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As donors face the enormous issues confronting global
society today, a primary question is how diverse problems
can be effectively addressed. Wide-ranging challenges, such
as persistent poverty, increasing health epidemics, global
insecurity, environmental disaster, and social disintegration
highlighted by high levels of violence,1 require specific
responses; but due to their often integrated nature, they
cannot be addressed in isolation. Nor can they be effectively
addressed without confronting the inter-group tensions or
divergent agendas that surface. Finding common areas of
interest—whether they exist between a state and its
minorities, between rebel groups and the ruling government,
or between local communities and multinational companies—
is the key building block in conflict transformation efforts.
While the coexistence field does not have clearly defined parameters that fall
neatly within most donors’ funding lexicon, the very flexibility of its nature
makes coexistence work one of the strongest approaches for addressing the
economic, social, cultural, political, and security needs of today’s world.
Coexistence work cuts across a range of initiatives to include violence
prevention and management, post-conflict and conflict transformation work,
social cohesion, peacebuilding, reconciliation, and multicultural and pluralism
work, with the underlying goal of ensuring that communities and societies can
live more equitably and peacefully together.2 As such, coexistence work
supports the mechanisms for finding common ground and focuses on building
the structures essential to preventing conflict and achieving lasting impact on
the challenges facing the global community.
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Efforts to address the causes of conflict often remain
focused on short-term results that fail to address entrenched
perceptions and grievances,3 and do not support the longterm planning essential to conflict transformation.
Coexistence work addresses these failures in numerous
ways:
1)

Coexistence
work
addresses
relationshipand
confidence-building measures critical to long-term
sustainability of development and violence prevention
efforts.

2) Coexistence work allows for the inclusion of critical
actors such as local communities and potential “spoilers”
(actors who actively seek to obstruct the settlement of
conflict), whose exclusion is often a key cause for failure
of conflict prevention efforts.
3) Coexistence work is grounded in a commitment to
working within the local context, providing necessary
planning information to help avoid exacerbating problems,
promoting the sustainability of efforts through inclusion,
and supporting the implementation of activities that draw
upon local mechanisms and are appropriate to the needs
and capacities of local communities.
The causes of conflict are many, and responses must be
both strategic and multi-faceted. “Clearly, no single actor or
institution is able to address change at all these levels. A
wide variety of actors need to be involved, locally and
internationally…”4 Although significant levels of funding have
been allocated to address the multitude of challenges faced
by society today, they have not been as effective as hoped.
While this paper focuses on the importance of funding
coexistence work, a number of observations and
recommendations are made with regard to the value of
applying a coexistence approach or lens to funding strategies.
In addition, the paper emphasizes the importance of
supporting the continued mainstreaming of coexistence
approaches into the development agenda through the
creation of conflict-focused units and the promotion of
participatory programming. Increased support for integrated
funding, coexistence work, and the application of a
“coexistence lens” to funding can help donors improve the
efficacy of efforts to transform and prevent conflict and its
root causes—in particular, tensions between groups.

Current Funding Environment
While it is difficult to assess the level of funding for
coexistence work, an overview of trends in international
giving provides important information regarding funding
priorities and the implications of these priorities on prospects
for transforming inter-group relations.
Following a period of rapid growth in the 1990s, funding
from U.S. foundations for international purposes declined in
2002. The stock market downturn, a recession, and a more
difficult climate for giving in the wake of the terrorist attacks
of 9/11 and the ensuing “war on terror”—all contributed to
this reduction in support. Between 2002 and 2004, as
international giving decreased overall, shares of giving
increased for global programs of Western European
organizations and organizations working in Africa. SubSaharan Africa ranked first by share of dollars, receiving
nearly one-fifth of total funding. In contrast, the percentage
of funding declined for Latin America, Asia, Eastern Europe,
and Russia and the Independent States. However,
international giving by U.S. foundations rebounded in 2005,
reaching a record $3.8 billion.5 Specific funding for
“international affairs,” which includes efforts to promote
peace in foreign conflicts, economic development in
impoverished nations, and overseas disaster relief, jumped
nearly 41% to a record 591.2 million USD.6
During this period a number of emerging states and new
private donors added their support to international funding.
Emerging states of the Organisation for Economic
Cooperation and Development contributed up to 12% of
official humanitarian financing annually through the
Development Assistance Committee,7 and within both the
U.S. and Europe, newer foundations8— including community
foundations—and private donors have contributed in
increasing amounts to international projects.9 China has also
received attention in recent years with its particular focus on
funding for Africa. Estimates of China’s annual Official
Development Assistance (ODA) range from 1.5 to 2 billion
USD.10 The European Union (EC and Member States) has
continued to be a major source of assistance, with ODA
levels in excess of 83 billion Euro in 2006, of which nearly
10 billion was committed through the European Commission,

with nearly half this amount focusing on the ACP (Africa,
Caribbean, Pacific) countries.11
While funding appears to be on the rise, it is important to
look at the reasons that have contributed to this growth, as
they reveal numerous—and in some cases worrying—
implications for activities focused on social change and
peacebuilding. The increase in international funding levels
can largely be attributed to the outpouring of support for
disaster assistance, such as the Asian tsunami and the crisis
in Darfur; significant increases for global health, largely
spurred by the Gates Foundation Grand Challenges in Global
Health Initiative and commitments to fight HIV/AIDS; and
increasing support to conserve biodiversity, through funding
such as the Gordon and Betty Moore Foundation’s AndesAmazon Initiative.12 Increasingly, major international donors
have been allocating their support to disaster relief, to the
exclusion of other areas of funding, including coexistence
work.13 The phenomenon of ‘chasing’ conflict—reallocating
funding based on emerging threats (e.g. Afghanistan, Iraq)
and natural disasters—while not unwarranted, has resulted
in the re-directing of aid away from some regions and
sectors, and a high concentration of funding around certain
regions.14

Key Trends and Implications
The following trends in the international funding environment
illustrate the value of coexistence work and approaches.
These trends are: an increased focus on security; lack of
donor engagement with local strategies; reduced funding
opportunities for local actors; and the increased use of
coexistence-focused approaches in combating today’s global
issues.

1. Increased Focus on Security
Security work encompasses a broad range of activity,
including security-sector reform; work on small arms and
light weapons; trafficking and border management;
demilitarization,
demobilization,
reintegration
and
rehabilitation; and the combating of terrorist threats and
weapons of mass destruction. While the variety of areas
covered necessarily involves a wide range of actors, funding
trends reveal an inclination towards military security and antiterrorism measures, as part of the “war on terror”15 resulting
from 9/11. Increasing amounts of funding are being
distributed via Defense Ministries and Departments,16 and
even efforts to better coordinate ODA, as seen in the United
Kingdom’s Global Conflict Prevention Pool, are coming under
scrutiny from a variety of sectors. While the Global Conflict
Prevention Pool was designed to promote joint thinking on
conflict issues by the Department for International
Development, the Foreign Office, and the Ministry of

Defence, many claim that in the attempt to combine the
broad perspectives represented by these agencies, the
security agenda has predominated.17 In the U.S., attempts to
coordinate diplomacy, defense, and development are raising
similar questions regarding the increased militarization of
diplomacy and development and the increased involvement
of military personnel in areas such as reconstruction and
rehabilitation.18
A preoccupation with the international security agenda
presents several challenges, both for donors funding work
overseas and for organizations operating in areas of work
related to coexistence and conflict transformation. Stricter
government policies in the U.S., aimed at preventing the
diversion of charitable assets to terrorist organizations, may
be discouraging funding of overseas initiatives.19 The
upsurge in funding of U.S.-based organizations—to the
detriment of locally-based organizations—may have also
been a result of stricter regulations, which require security
clearance of both staff and family members. This policy
indirectly involves NGOs in intelligence gathering, placing
their neutrality and their very ability to conduct their work at
risk. Such restrictions raise questions not only of
independence—an enormous price to pay to ensure financial
survival for NGOs, whose very work is predicated on
independence—but also of access as well. Such restrictions
effectively rule out working with all actors—including
potential “spoilers.” Excluding such actors only undermines
efforts to resolve conflict. Coexistence work facilitates
access to these parties; access that is often extremely
difficult (or in many cases forbidden—think of the U.S.
government’s line of “we don’t negotiate with terrorists”),
despite its necessity.
Security is a critical component of addressing conflict, and in
many cases of helping to maintain peace, but it is only one
component of the package required to address the multitude
of factors causing tension and outbreaks of violence. There
is a tremendous amount of important work being done in the
sector. Still, an overemphasis on the military aspects of
security, combined with a lack of support for others engaged
in the sector (civil society for example) can result not only in
the failure to engage all parties of a given conflict, but also
can actually isolate communities who can become targeted
as ‘collaborators.’ A further complication of such an approach
lies in the fact that the closer cooperation required between
diplomatic, defense, and development actors can become
mired in confusion, as “these actors do not share a common
language or culture.”20 And finally, such an approach fails to
draw upon the breadth and depth of knowledge and
experience available through the work undertaken by other
actors.
Integrated funding of coexistence work could help encourage
dialogue among the various actors involved in security issues.

It would also help ensure that the conditions of local
communities are better understood by defense and
diplomatic actors, who often lack the access to, and in many
cases, the confidence of these communities. Funding for
coexistence work is also critical for those organizations and
individuals willing to take the risk to engage with spoilers,
which has proven necessary in numerous instances of
seemingly intractable conflict.

2. Lack of Coordination with Local Strategies
Increased politicization of aid decreases the likelihood that
local actors will have control over strategies to address
conflict, development, and even disaster planning, and this
significantly reduces both the appropriateness and long-term
sustainability of initiatives. Donors all too often arrive with
predetermined plans that limit the involvement of local actors
in strategy development and decision-making. As a result,
outside interests and plans take precedence, and local
civilian populations are marginalized as one of many
‘stakeholders,’21 despite rhetoric adopted by the international
community that emphasizes local ownership and the
importance of ‘indigenous mechanisms.’ Externally driven
efforts to promote democratization as the panacea to all
problems are one example.22 Although the causal link
between a lack of accountable and transparent democratic
regimes and a range of destabilizing dynamics has been
reinforced by examples across the globe,23 we have also
seen numerous cases in which democracy can intensify
identity-based conflicts and in which democratic processes
have been used to consolidate and retain power.24 This was
the case in Sri Lanka, where majoritarianism led to violent
conflict between the Sinhala and Tamil factions.
A study by Coexistence International noted that,
overwhelmingly, policymakers stress their “unequivocal
commitment to participatory and inclusive approaches in
policy development….”25 However, despite improvements in
this area, policy and funding decisions often remain at
headquarters’ level, and decisions taken without due regard
to their impact at the local level and without attention to
transferring power to local players remain an all too common
occurrence. The role of recipients in funding is an important
topic for further discussion among funders. Those receiving
funding need to be seen as partners in the process—not as
mere recipients. A simple grantor-grantee relationship fails to
capitalize on the critical lessons to be shared and on
opportunities for improved programming, and subsequently,
improved impact.
The problem is not so much with concepts, but with
approaches that allow minimal space for discussion and
thinking that may run counter to the current solutions
promoted by powerful players in the international community.
Further, many of the solutions favored today require

elements (e.g. civil society) that are often nascent or nonexistent, or worse, do exist but in a form not easily
incorporated into the strategies of the international
community, i.e. religious associations or networks supported
by former combatants. Consequently, the donor community
and international organizations often end up creating
structures rather than assisting in their natural development
or working within existing structures. This ultimately creates
additional problems further down the line, such as a
weakened civil society, community mistrust of both civil
society and the international community, and exclusion of
important groups (such as religious groups or veterans
associations) who are often seen as too ‘biased’ to engage
with, even if they have a proven track record at community
mobilization against violence. Societies in transition need to
explore their own meanings of concepts such as democracy
or reconciliation, as strategies developed outside of the
context of the conflict and with prescribed stages only serve
to fuel tension in already fragile climates.
Additionally, funding allocation and timeframes can
sometimes become tied to political timetables and
commitments, and the result is, more often than not,
attempts at quick-fix solutions that do not address more
sensitive processes, such as reconciliation, and that fail to
plan for the long term. A survey of donors and civil society
representatives in Kosovo revealed that an aversion toward
addressing the underlying causes of conflict, combined with
an emphasis on the immediate re-establishment of security,
although important, resulted in a lack of long-term planning
to rebuild severed relations and re-establish trust among
communities.26 The consequence, according to these
representatives—donors and NGOs alike—was a ‘frozen’
conflict, where the “disputes are alive and well.”27
While national ownership of strategies is critical, there is a
danger that these strategies do not often reflect the reality
of needs at the local level, particularly communities at the
periphery. Further, the relationships between civil society
players and national governmental actors are often
characterized by mistrust due to nepotism, corruption, and
patterns of political opposition. Very often, donors focus on
the importance of national-level strategies, without
addressing local government and civil society. There is a
further danger for civil society organizations not based in
capital cities in that they are not as frequently consulted as
their counterparts who are more easily accessible.
Funders of coexistence work can assist in countering topdown approaches by working directly with local communities
to assess causes of tension, needs, and capacities (for peace
as well as violence). More and more, as donors increasingly
play a central role in policy and strategy discussion,28 it
becomes imperative to bridge the divide between those
implementing work on the ground and those making funding

and policy decisions. In comparison with governmental and
intergovernmental donors, foundations and corporate donors
are often less subject to political and media pressures and
have a proven track record of providing support for nontraditional activities and operations in largely forgotten
regions.29 This level of independence and openness to
innovation allows such donors a significant degree of
flexibility for supporting improved strategies for coexistence
and conflict transformation.

3. Reduced Funding Opportunities
for Local Actors
In recent years, international funding has been allocated to a
smaller number of implementing agencies and to an
increasing number of private contractors and consulting
firms.30 Additionally, an increasing proportion of funding is
being allocated to large projects run by governments in the
developing world.31 It has been estimated that by 2020 as
few as 20 multinational NGOs may account for up to 80% of
all non-government resource allocation.32 The emergence of
‘mega private funds’33 such as the Soros Foundation and the
Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation,34 coupled with the
massive pledges of more established funders such as the
Carnegie Corporation and the Ford Foundation, have also
contributed to this trend, as there is a tendency among these
large funders to seek equally large partnerships of
international non-governmental organizations (INGOs) and
for-profit institutions. Research on funding trends reveals
that large gifts tend to attract additional funding from other
donors, thus reducing available funding for other causes.
The axiom “money attracts money” is fitting in this context.
Larger, longer-established organizations will have an
advantage with the many donors who are seeking to
streamline their grantmaking processes by funding fewer
organizations. Despite the availability of funding mechanisms
specifically targeting smaller and newly established
organizations, larger INGOs are likely to continue their
growth to the detriment of smaller, less experienced, and
more isolated actors. In the increasingly competitive
fundraising market, strategic alliances to implement
integrated projects and access to donors become extremely
important,35 and are another area where those organizations
with established contacts, resources to present a more
professional identity, and the ability to travel and network
will have the advantage. It is a common complaint among
local NGOs that they simply “…don’t have the resources to
compete with big international NGOs and private firms.”36
Further, as one NGO representative noted about a recent
European Commission conference focusing on funding
opportunities in Southeastern Europe, “…The entire
afternoon was focused on presentations of private consulting
firms selling their services, not about how local organizations
can access funding to implement their own projects.…”37

The problems with this trend are multiple, but some key issues
include: the implementation of projects by organizations that do
not necessarily possess on-the-ground knowledge and access
to local communities; attempts to ensure financial survival that
pull organizations away from their original mandates (and
potentially away from areas in which their skills are strongest);
the disappearance of smaller ‘niche organizations’ as funding
pools decrease; failure to empower local actors who are
needed to sustain communities; and stagnation in local civil
society sectors as they fail to compete with external
organizations. Funding in this way maintains the major
inequities that characterize division in resources in the world,
ultimately exacerbating underlying sources of conflict.
Funding of coexistence work will facilitate the involvement of
local communities’ contribution to national strategies, but this
must be complemented with more stringent monitoring and
evaluation on the part of the donor community. A donor’s
commitment does not end with the distribution of grants; it is
incumbent upon donors to follow through with monitoring of
how their money is applied and to evaluate the results and
potential impact. At the same time, however, donors must be
more flexible in their approach to monitoring and evaluation,
and understand the value of process in conflict transformation.
In terms of accountability, transparency is also required on the
side of the donor community. Donors need to review the
impact of their strategies and improve their level of coordination
to ensure that diverse local actors are not marginalized when it
comes to funding. Donors providing “mega funds” need to
ensure that they are promoting conflict-sensitive development,
as such massive amounts of money can dramatically alter the
conflict landscape (both positively and negatively); and they
need to complement such funding with coexistence work that
focuses on improving social inclusion.

4. Mainstreaming of Coexistence Lens
The links between social inclusion, stability, and the attainment
of broader development goals are widely recognized, resulting
in the positive mainstreaming of coexistence work in a number
of institutions. A few examples of such efforts include the
United Nations Development Programme’s Bureau for Crisis
Prevention and Recovery, the Organization of American States’
Special Program for the Promotion of Dialogue and Conflict
Resolution Unit, the World Bank’s Conflict Prevention and
Reconstruction Unit, and the Organisation for Security and
Cooperation in Europe’s Conflict Prevention Centre. Many
government donor agencies have also recognized the
importance of improving conflict-response mechanisms and
better integrating development and conflict work as well. The
Canadian government works through the Canadian
Peacebuilding Coordinating Committee; the United Kingdom
has developed its Conflict Prevention Pools and the Conflict
and Humanitarian Affairs Department; the United States
Agency for International Development has established the

Office of Conflict Management and Mitigation and the Office
of the Coordinator for Reconstruction and Stabilization; and
Nordic governments have long been proactive in supporting
conflict prevention and peacebuilding activities. While these
examples are but a few, and not without their challenges, it
is clear that more and more donors are improving their
knowledge for operating in unstable environments.
However, gaps remain. This is where the concept of ‘conflictsensitive development’ can play a useful role. The
international community has increasingly recognized the
potential of development work, however well intended, to
fuel conflict. A number of donor institutions have recognized
the need to improve their knowledge about working in
conflict situations and have adopted more conflict-sensitive
approaches to their work. Further positive trends have been
seen in the support of locally administered reintegration
programs and, in some cases, truth and justice commissions.
An increased awareness of the value of improving relations
between conflicting parties and cooperation among local,
national, and international partners has led to a higher level
of support among both local and international communities
for Track II diplomacy and dialogue efforts. The use of arts in
peacebuilding, such as the Transforming Arms into
Ploughshares Project, an innovative project designed to
promote peacebuilding and reconciliation while concurrently
reducing the stockpile of small arms in Mozambique has
been another effort at integration. (The project encourages
the creation of sculpture and art pieces out of some
weapons, and the destruction of others in exchange for
tools.) Projects that draw people into reconciliation processes
at their own pace and allow them to engage in such
processes in less confrontational or more culturally resonant
ways tend to be especially effective; some examples include
numerous Peace Parks promoting sustainable development
while engaging communities in strategies to promote
reconciliation and peaceful coexistence; monuments around
the globe; and drumming circles throughout parts of Africa
to support reconciliation.
Such efforts not only support local methods of
communication and addressing social problems, but also
often prove effective at breaking down barriers by enabling
people to engage emotionally. These breakthroughs are
important, particularly because, as scholars and practitioners
are increasingly recognizing, “…rational processes alone
cannot transform relationships of enmity or indifference….”38
The transformation of relationships is the foundation of
coexistence work and the foundation for the transformation
of conflict. Without significant and sustained support for
these activities, plans for security and the attainment of
broader development goals are subject to collapse, as the
underlying causes of conflict remain unaddressed.

Recommendations
Donor Community in general:
• Recognize the fact that societal-level change requires
long-term commitment and coordinate with other donors
to ensure that long-term funding is provided; at the same
time, better coordinate overall funding allocations to
ensure that certain sectors are not dangerously underfunded.
• Incorporate and expand the use of conflict-impact
assessments into funding strategies to better understand
the impact of funding on the conflict environment.
• Distribute larger grants through networks to be more
effective at facilitating social change and to operate at
many levels and with a range of actors.39 Funding in this
manner can also support the distribution of smaller grants
to local organizations, thus contributing to civil society
development and engagement with community actors at
the local level.
• Support dialogue, coordinated planning, and expertise
exchange among the development, defense, and
diplomatic communities.
• Increase awareness of the benefits of preventive activities
and take an active role in dissemination of this information
to the broader public. For example, despite cost-benefit
analyses that have shown disaster prevention to be cost
efficient and important in reducing serious human
suffering and economic loss, understanding of this among
either the general public or the donor community is
lacking.40
• Fund opportunities for academics and other actors to
work with field staff and practitioners to “…close the gap
between theory and practice.…”41
• Meet with practitioners to improve understanding of the
intricate social processes that contribute to conflict
transformation and social change, and re-evaluate time
scales and criteria for funding success.
• Use leverage at the policy level to provide platforms for
civil society. This should be complemented by training in
making presentations to policymakers, as well as
educating NGOs about the importance of familiarizing
themselves with the intricacies of the system they intend
to influence.42
• Provide community outreach and advocacy at the policy
level (both national and international) to fill the gaps that
currently exist between decision-makers and local
communities.
• Take advantage of opportunities for coexistence work
within funding for the health and educational sectors: plan
dialogue sessions at local vaccination points, incorporate
leadership training and conflict resolution skills into school
curricula, etc.

• Consider various approaches for increased donor
transparency and accountability, such as the Financial
Tracking System instituted by the United Nations Office
for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA).43
These could also serve as important indicators for
identifying gaps in funding.
• Re-assess roles in the donor-grantee relationship, as well
as in the global issues being addressed. Recognize that
while grantees involved in conflict-related and disastermanagement work are often asked to take risks, donors
are often unwilling to do the same.
• Review aspects of current policies that may inhibit the
transformation of conflict. For example, cross-border work
is particularly needed in certain regions where there has
been a spillover of conflict, but is often difficult to fund
under country-based approaches, where funding can only
be applied within countries, not across borders—a
drawback of a number of government-funding programs.
• Recognize role as partners in the transformation of
conflict. This means engaging more actively in the
conflicts and going to the field—not just to the capitals,
but to the villages and border towns where problems are
often most acutely felt.

Private Donors (Foundations, Trusts,
Community Foundations, Corporations):
• Bring together diverse practitioners and donors to discuss
the implications of the politicization of funding and to
develop strategies to influence policy.
• Facilitate dialogue on and exploration of more sensitive
issues with all stakeholders, including government donors
who might otherwise avoid these subjects.
• Support coexistence activities that engage all actors—
including potential “spoilers.” This is particularly important,
as the exclusion of those parties most interested in
pursuing violence will result in a return to violence if their
grievances are not addressed. Government donors may
not be willing to support such initiatives and as a result
civil society may, in an effort to retain independence and
the trust of communities, avoid government funding.
• Ensure that dialogue efforts are structured in such a way
as to achieve maximum impact on situations of conflict.
• Provide support for local exercises that explore concepts
such as democracy and justice, and that enable local
representatives to raise questions about donor
approaches within the context of their particular social
and historical setting.44
• Encourage initiatives aimed at creating mechanisms for
local/regional resource mobilization to support financial
sustainability and a degree of independence for local
organizations.

Conclusion
Addressing the diverse causes of conflict and the development
needs across the globe requires cooperation among a variety
of actors at multiple levels—local, national, and international—
each providing critical knowledge, experience, and
understanding. A major threat lies in the continued adherence
to results-driven, top-down approaches and an avoidance of
long-term strategy development. Despite the overwhelming
evidence of the benefits of preventative-planning—in terms of
saving money, infrastructure, and, ultimately, lives—
approaches in this area remain dangerously under-supported.
Development work must address the inter-group relations and
divergent agendas that are the driving forces behind conflict
and poverty, and this approach, too, is under-funded.
Efforts to reduce poverty and mitigate conflict are subject to
failure if donor approaches remain fragmented and short-term
in nature. Coexistence work is premised on the need to
engage people directly and provide them the space and
support to find common ground upon which they can build a
base for their future. Supporting the creation of such bases
will help to ensure that strategies developed to tackle the
problems facing us are far more likely to meet with lasting
success. The question remains, will donors, who currently
control the lion’s share of resources, exercise the flexibility,
foresight, and courage to meet these challenges?
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