issues, particularly when reaching out to key 

decision-makers who adhere to ideological rigidity and are not prone to compromises.  

With regard to the methodology employed, the in-depth interview qualitative 

method proved to be very suitable for this type of research inquiry, and confirmed my 

initial reasoning about the suitability of in-depth interviews over surveys. This is mainly 

due to the fact that valuable information was obtained about issues that were not included 

in the initial standardized questions. This proved particularly useful as I did not always 

know the extent of interviewees‟ knowledge, and about what he/she was willing to share 

with me. The open-ended method gave the interviewee enough space to express his/her 

views on issues which were not brought up by me. Furthermore, those interviewed often 

needed to be left to find their own way of comfortably expressing their opinions on more 

sensitive issues.  

  

9.3 Policy implications 

This section outlines the policy implications of this research; the policy findings are not 

directly related to the main research inquiry, but further elucidate the relationship 

between facilitators and adversaries as well as the conflict resolution-development nexus.  

 

On informal processes and internal conflicts   

Before accepting involvement in a peace process as a third party, the facilitator, mediator, 

or donor should have a good understanding of the conflict context upon confirming its 

involvement. One of the most important lessons learnt from this research is that status, 

recognition, and legitimacy are very important to conflicting parties. For this reason, 

insurgent groups strive to enhance their legitimacy, and hence are very reluctant to opt for 

informal second track processes as the sole conflict resolution mechanism. Whereas 

informal processes can be utilized as supporting mechanisms and can, in the context of 

internal armed conflicts, significantly contribute to enhancing mutual understanding, 

non-state actors feel that these processes do not generate sufficient guarantees and 

recognition.  
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On understanding internal dynamics and failed expectations  

To increase the impact of the employed incentives, the third parties should be clear about 

their intentions, what is available in their toolkit, and what they are willing to employ, so 

as to avoid raising false hopes. This applies especially to development projects on the 

grassroots level. Signs of increased donor involvement – having a visible local presence – 

may engender hope among the general public and civil society groups that changes can be 

expected within a short period of time. This was evident in Mindanao after the ARMM 

agreement in 1996, when international funds poured into the area, but the grassroots did 

not feel any tangible changes in regard to their living standards.   

Furthermore, there are only limited ways of how to reduce conflict asymmetry. 

Before attempting to do so, the third party should have a good grasp of the internal 

dynamics, especially with the two negotiating sides, and assess how its actions will be 

perceived by process opponents. The facilitator should thus find a good communication 

strategy that does not undermine its position as the third party – one that minimizes the 

possibility of its endeavors being misinterpreted.  

 

On monitoring  

In all of the studied cases, the facilitator also became a monitor (Norway was head of the 

SLMM, the HDC led the Joint Security Committee in Aceh, and Malaysia headed the 

IMT in Mindanao). Taking on this additional role served to undermine their positions. If 

possible, facilitators should find a way of abstaining from assuming additional 

responsibility for monitoring. In situations where it appears not possible to do so, third 

parties should aim for a compromise, accepting a role as an observer, but finding a 

different actor that would be acceptable to head the monitoring mission. By combining the 

role of facilitator and monitor, parties may face situations where negative issues have a 

spill-over effect (e.g. Norway in Sri Lanka). This is particularly problematic when 

monitoring is conducted simultaneously to negotiations on core conflict issues. It is 

understandable that it is often difficult to find an alternative in a situation where 

adversaries are adamant that the facilitator also has to be a monitor; but it is in the 

facilitator‟s own interest to find a way of relinquishing additional responsibilities. This is 

also directly linked to the issue of how long the third party should remain involved 

following the termination of the process. The findings of this research suggest that when a 

process has a positive outcome, the third party remains involved. For instance, Ahtisaari 
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remained engaged in the Aceh issue following the Helsinki agreement in 2005; he traveled 

a number of times to Aceh and participated in meetings on post-conflict reconstruction 

and MoU implementation. In contrast, where the process had a negative outcome such as 

in Sri Lanka, the facilitator‟s further engagement is not desired.        

 

On conditionality  

Finally, this research confirms Boyce‟s argument that conditionality is never popular, as 

well as demonstrating that conditionality can serve to undermine relations between 

donors and recipients. If a situation requires a tougher stance be adopted, then 

conditionality should not be vaguely formed, it should be targeted at a specific issue, and a 

specific enforcing mechanism should be employed if the recipients do not comply. 

However, it is to be stressed that such an approach also has a high possibility of harming 

bilateral relations. Furthermore, the employment of conditionality with regard to non-

state actors did not prove to be effective, as the insurgent groups in question and external 

actors had not established a sufficient level of relations and interactions upon which 

conditionality could be based. Nevertheless, the employment of disincentives against non-

state actors, ones that are directly linked to legitimacy, can contribute to process derailing. 

The third parties should thus take into careful consideration the impacts of their decisions 

on the process.  

 

9.4 Recommendations for future research  

While this research inquiry encapsulated a wide array of third party incentives featuring 

different types of material and non-material tools such as political (legitimacy), security 

(monitoring), and economic (development, reconstruction) issues, future research could 

tailor this list and focus only on a specific type of incentive. There is also a need to further 

develop theory on the term “incentive”, which has still not received the same scholarly 

attention as sanctions (disincentives). Nevertheless, it is important to keep in mind that a 

peace process is a complex reality, and that many aspects, such as sanctions and 

incentives, are closely interconnected and cannot be easily separated.  

Moreover, the distinction between material and non-material incentives appears to 

be a perceptual one, depending on what is more important for the recipient. A possible 

avenue for future research could inquire into how process spoilers can be contained 

through external incentives. As shown in this study, negotiation process can be derailed 
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by internal political opposition. This is frequently due to the fact that the political 

opposition is concerned about being disadvantaged by the process and by the terms of a 

possible agreement. It would thus be interesting to find out what the most constructive 

third party approach would be in such a situation.  

A further recommendation concerning incentive research highlights a possible 

spill-over effect of incentives in peace negotiations, more specifically, whether positive 

motivation in one field can also motivate parties to adopt a more constructive approach in 

other areas. In the same vein, another possible direction is deepening our existing 

knowledge about external threats and process-derailing.  Also, it appears that while 

cooperation between external actors can function well on a local level and in technical 

aspects, there is still a lack of willingness to initiate cooperation on more of a policy-

making level. This should be further investigated.   

It would also be interesting to conduct further research in regard to timing and the 

different concepts concerning when a conflict becomes ripe for resolution. This would 

include not only examining MEOs, but also further examining Pruitt and Olzasak‟s 

notion that a stalemate does not have to be mutual. This begs the question of what the 

differences are when ripeness is mutual and when it is only one-sided.   

Added to this, there has not been much written on how negotiation strategies 

change – there is a substantial body of academic literature on what the impacts of different 

strategies on negotiation processes are, but not on what triggers the transformation of 

such strategies.  

And finally, third party cooperation and joint planning should be subjected to 

further scholarly attention. In some individual cases, and in localized examples, effective 

cooperation among external parties may occur; however, this does not apply to overall 

strategy planning.  This study has demonstrated the continuing disunity and lack of 

coordination between external actors in internal armed conflicts, and more research on 

this issue is desirable. As pointed out, the leverage of external actors is insufficient to 

influence the outcome of core conflict issues. The impact of third party incentives in cases 

where conflicts originate from socio-economic grievances or greed need to be further 

scrutinized. This could encompass also local conflicts and cases of intractable communal 

violence.     

 In conclusion, this study demonstrates that third party leverage and the ability to 

impact peace processes externally are limited notwithstanding the actual strength of the 
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external actor. In spite of the findings, it highlights the importance of studying the 

instruments available to external parties so as to enhance our understanding of the 

negotiation processes in this context.    
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Appendix 1   
 
INCENTIVES TABLE (Tables 6-10) 

Third Party Incentives Threats/Disincentives 

P
o

li
ti

ca
l 

 

states 

diplomatic: legitimization, political 
and/or diplomatic recognition, de facto 
and de jure recognition, extending 
recognition, high-level visits, political 
guarantees, internationalization of the 
conflict issue, equal treatment of the 
adversaries (this issue particularly 
applies to the insurgent groups who 
strive to be treated equally with the state 
actor), de-proscribing (removing 
organization/state from a list of 
terrorist organizations/states sponsoring 
terrorism), increasing external 
involvement, ending isolation, 
withdrawal of sanction, power balance 
(elevating asymmetry)  
accession incentives: regional or thematic 
integration projects, promise of 
accession to regional or international 
organizations 
training: political training, support with 
institution building, conflict 
management training, capacity building 
(governance, rule of law, constitution 
design, transitional justice) 
facilitation: conducting or support to 
dialogue facilitation/dialogue 
training/problem-solving workshops, 
confidence building, equal treatment of 
the conflicting parties, even if the 
process is asymmetric  

diplomatic: diplomatic and 
political sanctions, suspending 
diplomatic relations, isolation, 
travel and visa bans, condemning 
statements, bringing attention to 
the issue in IGOs (e.g. UNSC), 
UNSC resolutions, increasing 
external involvement  
accession disincentives: imposing 
hindrances to membership in 
regional/international 
organizations  
national security measures: 
proscribing as a terrorist 
organization/state supporting 
terrorism, ban of support 
organizations  
third party involvement: threats of 
termination or termination of 
ongoing facilitation, mediation, 
or good office services; issuing 
warnings about a possible 
termination of third party 
involvement  
freedom broadcasting: 
supporting/orchestrating 
alternative information sources 
international criminal courts: 
compliance with rulings of 
international criminal courts, 
cooperation with international 
criminal courts  
 

IGOs  

facilitation: dialogue facilitation, dialogue 
training, problem-solving workshops 
training: political training, support with 
institution building 
forum for discussions: 
withdrawal of sanctions and political 
isolation  

diplomatic: condemning 
statements, withholding or 
terminating membership  
information dissemination: bringing 
attention to the issue in 
international media and other 
information outlets, condemning 
statements 

NGOs 

facilitation: dialogue facilitation, 
confidence building workshops 
training: political training, support with 
institution building, transitional justice  
networking assistance: assistance with 
establishing contact network, assistance 
with reaching out to states, IGOs and 
INGOs  
human rights: monitoring and promotion  

information dissemination: 
condemning statements, bringing 
attention to the issue in 
international media and other 
information outlets 
termination: termination of 
facilitation/training/workshop 
support  
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Third Party Incentives Threats/Disincentives 
S

ec
u

ri
ty

 

states 

monitoring: monitoring missions 
(military, police, or civilian), 
monitoring of decommissioning  
alliance/alignment, security guarantees: 
forming of security alliances, regional 
security integration projects, security 
guarantees 
support: support with security sector 
reform (SSR) and disarmament, 
demobilization, and reintegration 
(DDR) 
training/supervision: military advisers 
(non-combatant military support), 
counterinsurgency training/assistance   
weaponry: supply of weaponry  

intervention: military intervention 
(unilateral or with an 
international coalition), non-
consensual deployment of 
peacekeeping forces 
military embargoes: embargos on 
arms trade and arms exports  
withdrawal: withdrawal of 
monitoring mission 
 

IGOs  

monitoring: ceasefire, post-conflict and 
decommissioning monitoring, assistance 
with DDR and SSR programs  
post-conflict support: assistance with 
decommissioning, DDR and SSR 
reforms 

intervention: regional organization 
intervention  
 

NGOs 
Assistance/advisory: assistance with 
decommissioning, DDR and SSR 
reforms 

withdrawal of involvement, 
termination of projects related to 
DDR and SSR reform  

Third Party Incentives Threats/Disincentives 

A
id

 

States 

humanitarian: humanitarian aid 
post-conflict reconstruction: post-conflict 
reconstruction, rehabilitation, and 
development/post-conflict development 
aid 
development: aid, long-term post conflict 
reconstruction, infrastructure 
reconstruction, reconstruction of key 
communication and transport facilities, 
aid directed to the agrarian sector, 
increase of official development 
assistance (ODA)  

humanitarian aid: temporary or 
complete withdrawal of 
humanitarian aid, embargos on 
transportation of humanitarian 
aid  
post-conflict reconstruction: 
withdrawal of aid for post-
conflict reconstruction, imposing 
aid conditionality  
development: aid withdrawal, 
conditions to aid deployment  

IGO/IFI 

humanitarian: humanitarian aid, short-
term reconstruction  
post-conflict reconstruction: post-conflict 
reconstruction, rehabilitation, and 
development/post-conflict development 
aid, local micro-economic assistance, 
setting trust funds for long-term 
reconstruction and development  
development: aid 

withdrawal: aid withdrawal, 
project termination, tightening 
up conditions for receiving aid, 
imposing restrictions on aid 
allocation 
ban: ban on aid agencies 
cooperating with certain groups, 
banning aid staff from entering 
certain areas  

NGOs 

humanitarian: humanitarian aid, targeted 
humanitarian assistance  
post-conflict reconstruction: post-conflict 
reconstruction, rehabilitation, and 
development/post-conflict development 

Aid withdrawal, project 
termination 
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aid 

Third Party Incentives Threats/Disincentives 

E
co

n
om

y
/T

ra
d

e/
F

in
an

ce
 

states 

access to regional markets: favorable access 
to international/regional markets (e.g. 
GSP Plus status in the EU), “credit 
forgiveness” (Boyce, 2004) 
long-term economic assistance: soft loans, 
debt relief  
trade incentives: favorable trade tariffs, 
most-favored nation status, extending 
subsidies to exports and imports, 
providing export or import licenses, 
guaranteeing investments, encouraging 
capital imports and exports (Griffiths 
and Barnes, 2008: 13)    

sanctions and embargos: general 
trade sanctions, sanctions, formal 
restrictions to access to certain 
markets, selected embargos on 
commodities related to warfare, 
target sanctions (sanctions 
targeted at key figures, freezing 
of personal bank accounts/assets 
– targeted financial sanctions), 
freezing of organizational assets 
access to regional markets: 
withdrawing favorable conditions 
for access to regional markets 

IGOs/IFIs 

financial assistance: debt relief, soft loans, 
assistance with macroeconomic 
stabilization  
participation of IFIs in conflict resolution 
efforts: engagement of IFIs can result in 
their greater commitment to and focus 
on the specific conflict-affected country, 
at the same time, the IFIs can offer 
technical know-how and support which 
can also be extended to the post-conflict 
period  

sanctions: targeted financial 
sanctions and tariffs, termination 
of debt relief and soft loans 
programs  
fiscal reforms: conditioning fiscal 
reforms to granting economic 
assistance (mostly IFIs, Boyce, 
2002)  

NGOs 
advisory assistance, projects on capacity 
building and increasing economic 
literacy  

termination of advisory 
assistance, termination of 
projects  

Third Party Incentives Threats/Disincentives 

C
u

lt
u

re
/S

po
rt

s 

states 

joint organization or support for cultural 
and sporting events, educational 
projects, support of educational and 
cultural confidence building projects  

boycott of cultural and sporting 
events  
 

IGOs 

confidence building educational and 
cultural programs, bridging societal gaps  

boycott of cultural and sporting 
events, terminating patronage of 
events, withdrawing economic 
support to sporting and cultural 
events 

NGOs 

educational and cultural projects, 
bridging societal gaps 
 

withdrawing project 
participation, terminating 
ongoing activities, terminating 
patronage of events, boycott of 
events   
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Mindanao – Annex of the MoA AD - Territorial division  
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APPENDIX 3 – LIST OF CONDUCTED INTERVIEWS    
 
Interviews conducted on the GoSL-LTTE peace processes: 
 
GoSL  
De Silva, Nimal, Minister of Healthcare and 
Nutrition, member of the GoSL 2006 
negotiation team  

September, 2009, Colombo 

Wickremasinghe, Ranil, former Prime 
Minister  

September, 2009, Colombo 

Wijesinha, Rajiva, Ministry of Disaster 
Management and Human Rights, Secretary  

September, 2009, Colombo 

  
Others (alphabetical order)   
Akashi, Yasushi, Representative of the 
Government of Japan on Peacebuilding, 
Rehabilitation, and Reconstruction in Sri 
Lanka 

December, 2009, Tokyo  

Armitage, Richard, U.S., former Deputy 
Secretary of State  

August, 2010 

Brattskar, Hans, formerly Norway MoFA October, 2010, telephone interview  
Dhanapala, Jayantha, Secretary-General of 
the Secretariat for Coordinating the Peace 
Process 

September, 2009, Colombo 

Ellingsen Tunold, Betzy Marie, Norway, 
MoFA, Deputy Director General  

October, 2010 (consultation), Oslo 

Ferdinands, Tyrol, National Peace Council 
of Sri Lanka 

September, 2009, Colombo 

Gunaratna, Rohan, Head ICPVTR, 
RSIS/NTU 

September, 2009, Singapore  

Hanssen-Bauer, Jon, Norway MoFA October, 2010, telephone interview  
Haraldstad, Hilde, Norwegian Embassy in 
Colombo, Minister Counsellor  

September, 2009, Colombo  

Helgesen, Vidar, Norway, former Deputy 
Foreign Minister  

July, 2008, Stockholm  

Henricsson, Ulf, former head of the SLMM  August, 2010, Järna  
India MoFA officer  Undisclosed  
Jayawardene, Amal, Regional Centre for 
Strategic Studies, Executive Director   

August, 2009, Colombo 

JICA, Headquarters, Suzuki Hiroshi, 
Director, South Asia  

Tokyo, December, 2009 

Keenan, Alan, ICG, Senior Analyst October, 2010 
Kelegama, Saman, Director, Institute of 
Policy Studies of Sri Lanka 

September, 2009, Colombo 

Lam Peng Er, NUS June, 2008, Stockholm, June 2009, Singapore,  
M. Mayilvaganan, National Institute of 
Advanced Studies, India  

Email correspondence, October 2010  

MoFA Norway  Undisclosed  
Moorthy, Sathiya, Observer Research 
Foundation 

September, 2009, Colombo 

Palanovics, Norbert , ODA expert   December, 2009, Tokyo 
Pierce, Laurie, DAI May, 2010 
Raghavan, V.R., President, Centre for September, 2009, Colombo 
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Security Analysis  
Ropers, Norbert,  Berghof Foundation for 
Conflict Studies   

August, 2010 

Sachiko, Ishikawa, Senior Advisor, JICA  September, 2009, Singapore 
Security expert 1 September, 2009, Colombo  
Security expert 2 September, 2009, Colombo  
Yoshida, Aya, Japan, MoFA, Principal 
Deputy Director, Southwest Division  

December, 2009, Tokyo 

 
Interviews conducted on the GoI-GAM peace processes 
GoI  
Hamid Awaludin March, 2010, Moscow 
Security Analyst 1 Undisclosed  
Security Analyst 2 Undisclosed  
  
GAM/representing GAM  
Zaini Abdullah  April, 2010, Stockholm 
GAM member  April, 2010, Stockholm 
Bakhtiar Abdullah  June, 2008, Stockholm 
Irwandi Yusuf August, 2009, Banda Aceh 
GAM supporter  August, 2009, Banda Aceh  
Kingsbury, Damien, (GAM‟s adviser during 
the Helsinki peace process, scholar)  

Email correspondence, April 2010 

  
Others (alphabetical order)  
Ahtisaari, Martti, CMI May, 2009, Stockholm 
Barron, Patrick ,WB May, 2010 
Christensen, Juha, CMI   August, 2009, Banda Aceh 
Civil Society 1 August, 2009, Banda Aceh  
Civil Society 2 August, 2009, Banda Aceh 
de Beer, David Transtec, Technical Expter  August, 2009, Banda Aceh; October 2009,  
Gorman, David, HDC October, 2009, April 2010, Skype  
Hodann, Jan, formerly OPIC May, 2010, Stockholm 
Huber, Konrad, UNICEF April, 2010  
JICA, Headquaters, Kimura Takusaburo, 
Assistant Director, Southeast Asia Division  

Tokyo, December 2009 

Jones, Sidney, ICG, Senior Adviser  August, 2009, Jakarta  
Katae, Takashi, Japan, MoFA, Director, 
Second Southeast Asia Division 

December, 2009, Tokyo  

Penny, John, Head of Europe House  August, 2009, Banda Aceh 
Pierce, Laurie, DAI May, 2010, Skype 
Säve-Söderberg, Bengt, member of the Wise 
Men group, Sweden 

April, 2009, Stockholm  

Sebastian, Leonard C., Associate Professor, 
RSIS, NTU 

August, 2009, Singapore 

Wada, Yoshio, Professor, GRIPS December, 2009, Tokyo  
Walder, Eva, Swedish Ministry for Foreign 
Affairs (former head of the Asia-Pacific 
Department) 

April, 2010, Stockholm 

World Bank, officer  August, 2009, Banda Aceh 
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Interviews conducted on the GRP-MILF peace processes: 
 
GRP/representing GRP  
AFP officer, retired   July, 2009, Manila 
Agustin, Carlos L., National Defense 
University  

July, 2009, Manila 

Dagala, Olie B., MEDCo July, 2009, Davao City 
Deles, Teresita, former head of 
OPAPP/INCITEGov 

July, 2009, Manila  

Dureza, Jesus G., former chairman of the 
GRP peace panel 

July, 2009, Manila   

Ermita, Eduardo R., Executive Secretary, 
former head of OPAPP 

July, 2009, Manila   

Fernandez, Klein, MEDCo July, 2009, Davao City  
Fortunato, Abat U., retired AFP July, 2009, Manila 
Garcia, Rodolfo former member of the GRP 
Panel, former co-chairman of the CCCH  

July, 2009, Manila 

Malang, Zainudin, former OPAPP  July, 2009, Cotabato City  
Montesa, Camillo B., OPAPP, Assistant 
Secretary  

July, 2009, Manila 

OPPAP, officer July, 2009, Manila 
Rodil, Rudy B., GRP Panel Member  July, 2009, Manila 
  
MILF/representing MILF  
Ghadzali Jaafar, Vice Chairman for Political 
Affairs, member of the of the MILF peace 
panel  

July, 2009, Cotabato City  

Juanday, Danda, BDA, Executive Director  July, 2009, Cotabato City  
Mastura, Michael senior member of the 
MILF peace panel  

July, 2009, Cotabato City  

  
Others  (alphabetical order)  
Alar, Michael Frank A.,  International 
University of Japan  

July, 2009, Manila 

Ampatuan, Bai Haidee V., Director III, 
Office on Muslim Affairs  

July, 2009, Manila 

Analyst 1 July, 2009, Kuala Lumpur 
Analyst 2  July, 2009, Kuala Lumpur 
Arnando, Mary Ann, Mincode   July, 2009, Davao City  
Civil Society 1 Undisclosed  
Civil Society 2 Undisclosed  
Civil Society 3 Undisclosed 
Domingo, Patricia Georgina, AusAID July, 2009, Manila 
Gorman, David, HDC Manila Office   July, 2009, Manila  
Ishikawa, Yoshihisa, Embassy of Japan, 
Manila, First Secretary  

July, 2009, Manila 

Japan MOFA, Takashi Katae  Tokyo, December 2009 
JICA Manila office, Mayumi Amaike  July, 2009, Manila 
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