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Abstract
Title: Using Carrots to Bring Peace? Negotiation and Third Partyeiment
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 selfletermination grievancesThis 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: GOS0 TE in Sri Lanka (Eelam, 20@®3; 2006), GeGAM in
Indonesia (Aceh, 2008D3; 2005), and the GRRILF in the Philippines (Mindanao, 200d
08). The findings indicate that those third party incentives which are linked to the core
conflict issues are most likely to haveome 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 coreonflict 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 MEQO), and mitigation of issues enhancing
negotiation asymmetry, are isges that motivate parties to adopt a problesolving
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 discussdsnitations 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 girocess entrapmeiiich 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 thatexternal parties are not keen on stipulating MEOs.

Keywords:Peace negotiation, third party involvement, incentives, leverage, ripeness,
mutually enticing opportunity (MEO), peace processes in Sri Lank&élam,200208),
Indonesia (Aceh, 2008D3; 2005)he Philippines (Mindanao, 20@D8)
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Peace is 10% peace agreem@arichplementation
Irenedindayd Santiago
1. INTRODUCTION

How to make peac® This is a simple question to which manyscholarshave attempted to
find an answer in complex theories and analyse$his dissertation contributes to the
discussion by focusing on negotiain processes between contendipgrties in intrastate
armed conflicts and specifically, on the impacts of third party involvement in such
processesSearching forthe correct analyical tools in examining such conflicts or even
identifying aformula for the peaceful termination of intrastatearmed conflicts hasbeen
one of themain focusesof the conflict resolution field as well asinternational relations at
large. It has been argued that a general blueprint of best practices in conflict resolution
initiatives tends to simplify the causes ofconflicts d or evenoverlooks the roots of the
tensions (Harpviken and Kjellman, 2004)Furthermore, some suggest that every conflict
displays its own specific features, and that generalizatioray neglect these particularities
and, therefore, can only provide partial solutis (Havermans, 200). I, on the other hand,
believethat certain featuresof one conflict need to be compared againsimilar cases to
provide a stisfactory answer to a general questionFor instance, certainaspectsof
countriesd i nvo lcessemean benalyzadinpaenansber ofpekamplesn
orderto create a policy toolkitKriesberg, 2008).

Following the end of the Cold War, it was generally believed that global conflict
tensions would decrease; however, the thaw triggerdte escalation ofa number of
intrastate, mostly ethnic and religious, armed conflictsThe early 1990s were particularly
conflict-riddenyears which saw theescalation of conflicts in former Yugoslaviathe post
Soviet countries (Georgia, Azerbaijgrand Tajikistan), Rwanda, Somalia, and Guatemala.
Contrary to the Cold War era, the UN Security Council and other organizations were no
longer shackledby the restraints of the bipolar order, and the opportunity for conflict
prevention, conflict management, and conflict resolioin efforts increasedsignificantly. A

topic for discussion could focus on hosuccessfutheseconflict resolution attemptswere;

! According to Uppsala Conflict Data Project (UCDP) criteria, there were roughly 108 armed conflicts
registered between 1989 and 1998; the period-20@® witressed 123 armed conflicBespite the possible
inaccuracy in the numbersit is evident that the number of armed conflicts has ineased significantly since
1989(Wallensteenand Sollenberg1998; UCDR. Additionally , according tothe UCDP, only 41 per ent of
conflicts (between 1989 ar2D07) ended with a pea agreement, 59 per cent without. is to be noted that
the conflicts which resulted in a peace agreement did not necalsateescalat into a peace consolidation
phase.
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but the main point is that thepeace andonflict research field experienced a renaissance
period, which has brought new qué®ns to the fore as well asassociated:hallengesfor
researchersNone of the conflicts examined heresscalated aftethe end of the Cold Wa;
however, the new tools employed after th&990sin addition to the changedinternational
environment, had someimpact on conflict resolution initiatives in the selected case
studies®

Both researchers and practitionersave sought new means to approach conflict
resolution by securing agreater participationfor external third parties with varied leves
of involvement o from facilitators, mediators, andactors providinggood offices to peace
enforcement. The newly shaped international structurtaat emerged with the end of the
Cold War allowed regional organizations such as the North AtlantiEreaty Organization
(NATO), the Organization for Security aml Cooperation in Europe(OSCE), and the
Organization for African Unity ( OAU) to take a more actve role in peace initiatives
both from the peacemaking and peace enforcement perspestive

Additionally, interest has ncreasedin non-military issues such ashe growing
socioeconomic disparities between developed and underdeveloped countassyell as
growing differences between regions within countries. Furthermorgsing competition
for energy and natural resourcesas well asthe increased needor cooperation in
combating organized crime and narcosctrade networks and dealing with pandemic
biological threatsand environmental security has openedup new avenues for possible
cooperation and tools for initiating ew ties between countries and regioAsAll these
issueshave beenin many casesdirectly or indirectly connected to causes of armed
conflicts and therefore often addressed in conflict management and conflict resolution

efforts.

1.New toolsfor conflict resolutioninitiatives
A greatnumber of ongoing intratate armed conflics emerged alreadyn the 1970st the
start of the postcolonial period their causes not directly related to the bipolar division of

world affairs. However, the 1990s saw ¢éhdevelopment of severalew conflict resolution

?Selected casstudiesare the peace negotiatioris Sri Lanka (200806), Aceh, Indonesia (206@3;2005), and
Mindanao, Philippines (20G108).

5The Cold Wards focal andnickarproliferationyend thetn@miliyary issuésa n c e
were treated mostly within the two main ideological blocs. Nommilitary issues were regarded as secondary
and appearetkss oftenas a part of conflict resolution process

2
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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 regimesand arms control initatives during the Cold War in Europe,have
come tobe newly employed within different frameworks of noamilitary issues such as
economig cultural, and energy cooperatianThe change in perceiving conflicts andhe
recognizing of new issuesheraldedthe implementation of innovative tools in conflict
managementand conflict resolution initiatives For instance, energy and economic
incentives played a key role in the mmtiations betweenNorth Korea and the United
States resulting in the Agreed Frameworkin 1994.

The enhanced focus orthe development of nommilitary measures of conflict
resolution in the postCold War period resulted inthe placing of greater importanceon
capacity building and confidence building exercisethis applies to both state and moe
state actors, but programs famembers of different insurgehmovements with afocuson
the transition from guerrilla movements tolegitimate political parties were especially
targeted at non-state actors.This is also partly connected to a greater inlwement of
external nongovernmengl organizatiors (NGOSs) in conflict resolution. For instance, the
positive developments in Northern Irelandafter the 1998 Good Friday Agreement led to
numerous workshops for former members of the Irish Repuldic Army (I RA).
Elsewhere other separatisiand insurgentgroupsengaged in peace processssch asthe
Moro Islamic Liberation Front (MILF , Philippines), the Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam
(LTTE, Sri Lanka), the Revolutionary Armed Forces of ColombiaHARC, Colombia), the
Communist Party of NepalMaoist (CPN-Maoist, Nepal), and Hamas (Palestine)
underwent training, on various levels,to assist in their transition from military
organizatiors to political parties* Capacity building seminars and confidence building
exercisesemployed in the context of normilitary issues on this level (non-state actors)
represent new tools in the conflict resolution fieldhowever, it is important to note that
these measureare only complementary mechanisms that need to bepplemeted with

other approaches as well.

* For instance, one workshop focused on this wagjanized by the Berghof Foundatiofor Conflict Studies
(Berlin) in September 2005
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1.ZEmerging trerds in negotiation andconflict resolution practices

The last decade of the twentieth centuraw the emergence of new actors othe
international stage including within the field of conflict prevention, conflict
management, and conflict resolutionwWhile states have remained prime players, mostly
on account oftheir economic and political resourced but also due to the limited action
capacity of global international organizations, namely th& nited Nations (UN) o
regional organizationsand NGOs have played an increasingly important part in peace
processesprimarily within track two and track three initiativesbut also in peacebuilding
(Aall, 1996; Destexhe, 200Bartoli, 2008 Gilboa, 2008

In peacebuilding and implementation processeshey are often important
subsidiaries to the UN agencies working in the fig. In some conflicts NGOs have even
accepted responsibility for implementing and monitoring peace agreemeRhisr instance,
the Henri Dunant Center (HDC, Center for Humanitarian Dialogue) facilitated the first
talks between the Government of Indonesia and the Free Aceh Movement (GAMNd in
December 2002 createdraonitoring mission (Joint Security Committee) composed of
Thai and Fiipino peacekeepersind experts from a number of European countriés
Secondly, in some conflictsthe private sectorhas played amore significant role being
more directly involved in peace initiatives. In the cases of ElI Salvador (direct
participation), Northern Ireland, Colombia, and South Africa, private companies and
business communities contributedconsiderably to facilitating the respective peace
agreemats (Tripathi and Glnduz, 2008)

At the same time, asidefrom the private initiatives, donors (mainly bilateral,
states) have expandetheir role to more targeted projectsusing economic leverage in
peacebuilding initiatives(e.g. d pan I nternati onal Co ®ffi@alr at i on
Development Assistance Charted oNew ODA Charter 6 from August 2003f 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 thesphere of interest

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

®>The Henri Dunant Center, later rebranded as the Ceetfor Humanitarian Dialogue, is a Swiss non

governmental organization based in Geneva active in promoting peace dialogue and mediation efforts in

conflict and postconflict sodeties (see chapter b

®The ONew ODA Charterdé as adopted by Japands gover nme
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 (macom®mic) cooperation. There
are many prior examples of utilizing development aid in conflict prevention mechanisths.

In addition, development aid has also been seen as a stabilization tool in-posflict
societies.

Furthermore the European Union (EU) las emerged as a new international actor,
defining its joint foreign policy aims through the framework®f the Common Foreign and
Security Policy (CFSP) and the European Security and Def@nPolicy (ESDP). The EU
common position on involvement in peace presses is yet to be definetlowever,its role
in some conflict resolution initiatives shouldnot be neglected In 2005, thefirst EU-led
monitoring mission was deployedto verify the implementation of the peace agreement
between the Government of Indoneai and GAM in Aceh, Indonesia’ Prior to this, EU
missions monitored peacagreement implementationn former Yugoslavia (EUMM) and
on the border between Ukraine and Moldova (EU assistance border monitoring mission
BAM , Decembe 2005). Moreover, ithas bea operating a missionn Georgia following
the clashes of August 2008European Monitoring Mission to Georgia, EUMM civil
monitoring mission, deployed in September 2008Cons e quent | vy, t he EUOS
stems fromits assisting other actors with peacaitiatives and by providing a pool of
economic resourceand expertisgor peacebuilding and reconstruction efforts.

As shown above, the new actors in the international arena have notably enriched
the complexity of conflict resolution resources With th ese changes, the prospects for
engaging in conflict prevention, conflict managementand peacemaking by other than
military means drew greater attention from the academic community. In the 1980s and
early 1990s, academic literature covered sufficiently thefinitions of relatively new terms
such asconflict management,mediation, negotiation and facilitation, confidence building
measures and peacekeeping and peacebuildings the debate progressed, conflict
resolution scholars have reflected upon new trés in international politics and conflict

studies andaddressed more complex studies

" For instance, the US. Marshall Plan for Europeand laterthe incentives for Greece andurkey, after

World War Il, 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 thieokld
adopt a common policy on political involvement in peace processes not limit its involvement in conflict

and postconflict scenarios to reconstruction aid and developmt assistance (Gentz, 2007).

° The Aceh Monitoring Mission (AMM), EU-led mission, @operation with ASEAN countries,see chapter
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1.Emerging trends innegotiation andconflict resolutiontheory

Kriesberg (2008) states that the conflict resolution field continues to evolve and belongs to
one of the most dynamic areaswithin the extensive International Relations (R) family.
New approaches to studying conflicts do natsually 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, nonproliferation, and the impact of culture on negotiationnegotiation theory has
also developd within the context of new emerging issuess briefly outlined in the
previous sectionResearch has been conducted iritee environment and climate change
(e.g. Sjostedt 2002 2003 Betsill, 2008, the gender aspects ofiegotiation (e.g. Kolb and
Coolidge, 1995}he involvement of NGOs in conflict resolution, particularly in relation
to their potential in informal processege.g. Bartoli, 2008; Aall, 1996)errorism (e.qg.
Hayes, 2002; Hayes, Kaminski, Beres, 2003), tbie of media (Gilboa, 2008 and new
possibilities resulting fromIT and communications technologies(e.g. Bichler, Kersten,
Strecker, 2003)This is by no means arexhaustivelist of new trends within negotiation
theory, but it doesdemonstratethe growing diversity of the field.

With regard to the focus on incentives in negotiation theoryexisting practices
from peace processes show that greadittention needs to be paid tthe economic aspects
of the conflict, such as easing soeeconomic disparites 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 econonstudies
(Collier, 2005;Le Billon, 2003, 2005, 2007; Ballentaned Sherman, 2003; or Berdal and
Malone, 2000, but which were only rarely presented in the context of negotiation theory.
These issues havaonethelesbh e come part of t haedthe thidpatied al ks 0
facilitating talks have often extended Heir involvement to donor activities or their
coordination. The current academic debate, however, offaaly a limited number of
studies combining research bothnanegotiation and donor involvement in peace processes

One of the first thorough studiesdiscussingthe use of positive conditionality,
foreign aid, wa s F@digpad Bebogiagidnsthe Bweslishdnzanidn aid
dialogug published in 1992The main debate on employing peace conditionalities

intensified a decade later, when bothractitioners and the academic community devoted

6
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attention to peacebuilding and conflict resolutioff. Notwithstanding, the peace
conditionality factor in international negotiations remains one of the most theoretically
oneglected areas in the field. Moreoegr, relatively little is alluded to in the academic
debate aboutnitiatives precedingthe actual peace process and official negotiatiom$is
might be because is very difficult to determinethe exactinfluence of informal processes
and unofficial or second track facilitaton on the overall outcome. Thereforepbtaining a
complete picture of all patterns in conflict management processeso simple matter and

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

1.4Generalaims of this dissertation
This dissertation attempts to provide a better understanding of whamnpacts tools,
especially economic and political incentivesemployed by third parties in pace
negotiation in intrastate armed conflicts, have on brming the negotiating strategiesof
conflicting parties Negotiating strategy is understood as an approach and policy piag
for interaction in a dialoguewhich aims for a nonviolent settlement of a dispute. It
should be highlighted that his researchis primarily focused on negotiation and
negotiation theories. Zartman (200822) asserts that negotiation appears in both conflict
management and conflict resolution; the inquiry is thusncompasses both concepts

The main focus is onthe employment of ron-military incentives, economic
political, and development inducements, commonly referred tas carrots In the policy
context, arrots, especially in the form of development aid, are oftenprioriregarded as
positive for the recipients; however, empral evidence from conflictslike Sri Lanka or
Afghanistan indicates otherwise™!n both cases, extensive usage of economic inducersent
did not lead to peace consolidation; on the contrary, it brought intactus many previously
neglectedissues such aghe disunity of contending partiesthe lack of a general plan for
postconflict recongruction, and coordination of fund distribution With regard to the
latter, powersharing issues emerge in the debates many insurgent groups see funds that
need tobe channeled through the government as an indicator of dependency on the central

government, which further aggravates their seffletermination grievancesThus, the main

“The term dpeace conditionality is further clarified in the chapter orResearch Designd Methodology
“There is vigorous theoretical debate discussing under which conditions incentives canechaem 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 resmunftiet nexus and the role of
natural resources as a cfiiot cause and also as an impediment to resolution (Collier, 2008; Bannon and
Collier, eds., 2003; Humphreys, 2005; Navon, 2010)

7
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departure point for this dissertation is assessirtfje employment of carrots in peace
processes byexternal third parties and answeringthe simple questionnWhy doesndt
work?

This thesis consists of nine chapterschapterstwo, three and four provide a
theoretical departure point;the general theoretical assumption is thatunder ripe
condtions, external incentives have some impact othe bel | i ger ent s o ne
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 thesi€nsuing chapters atline the
empirical body, discussing three negotiation processes in Sri Lanka (GdSITE),
Indonesia (GoFGAM), and the Philippines (GRP-MILF). Following this, the empirical
findings are appliedo the designed theoretical frameworKk he final chapter recas on the
main conclusions of tle researchand includes a number of policy recommendations
summing up the main pointsso as to beccessible to policy makers

This researchalsoanswers indirectly the questiomf what the results of third party
involvement in the selected negotiation processase Although the inquiry is not directly
targeted at determining whethema particular third party involvement was successful or
not, each case study chapter ends with a brief evaluation and explanation of the eatern
involvement. Empirical evidence was collected mostly from interviews (see section 3.6)

Prime beneficiaries of this researclre scholars focusing on conflict resolution
namely negotiation theoryand peace research. In additippolicy recommenations for
practitioners, particularly those shaping policies and developmerstrategies of third
parties and donors (i.e. facilitators, mediatorsand those working for national and
international development agencigscan be drawn from the analytical pareand final

conclusionsof this thesis.



2. PREVIOUS RESEARCH ON PEACE NEGOTIATION AND THE
EMPLOYMENT OF INCENTIVES: Literature Review

This dissertation strives to give a complex answer to a simple questican carrots be
used to facilitate peace andpore specifically, what are the impact®f the employment of
third party incentives on peace negotiationnamely on the behavior and strategies of
adversaries in internal armed conflictsAccordingly, existing research on the subject is
outlined in this chapte to provide a theoretical overview of the field, which, in turn,
forms asolid basis for my owntheoretical departurée?

The majority of contemporary scholarly texts in peace and conflict resolution
studies treat the issues of internal armed conflict négdion and incentive employment
separately**While there is a plethora of literature on different aspects of peace negotiation
(Zartman, 1985, 1995, 1999, 2002, 2005a, 2005Br#071993, 1995, 20B6bIN 1981, 1995;
Touval, 1985, 1987, 2007; Fau2005; Druckman, 2005; Hopmann, 1996), such as third party
involvement (Crocker, Hampson, Aal] 2003, 2004, 2005a, 2005b; Bercovitch, 2002, 2005,
2005; Rubin, 200&leiboer, 1996; Touval, 1982, 1985, 1999), timing and the concept of
ripeness (Zartman, 985, 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, 2008luhd, 2004), there is a
relative dearth of analysis on the effects of third party tools, both material and non
material, on actorsd behavior in negotiation

There is, however, an abundant body of academic literature on the general effects
of incentives and threats in a conflietharged 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, 2002a02, 2003; Stokke, 1995; Frerks, 2006; Goodhand, et al 2005).
Nevertheless, the theories have rarely been explained in conjunction with negotiation

theories.

2 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 communitiesbut, on the other handKriesberg also argues that the two fields will and should
remain divergent (Kriesberg, 2006: 417). It is further suggesthat 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 forcéigl).

3There has beenystematic analysis ohegotiation and negotiation theory since the 1960s (Hopmann, 1996),
with a growing influence of behavioralism in international relations and political science.

9
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Ole Elgstrom (1992) analyzed foreign aid negotiations using the Swedish
Tanzanian aid dialogue aan empirical standpoint, with particular interest in resource and
leverage asymmetry in the dialogue. In his view, a persuasive strategy is sandtie@ and
instead utilizes warnings, advice, predictions, encouragement, or suggestions (1992:16).
Notwiths tanding the fact that both internal conflict and aid negotiations share a similar
power asymmetry, foreign aid negotiations, as presented by Elgstrdm, do not necessarily
have to be conducted in a conflict setting. Elgstrom nevertheless pointed to the paldr

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

2.1Peace 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 waxedfrom the early 1990sogether with the conflict
resolution field;, systematic research on negotiation theories, however, emerged already in
the 1960s? A prominent line of research within peace and conflict resolutionslies is
especially focused onnegotiation in the context of armed conflicts, both internal and
international.™

In the following section, existing theoretical concepts of peace negotiations are
sketched out prior to outlining academic works on incentivemgloyment, 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 negion is not attitude change per se but an agreement
to change behavior in ways that make settlement possibleiq). Accordingly, studies on
negotiation are not necessary identical with research on understanding conflict and
conflict causes. |.William Zartman argues that negotiatiorin the context of internal
armed conflicts hasts own set of specificed the conflict changes the negotiation setting

from other negotiation scenarioswith particular note accorded tgpower asymmetry and

14 Among prominent early works were for instance, publications by Iklé (How Nations Negotiatel964),
Schelling (The Strategy of Confljc960).

*In addition, more general writings omegotiation theory can be applied in any negotiation contesdut

focus is usually confined to the following fieldstrade, busines 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 thefield (for example, Ury and Fisher, 1981 (2 ed.), Getting to YesUry, 1991Getting Past No
Fisher and Shapiro, 200Bgyond Reagon

10
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also unequal distbution of legitimacy between thecontending partiesgovernments and
insurgent groups(Zartman, 199p . Thi s, i n Zart mands thel e w, i
general practice of negotiation which functions best under abtions of equality (1995:)8
Interestingly, Zartman also points tothe different conflict perceptions of adversaries in
internal conflicts: while the very existence ofnon-state actorsis tied to the conflict, for
the governmentactor the conflict is only one ofmany issues to deal with Ipid).*® This
asymmetry also impactsconflict resolution efforts and can posa notable challenge for
third parties, particularly facilitators (Héglund and Svensson, 2008). The asymmetry in
Zart mands view is also refl edthemadainingspacdras conf
the rebel groupsoften tend to be significantly less flexible in their demands, frequently
perceiving the conflict and quest for legitimization of their own identity as a zersum
game (1995Building upon this, Zartman assumes tit the noted asymmetry in internal
conflict negotiations prevents the adversaries from reaching a stalemate that is needed for
negotiation (19958). And finally, Zartman arguesthat parties negotiate most prductively
when they feel equal 200273. In his view, equality cannot be reached in internal armed
conflict negotiations while ostakes remain unequal: insurgents seek to make the government
negotiate [ é] whereas the goved nMehad5:selkk)s. |
context, reseath on negotiation where there is a different type of nestate 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, 199B)sher (1995) defines power in negotiation as
the ability to affect favorably somebody el
perception than the actual ability as such (Fisher, 1995: 128). Fisher and Ury (1991) claim
that by incregoitiptonddy BIAMNAne t he actor a

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

®The government actor has legitimacy, established relations with international actors (allies), resajrce
and an army (legitimate resources), whereas the insurgent groups often depend on illicit sources of funding
(narcotics trading, natural resources, illegal logging) and frequently facthe possibility of being proscribed

as terrorist organizatios.
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more enticing, the attractiveness of the BATNA grows’ 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 negotiaibns are generally more directed to all types of factors
affecting actormadkisntgr,a tveigtihco udte ca sparnt i cul ar
i mpact on such changes. Z averallhosientationegivenrbg ant o s
actor to achieves goal and f ur t h estrategiechacesrase leddyestwhiah, in
turn, r el aultuee thusohascaulitett impaet @n negotiation strategies (1999: 21).

Christopher R. Mitchell describes rewarding and coercive strategies emptbysy
parties in a conflickcc har ged environment w bise of rewarding t at e s
strategies is often difficulivhile there is only marginal difference on the outcomes when
using rewards instead of coercive actions (1981: 146). Mitchell neverthelemains
cautious about t he Rronpsingspmesuture benéfits is,af argithilhsan 0
even more delicate strategy than threatening some future costs, especially between parties whc
relationships are traditionally conflictful and hastilehere levels of trust aredow ( 1 9 8 1 : 14
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 effecev 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 technigue
enticements are less likely to be effee¢ 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 catending parties: different rewards have a different value and
significance to the parties who may also have a different perception of the ridkedj.*®

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

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

"The term BATNA refers to the Best Altermative to a Negotiated Agreement, an alternative to the outcome
of an ongoing negotiation process. The more enticing the alternative is, the stronger BATNA.

8steven Brams and Alan Taylo(2000)base their adjusted winer 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, zersum) strategies and
openers are the most common types of moves.

Dean G. Pruitt (2002) postulates that there are three basic negj@n strategies:
contending, problemsolving, and yielding. Problerrsolving 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 lo¢ situation to a wirwin
(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 sugge t s t hat negotiatorsd ai ms
ultimately preferred, and which would be moresuccessful in reaching a successful
outcome. In this context, Pruitt states that negotiators mogiften have to oscillate
between contending and problessolvin g , which directly relates
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, s€uencing the time, taking a contentious public
stance coupled with covert (secret) problesolving, and developing a working
relationship with the other party (2002: 87). What then does this tell us about factors
affecting negotiating strategies? How do #se strategies change? Prulits 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 gerate awareness of the possibility of mutually
beneficial outcomes dqual concern model1995: 30). This encouragésprovided that the
external actors or the conflicting parties themselves succeed in creating a vision of
beneficial mutual outcomes as opped to a zerssum outcomed a problemsolving
strategy (bid). Following this reasoning, maximizing joint benefits increases the
attractiveness of a wirwin solution through problemsolving, which serves as a departure
point for involved third parties whenforming 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 16 Negotiation Strategiesd Overview

Strategy Characteristics

ProblemSolving (Collaboration d Thomas, | Win-win (formulas 6 extending the pie,
1976; integrative bargaining Walton and costcutting, logrolling, bridging

McKersie, 1965; creating valdd.ax and Dual concern madeconcern about other
Sebenius, 1986) partyds outcomes (P
Creatively compromidé&nding 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)  [Lower i ng odre@dssiordnekmng
(most common response to time pressude
Pruitt)

Dual concern modeélconcern about othe
partyds outcomes (P

Contending (Positional Bargainingd Zerosumoutcomes
Fischer and Ury, 1991; Competitioh
Thomas, 1976)

Inaction (added only in Pruitt)

Cooperative strategies and rewards Win-win, Affecting (reducing or increasing)
(Mitchell, 1981) attractiveness of various options
Coercive strategiegMitchell, 1981) Zerosumoutcomes

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 adersaries, 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 conflicts ripe for resolution (bid).® Furthermore, CHA identify
centrypoint® a specific set fawmfableton conflict msolutmm These mo st
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: 33). CHA acknowledge that

CHA mostly use the term mediation when referring to third party involvement. This thesis, on the other
hand,usesthem& general term o0third party involvementod as i
involvement other than mediation such as facilitation, good offices, and donor support.
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challenges the mediators face continue after theppointment, 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 relationsip bet ween the adversariesd¢t
negotiated settlement and the ability of external parties to provide necessary guarantees
and incentives should be included istudiesof third party involvement.

In the context of asymmetric negotiationsHOglund and Svenssorf2008) suggest
two main strategies for third party involvementd everhandednegsvenhanded manner,
neutral) andequalizing stratedgtrengthening the weaker party). They conclude that for
mediators and monitors, asymmetric negotiatiorgose 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 areare 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
i mpact on t he adv dewsthe coopemative sirategyNti nore bffedtiie ss v

it usually results from an environment of mutual trust.

2.2T hird party involvement d leverage anatonditionality

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,
2006h 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 postconflict setting. To my knowledge, there has not been a study thabuld
specifically link conditionality and negotiation strategies. Notwithstandingyiewing these

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

Leveragand third party involvement
CHA classify mediation into two main paradigmso structuralist and socialpsychological

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,ra 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 iethiased mediator is also perceived as
an actor who candeliver (desired) concessions to the contending party (Zartman and
Touval, 1985Touval, 1975)Zartman recognizes three forms of mediator leveragbrough
provision of sidepayments changinghe corflict configuration from zero-sum to positive,
by delivery of each sidef6s agreement to an ¢
or by a threat to end the mediation process through withdrawal (198BH:Zartman further
argues that leverage moreequently takes the form of effective persuasion than material
inducements and punishments (2008: 1).

Marieke Kleiboer (1996) postulates that a
characteristics that explain the success of third party involvemefiDefining leverage as a
omedi atords ability to put pressure on one
settlemerd K| ei boer argues that it is also one o
(1996: 371). She further contends thhédretical findings are not in tune with whether
|l everage i s actually necessary for a medi a
systematic research on the effects of leverage is desirable.

Robert J. Muscat (2002) discusses leverage in the coniithe 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 ngovernmental actors n his analysis.
Muscat also points out a possible discrepan
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: 723 This is in concert with
Touval 6s argument that the third party can i

its ability to deliver is reliable?*And finally, Muscat makes an interesting observation that

2 Other indicators explaining the success of third party involvementnclude characterisics 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 prevous ongoing relationships, and the distribution of power between them), characteristics of the

mediator ((im)partiality, leverage, and status), and the international context (Kleiboer, 1996

230 donords seriousness tobestergthanédif the donorchas actualty eamried troough | s
in such a scenario at some time with some recipient géverfnidnt s c at , 200 2: 238) .
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donors can draw some lessons from applgimmore 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 feasibles & tends to be more effective than the threat of
withdrawal (lbid).

Conditionalityand third party involvement
In the light of increased donor presence in peace processes, debate on the impacts of aid
employmentin peace processesamely in their later stages, has become an integral part
of emerging trends in the conflict resolution researclhfield. In contrast to strategy and
leverage, peace or aid conditionality represents a specific tool that uses leverage to
encourage adversaries to follow policguidelines 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 processeiher in the form of aid or peace conditionality?

Boyce, a pioneer in research on peace conditionality, makes a key argument that
peace conditionality can be a useful policy tool in the pamjreement phase in the context
of internal armed conflicts (202a: 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 (bid) . He nevert heaidkmrsseraedamant imducegmerd for 0
conflictresolutiod6 (200 3 : 2) . Mor eover , Boyce (2002a:
leverage must be followed by enforcement in order for the tool to be effective. It should be
noted that Boyce deals with pea@®nditionality solely in the context of aid incentives but

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

2 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 fi
further defines differences between trétibnal 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 lotgrm peace consolidation (Boyc002: 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 whatvas 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, 198&resent), peace enforcement (fourtgeneration, 19%present), and
postconditionality (fifth generation, 200Bpresent). The last termr ef er s t o symrhetrie vi ng 8
relationship between donor and Oépartner countriesd,
andaccountability ( 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 eamic 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 peac c o n di t i thenuad of aid/as a kverdo persuade
conflicting parties to make peace, to implement peace accords, and to congoliddte peacké s o
notes that peace conditionality isa relatively new field, that there are not enough
examples, andhat there is anongoing debate abouhe sufficiency of peace conditionality
(2006) He argues that conditionality is perceived by many scholars as ineffective, which
correlates with Boyceds argument thatl condi
(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 choicesygram/project level,
financial conditionality, and administrative conditions) (19955: 14). Although he touches
upon wideranging fields of possible change, the incentive that is employed with the
conditionality is still predominantly of an economic, rathetthan 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 differemés 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 casedsty |, Net | an don@stfalad éodinkt hat :
aid disbursements to developments in the peace process once the situation on the ground deterior:
In other words, donors were willing to dangle the carrot, but they were never willing to apply the
stické aid did not serve as a <catalyst for p €
disbursements directly to development in the peade proc2s3 0 8 : 57) . I n compa

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

2.3 Timingd 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, | 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 ofiutually enticing opportunity (MEQO) by
Zartman (1997, 2000, 2005), Aggestam (2005), Mitchell (£286ing opportunity d ENO),

and Ohlssa (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 curredébate on
ripeness (Zartman, 1995 Stedman 1991jund, 199 evolved f r om Zar t manos
postulates concerning why timing is important in conflict resolution research, to how to
work with the concept. Zartman argues thatfripeness is a necessary butsufficient
condition for initiation of negotiations, bilateral or med{2@@D: 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 emidapn 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 (199#)ngs 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 isly half of the problem, the
other half is to find effective measures to benefit from the situatiorkleiboer (1994)
suggests that it is rather willingness than ripenedbat is at stake,and asshe further
asserts it is from the methodological perspecte that ripeness is identifed, in other
words, after it happens. @ the other hand it can be argued that good knowledge of
ripeness indicators can help adversaries when planning their stratedidisey can identify
ripeness better and utilize this to theiown advantage.

A number of scholarshave sought toextend ripeness theoryPruitt claims that the
theory fails to account forcertain facbrs such as explaining the progresd an ongoing
negotiation, that it is not flexible or broad enough to includespects likedistinguishing
between different types of antecedentand neglects to acknowledgéhe existence of
asymmetric patterns when one party is more motivated thatihe other d a hurting

stalemate can happen only to one partyReadiness theory, Pruitt 1997: 2389).
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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
C 0 n c e mativatiohal ripeneds

When talking about ripeness andhird party involvement, Zartman (1989) Haass
(1990) and Stedman(1991)argue thatthe third party should beactive in creating a ripe
moment; this, however,depends orthe type of third party and the leverage it possess
(Kleiboer, 1994). A distinctio should also be madbetweenat hi r d par ésyadds i ni
make the belligerentsrealize their entrapment in the conflict and active involvement
when tools are employed to induce ripeness (incentivesijsincentives). Strictly
methodologically speaking,ttere has not been enough distinction made between thege
in current researchZartman (2005eYecognizes the gap in ripeness research when stating

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

Enticing opportunity, mullyaenticing 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 agemt,r ovi di ng o0a way outao
to the conflicti ng magetng theirensedstbéttarttthestatuslqdd b e o0
Zartman (2005e: 2). Following the evolvement of the ripeness debate, discussion has
emerged on the amtpole of the mutually huring 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). Zartmangints out that although the MEO concept is intriguing, the

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

topic, and, in the existing academic literature, a single empirical case of an MEO moment
leading to an internal amed conflict resolution process has yet to be identifiédAs
Aggest am the diffeveace betwéen an MHS and an MEO is basedivargent

assumption about what motivates the parties to engagscalatiean ( 2005: 27 2) . Z

Bt should be noted that MEO and incentives also appear in thenflict prevention theoretical debatend
accession negotiationsbut incentives are more frequent in the latter cas@lithin the framework of aid,
there is a sibstantial debate on he effective aid is, which factors contribute to aid effectiveness, and in
which situations aid actually causes hariffor debate on fueling conflicts, see Collier, 2005; Le Billon, 2003,
2005, 2007, Ballentine and Sherman, 2003; caéBand Malone, eds 2000).
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(2004, 2005e) adtlsat 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 conceptof ripeness as presented in the cant theoretical debatemakes a valid
contribution by identifying the moment for resolution On the other hand, it does not
claim to be a potent remedy providing althe answers to how aconflict should be
resolved Rather it provides a good departure poifor 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 identifiedthe theory of ripenessdoesnot link this to
conceptsof what needs to be done afteards 0 that is, to overcome the stalemate, to
changethe mutual perception of the conflicting partiesand to explore ways in which

external incentives can serve as ripening agen

2.4What is missing in the currenttheoreticaldebate?

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, tkre is also onlymeagerdebate on how incentivegprovided by
external actors impactthe visible asymmetry between adversares in internal armed
conflicts, and in what way it results in a change of strategy on the part of the adversaries.
The incentive debé 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 tiked together. As Boyce admits, the practical debate on
conditionality has been unpopular and it is mostly focused on how conditionality is
effective Iin the context of a particul ar
leverage and strategiesffect 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 thaes provide a wellbalanced 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 strategiethird 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.
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3. RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

3.1 Researchyuestion

Can carrots buy peace? What effects do political, economic, and aid incentives employed
by external third parties hae on the negotiating strategies of adversaries in internal
armed conflicts? These are the basic questions constituting the core of the research
inquiry. | venture that third party involvement is not only represented by the facilitator of

the peace talksput 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 conduciBuus,
when assessing the impact of employed incentivesn the negotiation strategies of
adversaries, as well as on the evolution of the process itsélfs 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 impaatioes the employment of inceitaxe on peace negotiation strategies used by
parties in a g®tiation process aimed at terminating internal armed oveflisédf
determinatich

The project will also consider two additionalrelatedsub-questions that are
complementary to the central research question, one dealing with timing and the other
with context:
(1) When is it conducive to employincentives? (perception oftiming, concept of
ripenes$
(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
recommendatiors, discussng policy issues that further elucidate the relationship between
facilitators and adversaries as well as the conflict resolutidonor nexus. The explanation

is not derived fran the theoretical paradigm presented in this thesiand hence these
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observations are onlcommmentaryto 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, | 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). | analyze tle tools external actors used in their conflict resolution efforts in the
selected processes and compare the outcomes. Furthermore, | 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

| 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

i ncenti ve and t hreats empl oyment on actors
dynamics. This researchproject combinesheories on negotiation processes and efiget

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

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

state actor (government) and a nestate actor (insurgent group)the negotiation thus

refers to negotiation processes conducted in the context of internal armed confli€tss

issue is outlined further in the section 4.5 on conceptualization.

Carrots and peace negotiation

The structuralist paradigm of mediation believes that throigthe use of persuasion,
incentives, and disincentives, parties to a conflict can be led to a negotiated settlement
(CHA , 199920). In the light of that argument, James K. Boyd200Q 2002, 2002b, 2003)
developed his theory of pea@nd aidconditionality, analyzing the effectizeness of policy
conditioning international assistance mostly in the form of external development and
economic asstance, in pursuing peaceadhering to commitments from a ceasefire
agreement or peace treaty, or progress in ppliomplementation, for instance the
integration of a minority group (Boyce, 20G2. The concept of peace conditionality is
mentioned in this context since it is a toolsed by donors and other external actors in

peaceprocesses. It is not always cle@ what extent actors facilitating political dialogue
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resort to conditioning their assistancen advancements in peace talks; neverthelgissvill
be subject to examination within this research project.
Added to this, it is important to analyze collaborationand dynamicsbetween all
external parties impacting peace processes. In the context of the employment of carrots,
the key aspect i and of acviall iutad teo rdsodn oa 161 abor a
peace process strategiéaurthermore, understandig the conflict roots and the interests of
the involved third parties complements the overall picture of the conflict resolution
processAs Boycecorrectly points out, we cannot count on donors to get it right (Boyce,
2002b: 1043), asdhce the donors dmot always take an official part in peace facilitation,

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

Peace negotiation and timing
Timing is one of thecrucial factors when analyzing any type of negotiationHence ths
constitutes the third component of this research project. Ripeness (I. William Zartman,
1989Richard Haass 1990Stephen J. Stedmanl99land 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, 20(xarin Aggestam 200% that carrots can be used as potent ripening
agent s, transfor ming adver sar i esltingpteercept i o
willingness to enter into negotiations. Traditionally, ripeness has been identified by the
presence of a mutually hurting stalemate (MHS(Zartman 1983, 1985989:Touval and
Zartman, 1985). Accordingly, the latter has been applied to anadyeé many negotiation
processes

This thesis however, places the main emphasis within ripeness theory on
examining the concept of a mutually enticing opportunity (MEQENO) (Mitchell, 1995;
Ohlson 1998; Pruitt, 199Zartman, 2000 2004, 2005e; Aggesta@f0%, which contends
that parties in a conflict can be motivated to enter into negotiatiahor more commonly
continue with negotiation 8 through incentives. It is important to note thatan MHS
emerges in a negative contex antagonists, prior to reachig the MHS moment, most
likely, endureda longer period of violencewhich significantly worsened relationsand
mutual perceptionsbetween the parties. While the situation results in the initiation of
negotiation, the conflict parties perceive it only as better option to fighting, usually

without any inclination to further negotiation or to chang the perceptions of the other
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party. By contrast, t he alternative concep
motivation to change the course of the conflict, ijgered 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 apening agents in the context of the selected case

studies, and ifso, how the ripeness can be sustained.

Additionally, types of incentives and disincentives(e.g. development aid, soft
loans and targeted reconstruction projectsand political incentives and disincentivesd
inclusion, alliance, or threat of isolationwill be investigated as to whichare more likely
to serve as enticing agents and in which contex@elow, MHS and MEOs are inserted
i nto Swanstr°m andof iMe ¢osfletnepda (Tabde 2,caldagtation of
Swanstrom and Weissmann2005 1}, illustrating the nexus between the conflict cycle
andthe general conflict resolution toolKit.

Table 20 Adaptation of Swanstrém and Weissmann conflict cycle chart

Escalation De-escalation

Conflict phase phase

Intensity ———+*—

Level

MHS
War MEO
Peace enforcement

Crisis Crisis Peacekeeping
Open Conflict MEO" Conflict
conflict management management
Unstable Direct Mgo
peace irec ) eace
Stable Structural MEO
peace prevention Peace consolidation

Time
Early stage Mid -stage Late-stage
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T hird party involvement

It is necessary to have a good understandingtiod dynamics among all third party actors
when analyzing the employment bincentives in peace processeas mentioned earlier, it

is rare thatonly one third paty is involved in conflict resolution efforts (Kriesberg, 1996b;
CHA, 2001, 2003; Saunders et al., 20@) the contrary, | 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 (bilaterab states, multilaterald international financial institutions), and
non-governmental organizations create a complex environment for conflict resoturti
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 decisiormaking and the strategies of theegotiating parties.
Therefore, it is paramount to have a good understanding of the third party dynamics
when analyzing a peace process the effectiveness otools employed in the procesgas
shown in CHA, 2003) In this research, special emphasis iscacded to inner third party
communication and collaboration.

Moreover, multi-faced third party involvement generates alternative sources of
leverage which can be perceived as a douldeged sword(lbid). On the one hand,
multiple sources of leverage prade the third parties with substantial control over the
contending parties which is not dependent on one originataand can be intensified
depending on the needs of the third parties and developmeintshe process. On the other
hand, there is an evidentlanger of the emergence of conflicting interests and intentions
concerning the negotiation outcome aritie needfor coordination. Contending sources of
leverage and its impact on the negotiation process remains a relatively unexplored.field

T his thesisattempts tofill this lacuna.

3.3 Dependent variable andase studyselection

The dependent variable (DV) in this study is theoutcome of theegotiation processth
external third party involvement aiming at terminating an internal armed conflict based
on grievancesof self-determination. | recognize that there are many possible types of

outcomes in a negotiation process, but | have identified three broad categories of outcomes
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0 agreement, abrogation, and stalemate, which is not a conclusive list of oote
categories but under which many of the possible outcomes fall.

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 thdtimate
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 proes: 1)agreemert the first and most obvious criterion is
whether an agreement was reached. Hopmann (19928) points out that only an
agreement that produces an outcome which all parties perceive as better than the status
qguo or other alternatives is wahwhile 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 thgtarties can make progress in the negotiation process
t hr ough 0 s ithlbat reachifige dotnaltagreeiment. Underdal also suggests that
an agreement could also be perceived as a
understanding) (Underdal, 2002: 112)e#)ciencyndicates to what extent the parties were
able to reach e 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 offli§id); 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 perfestability

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

%1t is virtually impossible to provide an exhaustive list of all possible outcomes of the negotiation process.
Possible outcomes include a wiwin agreement, zeresum agreement, secession, peace enforcement,
negotiated vicbry of one party, abrogation, a military victory of one party, compromiseictory, 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 outconfiett under the three outlined categorie®
agreement, stalemate, arabrogation. This project does not consider these outcomes, but deals only with the
three selected categories of outcom@$he general empirical trend, as indicated by Licklider (1995)Ki
(2005), and Wallensteen (2002), is evidenced by the fact that-thieds 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/equityrefers to the degree to which the agreement is considered as fair

and equitable by the parties and gains from the agreement alistributed equally
(Hopmann, 1996: 30, 2001: 449); Underdal (2002: 124), furthermore, extends the assessment
to: 5)distance from opening posiiomeaning the distance of the end positions from those
taken at the opening of the negotiations, in other wds, 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 areegative, ital | ows assessment

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 D\Mis 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, | opeationalize 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 30 Three categories of outcomes

Sri Lanka (GoSI-LTTE) Aceh (Gol-GAM) Mindanao (GRP-MILF)
ABROGATION AGREEMENT STALEMATE
No the MoA-AD rejected by the
Agreement No Yes
Supreme Courtd stalemade
Efficiency No Yes Limited efficiency
. Unstable but maintaining open
Stability Unstable Stable o
channels of communication
Distribution/Equity No Yes No
Distance from opening ) . )
" Return to war Yesdreaching compromises | Partial agreements on suissues
positions
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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 agreementand most importantly, both parties regarding the confii as
terminated (i.e. considering the outcome as a better option than the status quo or available
alternatives)? Stalemate is defined as a point in a negotiation process when parties reach
a deadlock, but neither abrogate the process nor opt foroall 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.

| have selected cases that vaiy terms of the dependent variablé’ 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 initating 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 poof 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 outcome$’ (see4.4 on independent variafdesnore).

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) GOBIE
process in Sri Lanka (200R6/08); (2) GoFGAM process in Aceh, Indonesia (HDC

At should be stressed that eehing an greementdoes 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, espdlgidthe 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.

% peace processes are complex social realities ashebcates of constructivismargue that they cannot be
simplified or narrowedto dependentand explanatory variablesin contrast, | argue that for this type of
research inquiry, when explong causality among several indicators, the simplification to the form of
dependent and independent variables is helpful for generating a satisfactory answer to the RQ.

2" Another level of complexity is added when considering how long we need to analfize outcome of the
examined negotiation process (this question was suggeste®ltnrich 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 dependson 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 digantly 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 comglusi
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initiative, 20003; Helsinki process, 2005); and (3) GIRRLF process in Mindanao,
Philippines (200&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 involvemen® 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 provedenough 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 002
08) wasunilaterally abrogated by the government in Janua008 which was followed by
theg o v e r n meout way agairssttHe LTTE cadresculminating, in May 2009 with the
government forces seingthe LTTE®ds | ast str onghoidgdnsstaf n  Ki | |
the leadership, including Velupillai Prabhakaranthe L TTEOds f oundelhe and |
GRP-MILF peace process in Mindanao (208B) was stalemated following the rulingpy
the Philippine Supreme Court in August 2008 that thielemorandum of Agreement on
Ancestral Domain (MoA-AD) was unconstitutional.?® 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 agneat, 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 sucg@essh); 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 relalyesults in a qualitative study. It is important to

avoid selectionbias whereby cases are selected to support a particular hypothesis. One

0n July 27,the MILF and GRP signed a joint communiqué on Ancestral Domain (AQWwhich stated that
a referendum wuld be held within 12 months for 700 municipalities to decide if they wantto become a
part of the Bangsamoro Judiciary Entity (BJE)epresentingthe Moro homeland. The agreemenprovoked
strong opposition both in Mindanao and Manila; first a group of local politicians from North Cotabato
appealed to the Supreme Court to block the decisiand later, a group of senators filed anothpetition to
the Supreme Court to stop the negotiations othe Memorandum of Agreement on Ancestral Domain
(MoA -AD). On August 4, 2008, on the same day the MeAD was to be signed by the represerttees of
the GRP and MILF negotiation panels in Kuala LumpumMalaysia, the Supreme Court of the Philippines
issued a restrainingorder against the agreemenaind later declared the agreemetd be unconstitutional.
The ruling was confirmed in November 2008.
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could object that there is a certailevel of regional selection bias since all cases are from
Asia (South and Sotheast). 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 faciliated by two norgovernmental 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 Camidta, East Timor, Nepal, and Papua New Guinea were not
selected. The main reason is that the employment of incentives, especially of-n@terial
tools, has changed significantly in the po$t/11 context. Thus, to reflect these realities and
evaluate theirimpact on negotiation, all processes were selected from the same period. It
should also be acknowledged that | considered the availability and accessibility of
individuals for interviews as well as data accessibility. Research on peace negotiation
requiresdealing 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
reqult of a preassessment on source availabilitgge3. 7Empirical Sources

Selection bias was also avoided because the negotiation processes in the three cases
ended with different results, despitsimilar conditions at the beginning of the procegSee
Table3.

3.4 Independentvariables
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 negdations, and the pos®/11 context. In all three
cases, they are very similar (the variable external actor differs the mdsalthough an
external actor is present in all three cases, there are different types of facilitatbssnall
states, NGOs, and reginal 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 depen@nt variable or theoutcome afiegotiation processith 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 nostate actor representing an ethnic minorit§? Second,

all three negotiated processes were facilitated by an external third party facilitafbF.he
facilitators were not identical 8 two states (Norway in Sri Lanka, and Malaysia in
Mindanao) and two think tanks in Aceh (HDC and CMI) o 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 g sections 4.2 and B8.THird, additional third parties,
namely donors and international organizations, had a visible presenceall three cases.
Fourth, all three processes were conducted in the p8&tl 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 &kthree processes, international
monitors were present. And sixth, in all three cases, donors pledged funds for-gosiflict
reconstruction once a final agreement had been signed. Natural resources played a role in
Mindanao; more specifically, the disputever whether they were a part of the Ancestral
Domain became the core source of disagreement for the MAR opponents. In Aceh,

the question of sharing revenues from natural resources was raised several times during
the negotiation process; however, it ganot 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 & operationalized as follows: the internal actors are measured by
the presence of a state actor (government) and a sgiate actor (insurgent group); the
presence of selfletermination grievances as a source of incompatibility is measured by
yes or no; thebalance 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

#In Sri Lanka, Tamils comprise 8.5 per cent of the poptibn (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).

% In Mindanao, there are a number of internabide tracks that have attempted to enhance mutual
understanding between the two adversaries, such as the UléBighop conference. During the studied
period (200d08) 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 thite

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

Aal

| 0s

I ndi

cators

f or97),sabdr at e g i

which are expanded by an additional indicator (primary independent variable as PIV).

Table 46 Dependent and Independent variables

Self- Balance of Perception
determi forces of ripeness | Results of Post
Internal . . External Process
nation between by the previous 9/11
Actors . . L Actors Outcome
grievanc internal external negotiations | context PIV ov)
es actors actors
Sri Lanka GoSL- . 3 failed Small state .
Yes asymmetrical Yes Yes Type | abrogation
(Eelam) LTTE attempts (Norway) 1
) NGOs
Gol- . 1 failed
Aceh Yes asymmetrical Yes Yes (HDC, Type agreement
GAM attempt
CMI) 2
1 direct talks
. GRP- ) ) State
Mindanao Yes asymmetrical Yes failed Yes ) Type stalemate
MILF (Malaysia)
attempt 1

The puzzle is why a similar set of conditions yielded differentesults? Perhaps the
political, economic, and aid incentives employed by external third parties had a significant
impact on the negotiating strategies and thus the outcomd@diis study proposes an
additional explanatory variable or primary independent vatie (also shown inT able 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 (governmentjnsurgent 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 agreeriéwmt.concept of
perception of ripeness corresponds the concept ofperception of timing, specifically
analyzing whether ripe moments were identified and employ&tActors includeact or s 8
behavior and strategies, assessing the impact of employed incentives on changes in agency

behavior and strategiesThe third, party toolkit, represents a set of tooland incentives

31 Both Aggestam (2005) ral 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.

34



Using Carrots to Bring Peace? Negotiation and Third Party Involvement

Martina Klimesova (2011

that an external third party uses in its efforts to contribute to conflict resolution efforts. It
should also be stressed that the toolldiffered in the three selected caseldems in the
third party toolkit can include the threat of political isolation and being placed dhe
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.

35 Conceptualization

First and foremost, it should be notethat 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 explaians o0 only a few terms have become
standardized concepts (e.g. internally displaced person). | 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 dafions (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 nonmaterial
instruments employed by external third parties during theiengagement in conflict
resolution efforts in internal armed conflicts The material instruments refer to incentives
such as development aid, lorAgrm economic assistance, reconstruction, rehabilitation,
and postconflict development aid.It should also be stressed that the main share of
material incentives is intended to be implemented after thetermination of military
conflict, and it, therefore, also refers tdunds pledgedduring the negotiation process.
Added to this, humanitarian aid is not includedn this definition (seedSource limitatian
for explanatign

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 nematerial tools include international
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support, referring to external political support actors receiv@ either direct support for
their claims or general support to them as groups, with the furthest extent of political
support being legitimization; internationalization, another nommaterial 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 conseat them.
Security and political guarantees also occur as nmaterial incentives. It should be
stressed that not all incentives employed in the selected processes are used in this &tudy
only selected cases are includefind finally, incentives define thrrd party leverage. While
incentives have positive connotations and represent here external inducemetitseats
(disincentivesyepresent eitherthe withdrawal of existing external incentives orthe
imposing of sanctions”? And finally, it needs to be acknwledged 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 @hose that werea prioriassessed as having
most impact on the adversaries.

Third party toolkitrefers to policy instruments third parties use in their conflict
resolution efforts. The toolkit consists of incentives and disincentives that are tailored t
specific cases.

Negotiation procesefers to a sequence of information exchargebetween
adversaral parties which can be either direct or indirect and whicreaimed at enhancing
mutual understanding, finding an alternative tothe status quo, and bilding
communication links between the two actorg\ negotiation process can be facilitated by a
third party or can be direct without third party involvement.In addition, Hopmann (1996)
suggests thatthe negotiation process entailsa situation of interdependent decision
making, when several parties impact the outcome in contrast one single party having
absolute power over the outcomelhe negotiation processas understood here is not
limited to either conflict resolution or crisis/conflict management, bt is perceived as a

process that appears in either phase of the conflict cycle. As Zartman (2008: 322) argues

%A caveat needs to be also made abthe 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 havean impact on the conflicting parties, the internal tools are those that
the adversaries employ themselves, eithen their own initiative or following the recommendation of an
external actor. This is mostly used in cases wieghe external actors cannot openly resort to using certain
instruments (i.e. direct support to nosstate actors). In some cases, there can be a fine line between these
two instruments, and althoughthe internal incentives arenot a focal part of this research inquingtheir
existenceneeds to be acknowledged.
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onegotiation is synonymous with conflict resolution ..ttewhast common way of preventing,
managing, resolving, and transforming coaflicts

Negotiation strateggtandsfor 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 stratedne of t
contending parties Conditionalityis 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.eadhce of ceasefire
agreement,commitment to peace dialogue, progress in reaching a lasting agreement,
adherence to standards of international humanitarian law, et&).

Actorsare represented by governments (state adgrinsurgent groups (norstate
actbors), and external partiesThe 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 norstate actors (LTTE in Sri Lanka, GAM in Aceh/Indonesia,
and MILF in Mindanao/the Philipp ines) areherereferred to as insurgent groupso as to
refrain from value judgments that could be eked by using other terms such as terrorist
and soon. An important question is who represents the studied act@ll three insurgent
groupsdisplay ahigh degree of homogeneityand the standpointsof the negotiatorswere
in most cases identical with the group leadership (exceptions are discussed in the
empirical chapters), thus references to different groupsfer also to the negotiators.
Conversely, govenment actors in all three cases are significantly sgiaratewith strong
internal oppositionbeing visibly present Therefore, when referring to the government, a
distinction must be made between the government negotiators, politicians in the national

govenment, or the national government at large symbolizing central power.

3 Conditionality employed by international financial institutions (IFIs) is sometimes referred toas
technical conditionality. It mainly focuses on achieving a shetérm macroeconomic stability and longerm
economic reforms (Boyce, 2002), which includes issues sashbudget 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 applicationlt is important to make a basic distinction between conditiotity used

IFIs and conditionality used by others, i.e. states and in some caggsrnational government andnon-
governmental organizations IGOs and NGOs). Conditions imposed by the latter are often negotiated in
informal settings as opposed to the moreorimal performance criteria imposed by the International
Monetary Fund (IMF) or the World Bank (WB).
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Third party involvememefers to all external third parties havig influence on the
negotiating parties. The definition is broad so as to encompass all external actors that may
havean impact on the peace process. The tefatilitatorrefersto the actor arranging and
coordinating talks and contacts between the adversariébe term donorrefers to entities
providing development, reconstruction, or rehabilitation assistance; it cam &ther a state

actor (bilateral donor) or an international multilateral organization (i.e. the World Bank).

3.6 Methodologicalapproach
This project employs qualitative research methodology such as process tracing, structure
focused comparison, and Mil 6 s Met hod of Difference (the
Design). Furthermore, it uses the qualitative method of 4depth, operended, semi
structured interviews (Patton, 1990) with direct participants in the selected negotiation
processes. The Huepth interview qualitative method is employed in the context of
internal armed conflicts wtere 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 analyzingacademicliterature or
peer reviewed journals. One could object that thos#no 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 i) data on internal armed conflicts are in general
sensitive to bias (Aspinall, 2009which 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 casethis project involves a smalh analysis (SNA).
SNA allows for directed and focused scrutiny aftudied aspect&?’Largen analysi (LNA)
can allow for generalizations by increasing the number of casasl canquantitatively
explore testable hypotheses and find patterns in relationships between variables
However, small-N analyses provide analytic deth to these casestudies trough
description and narration(Ragin, 1987)It is dso away to link theory and facts in a

descriptive way and to generate hypotheses, as well aaligatively build or test modes.

3 Abbott (2004: 13) makes the following distinction in an analysis based on the number of studied cases:
ocasestudy analysidstudying one case in gregaitl smalN & seeking similarities and catiraa small number
of cases; largé 6 emphasizing generalizability by studyjarge number of cgagsually randomly selected
#Bennett and Elman (2008), Achen and Snidel (1989), and Lieberman §2005
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This is what this project aims to do with hree case studies. Time, length, and resource
limitations also facilitate a smaHn analysis.

In practice, data gathered from interviews and analysis of primary and secondary
sources are used first to outline the three case studies. Selected independgables 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 toeithimpact 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 search question and the side
inquiries. During the gathering of the empirical data, | 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

Conclusionshapter (see 9.3).

3.6.1 Procegsacing
George and McKeown (1985: 35) define process tracing as a method in which the
resear cher |toedécisionproaess bylwhichadrious initial conditions are translated
into outcomeés. By using process tracing, this pro,
mechanisms, and the process dynamics of negotiations. The prscek 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 etent 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 todarstand
how articulated claims were treated in the peace process by dividing the negotiation
processes into three main parts (preegotiation, core negotiation, and implementation),
and by exploring the effects of the third party toolkits in the differenphases.

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 thetions of

39



Using Carrots to Bring Peace? Negotiation and Third Party Involvement

Martina Klimesova (2011

external actors impact the decisiemaking of negotiators? What are the correlations
between negotiation strategies and the leverage third parties employed or chose not to
employ? The procestracing method thus allows an examination of the inget 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 whe ampacted 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 largen analysis.

In this particular case, thethree 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 perioddating 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 Courtds ruling agains
stalemate (Mindanao), are considered to be sufficient end points of negotiation processes.
Following up on the last case, ibbjecions are raisedhat a stalemate canndbe considered
as a process terminating pointit should be considered that the GRRIIILF 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 negatistide mate.
Building upon this, | 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 nagreemat (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 amegment,
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 MeAD
agreement was ruled out by the Supreme Court, which stalemated the psecéhe 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 deadloekslting 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 Structurediocusedcomparison

Structured, focused comparison is used in conjunction wigitocess tracingThis 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 sentlee 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. Georgel 8ennett (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 sewases 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 ofcorrolled comparisgmased 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 egotiation processes have a very similar backgrouédhe
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, foeuas
comparison, George and Bennett (2005: 70) argue that a standardized set of general
guestions i s necessary to oOensure the acqu
s t u da whishowill also avoid the idiosyncratic features of each individual caseudy

shaping the research question.

3.6.3 Milldés Method of Difference (Most Si mi
Ragin (1987) defineMli | Methad of Difference or the Most Similar Systems Desigrasa
ocomparative method which involves comparisons of casemdifigrioge causal condition, the

treatment variable, is available to comparative social scientists in the form of longitudinal
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comparisor&® This method allows for an analysis of cases that vary with respect to the
dependent variable, yet have similarof 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 variabléhat results in variation. In this case, all three selected
negotiation procesesdisplayeddifferent results. The Helsinki peace process 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 alout war while the former ended in a stalemate. All three
processes shared a number of similaritiethe conflicts were based on secessionist
grievances and in all cases the facilitator was an external third party that had some
leverage oer the other parties. Moreover, all processes were conductedhi post9/11
international environment and the threat of labelingny non-state actor asterroristo was
omnipresent. However, leverage used in all of the cases did not directly tackle the co
issues. In addition, bilateral and multilateral donors had a visible presence in all three
cases. Despitall the similar independent variables, the primary independent variable,
strategic web perception of ripenessactors third party incentives), varies in the three
negotiati on processes. Mi |l | &s Met hod of Di

employment of third party toolkits affected the different outcomeof the negotiations.

3.6.4 Operended,semi-structuredinterviews

Openended, semstructured, faceto-face interviews are a prime source of empirical data
in this study.®’ The main reason is that there was not enough available secondary data on
the studied aspect of the three negotiatiggrocessesand so, based onhe nature of my
researchopenended interviews were the best method. Meover, it was difficult to derive

the required information from newspaper articles or other primary data. This method
entails, however, a number of disadvantagewith one of the main obstacledeing

interviewbias defined by Barthol omew, H e npdtentiab o n , a

% Charles Ragin (1987: 38he comparative method: moving beyond qualitative and quantitative $trategies

main difference betweenMi | | 8 s Me t h o dand dnothéri niethaelologyn tecbnique frequently
employedMi | | 86s Met hod o fowrSas thé MostrDifférgnt SyseerinssDesighk)ie that while

the latter compares different cases that have an identical dependent variable and varying independent
variables, the former compares similar cases wilfferent dependent variables

37 An openrendd interview structure refers to an interview where the interviewee is allowed flexibility in

inquiry flow. Asemi-st ruct ured i nter vi eMoreiordesscopendedduestionsiare roughh e r e
to the interview situation in the form of an imerguidée ( F1 i ck, 1998: 94). For mor e
see Schuman and Presser (1996), Judd, Smith, and Kidder in Converse and Schuman (1974), Quinn Patton
(1990), H.J. Rubin and 1.S. Rubin (1995), and Steiner (1996).
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interviewer effects attributable to overt characteristics of the interviewer, such as sex, age, race,
ethnicity, and social cléadaterviewer bias could have occurred had | be a national of any

of the countries involved in the facilitation(including donors) or had other strong stakes
or ties (e.g.former colonieg in the studied regions. This however, did not occur as my
country of origin is not represented in any of the atied processFinally, in-depth
interviewswere selected ovesurveysthe main reason being that | found this method more
suitable for interviewing the elites (government representatives, main stakeholders,
decisionmakers, policy analysts), while it abwed 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, interviewemsopen
ended, semstructured, indepth interviews ae 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 intereiw, but which cannot be standardized in a survéy.

During the periodfrom spring 2008 tdall 20101 conducted up to 120 opeanded
semkistructured interviews. Most of these interviews were facé-face, some of them
were conducted over Skype (videocterence), andm three cases the interviews wei@ver
email upon the request of thenterviewee > About 70 interviews were conducted in the
field 8 20 in Aceh and Jakarta, 30 in Manila and Mindanamd about 20 in Sri Lankal he
remaining 50 interviews wee conducted in Stockholm, Singapore, Kuala Lumpurokyo,
Oslo, Moscow, and over Skype.The interviews included the six following standardized
guestions: 1) What experiences did you draw from previous conflict resolution initiatives
and negotiation procese s ? 2) What was the role of incen

3) How was the ripeness sustained throughout the negotiation process? 4) What were the

% Robia Charles reasons th# Due t o t he p-depth intendewingnthis niodeeof dath collection is

prone to interviewer bias or interviewer effects whe
of the interviewer such as appearance,tsggityetor manner of speech (Judd, Smith, and Kidder). This problem is
avoided altogether i nwosldaguathat athougle thesesissuey sgeyrelevaatstieeg r ¢ h . 6

can be partly avoided by careful preparation and observation of thealaustoms of the interviewed person.

In light of this, | believe that the interview method selected for this research inquiry was the most
appropriate one (personal correspondence with Robia Charles).

39 Faceto-face interviews provided better opportuniéis 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 policynakers or researchers in Norway, the United State

or Germany who had had previous experience of being interviewed using modern technology, there were
only marginal differences between a video conference, telephone, or-fadace interview. While the face
to-face interview method remained my preferredption 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 trwust building
negotiaton 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? Sinceinkerviews were
openended there were more discussions during whieldditional questionswere asked.

The averagdength of one interview ranged from between one hour to an heand-a-half.

At the beginning of the process, | compiled master listby listing the names of all
negotiatorsd 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 intervieweesgere further divided into
two groups 1) direct participants in the selected negotiation procedsgovernment,
insurgent representatives, and representatives of the third partiesd 2) people analyzing
the processes or people implementing the decisions conducted during the negotigat
(academics, monitors, historianssecurity and developmentanalysts, diplomats, army
officials, civil society groups, and political activisis

In an ideal scenario, all people from the master list would be interviewed; that was,
however, not feasibd due to time availability, resources, and security constraints. The
interviewees from the master list were thus selected based their availability and
willingness to participate in an interview® About two-thirds of those onthe master lists
were intervewed in regard to the GRMMILF peace process and also the GGIAM
negotiations, whereas for the GOSLTTE negotiations only about onethird 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 ofthe interviews, the interviewees recommeaed
other people to interview; in fact, about 20 per cent of peoplere interviewed aftersnow
ball sampling** 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 snowall sampling method can

0 Many from the Sri Lanka list, from both the government and LTTE side, werkilled during the military
operations between January 2008 and May 2009, or die
negotiator, Anton Balasingham died of cancer in December 2006. Despite the fact that most from the Sri

Lanka list were kiled, it would also have been difficultat that stage of theconflict, to havesecurel access to

the LTTE negotiatorsthat survived.

“IRubin and Babbie (2006: 344) defineosv-ball samplinga s g a t hnenpriobalgjlity saample generated by

asking eachngen interviewed to suggest additional people for interiewing
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potenti al ligerviewebiag | it f i hhé researcher IS not
interviews only within the same circles. To avoid interview bias while still using the
benefits of snowball sampling, | 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 negotiaticere also
conducted in English as well as the produced documefitévhile local languages would be
necessary for communicating with grassroots organizations, English was sufficient for
studying the negotiation processes and communicating with the elites awed in the
negotiation processes as well as third party representatites.

The empirical backbone of this work consisted of primary sources, namely open
ended, semstructured interviews with direct participants in the selected negotiation
processe$! 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

ad or 6s thinking rather than a gener al anal y:

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 chaecently
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 hetwe
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 wissiof the

“2Some exceptions occurred during the Aceh peace talks (especially in Helsinki) when, on some occasions,
the Gol and GAM negotiating teams would switch from English to the Acehnese dialectBdhasa.

“3Some interviews conducted in Stockholm were in Swedish upon the request of the interviewees.

“4 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 theconfidential interviews, and those availablen the official
documents or on partisawebsites. More specifically, in some casemn official position
presented in government documents was diametrically opposed to what would be
expressed in confidential conversations. | regard this as one of the m&hortcomings 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 mographs 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 weltitten
balanced analyses from local authors on the Mi@nao and Sri Lanka conflicts. In the case
of Aceh, most literature is external, mainly by Australidbased scholars. Furthermore,
reports by donor agencies and international organizations active in the studied regions
also served as a valuable source ofoimmation. 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, puldiions produced by some stafended institutes
are also heavily stigmatized by statdirected 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 acce 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 he conflict resolution process.
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The analysis is mainly focused on agent behavior and agent strategies and proceeds
in three parts?> The empirical section provides a brief overview of the selected conflicts
with an emphasis on causes of the conflicts anadvia the causes were reflected in the
negotiation processes. The subsequent section provides an overview of employed
incentives (nonmat er i al and material) and a descri
strategies and their development. It also explains hamployed incentives corresponded
to the causes of each conflict. The following section provides an analytical explanation of
the negotiation processesd0 terminati on. E mp
main theories outlined in the theoretical ramework by using structured, comparative
analysis and Millds Method of Difference. Wh
three cases is investigated. The effects of incentives are direct, used by third parties
directly during negotiations, or irdirect 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 impactaa gent 6 s behavior during negotiatio
Timeline:

Sri Lankad Eelam

Government of Sri Lanka(GoSL) vs. Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam(LTTE )

5" peace procesd-ebruary 200Zceasefire agreementncluding pre-negotiation prior to
signing the Memorandum of Understanding)d January 2008unilateral abrogation of the
ceasefire agreemefity the governmeny

The Philippines 8 Muslim Mindanao

Government of the Republic of the Philippines (GRPYs. Moro Islamic Liberation Front
(MILF)

2004 Tripoli Peace Agr e e me nd September pOO&oilapsé of Ghe process
after August 2008 Supreme Court ruling against the MeAD)

Indonesiad Aceh
Government of Indonesia(Gol) vs.Free Aceh Movement (GAM)
200@03COHA agreement, 2003Helsinki Memorandum of Understanding

5Jack L. Snyder is the father of agetiased analysis; see Jack Snyddyths of Empire: Domestidifes and
International AmbitiofCornell University Press, 1991).
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3.9 Scope andimitations

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 processegth 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 actorsdirectly 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)t 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 followingitations

listed below need furtler 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 procetsmal dialogues and
problemsolving 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 pnegotiation phae 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, duethe sensitivity of any
initiatives, it was impossibleto 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 regardto 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 satinge. It is difficult to
predict the developments of the given regions as well as the future aspirations of some
actors involved, notwithstanding the fact tht information on unofficial processesis
difficult to obtain and even more difficult to verify. Thus the damage of releasing such

information can easily exceed the valuef 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 caséudies, it would be certainly included in

this study.

Humanitarian i 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 tolwl. 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 (2002ajes, 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 cordlmt 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 pross 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 theoatext of a conflict

setting.

Sourcdimitations

A caveat should be made about research imternal armed conflicts and negotiation
processes. As Aspinal(2009a: 125) says in hisview of Dexlerd ook Aceh, Indonesia:
Securing thénsecureState O0Separatist 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 thei
adversariesand often disguise their identities when they carry out thé&r. Werksame

naturally applies to studying negotiation processes in the context of insurgees
Participants of direct negotiations often portray certain events in a different lighand

they also make claims about their counterparts and strategies that cannot be supported

with empirical evidence.In addition, many participants overestimatethe impact of events

and decisions in which they were directly involved and deny significante other events.
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Despite thefact 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 sidd@ hey arealsoreluctant to
openly discuss grievances and tensions that emerged during the negotiations in order to
avoid aggravating tensions and shdihg negative light on the process.

There was also a disparity in the availability of sources. Informaticavailability 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 is watually impossible to gain
better access to the LTTE negotiators due to the recurrence ofoall 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 gai information about the third party,
aside from the prime ministerds chief advi s
interview. It was, furthermore, very difficult to gain further insight into the Malay

perspectives on the negotiation.
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4. INCENT IVES AND PEACE NEGOTIATION: Theoretical Framework

This chapter outlines the theoretical underpinnings for the issues sketched in the previous
chapter?® 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 expta 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 cbimation of both, incentives and
threats (disincentives), that is utilized, with italsobeing pointed to as the most effective
approach(Cortright, 1997 George, 1991; Griffiths and Barnes, 200herefore, although
this debate is mainly focused on incéres, threats (disincentives) are also includéd.

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 involveith 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, | argue that all external actors involved in conflict resolution
efforts, both state and nosstate, together with actors that are otherwise involved in the
country in conflict, contribute to creating a complex environment that impacts the
negofation process. Hence, in order to examine what impact external incentives have on
the development of negotiation strategies, a more generakestompassing definition of

third party involvement is adopted geesection 4)2

“8 From the theoretical perspective, this work has been inspiredthg works of James KBoyce and David
Cortright (incentives, aid conditionaity), Chester A. Crocker, Fen Osler HampsonPamela Aall (third
party involvement), I. William Zartman, Christopher R.Mitchell, Dean G. Pruitt, ThomasOhlson (timing,
ripeness, enticing negotiation opportunity/mutually enticing opportunity third party involvement). These
theories have been mergedhé provide the theoretical departure for this research inquirAs outlined
previously, there is a dearth of scholarship dealing with this issue; nevertheless, merging existing theories on
peace negotiation andhe effectiveness of incentive employment andpeace conditionalities sergeas a
sufficient base for developing a new theory tailored to studyitige effects of incentive emppyment in peace
negotiation.

“"Threat of incentive removal or actual removal can also be considered to be a sanction, withspecific
sanction mechanism being employed.
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Furthermore, the theoreticabtlesign includes the debate on negotiation and conflict
ripeness(seesection 4.4pddressing the neglected aspect of the existing debate on ripeness
d that is, whichexternal inducements are most effective in stipulating a mutually enticing
moment. The main theoretical argument is thus merged from two theoretical directiofs
negotiation theory and the theory on incentive effectiveness and conditionality.

The research question inquires into whampact incentives have on the negotiation
strategies of coriicting parties. | 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 ofdetrmination, the
recognition of such claims, especially formal recognition from an external government,
very often serve as a strong incentive, encouraging the r&tate actor to retain its
aspirations throughout the negotiation proce$& Arguments on the effects of incerive

employment are further developed in theection4.3

4.1 Peaceegotiationandinternal armed conflicts
Peace negotiatioris a part of a broader framework, peace processvhich constitutes a
complex reality and includes other proceduresvhich preede and follow the actual
negotiation process These include unofficial second track processesring the pre
negotiation phase, which serve topen channels of communication and initiatdialogue
between the adversariess well as posagreement monitorng, verification proceses, and
different CBM s that can occur anytime during the proce$5Additionally, measures used
mainly in the peacebuilding phase, such as development, reconstruction and rehabilitation
initiatives, supplement the political instrumems 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 anldssified. A negotiation process falls under stages ranging

from conflict management to peace enforcement and, again, conflict managenmant

“8The selected case studies are internal armed conflicts based ordsédrmination grievances. Accordingly,
greater emphasis is placed, even in ttieoretical framework on conflicts based orself-determination than
conflicts resulting from socieeconomic grievances or greedduced conflicts.

91t should be noted that parallel unofficial processes occur also during the official first track talks. Their
presence needs to be acknowledged, but due to reaspeked out in the sectior3.9Scope and limitatioase
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 whamaifamvolvement
entails, see for instance Fisher (2006) or Kaye (2005).
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highlighted in the Swanstromand Weissmann Conflict Cycle Modebn the following
page’® The incentives that are prmised or employed during the negotiations are
frequently discussed in the context of later stag8geacebuilding and peaansolidation.

It is particularly material incentives such as longerm development aid that are actually
materialized during this riod. 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 sane can be said to a certain extent of security incentives such as security
guarantees and monitoring.The earlier stages ofa negotiation process are also
characterized as a period of profound instability and lack of trust between adversaties.
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, t is important to understand that negotiation is not astatic
procedure it involves a combination of conflict and common interests (Hopmann, 1996),
and its evolvement and dynamics often depend on a number of external factétfopmann
suggests tht the perception of negotiation has been reconceptualized in the {isid
War setting, wh etoolinwhichicaenflictsimaybe résolaed in sauch@a way as to
produce mutual benefits for the parties rather than exclusive benefits foe expesisé of
other6 (1996: 24) . I n other words, Hopmann ar g
negotiation, the goal is not to achieve a victory but to resolve the confli¢bi@). This,
nevertheless, may be more accurate for intstate negotiabns 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.

Swanstrom andWeissmann make a distinction between coniftt resolution and
conflict management: 6 Conf | i ct resol ution refers t o
incompatibilities in a conflict and mutual acceptance of gaéhsparte Wablehsteenc e
2002],while conflict management refers to measurésithatitigate, and/or contain a conflict
without necessir s o | 2008:@25).iBtilding upon this, it needs to be assessed which

third party incentives are more likely to have a greater impact on negotiators during

®I'n Lundds (1996: 38) <conflict cycle typology, the
management), peacemaking (conflict management), peace enforcement (conflict rmitan), and
peacekeeping (conflict termination)
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conflict management and which dung conflict resolution, additionally whether the

impacts during these two process will differ significantly or not:

Table 58 Swanstrém andWeissmann Conflict Cycle ModeF?

Conflict Escalation Phase De-escalation Phase
intensity
level
War Peace enforcement
Crisis Crisis Management Peacekeeping
Open Conflict management Conflict Management
conflict
Unstable . . -
peace Direct Prevention Peace building
Stable Structural Prevention Peace consolidation
peace
Duration of
] conflict
Early stage Mid -stage Late-stage

In addition, this work also needs to acknowledge thmpact of process spoilers on

the negotiation.>®*Although the concept of spoilers and their influence on the negotiation

*lEmpirical evidence has proved that reaching a peace agreement doasegessarilysecureadurable peace

In fact, two- thirds of peace agreements signed between 1945 and 1993 digsnlbtin durable gace (Kim
2005Licklider, 1995Wallensteen 2002).It should be noted that the selection of case studies for this thesis
directly corresponds with the above finding: only one process resulted in a durable peace, while the other
two did not generate a rgotiated settlement.The chances of conflict reescalation after signing a peace
treaty are relatively high; hence the postgreement phase must be included in the negotiation analysis. And
further, asSung HeeKim points out, it is desirable especially h the context of internal armed conflics, to
reach a durable longerm solution between the contending parties, rather than a peace agreement that would
not have the full support and commitment of its signatories (2008:55). Further, as some scholarsusrg
peace negotiation should be seen asstepping stoneto reconciliation (Ibid). Overall success should
thereforg be measured not by reaching a negotiated peace agreement, but rather by asstssingp unt r y 8 s
reconciliation process, functioning integroup dialogue, and consolidation of divided societies.

2 Appeared inSwanstrdmandWeissmann(2005: 11).

3With regard to local interest groups such as opposition groups or paramilitampups and other process
spoilers(Darby, 2001; Stedman, 2000; Dgrand Mac Ginty, 2000)their impact is evident in the empirical
chapters and hence also has to be consderThe prime aim of this research is, however, to examine the
effects of external incentives, hence the prime emphasis in this section is placeexternalfactors and their
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process is not the focal point of this research inquiry, its impact on the process needs to be
briefly mentioned. Stedman (2000: 178gfthes 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 motivatons and capability. Stedman asserts that international actors

can play a cruci al r ol e icoherentbandtetectinel stnategiesforo i | e

protecting peace and managing spallerswhi ch are classified as
coercion (bid). 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 spederne 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 lagpirations of
self-determination, and aretriggered 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 insurgencgynamics 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 perception&l995: 150n the other hand, initiating taks
prior to violent escalation carries with it the possibility for successs the mutual
perceptions of the adversaridsave not beerainted by fresh experiences ofiolent clashes

and armed conflictd which further aggravate the initial tensions and gevancesBuilding

potential to function as triggers of change; the reactions of the internal groapsexamined when analyzing

the effects of the external incentivesThe concept of spoilers appears in the empirical chapters and is part of

the canclusions, 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, Zartmands analysis wil/ pitecant e st e d
be sur mi sed f r om thataonditioms fodtse employnmer pftinsentives
differ according tothe conflict stage. This is based on Zamtan6s assutheti on |
attitudes of actors and leaders change with the conflict dynamics as different types of
leaders qualify as spokespersons in various conflict stagb).>*

Similarly, conflicts receive very little attention before violent escation; on the
internal level, governments often do not foreseé¢ scope of the growing insurgenand
denounce conflictrelated violence as criminal acts, and thus they neglect pslitical
dimension® At the international level, the issue of nosinterference in the domestic
affairs of other states, and frequently the inability of the international community to act
quickly, often hinderspreventive actions byexternal actos at an early stage

Peace negotiation in thecontext of internal armed conflicts has a few
characteristics that distinguish the process from intatate conflict and other types of
negotiation. First, as previously mentioned,in most cases, the conflict as well akhe
negotiation processs asymmetrical (Zartman 2005), with ore side epresented by a state
actor (national governmert) and the other by a norstate actor(insurgent group) In
relation to the employment of incentives particularly material incentives, asymmetry
may prompt a question aboukegtimacy as bilateral donorsjnternational organizations
and financial institutions may be hesitant or restricted talirect engagenent only with
non-state actorsnamely insurgent groups. This can essentially impact their relations with
external state and hybrid actorg the matter of receiving economi¢cand other, incentives
and establishing contactgarticularly with international financial institutions (IFIs).

Moreover, it is essential for the third party, but also for the negotiating actors, to
understand who has the decisiemaking 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 (2008):notes that if there is a weak
leadership or if negotiatioris in the hands of hareiners, the conflict remains intractable.

| would further add that the influence of spoilers and splinter groups outside of the main

**Especially in the articulation phaseseaders are recited amongintellectuals (Zartman, 2005t4).

*Swanstrommakes an interesting argument that conflict management should not be confined solely to

armed conflicts. Conflicts have far greater potential for being peacefully resolved whedradsed in early

stages, prior to vi ol e mheoretcalarguineamttisithatrsome Qassficadon medetsd s ma i I
fail to recognize conflicts and growing tensions prior to the outbreak of violencehen options for

successful conflict resolun become limited and political and economic costs escalate (Swanstrom and
Weissmann,200524).
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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 feasiblany empirical
examples have proven that involving spoilers can be beneficial in overcoming a state
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 nenh for

resolution.

4.1.2 Negotiation strategies: do incentives stipulate probieaitving?

Negotiation dynamics are shaped by the development of the negotiation strategies of the
involved parties as well as external factorsTo understand how incentivesinfluence
negotiation, their impact on negotiation strategies has to be assessed together with an
understanding of themotivations and interests behind the positions of the contending
parties.

Negotiation strategy has been conceptualized as a plannpgreach of how to
achieve disired goals in a negotiation proc
the negotiation dynamics and evolvement of the process. Mitchell asserts that the first
shift in actorsd negot i atmasgsrategyof langtemgtaciti s wh e
bargaining to faceto-face bargaining over the negotiation table (1981: 188)n other
words, the process proceeds from pnegotiation to the core negotiation phase; the parties
may continue communicating via informal chanels but also embark on official
negotiations. Pruitt 2002: 85)dentifies three main negotiation strategies: contending,
yielding (zero-sum), and problemsolving (win-win). Problemsolving, namely joint
problemsolving, is the most cooperative strategyyhich 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
guestion, thus, is whether incentives can motivate negotiating parties to opt for a
problemsolving strategy or, on the other &nd, whether they can lead from problem
solving to contending. | 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.

*Mitchell (1981: 197) considers all activities up to the preliminary agreement on embarking on direct official
negotiations agacit bargaining
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In a problemsolving strategy, parties areoncerned 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 thro
conflict negotiations in the postCold 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 dveloping mutually beneficial alternatives, the chances for
adopting problemsolving strategies also increase. Pruitt (1995: 36) also lists conditions that
can enhance these ¢ hanc esalving dbifity, mdmentum (pdone 6 S 0\
success at @ching agreement), availability of a mediator, and trust. These are similar to
the concept of a mutually enticing opportunity as describedsection.4

In sum, it appears that the problemsolving approach can be stipulated by
cooperative incentives. t| 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
agreemen 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 negotiationprodees The ter m ot hir
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 pecess. 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 discrepari@s between mediation and arbitration,

when the | atter s a procedur eorehder ajmdgmenthi c h
about the settlement of the cadflictGood of fices and facilitation

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 itsdlh. the case of
mediation, external actors aim to contribute tothe resolving of underlying
incompatibilities between the parties (Hopmann199%, 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 agenesetting and
contributes to the discussion of core 1issue
providing goodoffice services to the adversaries.

Facilitators, mediators, and arkriators representthe most visible groupd the first
tier & of external actors involved in peace processé&mall states, religious groupsand
NGOs (policy centers) represent facilitators wh no or very limited materialand political
leverage. Especialithe nonstate actors are generally more actiwe the prenegotiation
phase of the conflict cycleor conflict prevention (CHA, 2003), usually within the
framework of unofficial, track two, diplomacy. Power states, some international
organizations and seurity alliances @ mediators with muscled have greater meansof
exercising leverage over contending parties, using both military (deployment of
peacekeepers, monitors, providing security guarantees) and -nahtary (economic
resourcessanctions, politi@al legitimization) resources.

The second tier is composed ofesurity forces, peacekeeperand members of
monitoring and verifying missions. Peacekeeping forces or missions monitoring
adherence to cead&e agreemens can be deployed by the facilitatingountry; however,
in cases whee the initial facilitator is an independent nongovernmental organization, a
state unit or an international organization €.g. UN, OSCE) assumes the overall
responsibility for security coordination. Coordination and communation between
facilitators, actors dealing withpolitical dialogue and external security unitdasproved to
be, in some cases, challenging. With the lack of overarching structure for coordination and
communication between the security units and politicabams 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 companiesepresent perhaps the most diversad

*Thisr®ttencept in the classification of Croeket er nal
Hampson, Aall (2003).
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multi-level group: they are of varying background and their relationship with the
antagonistsmay be markedly different compared to other actorBlumanitarian agencies
and NGOs are often active on botlthe local and central levelnevertheless, their polies

do not necessdly 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 areasder the control of insurgent
groups build better relations with the leadershipf these groups, and thereforgain a
better understanding of the situation on the ground.

Avenues for effective communication and coordination between external actors,
facilitators on a smallscale and other external entities on a larger scale, and alternative
sources of leverage are issues that need to be brought to theifoes analysis ofmulti -
faced third party involvement.Regardng external actor coordination, there are no formal
structures established; however, it cannot be assuitthat the level of leverageof an
external actorover the conflicting partieswholly determinesits position among the rest of
the third parties. An influential ador, a mediator with leverage can for instance, impart
only tacit support to the process, enter at a later phase support only certain initiatives
(CHA, 2003). It is generally believed that the actor formally appointed as a facilitator
takes onacoordinating role;this is not the only possibility, however

Furthermore, multi-tiered third party involvement generates alternative sources of
leverage. Every external entitymay possessome leverage over the contending party;
strong state mediators derive their leverage from their ability to providsecurity
guarantees, offer substantial incentives, and filaite political legitimization (approval of
the international community) of a former insurgent groupOn the other hand, facilitators
with no formal leverage, small states or nestate agents, elititheir leverageprecisely
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 axithdraw incentives promised during
the negotiations. Their indirect leverage is an important compamte of the conflict
environment. Further to this, Fisher and Ury (1981) argue that the effectiveness of
external persuasion depends on the effectivenesstioé BATNA of the negotiating
parties Developing this argument further, also the effectiveness of imteves and threats
depends on the partiesd BATNA and their

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 rBlegce (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 resoluticof 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 consdhtion stage, conditionality can be
empl oyed to encour age parties?o commi t ment
agreement. Boyce (2003: 16) acknowledges that conditionality is seldom popular, but adds
that the employment of conditionality has proved effigint 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 externabarties 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 nesiate ators are, in a majority of cases, excluded from the
direct distribution of official development assistance (ODA) Ipid). In light of this,
foll owi ng arguaents rl®3bfnsconfict asymmetry, imposing conditionality

can work in favor of the insurgats. As he points out, insurgents are completelfocused

on the conflict issues while the government actor hado juggle with other issues not
related to the conflict(lbid). Following this reasoning, governments are in this context
more sensitive to donopressure 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 multiparty (multi-donor) involvement there can also be 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 ages)arhen pursuing

conditionality, may clash with the conflicting interests of foreign policy administrators.

He further suggests that condit-banghi ny wae

specific incentives are tied to specific advancements in impienting the peace accords.
This can be interpreted as an antipole of targeted sanctions as presented by Cortright
(1995, 1997%.

In sum, Boyce claims that conditionality is not the ultimate remedy for resolving
conflicts and when employed independently iseldom suffices to secure peace. On the
ot her hand,aihdke &sg itthe skeeest 0one instrument

for promoting peace, and not always the most poten{oBed 0 3: 1 9) .

4.3Using carrots impact of incentives on pace negotiation

Incentives and threats are conceptualized in the chapfasearch Design and Methodalegy
material or nonmaterial instruments employed by external third parties in the contextf
internal armed conflicts, eitherdirectly during conflict resolution efforts or indirectly
within the framework of bilateral relations during the ongoing peace proce$®llowing

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 spost
incentives> The carrots (incentives) are thus not strictly limited to development aid or
other types of economic assistance. Cortright (200106224 points out that incentives can
be more beneficial tha 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
issuesd 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.

8 Boyce (2002a) says that this varies from case to case. Arermtbmpassing theory has not yet been
developed.

*There are a number of other ésting classifications of incentives. For instance, Stokke (1p@fploys a
classificationbased on analysis of historical eventisat usesthree generations of conditionalityaccording to
their impacts and contextual categorization: first generation (sttwral adjustment programs), second
generation (policy and system reformé 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.The impactof incentiveson negotiation strategies and negotiation dynamfés

Griffiths and Barnes (2008) suppose that incentives can induce the chances dfepa
reaching a settlement byncreasing 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. FurthermoréfitGs 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 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 ¢éhreluctance of getting involved in conflicts
based on selfletermination or territorial grievances. Additionally, the edited volume
Powers of persuasion: incentives, sanctions and conditioealdynakpngy Griffiths and
Barnes offers only a first impse 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 inquirycenters on the impactsf the employment of
carrots on peag negotiationd not whether the incentives are inducive to a successful or
efficient outcomed what is regarded as a positive outcom®netheless needs to be stated
here Obviously, one could argue that ending violence d¢he signing of a ceasefire is
regaded as a successful outcome. Yet, as wasviously stated the signing of a ceasefire
or a peace treaty does not neccedigaread to a final termnination of the conflict.
Successful involvement could be considered an initiation of a dialogue that ovenes a
conflict stalemate butthat does not reach a final agreemeifyet), or alternatively, an
involvement that facilitates mutual understandindbetweenthe parties that is not derailed
before theagreement stage is reached. Added to this, whifeenticescan stimulate a
positive environment for negotiation, they do not have decisive effect if core conflict

issues are not addresséuahore id.2.1.

%t needsto be acknowleded that incentives are also frequently employed as preventive measures (Lund,
1996). This is, nevertheless, not a part of this research inquényd hence this argument is not developed
further. Cortright suggest that even an offer of an incentive or eagia sanction can contribute to conflict
prevention (1997: 280).
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Who employs witat

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. | reason that both
groups need to be considered, but the more important question may be why Hmes
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 emahoppec
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 iinportant

to consider also other available resources when assessing the incentives employed during
peacemaking. Haass and O6Sullivan (2000: 5)
to be employed by nofgovernmental actors; the same can be said abiogentives 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 an independent non
government agency to avoid possible entanglement. The same can be done in the case of
facesaving strategies.Cortright (1997: 280) asserts that the relationship between the
sender and recipient impacts the potential effectiveness tfe 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 probilepiving striegies

Incentives and threats presented below ihables 6610are frequently also employed as

foreign policy tools. | believe that the impact of incentives when utilized in the context of

a peace process may be differer@riffiths and Barnes (2008: 6) bng forward an

interesting argument that external incentives may trigger changes within intgroup

dynamics as they provide opportunities for prdialogue groups. Furthermore, they

vent ur a shift toadnstrdctive probksotving is unlikely to be iasled through coercion

This suggests the need to reduce reliance on

making peage ( 2 0.0n8this cdntext, | make a theoretical assumption that incentives
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directly linked to the core conflict issies are likely to make an impact on the negotiation

process.

4.3.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 is a combination of carrotsand sticks,
rather than solely the carrot®r 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, withdraval (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 complemst each other, for instance, incentives may increase the
effectiveness of sanctions and vice verddi¢l). Griffiths and Barnes support the argument
with the s timcéngvessanctionstatmanditionalityare more likely to be effective if
execisedwith a degree of coherence( 2 0 Bluscat (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. Thedeatasults 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, | reason that it is rather the intentin 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 pess.

4.3.30utline of the incentives
The following tables outline a classification of possible third party instrument$.The
tools are divided into five groups based on their functions; each group can have both

material and nonmaterial components.

®1Every incentive and threat in the chart exists in many different variation3 he chart provides an
overview of the most common forms of instruments employed by external actors in confliesolution
efforts.
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Table 6 6 Third Party Tools (Political)

Third Party Incentives Threats/Disincentives
diplomatictegitimization, political diplomaticdiplomatic and
and/or diplomatic recognition, de facto | political sanctions, suspending
and de jure recognition, extending diplomatic relations, isolation,
recognition, highlevel visits, political travel and visa bans, condemning
guarantees, internationalization of the | statements, bringing attention to
conflict issue, equal treatment of the the issue in IGOs (e.g. UNSC),
adversaries (this issue particularly UNSC resolutions, increasing
applies to the insurgent groups who external involvement
strive to be treated equally with the stat{ accessiatisncentivesmposing
actor), deproscribing (removing hindrances to membership in
organization/state from a list of regional/international
terrorist organizations/states sponsoring organizations
terrorism), increasing external national security measure
involvement, ending isolation, proscribing as a terrorist
withdrawal of sanction, power balance | organization/state supporting
(elevating asymmetry) terrorism, ban of support

states accession incentivegjional or thematic | organizations
integration projects, promise of third party involvemerthreats of
accession to regional or international termination or termination of
organizations ongoing facilitation, mediation,
training:political training, support with | or good office serices; issuing
institution building, conflict warnings about a possible
management training, capacity building| termination of third party
© (governance, rule of law, constitution | involvement
;5 design, transitional justice) freedom broadcasting:
© facilitation:conducting or support to supporting/orchestrating
o dialogue facilitation/dialogue alternative information sources
training/problem-solving workshops, international criminal courts:
confidence building, equal treatment of | compliance with rulings of
the conflicting parties, even if the international criminal courts,
process is asymmetric cooperaion with international
criminal courts
facilitation:dialogue facilitation, dialogue| diplomaticcondemning
training, problemsolving workshops statements, withholding or
training:political training, support with | terminating membership
IGOs institution building information disseminatitmnging
forum for discussions attention to the issue in
withdrawal of sanctions and political international media and other
isolation information outlets, condemning
statements
facilitation:dialogue faciltation, information dissemination:
confidence building workshops condemning statements, bringing
training:political training, support with | attention to the issue in
NGOs institution building, transitional justice | international media and other
networking assistanessistancevith information outlets
establishing contact network, assistancg terminationtermination of
with reaching out to states, IGOs and | facilitation/training/workshop
INGOs support
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humarrights:monitoring and promotion

Political incentiesare defined by the level of leverage of those who employ them. Strong
external actors with a great level of politicabnd economic leverage arnot 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, legitimizatioand other forms of
political and diplomatic acceptance are important incentives as they are related to
grievances of selfjovernance representative oh majority of internal armed conflicts.
Barnes and Griffiths (2008: sbH)suadhseads pgdle
legitimization and ending isolation, but also security guarantees (security incentives), are
the most durable inducements to finalizing agreement§hese types of incentives,
presumably employed internally by a government actor, are hgrent to political
settlement and can be further enhanced laysimilar 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 beden 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 oéderage and,

therefore, their inability to employ the same tools as states.

Table 70 Third Party Tools (Security)

Third Party Incentives Threats/Disincentives

monitoringmonitoring missions interventionmilitary intervention
(military, police, or civilian), (unilateral or with an
monitoring of decommissioning international coalition), non

%‘ alliance/alignmensecurity guarantees: | consensual deploymetrof

] statés | forming of security alliances, regional | peacekeeping forces

g security integration projects, security | military embargoesmbargos on
guarantees arms trade and arms exports
supportsupport with security sector withdrawal:withdrawal of
reform (SSR) and disarmament, monitoring mission
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demobilization, and reintegration

(DD R)

training/supervisiommilitary advisers
(non-combatant military support),
counterinsurgency training/assistance
weaponrysupply of weaponry
monitoringceasefire, postonflict and interventiontegional organization
decommissioning monitoring, assistancy intervention

IGOs with DDR and SSR programs
postconlict supportassistance with
decommissioning, DDR and SSR

reforms

Assistance/advisorgssistance with withdrawalof involvement,
NGOs decommissioning, DDR and SSR termination of projects relatd to

reforms DDR and SSR reform

Security incentivese dividedinto two main categoriessecurity assistance/guarantees and
monitoring. Walter (2002 postulates that thirdparty security guarantees are one of the
most prominent tools for enhancing prospects rfgpeace.Monitoring, a commitment to
engage in a monitoring mission or support of a monitoringnission, is an important
incentive for both state and nosstate actors. The leverage behind this type of incentive
stems again from the power of an actor deliveg the incentive. Generally, a strong,
resourceful, and impartial mediator exertthe most leverage andthus, has the greatest
impact over the adversaries. At the same time, the monitoring incentive is highly
dependat on the contextual conditions undemhich it is employed. If the advesaries
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 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, demobation, and reintegration (DDR) can have a positive
although not decisive impact on the state actor. The natate actor may perceive these
incentives as a threat, in the case where a great level of mistrust prevails between the
adversaries, and the negtate actor may feel that these incentives could impact its general
security.

Security alliance, weaponry supply, and other forms of military assistance
represent incentives thatmay promptt he adversariesd decision

process and resuenmilitary operations. By increasing the availability of those tools, as
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we | | as 1 ncreasi security, external part.

ng
decrease the attractiveness of a negotiated solution. Security alliance involves, with a very
few rare exceptions, the state actor. Weaponry supplies to a +gtate actor can be used as

a threat against the government actor. These types of incentives were utilized frequently

in the so-called proxy warsin Africa, Asia, and Latin Americaduring the Cold War.

Table 80 Third Party Tools (Aid)

Third Party Incentives Threats/Disincentives
humanitarianhumanitarian aid™ humanitarian aidemporary or
postconflict reconstructigrostconflict complete withdrawal of
reconstruction, rehabilitation, and humanitarian aid, embargos on
development/postconflict development | transportation of humanitarian
aid aid
developmentid, longterm post conflict | postconflict reconstruction:

States | reconstruction, infrastructure withdrawal of aid for post
reconstruction, reconstruction of key conflict reconstruction, imposing
communication and transport facilities, | aid conditionality
aid directed to the agrarian sector, developmerid withdrawal,
increase of official development conditions to ad deployment
assistance (ODA)

o humanitarianhumanitarian aid, short withdrawal:aid withdrawal,

< term reconstruction project termination, tightening
postconflict reconstructigrostconflict up conditions for receiving aid,
reconstruction, rehabilitation, and imposing restrictions on aid

IGO/IFI development/postconflict development | allocation

aid, local micreeconomic assistance, banban on aid agencies
setting trust funds for longterm cooperating with certain groups
reconstruction and development banning aid staff from entering
developmersdid certain areas
humanitarianhumanitarian aid, targeted | Aid withdraw al, project
humanitarian assistance termination

NGOs postconflict reconstructigrostconflict
reconstruction, rehabilitation, and
development/postconflict development
aid

Aid incentives r e often subject to aid or padise con

used as a lever to persuade conflicting parties to make peace, to implement peace accords, an

consolidate peace ( Fr er k s, cotlifiohaity dods)not nebessdrily have to occur in

2 As mertioned in the sectiorB.9 Scope and Limitatidnsmanitarian aid is excluded from the examined
group of incentives. Nevertheless, to include most of the possible incentives mentioned in the ongoing
academic debate, humanitaricaid 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 humanitaich(Boyce
20024, b).
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a conflict setting d 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 theredt

When evaluating the effects of the aid incentives on negotiation processes, the
main question that arises in this context is the issue tdgitimacy asymmetry. Without
functional power-sharing arrangements, nostate 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 intendedif postconflict reconstruction and longterm
development, the development dialogues are frequently strained by a lack of general trust
between the adversaries, which hinders constructive dialogue on loeign development
programs and the effective sharingnd 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 agenciesnlthis regard, the norstate actors do not have to share the
responsibility for effective use of pledgeflinds 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 concerhshe
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 loannterpreted

as a violation by the norstate actor.

83Effects of aid and peace conditionality are discusdatther in this chapter in section 4.2 ofihird Party
InvolvemenBoyce (2002a: 71) asserts thiéie more desperately the recipient needs aid, the greater the leverage of
the donor 6

70



Using Carrots to Bring Peace? Negotiation and Third Party Involvement

Martina Klimesova (2011

Table 90 Third Party Tools (Economy/Trade/Finance)

Third Party Incentives Threats/Disincentives
acess to regional markésorable accesy sanctions and embargeseral
to international/regional markets (e.g. | trade sanctions, sanctions, forma|
GSP Plus status in the E®f) credit restrictions to access to certain
forgiveneggBoyce, 2004) markets, selected embgos on
longterm economic assistasgiloans, | commodities related to warfare,
debt relief target sanctions (sanctions
states trade incentivefvorable trade tariffs, targeted at key figures, freezing
most-favored nation status, extending | of personal bank accounts/assetg
) subsidies to exports and imports, dtargeted financial sanctions),
2 providing export or import licenses, freezing of organizational assets
< guaranteeing investments, encouraging| acess to regional markets:
iC capital imports and exports (Griffiths withdrawing favorable condiions
% and Barnes, 2008: 13) for access to regional markets
o financial assistanatebt relief, soft loans, | sanctiongargeted financial
E assistance with macroeconomic sanctions and tariffs, termination
= stabilization of debt reliefand soft loans
2 participation of IFls in conflict resolution programs
8 efforts:iengagement of IFIs can result in | fiscal reformsconditioning fiscal
'-” IGOs/IFIs | their greater commitment toand focus | reforms to granting economic
on the specific conflictaffected country, | assistance (mostly IFls, Boyce,
at the same time, the IFls can offer 2002)
technical knowhow and support which
can also be extended to the pesbnflict
period
advisory assistance, projects on capaci| termination of advisory
NGOs building and increasing economic assistancetermination of
literacy projects

Economy/Trad/Finance (ETF) incentivese the most technical of all of the mentioned
sanctions and incentives and, with a few very rare exceptions, apply solely to the state
actor®® Trade incentives and sanctions are often kedlexible than the other types,
especially when imposed by IFls, and are subjectedatgrioriset of rules and practices.
Moreover, the nature of these instruments often prevents their ad hoc employment, for
instance foreign governments usually do ndbave carte blanch&om 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 ol to be applied swiftly with as little advance warning

% The Generalized System of Preferenc¢&SP) Plus status provides sele 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 Commision, Trade).

5 Conditionality employed by IFls is sometimes referred to as technical conditionality. It mainly focuses on
achieving shortterm marcoOeconomic stability and longerm economic reforms (Boyce, 2082 which

includes issues such as budgefidi reduction, level of tax revenues, and tradéeralization (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 adversariesnie to prepare and minimize the effects of the sanctions,

so diminishing the impact of external influence.

In contrastto the aid incentives that are often localized, ETF incentives and threats
are of a more general scope, which means that they are natessarily 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; norstate actors are affected mostly when thesstruments 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 nosstate actor can be peeived as an incentive by the

government and viceversa.

Table 10 Third Party Tools (Culture and Sports)

Third Party Incentives Threats/Disincentives

joint organization or support for cultural | boycott of cultural and sporting
states and sporting events, educational events

projects, support of educational and
cultural confidence building projects
confidence building educational and boycott of cultural and sporting
cultural programs, bridging societal gap| events, terminating p&ronage of
IGOs events, withdrawing economic
support to sporting and cultural
events

educational and cultural projects, withdrawing project

bridging societal gaps participation, terminating
NGOs ongoing activities, terminating
patronage of events, boycott of
events

Culture/Sports

Culture/Sports incentivagpresent 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 supiitg 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 seree kuild 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 seties.

4.4 Perception of iming: 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,dxamine whethercarrots (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 ripaess is one of the cerdl tenetsof the structuralist
paradigm within negotiation theory. Indeed, timing plays a prime role in several aspects

of negotiation analysis. Zar t mdistdsseddndepto r y

of

within negotiaion theory (Zartman, 1995, 1997, 2000, 2001, 2002, 2005a,b,e; Pruitt, 1997;

Stedman 1991, 19%ggestam 2005). As Zartman (2001) indicates, ripeness is a perceptual
event : reaching a ripe moment i s subject
this perception may be enhanced by a third party, without recognition of a ripe moment
adversaries do not feghe needto changetheir strategies in the conflict. The focal concept

of the theoryis the mutually hurting stalemglHS) 6 a moment when contading parties
arrive atthe concluson that the continuation of armed operations is mutually damaging,
and does not lead to the achievement of their clairdscaveat needs to be added about the
simultaneous notion of arriving at a hurting stalematé the initial interpretation of
ripeness theory (Zartman)d 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 reasodg. 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 fftne.

Foll owing Pruittds argument t h adifferesta c h
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, | venture that in the case of asymmetric negotiation, when te&onger 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 negativeontext andis generated
by negative motivatiors. Antagonists, prior to reaching the MHS moment, most likely
experienced donger period of violence whichsignificantly tarnished relations between
the parties(Zartman). This stalemate opens the way for negotiatiorss the conflicting
parties perceive tls to be a betteroption 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 theclaims 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 weakThe same can beaid aboutthe perception of incentives
and the power of incentives. It hs been proved in a number of conflict situations that
parties only started to negotiate so as t
their resources before continuingo 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
guestionis whether incentives can induce ripenesshat is, create a momentum for the
initiation of negotiations. In contrastto an MHS, an alternative concepis a mutualy

enticing opportunityvhich results from the positive motivation of actorsto change the

course of the conflict. Tiggered by an enticing agenfan incentive), an MEO leads to

® Christopher R. Mitchell (1995b)resents four models of ripeness: mually hurtling stalemate (MHS),
imminent mutual catastrophe (IMC), the entrapment model (ENT), and the mticing opportunity (ENO).
In sum, Mitchell reasons that it is not only one concept, but rathercombination of all four (abovg that
most efficiently entices ripeness for conflict resolution opportunities.
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conflict de-escalationas contending parties considefighting to be less attractive thara
negotiation that bears prospects ahutual gains (Mitchell, 1995a, 1995 he existing
outlines of MEO as presented by Zartman (2004, 2005), Pruitt (1997), Ohlson (1998),
Mitchell (1995), and Aggestam (2005), dwt make a strong distinctionbetween the
situation where an MEO is created byhe 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 MEQ@nlike an
MHS whic h is created by the conflict context and potentially some external factors, the
MEO will not happen unless the parties or the mediator inducefiange 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 ef th
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 jaggeement (peace
consolidation) stage through the enhancement of an MEO during these stages.

In light of the above, one of the maiquestionsraised by negotiation researchers is
how to advance from a passive moment of reachiagp MHS to an active initiation of
negotiation (Zartman, Aggestam, Stedman). Zartmaii2000) aptly points out that the
theory of riperess is focused solely otine initiation of negotiation and does not provide
any explanationas to how to conduct negotiatio toward a successful outcome. And,
furthermore, the concept of ripeness fails to explaimow the ripening momentshould be
sustainedthroughout the negotiation processes once ogigtion is initiated. Zartman
(2004, 2005&rgues that the MEO can be extended throughout the whole process as it
contributes to changing mentalities, which is necessary bunot sufficient condition. The
theory, however, does not mention specific indicators of gradual confidence building
through the MEO concept.

Zart manos reasoning t hat negotiati on

induced by an MHS than MEO mirrors the economic theory suggesting thabuntries
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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 negotiain 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 canalso bepossible that parties cannot reach
an MEO 0 an MEO may not be an enticing alternative to the status quo althougih may
seem like an enticing alternative to an outside observer (Zartman, 2004, 2005e).

| consider the concept of the MEO as the key theoiedl paradox, which serves as a
theoretical linkage between the debate on incentive effectiveness and the negotiation
debate on defining a ripe momeniThe main question remains whethean MEO can be
induced by external incentives and to what extent suesituation is conducive to changes
in negotiation strategies, namely changing strategy from a zesom to a win-win
approach. Also, goingbkc t o Zart mands poi Hite) aadresoling agr e e
(final agreement) formula, it appears that the MHSsi 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 carept 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 validrpoivhen 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 thathreat of loss has a still stronger impact than inducements.
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Table 15 MHS and MEO in the conflict cycle (most frequent plausible scenario)

Escalaion De-escalation
Conflict ————
Intensity
Level
War MHS
Peace enforcement MEO
Crisis Crisis management Peacekeeping
. MEO
Open Conflict X Conflict
conflict managemen management
Direct prevention MEO
Unstable Peace building
peace
Structural MEO
Stable prevention Peace consolidation
peace
Time
Early stage Mid -stage Late-stage

4.4.2 Can carrot;hduceand sustairnripeness?
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 sonteo
negotiations. As seen above, at least some signs of MHS must be present to secure and
sustain partiesd commit ment to the conflict
necessary to provide some motivation for the parties throughout the pregeeither to
accommodate some of the initial grievances causing the conflict or to redress some of the
concessions that the parties have had to make. Andaddition, incentives are considered
very useful in the peace consolidation stage when they are @yed to keep the parties
motivated in implementing commitments from the peace agreement.

Furthermore, when analyzing different emergingonflict resolution opportunities
in various conflict settings, it is striking how much appears to be dependentonpha r t i e s &
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

77



Using Carrots to Bring Peace? Negotiation and Third Party Involvement

Martina Klimesova (2011

that the MEO concept is not applicable if the adversaries do notaskh 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 somay 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 ofoes 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 isfle 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 (®02: 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 (200 2: 238) further argues
processes determine whether possible threaii be carried out.

In sum, it has been theoretically demonstrated that carrots alone could create a
ripeness moment; however, itsirather 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 pracess and during the implementation period. In that case, incentives can

play an important role, albeit not decisive, as a subsidiary negotiation tool.

4.5 Theoreticapurpose

The main purpose of the theoretical foundation outlined above is to provideyatbesis 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

i nguiring into how negoti at analdadls dne& thereforep r
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what actions the external incentives trigger laexd Wis further investigated whether an
impact leads to a change of negotiation strategy. The interesting aspect thus is whether
the negotiation strategies can be changed fralne outside.

Building upon this, the theoretical outline leads to the question whether an
i ncentive i n t umpreferences morenlikely tothava anoimpad on the
adversaries. In other words, whether carrots that are directly linked to theain
articulated grievances (core conflict issues and conflict roots) are more likely to trigger an
action from the negotiators. In addition, what is the relation betweereferencegositive
motivation) and need (negative motivation) and how is this refected 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 psented by Mitchell
(1995) and Zartman200t, 206g).

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 o
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 existenceaahutually hurting
stal emat e and mutually enticing opportunit:
maintaining their involvement in the negotiation process. Furthermore, the impact of
incentives depends on their relevance to core issues of the conflistwell as on the
readiness of the parties to accept the incentives. A probisalving approach to the
negotiation process leads to cooperation; however, it seems that without the internal
willingness to engage in the process and explore possible mutubakyneficial 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 nonmaterial incentives is furher 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 coordation between external actors.
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The theoretical analysis also indicates paths for future research which will be

further debated in the final chapte€onclusions
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5. EELAM, SRI LANKA: THE GoSL-LTTE PEACE NEGOTIATIONS
(200203;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. Theconflict is based orthe deeply rooted grieances of sef
determination among the Tamil ethnic minority, which the LTTE monopolized and
coined as a quest for an independent Tamil EeldfiThe last peace process between the
adversaries was facilitated by the Royal Government of Norway and was markeditie
substantial involvement of other international actors. This chapter outlines the
development of the peace process spanning from the-pegotiation period(1999/&200},
direct talks (20020 3 ) , the period under the UPFAXt ed Pe
government and President Rajapaksa (2008), to the final collapse of the process (2@06
08) %8 It further reviews the effects of incentives and threats employed between 2000 and
2008, and examines to what extent they impacted the negotiation strategiethe 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 thike 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; retalevelopments in
Sri Lanka (2009) made it impossible to interview the LTTE negotiatof3Also, the LTTE
leader,Velupillai Prabhakaran t he L T T E 6 smakehwitk dbsollite weio pawer n

(both formal and informal) and the main brain behindthe LTTEs conf |l i ct str a

8" Tamil Eelam refers tothe Tamil homeland which is based on the ancierifamil 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 bglém one ethnic
groupand that it also includes Muslim and Sinhala population2@09: 50).

® Previous peace initiatives are briefly outlined in the section ¢ime Process Conte(@.1). The peace process

or the negotiation process refers to the dialogpeocess facilitated by Norway, 20026. The subsequent
events leading to the governmentds military victory
asthey were not part of the negotiation process. It should be nevertheless noted that themonent opted

for a military solution after exhausting negotiation options. While the LTTE was eliminated militarily, the
conflict itself and its roots still prevail.

% Anton Balasingham, the LTTE chief negotiator until 2008nvho wasbased in London, passl away from
cancer in Decembe006. Furthermoremost of the negotiators based in Sri Lanka were killed during the
mili tary operations in spring 2009. $ablishing of contacs would have been difficultsincethe renewal of
military operations in January2008.
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not publish any memoirs and only very rarely granted interviews tthe media’® The
other members of the LTTE negotiation team occasionally published brief articlésit
these rarely reflected views on the process thaere otherthan propaganda rhetoricThe
majority of data on the LTTE views of the prenegotiation phase and the 20823 direct
tal ks were thus gathered from Anton Bal asing
account of the process as described in his pubimatWar and peacearmedstruggle and
peacedforts of liberationtigers published in November 2004. An additional source of
information on the earlier periodTheWilltal so t
freedom’ In sum, considerably less inforation 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 nationd not the LTTE as an organization or other political
entity. Although the LTTE argued that it had the mandate toepresent all Tamils in Sri
Lanka there was a vidile absence of effective measures to assess support for the LTTE
among the Tamil population living in SriLanka during the studied period® The term
government (GoSL) refers to both the Government of Sri Lanka as well as the

government negotiation team.

" 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 falitators 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 theNortheast (interview 2009). In cotrast, those who met with
Prabhakaranon several occasions stated that he was wafbrmed 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 leaderstp waskilled on May 17 2009.

“"Additional views from the LTTE were gained from art.|
official website.

"1t should be stressed that Sri Lanka displays relatively low levels of communal violence and existefice o

local milta gr oups when compared to Aceh and Mindanao. Thi
stanceon 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 200&ee 5.2.4)
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5.1. Wherthe lion fights thetiger: the mntext of the GoSL-LTTE peace negotiation§’

Sri Lanka, formerly Ceylon, gained imdependence 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 theSinhalese and Tamil communitie$* Rupesinghe (2009)
argues thatthe constitution prepared by the British did not guaranteminority 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 nobnstitute 50 per cent of the
population. A functioning powersharing governance mechanism was not adoptéan

the contrary, the political claims of the Tamil representation led tooncerns among the
Sinhala that the Tamil claims could subsequently lead to further demands for
independence (Rupesinghe, 2009). This and further language, religious, smmoomic,
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.

One of the indicators of Tami/l mar gi nal i z
leadng to a oSinhala Onlyo bildl t hat was pass
stipulated that Sinhala would be the only official language, thus hindering the Tamils
from using the Tamil language for official matters and administrative purpos€sThe
nationalistic wave continued, and, in 1972 and 1977, the GoSL passed constitutional

changes that declared Buddhism the state religitn.

SWhile the tiger is an ancient Tamil symbol, symbolizing among othehings heroism and patriotismthe

lion & Sinhameans lion in Sinhalsed is the symbol of the Sinhala ethnic group

" The Tamil ethnic group in Sri Lanka isfurther divided betweenthe Ceylon (Sri Lankan) Tamil, one of

the indigenous groups of Siianka (the Vedda indigenous group constitutes only a marginal fractiontbé

Sri Lankan populatior), and the Indian Tamil. The latter group was brought from Southern India (Tamil

Nadu, poor, lower castes) durinthe British colonial rule in the 1840and 1850s twork on coffee, and later

alsg tea and rubler plantations andss et t | e d i &thetilhregiomof eehtrdl SriyLanka (central hill

region), while the former group resides in the Nortlaround the Jaffna Peninsula. The majority dfTTE

cadres and leadership are from the Sri Lanka Tamil group. Currently, the Sainkan Tamil constitute about

12.6 per cent and the Indian Tamil 5.6 per cent of the Sri Lankan total population.

The conflict betweenthe LTTE and GoSL is not the only internal armed conflict Sri Lanka facedn 1971

and 1988/89, Sinhala Marxists (daat ha Vi mukt hi Peramuna/ Peopleds Revol
an armed struggle against the government to establish a Marxist state in Sri Lankal1989, newly elected

President Premadasa offered the JVP negotiations httwas refused. The conftt in the South was
eventually terminated by the governmentds military vi
" Riots against thedSinhala Onlyé campaign occurred in 1956, other noted riots against Sinhala nationalism

took place in 1958, 19@nd198{Rupesinghe, 2009)

""Most Sinhala are Buddhist while the Tamils are HinduMuslims are thethird largest religious group in

Sri Lanka comprising abou® per cent of the totalpopulation (Sinhala constitute 73.8%, Sri Lankan Moors

7.2%, Indian Tamil 4.6%, Sri Lankan Tamil.8%, 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 groupsmany 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, 197& 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 issu®. Initial
moderate Tamil opposition was gradually eliminated as wel @nternal 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 civiliarGeneral support among the Tamils for
the LTTE grew after the rots in 1983the secalled 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. Tails in the southfaced ten days of mob violence,
looting, and the destruction of TamHowned businesses; the communal violence claimed
3000 casualties and about 250,000 IDPs.

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 trainedibya
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 rority
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 inteational
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 tententury and adopted Tamil as their mother

tongue (Balasingham, 200&). Most of the Muslim population is settled in the Eastern fa of the island.

The main political party representinghe Sri Lankan Muslim population is the Sri Lanka Muslim Congress

(SLMC) which was part of the UNF coalition (December 20@2pril 2004).

“"The Eel am Peopleds Revol ut i on aheylamll UtitedrLibératiannFrorfr ont (|
( TULF), the Tamil Eelam Liberation Organization (TEL
Eelam(PLOTE), and the Eelam Revolutionary Organization of Students (EROS).

" Many of the Tamils that constitute the coe of the Tamil diasporas in Western countries left Sri Lanka

after these events. An analyst (interview 2009) wvoiced concern that in the view of the diaspora,
discrimination against the Tamil ethnic groufby the GoSLcontinues to be the same as that whiddd to the

1983 riots (250,000 IDPs, destruction of Tarmivned businesses, allegation$ statesponsored violence).
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Violent escalations between the LTTE guerillas and the government forces
intensified from 1983, marking thedginning of Eelam War | (198387). In 1989, the GoSL
introduced Provincial Councils as a power devolution mechanism within the framework
of existing provinces, bound as it was by the Indoanka Accord from July 1987
Following the withdrawal of the Indian peacekeeping forces, the LTTE built a de facto
state in the Northeast with its own institutions of justice, banksJaw enforcement
institutions and civil administration, and even a visa system, controlling who could enter
the region. Added to this, the LTE 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, rai broadcastingd Voice of Tigers). Prior to Decemberl995,
when the Sri Lankan army reclaimed Jaffnahe Tigers controlled onethird of Sri Lankan

territory and two-thirds of the coastline (Swamy, 2008b).

5.1.1 Previous peace initiatives and third party invelement
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.

18506 ThimpuTalks

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 wasonductedby India. India regaded the Sri Lankan
system as antiTamil, 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

8 The Indo-Lanka Accord was signed by Prime Minister Rajiv Gandhi and President J. R. Jayewardene on
July 29, 1987. The law was never ilepented in the Northeast, which constituted one single provincial
unit. In May 2008, local government offices proposed elections be held inElastern provincial council The
LTTE flatly rebuffed the proposal, however, and pointed to several indicatorstbe 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 -salled

Thimpu Talks, led to a ceasefire agreement in June 1985. During subsequent talks in
Bhutan, the LTTE andthe other three radical Tamil organiations (the Eelam Peopl&
Revolutionary Liberation Frontd EPRLF, the Tamil Eelam Liberation Organizationd

TELO, the Eelam Revolutionary Organizationof Studentsd EROS) aimed to secure the
GoSLO6s recognition of the TaandirdtherNartheastof and i
the island. The talks collapsed initially, which also marked the last time radical Tamil

organizations other than the LTTE would negotiate with the government.

1983 IndeLankaAccord
The parties adhered to the ceasefire and talksre 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 graimg Sri Lankan citizenship to Indian Tamils who
came to Sri Lanka tavork on tea and rubber plantation&*Amid growing tensions and the
occasional occurrence of violent escalations, the Government of India led by Prime
Minister Rajiv Ghandi and the GoSL r@resented byPresident J.R. Jayewardersigned
the Indo-Lanka Accordin 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 Jayewar deneos Sinhala opposition.
signified obstacles for future GoSILTT E 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 Prabhakarandid not, however, accept guarantees for
the Tamils as outlined in tke Indo-Lanka Accordand repeated LTTE claimsfor 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

8 Already at this stage,figures around Sirimavo Bandaranaike (mother of Chandrika KMmaratungd
establishel a group calledFront forthe Mot her | andd conbeasiondeinpypnadete tthe Tamils
(Wijesinha, 2007).
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losses of personnéfIn 1989the new president, Premadasa, ordered Indians to withdraw,
and reached an agreement with the LTTE to eject the Indians from Sri Lar(Rremadasa
LTTE talks, 1989/90§°%President Premadasa led the GoSL delegation in direct talks with
the Tigers in Colombo n 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 LTTHEid 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 Il (1900895) 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 intro duced in Sri Lanka, such as the Tokyo @Chairs donor mechanism
(Section 5.3Nevertheless, throughout the last peace process it remained well informed by

both Norway and Japan about the evolvement of the peace talks.

199495 Direct talkd Chandrika Kmaratunga

The last negotiation attempt prior to the process facilitated by Norway was initiated when
President Kumaratungaassumed office as prime minister in 1994, and later as president
after winning both elections ona peace agend4 Direct talks betweenthe GoSL and the
LTTE were ongoing between 1994 ari®95the first talks were held in Jaffna, the LTTE
stronghold. The parties also communicated indirectly by letter exchange between Prime
Minister Kumaratunga andVelupillai Prabhakaran The talks were bcused mainly on

resolving the dire humanitarian situation in the Northeast rather than on finding a

8 ndia lost about 1500 men in theperatbns. During the brief period of cooperation between the GoSL and
LTTE against the IPKF, the Sri Lanka government supplied the LTTE with weapons to fight the Indian
forces (Swamy, 2008b).

8 Indians were extremely disappointed about the change of events, and from this point on, the Indian
administration became reserved about any official involvement indhlGoSL-LTTE peace process. After the
LTTE assassinated Rajiv Gandhin 1991, theorganization was proscribed in IndiaPrabhakaranwas
concerned about Gandhi returning to power as the new prime minister (according to general expectations
and opinion pollshe would have won the upcoming national elections). The Tigers were alarmed by his
comments on the IndeLanka 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 beergood decisionGeneral
Raghavanar gued t hat it was one of Prabhakarands main st
irreversibly alienate India (interview, Colombo, September 2009).

8 The LTTE attempted to assassinate inaratungain December1999, duringwhich she lost an eyeH er
husband, Vijaya Kumaratunga, was assassinated in February 1988, allegedly by the JVP which acted through
the Deshapremi Janatha Viyaparaya (DJVPRatriotic Liberation Organizatior).
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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 LTW&hdrew in April
1995, shortly after the armed conflict was fully resumed in April 1995 (Eelam War lll,
199620029. President Kumaratunga received international support for resuming armed

operations against the LTTE after the failure of the peace proses

5.2GoSL-LTTE negotiations andhird party involvement (200808)

5.2.1 Context of the Norwegian involvement

President Chandri ka Kumaratunga from the Pe:«
Royal Government of Norway to act as a facilitator of talks betweahe GoSL and the
LTTE in the late 1990sand made a public announcement about the initiative already in
early December 1999 (without consulting the Norwegians). This came within weeks after
an LTTE assassination attempon her life when she spoke again abbthe need to
negotiate the contacts were later formalized by an exchange between the parties in early
2000%° Norway had previously beeninvolved elsewherein several conflict resolution
initiatives, namely the IsraeliPalestine talks (Oslo process) asel as other processes
including Guatemalaand Sudan, but neveelsewhere 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.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 geographicaladise, 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

8 According to estimates, LTTE fores grew from a traditional guerrilla force of about 3000 fighters to a full
conventional force in the mid1990s which counted about 10,000 cadres (Swamy, 200&ditin). The first

suicide attack against the GoSL armed forces was carried out in Jaffmduly 5, 1987.

8 Norway was also contacted in 2000 about assisting with transport and subsequent medical treatment for
Anton Balasingham, who was the <chief LTTE ideologist
2000, when he was living in Vam, 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 kadical Sinhalese groups to

argue against Nor wayds i mpartiality. Furthermore, a
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 mid990s, but indicated its

intention to offer assistance that would endorse a negotiated settgrnof the conflict.

88



Using Carrots to Bring Peace? Negotiation and Third Party Involvement

Martina Klimesova (2011

the unnecessary involvement of a rival power, andas therefore content with the choice
of Nor way. Norway did not pose any threat
| ndi ads i mnlfahka, and kept the IndiaB representation well informed about any
progress in the GoSLLTTE peace process

In 2000, the initial attempt to start a dialogue between the government and the
Tamil Tigers failed.?” In July 2001, the LTTE carried out an attack against the Sri Lanka
Air Force base andandaranaike International Airport, the only international civilian
airport in Sri Lanka® 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 facitate
talks between the GoSL and the LTTE®® 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 sifig
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 LTTB to terminate a nearly twedeca@-
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 urf conflicts as well as a personal
dislike between the two chief representatives of the countryAlthough Ranil
Wickremasinghe had a strong position after securimgmajority in Parliament and gaining

a high international profile, it soonbecame evidenthat the rivalry between thepresident

8 0On December 24, 200@he LTTE declared aunilateral onemonth ceasefirg but the GoSL did not
reciprocate. TheLTTE prolonged the ceasefire for four months in total with no visible change in the GoSL
attitude, that is, until the ctange of government in December 2001. Balasingham indicated that thele®lA
government was not prepared to accept the LTTEO®S
% During the attack, 11aircraft, both civilian and military, were detroyed, posig asetback to Sri Lanka,
which affecednot only the countryds militar yford agshdievedi t vy
that the attack had severe repercussioren the Sri Lankan tourist industry, one of the main sources of
incomefor the country.

8 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 suppaed by the Indian Tamil. The coalition was also

t

precd

but

supported by the TULF and two me mber wasledfby RPrégsidlentEP DP . T

Kumaratunga and the nationalist JVP formed opposition (Peiris, 2069).
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and prime minister was not conducive to the peace proce$he president, due to the 1978
constitutional changes, retained full control of the armed forces as the commarider

chief and the chair of the National Seculy 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 ministtfMor eover, the LTTE did not
involvement in the process and according to the facilitators would not have agreed to such

an arrangement fee als section 5.4

Political complexitySinhala nationalistic opposition

Another hindrance was the Sinhala nationalistic opposition, at this stage most represented
by the JVP with its strong antiTamil and anti-LTTE rhetoric. The media also gradually
adoped an antiprocess rhetoric with one or two editors of the main Sri Lankan
newspapers The lIsland, Daily Mirror, Daily Newsconstantly questioning the peace
process and displaying strong support for a unitary Sri LanRa¥ederalism was tide wordd

in al i t s pos s i(\Bekerakoon, @006 836)at i ons o

Post9/11 international environment

Furthermore, the internationalpost9/11 environment bestowed additional pressure and
fueled anttLTTE sentiments. As Richard Armitage noted in an interview, in the aly
stage of the peace process Norway was the only state that dealt directly with the LTTE;
the organization was proscribed as a terrorgtoup in a number ofstates, including India,

the United Kingdom, and the United States, and the possibility of benproscribed 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 bombing$rd 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

% Bradman Weerakoon, a close adar of RanilWickremasinghe from that period, recalls in his personal
accountRendering Unto Caeghat Ranil did not aim at withdrawing information from Chandrika but relied

on a mutual friend and the presi demfdrndthe pegident RG06: advi s
337). In my view, the main issue was the fact that the president did not have a more open public role rather

than a |l ack of informati on ab o upersonhdiyefeltthatthe peace procé¥e e r a k
whichwags i ght fully herds [Chandrikads] to mdbide forward w
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dialogue with the organization, aggravating tensions witlthe LTTE significantly
hindered prospects of enhancing mutual trust and understandidgssential 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 agreeant (CFA): Felruary 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 deckd a unilateral ceasefire on
December 24, 2001, 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 reopened the A9 highway, the main &nsport link to the area, fothe free
movement ofgoods, 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 critjue of the ceasefire
negotiations and pointed to the fact that the agreement was drafted without consulting
other parties. RanilW ickremasinghe recalled in an interview that there was no other
option at that time but to swiftly embark on dialogue as the gernment 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 ior@y 2002, which according to
him thwarted the outcome, as t heNo@Wegan was |
facilitator played a little too proactive é6ole mor e consul tations <coul d
balanced docuntent ( 2 0 G*7A: numbed Yf. studies publishedin Sri Lanka show a
negative perception of Norwayd6s role at this
and the employing of time constraints resulted in a hasty agreement that lacked efficient
enforcement mechanisms for CFAviolations (e.g. Gooneratne, 20Q7G.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 contraty,

representatives of civil society argughat the Norwegians were very professional in the

1 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 shortcominghe government did not agree with
Norwayds argumentation that there was not a hidden ¢
show the textto Balasinghamn 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 wi t hout N o rntemigwd sSeptémber 02008 reon t (i
Balasingham regarded the CFA as the beaking that happened in the whole process
(2004).A quick ceasefire agreement made it possible to start the achegotiation process

on the core issuewhile both parties felt theneed 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 facilate dialogue between the adversaries. Nonetheless, it was expected
by the UNF government that the peace process would generate greater international
interest in Sri Lankaand that political stabilization would lead toan increase in foreign

investment in the country.

5.2.3 Direct talks: September 20@2pril 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 paties 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 begart? Such concessions were meant to create a conducive environment for the
negotiations ® 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 tezsn
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

%2 viewing the processin hindsight, the CFA agreementeralded thelongest period (20029 of relative
stability since 198@iith less than 100 conflict related casualties per y@d€CDP) , violence reemerged in 2006
and peaked 20089.

%The move triggered public protests, mass ralligsd demonstrationsorchestrated by the JVP.
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communities in Europeand Australia® The GoSL delegation included chief negotiator
Gamini Lakshman Piers, a Tamil national and a former minister ofjustice 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 thMuslims in the East who had been
expelled from Jaffna in the early 1980was not included in the talks®™ 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 involvel in accordance withtopics discussed in
each roundAustin Fernando, defense minister at the time of the peace process {28))1
made an interesting observation, stating that the armed forces were not satisfied with the
level of importance they were give in the peace negotiations, although heasinvolved 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, diicials 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 hathe
necessary backing of a constitutionally strong government that could enforeressary
reforms resulting from the talks. Balasingham in his memoirs noteé Mr Pirapahar
[Prabhakaran] cautioned that the parliamentary government of Wickr¢Wigirkgbmasinghe]
was weak and unstable and did not possess sauftioggity to find a permanent settlement to the

ethnic conflict. OWe donot think that Rani |

% The LTTE negotiation team that was initially composed of Tamil expatriates was expanded by two
representatives from the LTTE based in Sri Lank&olonel Karuna Amman and S.P. Tamilselvan, head of
the LTTE®ds political wing.

% Most tensions between the Muslim and Tamil populations were in the Eastern province. Tieesions
were also based on the unresolved issudhef forced Muslim repatriation in 1990 from Jaffna he Muslim
minority was deeply affected by the conflict. In the earl1990s, Muslim groups were expelled from Jaffna
after the Kattankudi Muslim mosque massacre by LTTE cadres on August 3, 188@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, aliigh living in the
Eastern provinces that werayntil the split of the Karuna wing in 2004under full LTTE control. This was
most evident in the aftermath of the tsunam when the Muslims, despite the fact that they were most
affectedby the natural disaster, were not included in discussions on ptsitnami reconstruction.

93



Using Carrots to Bring Peace? Negotiation and Third Party Involvement

Martina Klimesova (2011

and can offer us a permanent solutiois atdge, because the executive powers of government are
vested with the President, whereas his powers are limited to parlidmend s f or t hat
suggesting the formulation of an interim administratignfeethe northeast in which the LTTE
can par t Pirapamean [Préabhakbrasdidd ( 2 0 0 4 : 366) . This sign
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 LTTHeader
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 T&ys
would not be seriously committed to a negotiated powsharing solution.

Foll owing the same vein, Norwayds ability
the situation among the GoSL and the LTTE negotiators and their political entities at
large wasseverely limited. The facilitators didnot have the necessaryleverage 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 Norwaydcou
achieve as a facilitator® 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, hewer, did not reflect the
reality or ability and intentions of Norway. | believe that this is one of the initial roots of

the failed Norwegian facilitation.

Six RoundsSeptember 2@8ril 2003

The first direct talks occurred eight months after the ceafire 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 thahey would explorea possibility for a federal
solution within aunitary Sri Lanka. The fourth, fifth, and sixth rounds, however, did not

bring any groundbreaking developmentson the contrary, the talks were tainted by

®Norwayés initial team consisted of Vidar dpecilgesen,
envoy to Sri Lanka, and Ambassador Jon Westborg, Nor
Erik Solheim left to become the Minister of International Development and was replaced by Jon Hansser

Bauer. Ambassador Westborg left SriLankaimspr i ng 2003 to become Norwayods
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, anbassador to Sri Lanka, angpecialenvoy to Sri Lanka).

94



Using Carrots to Bring Peace? Negotiation and Third Party Involvement

Martina Klimesova (2011

reports of frequent violations of he CFA, alack of willingness toconcedeconcessions on
both sides, and inaction irthe implementation of the ceasefire agreement, nametlye
withdrawal of the government forces from the High Security Zones (HSZs) in the

Northeast andtheL TTE &6 s r @ldiscass disarmament’

Thailand Septemb&@00Znd Octob&NovembeR002), Osldiecembez002)

The first round of the GoSLLTTE negotiations took place inSattahip, Thailand on
September d¥B, 2002and it was the first time the parties had met oside 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 toessee 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 ifhailand (Rose Garden Hotel), Octobér 31
NovembeB, 20Q2The JTF were replaced by three subcommittees: the Subcommittee on
Immediate Humanitarian and Rehabilitation Needs (SIHRN) with its headquarters in
Killinochi, the Subcommittee on Deescalation and Normalization (SDN), and the
Subcommittee on Potical 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
forwardwasthepar t i esd agreement on the subcommitte
sides Problems occurred in relation tahe removal of the Sri Lankan army from the
HSZs which, accordingto some, indicatedthat the GoSL negotiators did not have full
command over tle matters ofthe 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, DecembeB% 20Q2Norway organized aPeace
Process Support Conferefiavember 25, 2002)so in Oslo, to generate international
support for the ongoingpeace initiative and to demonstrate commitment to support the
process with economic resources for peasinflict reconstrucion. It was the first

conference of its kind for Sri Lanka and saw 37 patrticipating countries, which signified a

" An absolute majority of reported incidentsnvolved clashes between the LTTE sea/navy unit, the Sea
Tigers, and the Sri Lankan navy. Ithe majority of cases, the SLMM was unable to react.
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more profound international involvement in the Sri Lankan peace procé&4Jp to this
point, it hadonly beenNorway and previously India that were openly involved in conflict
resolution efforts in Sri Lanka.Development aid was linked to advancement in the peace
processAs Netland notes (20083 4) , donor s wer e notdattgcmyp ar e d
formal conditions to aid disbursendents

In the context of the Oslo donor conference, Balasingham claimed that the GoSL
maneuvered the international community into
encouraged the international actors to be more active in imposing constraints on aid
employme n t (2004: 400) , which the LTTE felt wa
point, the LTTE started to talk about the negative aspects of ouvaternationalization 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 defensiv
stand.

The donor conference was a prelude the most promising moment of the direct
talks & the third round in Oslo dedicated to discussingonsolidation of the CFA,
humanitarian issues, and powesharing arrangements, namely the possibility of a fedéra
structure within a united Sri Lanka® The constructive atmosphere was stimulated by
Prabhakarands Herods Day speeclhatinidroadselimber 27
determination within aunitary Sri Lanka would be acceptable for the LTTE providedhat
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 selfdetermination (ESD) (Gooneratne, 2007; Balasingha@004401)'®°

Admittedly, this was one of the mostpromising 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 withouteaching an agreement on any

specific power-sharing mechanisms. Second, it remainsinclear to what extent

%70 million USD was pledged for humanitarian reconstruction witho formal conditionality employed.

% Representatives of the Sri Lankan Defense Ministry were present in Oéldhe delegation also included

the minister Austin Fernandod but there wee no representatives from the field/army representation

stationed in the Northeast.

10 &f our demand for regional salé based on the right to internaldsérmination is rejected, we have no
alternative other than to secede and form an indeptai@ént Her 0 6 s Speech, Novemb
http://www.tamilnet.com/art.html?catid=13&artid=7902(accessed July 14, 2010).
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Prabhakararagreel with what was said in Oslo and to what extent it was only a reflection
of Balasinghamds vVvi ews.

Although the Oslo meeting was promising, process opponents in Colomborésh
that devolution of power and the granting of internal selletermination (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 federalisasw
used very vaguely, which meant that it could represent very diverse powséaring
arrangement s. This | ater became obvious whe
proposals for interim powetsharing 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 governmentds inaction and also fl &tly re

Thailand Januan2003R Berlin Februan2003), HakonéAarch2003)
The Ssubsequent t hree meetings wer e strain
i mpl ementing the CFA commitments and the LT
incidents at sea relating to the involvement of the S@agers. Also, no significant progress
had been registered in the three subcommittees.

Thailand (Rose Gardétotel), January @, 2003Although 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 suchthe
resettlement of IDPs The LTTE did not welcomethegover nment 6 s request
decommissioning or Ihking the decommissioningg o t he Sr i Lankan Ar my
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, theicommunities in the Eastern province were deeply affected by the conflict,

1% ater, the Sri Lankan partyconditioned leaving the HSZs on LTTE decommissioning. Another issue that
was included on the agenda ofi¢ 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 lan Martin, former director of Amnesty International, to assist
with addressing human rights issues.

The fifth round took place inBerlin (Norwegian Embass{ebruary @8, 2003The
talks were strained by an incident at sea between the Sri Lankan navy and the Sea Tigers
during which several Sea Tigers committed suicide;ahncident 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 humanghts, during which lan Martin
presented a road map for human rights monitoring and training.

The sixth session took place idapan (Hakone), Marchd2&, 200and similarly to
the previous round, the session was impacted by an incident at sea pricdhéomeeting.
Hakone was otherwise the last meeting between the parties under the UNF government.
The progress in humanitarian and security arrangements wasriously lagging as the
SIHRN was ineffective and the NERF was not activated (Balasingham, 20@48629).

The peace dividends were thus visible only in areas that were not directly connected to
grassroots living standard$ in political discussions. During this session, Norway told the
LTTE that they could not attend the preparatory meeting for the Inteational 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 organizatioffThe
LTTE used its barring from the preparatory meeting as a reason to boydb# conference

in Tokyo and also to temporarily suspend its participation from the talk§® 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 wés make a strong

192Mmany claim that it was astrategic 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 waspiang

meetingof the WB and IMF in Washington D.C. at the same time and that all donor delegations would be

gathered there. Ranil also poietl out that it was not the decision of the government to hold the meeting in

the United States.

1935As we pointed out above, the exclusion of the LTTE from the critical aid conference in Washington, the non
implementation of the terms and conditiorga¢edirin the truce document, the continuous suffering and hardship
experienced by hundreds of thousands of internally displaced Tamils, the aggressive Sinhala military occupation c
Tamil cities and civilian settlements, the distortion and marginaiz#tierextreme conditions of poverty and
deprivation of the Tamils of the northeast in the-ecacmmic policies and strategies of the government have
seriously undermined the confidence of the Tamil people and the LTTE leadership in the cegmtibfimtenpro

these circumstances the LTTE leadership has decided to suspend its participation in the negotiations for the tim
being 6@al asi nghamés | etter to thed3%ri me Minister, Bal a:
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i mpression on the international community. T
emerged at a time wheWVickremasingheds positi on was weakened b
with the process among his own supporters. In addition, Balasingih@and Prabhakara® 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 hadgeeed 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 tKislar

Helgesen assertethat the reason the LTTE decided tteave thetalks was that theyfelt

the negotiationshad advanced too fawith 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 growig 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 Reconstruali@eaelopment of Sri Lamkas held on June ®

9, 2003, and 51 participating states and 22 organizations pledged together 4.5 billion USD

for postconflict reconstruction in Sri Lanka. Release of the funds was, however,
conditioned on advancement in the pee proces®’ Netland (2008: 39) considers the
conditions of the Tokyo Declaration to have been vague and imprecise, and the conference
participants® expectations and evalwuation of
the realities on the ground.Gooneratne (2007: 43) claims that the Tigers ustgbir

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 foreigministry, who claimed that the LTTE was very difficult to deal

1% passistance by the donor community must heliclkeelto substantial and parallel progress in the peace process
towards fulfill ment of t he othginteermdtional eosymuaity ntengldto revewo n b y
and monitor the progress of the peace process closely, wathrpfeteEnte 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, effectineaprbetiootion of human gght

effective inclusion of gender equity and equality in peace building, implementation of effective measures in accordan
with the UNICEFsupported Action Plan to stop underage recruitment and to facilitate the reteage tdarnids

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,-asdalatiable de
demilitarization and normalization process at an appropriate time in the context of arriving at a politi¢al 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, Decmber 2009)Y°°Other international actors involved in the peace
process also called on the LTTE to return t
however, fueled the campaigns of those fervently opposed to the process in Colombo and

the South of the couatry (the main opposition parties SLFP andJVP), who pointed to the

fact that the Tigers were using the process only to rearm and expand their military
capacity before rdaunching a military campaign against the government forces.

Although the direct taks were temporarily suspended from April 2003, the parties
communicated through letters and the Norwegian facilitators. The main issue of the
exchange was thénterim governing authority the Northeast; that is, what would provide
a set structure for thedistribution of reconstruction funds until the final agreement was
reached® The UNF government suggested three different interim mechanisms. The
LTTE introduced its own proposal on October 31, 2003he 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 belexvthat 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 considerte gover nment ds proposal when they a
which they invited representatives of the Tamil diasporrom the U.S., Australia, and
Europe. It was the first time that the organization lmught 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 thigortheast. The government did

195 Japanese envoy to Sri Lank¥asushiAkashi, travelled to Vanni in the Northead at the beginning of

May 2003 to meet LTTE | eader Prabhakaran in order to
Tokyo Donor Conference. The LTTE, however, continued to condition their participation in Tokyo on

concessions fromthe SriLankag o ver nment on t h e-golemihgadmsinisiration proposal s e | f
(ISGA).

1%Balasingham stated in a letter to Vidar Helgesen, Deputy Foreign Minister of Norway, from May 21, that

0the LTTE | eadership is of mert the Tamihnationalatestien canenlyrba n e n t
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 i® nottfeagininediate 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 Tam
s p e aki n g(Bdlasingeama200d: 446).
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not support the ISGA proposal but was willing to negotiate, and invited the LTTE to 1e
start the dalogue 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 rifgr

to a lack of clarity and threatened to withdraw from the talks until clarity was re
established (Gooneratne, 2007:87); President Kumaratunga did not welcora the
statement (interview Armitage, August 2010)

In April 2004, the UNP lost the elections tadhe SLFP/PA, who formed the UPFA
coalition with the support of two nationalistic parties, JVP and JHUJ’'Both the JVP and
JHU, and to a certain extent also the SLFP, won the election on an grgace process
agenda. Reports of frequent violations of the @Fby 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 prding 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 antiprocess and together with the wefunctioning 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 arfdr beingbiased toward the
LTTE. Nevertheless, there are als@iews that it was the continuous dire state ofthe
national economy that lost the UNP the elections (Laurie Pierceterview, May 2010).
Additionally, Ranil Wickr emasinghe did not have a clear functioning communication
strategy, and could not efficiently explain prgress in the peace talks to tlgeneral public
at large wthout provoking nationalist sentiments.

The new SLFP government was headed by Mahinda Rajapaksho later won the
Presidential elections in the fall 2005 against Rahilickr emasinghe Rajapaksa It a
different strategy  that of Wickr emasnghe one which was less sycophantic toward

Norway, the EU, and the US. in views on thedevelopment of theprocess

107 Jathika Hela Urumaya (JHU (National Sinhalese Heritage)is a party formed of Sinhalese monks
advocatinga Sinhalese nationalist agenda
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5.2.4 Negotiations with President Rajapaksa 2006

After becoming president, Mahinda Rajapaksa attetep 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. Thevas, however, no political
commitment from the new government to fully evote 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 thegeeement. 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 mediagnd 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 neeémoved from its position as a
facilitator.>°® Norway asked through its envoy whetherit should continue with the
facilitation in light of strong evidence that both parties did not prefer a negotiated solution
anymore. NeverthelessHans Brattskarsays thatit is important to stress that both parties

were interested in reentering the talks in 2006 (interview, October 2010).

GenevaKebruan2006), OsloJune2006), Genev®Etobe2006)

The first round of the new talks was held ofrebruary 223 2006in Genevaand mainly
aimed to reaffirm commitments to the CFA by the new administration which had
practically inherited the agreement from the previous governmelif According to UIf
Henricsson, both parties at this stage were not satisfied with the statusoguvere
attempting to withdraw from the CFA, but neither wished to be the party that abrogate
the agreement first(interview, August 2010) Their willingness to negotiate was also
rather low as the talks wereindermined by astaggering lack of trust betwen the parties.

The Tamil Tigers accused the GoSL of supporting the Karuna fraction that had separated

1%As Solheim noted in an interview (in Rupasinghe), it would have beémmensely 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.

1%9president Rajapaksa was not in favor of having the talksNlorway 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 organizatiort*°Prior to the next meeting, the
LTTE carried out a suicide bomb attack on the Army Headquartens 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) pridxex 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 CEA

The second meeting was to be held in April 2006 in Geneva, but the LTTE leader did
not give his consent. The teams met latém Oslo in June 2Q086ith the facilitators voicing
Prabhakara® &iope that themeeting would lead tothe revoking of the decisia 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 misgibid). The
SLMM members from the EU countries had to |
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 thecgss,
Prabhakararbelieved 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 thei%ankan Peace

Secretariat, Palitha Kohong who, in the view of the LTTE, was a low ranking

10%n 2004, the LTTE suffereda split when the Eastern Karuna wing reached a separate agreement with the
government, denouncedlaims for anindependent Eelam, and left the LTTEM any have identified thisas

the beginning of its decay. Karuna, an LTTE command&iom the Eastern province, decided to leave the

LTTE in March2004Up wunt il t hen, no one had succshipgmMardhl y c hal
2009 hebecameMinister for National Integration and Reconciliationin the SLFPled 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 accorditggan Indian analyst, interview, 2010; 6000 according to a U.S. embassy

cable from March 13 published b&ftenposteron December 19, 2010, basedVgikiLeak9. This further
signalized the rift bet ween North antaEmstheteastad 0 si gni
single, indivisible homeland exclusive to Sri Lankan Tamils extending over the entire area covered by the northern an
eastern provinces, and second, that the LTTE has a right to act as the sole political spokesman aoéitrepresentative
Tamils of SriLanka ( P e i r i)slt has?h@ed Rirtherakgbeithat this wasthe beginning of the end of

the peace procesd as well asof the LTTE (interview, 2009) For the government forces, it became

increasingly easier to fight the LTTE adres in the East and the organization also ldtstounbreakablé aura.

Once the new government felt that a military solutiorwasachievableand i n combi nation wit6h
known rigidness in the negotiation (insisting upon ISGA), this formedhe bass for the all-out military

solution that became clearer in 2007. UIf Henricsson ventured that there were foricegovernment

controlled areas that were operating in the name of the Karuna grplipt which most likely belonged to
governmentsponsored forcg(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 negotiator§ 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 o
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 the Norwegian facilitator, while at this
session tke equilibrium between the actors pned to be unsustainable. A Norwegian
representative (interview, September 2009) stated that by August 2006, the GoSL felt the
LTTE had beengiven enough chances ithe negotiation process and wanteohstead to
stigmatize the LTTE.

The last time the two teams met for direct talks was i@ctober 2006 in Gene®d®th
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 dinot 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 subsequemieetings, 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 Wi the negotiation
process, opting for a military solution insteadAt this point, both partiesasked Norway to
continue with the facilitation, mainly to maintain the channels of communication (either
directly through the Norwegian ambassador in Colombo ondirectly 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 ttothe 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 difficulfor 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 c onc afetyn Ac€oling td ahnee mhrarooh thet Norivegidn s
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facilitation, the LTTE had to ffeel the cons
demands to increase the number of Norwegian and Icelandic monitors as the remaining

non-EU monitors (monitors from the EU menber states had to leave after the LTTE was

banned in the EU in May 2006and no other countries were interested in joining the

mission) remained unanswered

5.2.5 Collapse of the peace proced200@08

The three negotiation rounds in 2006 signalized the extrely 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 processith the new government**

There was also a visible shift in the g
process and foreign relations. Uyangoda r ecc
foreign pbbokyngf begbdndol napiregiormlsallyt handosecan
a shift away from the West and looking to thediEasably China and Jagaand West Asi@
primarily Irand as the main sources of support in case the relations with the West became severely
strained ( 2 0 & Fhis algodrgsonated 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)ncluding the

disregardshown bythe LTTE cadres,particularly the Sea Tigersand also the Sri Lankan

MAn interesting caveat was made by an Indonesian diplomat suggesting that Indonesia was involved in
facilitating informal negotiations betweerthe GoSL and LTTE representativebetween2008 and 2009. The
diplomat further reasmed that it was not that Prabhakaranlacked a realistic grasp of the situatioand
prospectsfor negotiations but that he was not approached in the right way. According to the same source,
President Rajapaksa was interested in staging the negotiation pssso that the final agreementwould be
reached before a ceasefifthe same way as structured in the Helsinki process). Neverthelegd® 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 loger interested in
negotiating (interview, 2010).

“2An interesting point was made during an interviewabout the limited extent of the GoSL negotiators
knowledge ofthe LTTE negotiation strategies andnindsets @ndalsoof Prabhakaran). Adirect 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: Prabhaka The Fi r st Profile of
Ruthless Guerrilla Leadeuplished in 2003™" edition in 2008 (interview, de Silva, September 2010)

"3India was not in favor of a military solution and continued supporting a political settlemenin 2006,
India refusedto provide President Rajapaksa with direct military assistance in the aftermath of the Geneva
talks collapse. Sri Lanka then turdto China and Pakistan for military support (Uyangoda, 2008).
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armed forces who failed toabide by the agreement which severely thwarted the
negotiations and hinderedhe development of mutual trustd all of which did not create a

conducive environmentfor negotiations**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 Rajapaa and his brother, the defense secretaBotabaya Rajapaksa
concluded that military victory was possible, they ruled out reviving the negotiations. The
Nordccountries issued a joint statement regret
the 2002 CFAreferring to the fact that civilian casualtieshad dropped during the CFA

andthat it was fundamenal to the peace procesas well asreconfirming their belief that

only a political solution that addressd the grievances of all ethnic groups in the cotry

would provide for a sustainable peace (Norwegian MoFA, January 4, 2008). Japan and the

U.S. condemnedthe resumption of violent operations but respectethe gover nment 0 s
decision and did not publically comment onhe operations until spring 2009when the

intensity of civilian suffering in the armed conflict became very visible. The European

Union (also Norway after the termination of the peace processvas more critical in its

statements about alleged human rights violations.

5.3 The role of incentive during the GoSELTTE peace negotiations

When assessing the role of incentives in the Sri Lankan peace negotiations &®and
2006, it is evident that there was a profound interest in an internationalization of the peace
process and securing internati@h support and assistance of the West at the beginning of
the negotiations under the UNF government in 2002. Thiscus shifted significantly after
the process reached a stalemate. Between late 2003handfficial abrogation of the CFA

in January 2008, d&th the LTTE and the government strived to lessen the impact of
external influence on the peace processamely that of foreign actors imposing
conditionalities. The UPFA government headed by President Rajapaksa assigned
considerably less significance tasuring 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.

14The SLMM filed reports of CFA violations by bdh the LTTE and the SLA (interview, Henricsson,
August 2010).
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5.3.Non-material incentives: hvolvement of international actas 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 ato adopteda monitoring

role, leading the SLMM. Added to this, Norway was also heavily involved in arranging
confidence building exercises and coordinating donomwolvement (Ropers, 2008). The
extensive involvement of Norway was a direct result othe poitical realities of South
Asia: India would have opposel the involvement of actors with aspirationsof power in

the region such as the United States, Japéme United Kingdom, or China.

International involvement was perceived as a guarantee of abidibyg reached
agreements and also as a source of impartial monitorikgurthermore, the adversaries
recognized the capability ofexternal actorsto assist with postconflict 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 6 slaims. Once this failed, oit became obvioushat it would not happen, the LTTE

called for deinternationalization.

5.3.1.1 External facilitation
| venture that the main incentive that Norway contributed to the peace process was its
determination to maintain anequal treatmentf the two adversaries at the negotiation
table; Norway was the only actor thatemployed aconcept of equality and even
handalness 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, th&oSL reluctintly accepted that the parties
be treated equally during the negotiation proceds contrast, for the LTTE, the parity
status and being acknowledgeas a governmentvas one of tle pillars of the peace
process. Ropers (2008: 22) argtied while the LTTE wanted tobe recognizeds an equal
status partner it had difficulties giving up certain features ofits military struggle. Equal

treatment during the negotiation process was also one of tpheeconditions to the
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negotiation processlin its own understandng of the situation, the LTTE believedthat it
wasrepresenting a staté it considered the territory in the Northeast aa de facto state,

and the negotiation process waberefore anegotiation between two governmentsT his

led to criticism being levelela gai nst Nor way for oOelevatingéd |
as the GoSL*™ External involvement also resulted in a number ofoafidence building

exercises which were successful in opening communication channels, but did not have a

more profound impact ée5.4.3)1

T h e Gvedloféxternal involvement
The UNF government recognized the strategic advantage thie internationalization of
the GoSL-LTTE peace process. Most importantly, Prime Minister Ranil Wickremesinghe
believed thata strong international presence would constitute amternational safety net
that would tie the LTTE down to the processwith the UNF government believng that
the LTTE leadership would feel obliged to adhere to agreements signed urldeauspices
of international actors. Moreover, Wickremesnghe also hoped that the intenational
presence wouldapply subtle pressure on his political opponents, namely President
Kumaratunga who would not wantto garner unfavorable international publicity for
jeopardizing the peace process. Wicknesinghestated in an interview thatat the time the
UNF government assumed power, the ethnic (GoSLTTE) conflict had effectively
reacheda mutually hurting stalemate leaving the government with no other option but to
negotiate. He further reasoned thathere 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 waduring the initial stage
sincerely welcomed by both th&/NF government and the LTTE. G.L. Peiristhe GoSL6 s
chief negotiator, stated that the government should strengthen the peace process given the
climate of international goodwill**®

The government was also aware of possible donor fatigue, particularly fro8®2
onwards when the international community was facinghe Iraq crisis and was already

engaged in Afghanistan. Hence, it was evident that donor attention would promptly shift

"yijesinha (2007: 264) sayish at t her e weassumd teannbmlly,ahie Figers tvare soperior, given
perceptions fuelled by Tamil refugees in Norway (politically influentialyithaink&n governments were
majoritarian and raciétThis view demonstrates that the influence accorded to the Tamil diasporas in the
West was inflated in Sri Lanka.

165Given the climate of international gooditilvas of critical importance to sttieeg the peace progess
(Balasingham, 2004887)
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elsewhere Sri Lanka not being of immediate strategic significance at that poiitt time .**’
The internationalization of the process was thus not limited to solely facilitation of
dialogue between the government and the LTTHBut entailed alsothe engagement of
foreign donors. Indeed, international involvement was also perceived as eaonomic
necessity 0 the government believed that by generating peace dividends through
increasing foreign investment and securing donor assistante benefits of peace would
become mordangible for the grassroots both in the Northeast anthe South (Uyangoda,
200821).

The UNF government was thus depende on the internationalization of the peace
process to carry out its policy aimg resolving the ethnic conflict and reviving the
national economy.Jayawardane argues that the internationalization of@dhGoSLLTTE
conflict was beneficial for Sri Lanka during the period 20806. Following the failure of
the facilitated direct talks (20GD3) and change of government, the perception thie
international actorsunderwent a rapid shift Two aspects should beointed out in this
context: the growing negative perception of Wesrn actors, particularly the European
Union and also Norway, and the evident disunity of donor policies toward Sri Lanka
despite the proclaimed cooperatiomnternational recognition wasvery 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 internationalizationparticularly a negative image of the
Norwegian facilitators, was graduallypropagatedoy opponents of the UNF, namely the
nationalist parties in the South. Throughout the 20G#4 period,the JVP and other
nationalist groupsclaimed that the Norwegian facilitators were biased toward the LTTE,
gave the Tigers édgitimacy by treating them asequal to thegovernment, and allegedly
contributed tothe 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 actordn my view, this mainly stemmedfrom
the conflict context and theunclear communication strategy of the UNFgovernment
especiallyits inability to adequatelyexplain the bewefits of internationalization of the

peace process ano rebuff speculationonNorwa y 6 s  &dlinatog tevwehrd the LTTE.

YSsri Lankads strategic signif iexistentaewasvshevn id bterygars,ay e d
in the mid-2000s, when China saw Sri Lanka as occupying a very important strategic location fdding
its presence irthe Indian Ocean.
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A member of the Norwegian facilitating team claimedh an interview that both the UNF
and the LTTE encouraged the facilitators to keep a low profileand to refrain from
making public comnents on individual casesywhich prevented Norway from defending
itself againstthe accusations of bias (interview, 2010)

The new UPFA government was significantly less inclined towardan
internationalization of the processand preferral to cooperate with international actors
that did not condition their assistancen advancement in the peagarocess (i.e. the Tokyo
declarations conditioned employment of development assistarmoe among otherthings,
effective promotion and protection othe human rights of Tamils, effective inclusion of

gender equality, progress toward a final political solutipAi™®

T h e L ViaGwbofxgernal involvement

After | os i ng inlthe date d986¢seebl hgnbtheta s sassi nation of
prime minister, Rajiv Gandhi,in 1991, th& TTE was eager to gain international support

and international legitimization for their claims of independencefor Tamil Eelam

(Swamy, 20@b; interviews). In this context, internationalization of the peace processdd

not, however, translate as support for Tamil independence on the contrary, all
international actors involved supported the concept of a unitary Sri Lanka
Overalb the LTTEO6s stance toward internationalizat:
positive as bng as the external actors did not impose conditions or restrggron it or

attempt to marginalizetheL TTE& s p o s i t i olm20d0,the Tigees hau refuse@ s s .

to participate in a peace process without international facilitators or guarantees thmes t

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 toatidesat
humanitarian standards, and generally, a greater international exposure of the process

provided the Tigers with a certain degree of legitimacy.

18The government also received necombatant military support in the form of nondirect 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 pro¢edso some assistance from India cannot be ruled oupa#t

from India, the countries did not have a particular interest in internal developments in Sri Lankts

strategic position in the Indian Oceanrad access to ports was more important (as well as maintaining

stability in the region). The noncombat assistance Sri Lanka under President Rajapaksa received was not

linked to combat training, but rather to antiterrorism measures (countemsurgency). This type of

assistance was also not subjected to conditionalities and was condugtedtheg o ver nment ds i nvit a
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International involvement was welcomed but the concept of the international
safety net as pictured by th GoSL or externally imposed conditions and restrason the
LTTE®S i nterests were flatly rebuf(2€0d) by t
explained the concept of the international safety net was perceived by the LTT& be
trap to put the organizaton 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 communicae with the government through te external facilitators and was
also in favor of receiving external humanitarian and development assistance for the
Northeast. In this sense, the LTTEmade a distinctionbetweenthe involvement of actors
who refrained from applying political (and aid) leerage against the organization
(Norway) and those who openly leanetbward the government side (Wited States later
China, Pakistan and Iran). The representatives of the Tamil Tigers believed thdhe
increasing involvement of the latter group deeped the asymmetical 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 the organization.

Uyangoda (200821) argues that the LTTE was interested in internationalization to
obtain international legitimacy and guarantees from external actors that the GoSL would
abideby agreements from the negotiations. Moreover, the LTTE strideto be treated as
an equal partner to the government, which would not k& been possible in a strictly
domestic setting. The Tamil Tigers saw the international involvement as a source of their
legitimization. The LTTEG®6s Vvi ews on i nt eavantkelssstarneglio i nv ol
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, especiallythe growing influence of the US. and JApan (Balasingham,
2004:400). The United States conditioned cooperation with the LTTEonthe | att er o
renouncement of violence and terrorism.

The L T T E Begative view of international involvement was later further
strengthered when the organization was haned from attendinga preparatory meeting for
the Tokyo Donor Conference in Washington DC. The Tamil Tigers boycotted the donor
conference and in their statement on the Tokyo Declaration the LTTE referred to the

foreign i nwvodueramdnmwattad anerfe@nce by extra territorial farces( 2 0 0 4 :
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460) At the same time, theypointed out that the conflict was an internal affair and that
the governmend glesire for an international safety net had shifted to international
arbitration. According to Uyangoda (2008), the organization concluded that securing
international support for Eelamnational selfdetermination or obtaining any significant
help with pushing the ISGA proposalwas unfeasible, and so it thereforaimed to
minimiz e the role of foreign actors. Added to this, the LTTE also realized that
international leverage over the GoSkvas not as strong ast 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 deternationalization (Uyangoda) as they were
preparing fora new military offensive, andthe presence of Western countries advocating
humanitarian intervention and observance of human rights would not be in conceiith

the plannedmilitary operations.

5.3.1.2 Monitorin@ Sri Lanka Monitoring Mission

The Sri Lanka Monitoring Mission (SLMM) was established in February 2002 by the
CFA, which contained a clause about creatingm@nitoring mechanism.Norway was not
keen on taking responsibility for the SLMM, but India was not open tothe involvement

of a different state or aninternational organization; extending thenvolvement to other
Nordic countries that hada similar position in the regionas Norway was a compronse
however (interview with Solheim in Rupasinghe, 2006). The mission proved to be
toothless against violations of th&CFA, which were reported to the monitor, but as the
monitor was not anarbiter, it could not hold the parties accountabi&*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 ee 5.3 forparties per cepti pn of the SLM

119A 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 thesérg 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 SecretariatéSecretariat for Coordinating the Peace Process, SCOPP, under the
Prime Ministerds office, its cBwene esabliphad t
to assist the parties with technical aspects of involvent 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 LTTEO®s capacity was s heggoverhmeataThe | vy
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 terms of exposing the
organization to alternative thinking, but Brattskar points to thefact 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 aaptical instrumentd the facilitators
nevertheless communicated with the government official directhNorway funded both
the GoSL and LTTE Peace Secretariats from theutset; the GoSL secretariat was later
financed by the governmentRopers (200829 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 misinterpretedfor being biagd
toward the LTTE.

5.3.3 Proscribing ohe LTTE as a terrorist organizatiotf*
Overhanging the LTTE was its proscribingd or the threat thereofd as a terrorist

organization (outside of Sri Lanka)}??Although it was not employed as a specific tool in

12The govenment eventually financed its Peace Secretariat, until Jayantha Dhanapala became the head of
the Sri Lankan Peace Secretariat.

21The same tool can be used as an incentive if it deals with deproscribing from a list of terrorist
organizatiors. This, nevertheless, $ not very frequent and thereareactorswho are generally very vigilantin

taking such stepsin the context of the Sri Lanka peace process, theSUwould havethe most decisive role

in this regard. Richard Armitage argued that adopting suetstep was impossible andhat neither he nor
others in the US. administration were willing to open discussionon the issue On the contrary, Armitage

felt that relatively benign comments werdgssuedfrom the UNF government.

122 Sri Lanka, the LTTE was dprogribed prior tothei ni t i ati on of tal ks mas it
conditions to enter the talks. Proscribing of the LTTE in Sri Lanka wahowever, perceived as a double
edgal sword. Onthe onehand the government was well aware that proscrilg the LTTE would effectively
thwart prospects of openinga peace dialogue with the LTTEand, furthermore, it would also pose legal
challenges to the government to be engaged in a peace process with an entitywésproscribed as a
terrorist organization. On the otherhand t he gover nment had to respond
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the peace process, it was used to put pressurghe Tamil Tigers to refrain from violent
attacks against civilians and indirectly also to push the organization to return to the
negotiation table (after 2003PBrattskar argues thathe threat of proscribing as a terrorist
organization can be viewed frm 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 lattedid not have any impact on the LTTE negotiation strategy in the process,
however. On thecontrary, it resulted inthe L TTES8s gr eater isolation
number of actors that could ergge in direct dialogue with the Tigers. It should be poirde
out, however, that Norway as facilitator abstained from the debate on whether to
proscribe the LTTE as a terrorist organization. As a néBU member it was not involved
when the issue was discussed in the Council of the EU, and it did not initiate a sanil

discussion in theStorting, the Norwegian Parliament?®

Proscribing of the LTTE in the European Union

The EU in its statements and also through its permanent mission in Colombo voiced its

di scontent with the LTTEOs aingtthewrganizadosiinand U s
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 issaiestitement 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 state$ the travel ban was confirmd in October 2008 and
indicated the EUG6s serious consideration of

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 1988]isting of the LTTE

as a terrorist organization in Sri Lanka appeared as the moffeative of measures available to the
governmentin respondng to the public antiLTTE 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 Tamilligers were also listed as a terrorist
organization in India (since 1992), the United Statesifce 1998 United Kingdom (since 2001 in Canada
and the European Union (since 2006), Malaygi#992), and in Australia (since 2007).

1237 person with a good knowledgef the process admitted that Norway also felt the LTTE should have
been penalized for repeatedly violating the CFA and oetng to violent operations. For this reason,
Norway did not comply withthe L TTE®6s wi shes to increase the number
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 afanceled 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 mmbers. The ban had direct effects on the

peace process. Norway voiced its concern that its facilitatiamd monitoring activities

would be thwarted by the EUOs decision, wh i
would damage Tamil trust in Western involvenent in the peace process, would fuel anti

Tami l sentiments simmering in the South (Tan
Pr o c elansing,6May 29, 2006), and would also further widen the asymmetry gap
between the GoSL and the LTTE. The SLMM monitas 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, yieldedtiending government negotiations

in Oslo in June 2006 (interview, October 201Q) The decision was not overturned,
however,as the LTTE did not provide any evidence that was taking steps to redress the

issues to which the EU authorities objected the mo&tsuch as underage recrgiaind the

repeated targeting of civilians in violent aticksagainst the government. Second, the EU

decision makingbodies did not have such flexibility that would permit them to revoke a

decision within such a brief period of the. 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 processAt the same time, the GoSL
informed other countriesconsidering deproscribing (Canada) that the decision lift the
ban was solely to start the process. The message to ottmmtries wast owaib-before
you-deproscrib@ the LTTE, in order to first see how the process would evoldealso so
that the lattercould not use it to strengtherits position in the process (Ropers, interview
August 201D The UPFA government was more activein the international arena in
appealing to egecially Western governments for proscribing the LTTE

The GoSL greatly exploited the fact that the international environment changed
after 9/11 and widely wd the terrorist card to remind the LTTE that it was on the verge

of facing international isolatian should it not comply with the peace process. After 2003,

115



Using Carrots to Bring Peace? Negotiation and Third Party Involvement

Martina Klimesova (2011

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 thixard 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 mder ed the LTTEO®GS international
diaspora communities. Additionally, it would also have put the GoSL in a better position

before relaunching military operations against the LTTE.

Position of the LTTE

The LTTE was well aware of theinternational sentiment after 9/11 and theonnotations

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 afféaci ng t he LTTEOds efforts to achieve
as fueling antiTamil 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. Althaugh 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

curbing of its international status would make it adopt a more conciliatory stance in the
negotiations was incorrect. It should nevertheless be repeated thatEtd s d ewas s i o n
motivated primarily by the increasing number of violent incidents in tB Northeastrather

than from following a specific peacebuilding strategy.Being proscribed limited the
LTTES&s ability to communicate with a number
state and private. Moreover, it further affected its international ima&g The organization

i ssued a number of statements condemning th
undermine the peace process and the efforts of facilitators. It did not lead to a change in

the LTTEOds negotiati on st rcadtiteanfidetce in exteroah t he
actorséo i nvol ve ment in the peace process,

derailing of the process.
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5.3.Material incentives

As stated above, at the beginning of the negotiation process, the GoSL faced signtfican
economic setbacks (Kelegama, 2006), and the LTTE also wished to improve the
humanitarian situation in the areas under its control (Balasingham, 2004). Moregvbe
LTTE®s pr i theoutsetotthespeaeetprocess was to sectine necessary funds
for the reconstruction of the Northeast and to ease suffering of the Tamils living

there.*?*|

n contrast, Kel egama (2006: 175) argue
intended not only for postconflict reconstruction in the Northeast, but also for thevider

rebuilding of the economy. TheGoSL and the donorsalso believed that the economic

dividend of the peace would mitigate negative perceptions of certain aspects of the peace
process (equal status of the LTTEBmongthe nationalistic groups in the Soturt.

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 eerning
the employment of material incentives are discussed furthérthe Oslo Peace Support
Conference (November 2002), the Tokyo Donor Conference (June 2003), and discussion

of the posttsunami aid distribution mechanism.

5.3.2.0slo Peace Support Cdarence, 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 communifgr 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 statg that progress in the talksvould create new political and economic
opportunities. Ba | a s i n g h a mCaonhdretetinterhatianal assistadce at this critical stage

of negotiations will demonstrate thernational political support for theace process.

1243We should impress upon the internatiomahenity that the LTTE was genuine and serious in the pursuit of
peace and thtte Tamil people had urgent humanitarianori@€dsl:385) Balasingham further asserted that
ONorway as well as the international governments had a moral responsihifitgstaradl resolve the major
humanitarian tragedy of the displaced popai@tds: 386). It should be noted thate to the lack of power

and fund sharing arrangements, the LTTE could not be a direct recipient of ODA (pasinflict rebuilding

also included relief and rehabilitation).
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International backing is crucial at this juncture to silence the subversive elements that are oppose

to peace and ethnic reconcil@atRop4399.

5.32.2Tokyo Donor Conference, June 2003

In contrast to the Oslo conference, donors at the Tokyo Conference on Reconstruction
and Development in Sri Lanka held on Juned®0, 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, 20083384 and in the text of the final Tokyo
declaration (Article 18). Fiftyrone 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 insection 5.2.8he LTTE abstained from atteding the conference.
Helgesen sayshat the reason the LTTE decided to boycott the Tokyo Donor Conference
was the feeling that the negotiation process had advanced too fasthout obtaining
sufficient concessions in return (interview, July 2008pPn the contrary, the LTTE viewed
the Western initiatives d dubbed in Sri Lanka as thenternational safety néts ultimately
leadng to strengthening the governmentwhile the Tamil Tigers wanted the government
to be weak The latter is according toJayawardane ifiterview, September 200%lso one
reason why the LTTE chose to boycott the Tokydonor conference.

Article 18 on linkage between donor support and progress in the peace process was
vaguely defined (Kelegama, 2006; Netland, 2008). Furthermore, Keleganmatpto the
difficulties for donors in measuring progress in the peace talks, as it was not defined
bef orehand what the progress s hoforlsamedonasl ude.
granting of an ISGA or an equivalent was the only indicaamygoéss of the peace ¢alks
(Kelegama, 2006: 194). Netland (2008) notes that although donors (hamely the EU) used
peace conditionality in their rhetoric, they did not reflect the failure of the adversaries to
achieve any significant advancement in theiredelopment polices. Netland argues that
bilateral development aid to Sri Lanka during the period 2@0® (following the collapse
of the direct talks in April 200 3, LTTEGs wi
increased ¢ee Table 12Multilateral organizations such as the Asia Development Bank

(ADB) and the WB also had a visible presence
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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 refeed to commitment to the peace process and subsequent

conflict termination as a condition for the increased supporib{d). But as Netland points

out, both banksdé |l ending to Sri Lanka increa
was derailing (208: 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, Prabhakaranwas ultimately not interested in money and would not have given
up political gains for economic assistancBurthermore, all development aid is locand
donor conferences do not resonate withe general public at largefor the latter only see
tangible results in other words, improvements in their immediate surroundgs,and most
people do not makea connection between the peace process and developn{iPrerce,
interview, May 2010)-°

Netland (2008) points to the fact that the parties achieved relative success in
establishing a delivery mechanism for fund distributioin the Northeast after the Tokyo
donor conference. fie LTTE was, however, excludedrom cooperation with external
agencies the main reason being thatmany agenciesrefused to payd based on their
internal guidelinesd 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 posttsunami reconstruction & and does not go below the ODA level from

the pretsunami period.

1% 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 peacprocess andn increase in living standards, but that this was difficult as the grassroots
were mainly focused on local results. Thengas alsosever absorption limtation in accepting donor aid as
well as a lack of local capacity that posed further limations to stipulating the peace divided through
development assistance (Kelegama, 2006).
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Table 24 Selected Official Development Assistance to Sri Lanka (2@0®)

Material Incentives (Official Development Assistance
Overview 20002009
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Chinese aid to Sri Lanka amounted to 1 billion USD in 2008; in 2009, it was 1.2 billion, and
1.4 billion UD in 2010 Asia Times August 13, 2010) . Earlier
Lanka are not available. (Sources: EC statistics, Norad Annual Reports 2DQ0USAID
Greenbook, JICA statistics).

5.3.2.#0osttsunami and postconflict reconstruction of confliad-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 importaiithe LTTE wanted to

have a say in setting priorities for reconstructiont agreed tothe 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 Dewelept 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 anddafocusing on poverty

and other socieeconomic 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 ttraeting external investments that was
behind the decrease of support rather than

peace process.
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Following the tsunami, the PosiTsunami Operational Management Structure (P
TOMS) *?°on sharing development funsl was negotiated as a distribution mechanism for
posttsunami reconstruction funds. The LTTE also participated in the-POMS talks.

The nationalistic parties (JVP, JHU) strongly opposed the PTOMS mechanism; the JHU
appealed to the Sri Lankan Supreme Cowgjainst 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 facthey 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 CFAWhi ch according to the gover
inclusive enough hence thegovernment tried to gé support for the P-TOM S from the
South. This time was neverthelessused by the nationalistic parties in the Southo
mobilize against theagreement whichin June 2005, wadeclaredto be unconstitutional
Brattskar observes(interview, October 2010jhat the negotiationsto revive the peace
processlost momentum following the tsunami as a result of the lengthy adaptation
process (spirit of unity disipated.

To recap, the economic dividend on its ownwas not sufficient to advance te
negotiations,thereforeit was not possible to use aeaconomic lever to resolve the conflict
in Sri Lanka (Kelegama, 2006:2394).

5.3.3ncentives for process opponents and spoilers

The nationalistic political parties in the rural South, the JVP andter 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 inadegeatllocation 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 qeeathe peace dividends that the GoSL

126The PostTsunami Operational Management Structure agreement wasgnedon June 24, 2005y the
GOSL and the LTTE. It was argued (Dhanapala, interview, SeptembeO@) that the P-TOMS w as
politically not handled well by President Kimaratunga as thenegotiations wereprotracted during which
time a leading LTTE person was assassinatatie LTTE left direct talks, and the rest was negotiated
through Norway. The negotidions finished in March but the president did not allow the agreememd be
signed until June In the meantime,the JVP initiated protests against the agreemerand took it to the
Supreme Court which ruéd the RTOMS 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, suppoftom 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 econmic 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.

54 Negotiation strategies and third party involvement

The forming of negotiation strategies for the 200@3 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 undeRanil Wickremesinghelacked sufficient political
backing to deliver any constitutional concessions for a pow&naring 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 powsharing 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 @ 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 wasrexrtely low and their
BATNAs were strengthened as their rearming 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 rounilSeptemb&008April 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 ned@tion strategy wassecuringa
strong international presence in support of the process. By creating iternational safety
net the government hoped to balance the lack of internal support. As Moragoda argues
(2003), the government did no longer have 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 resolubn 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,nterview, August 2010).G.L. Pdris
(interview in Rupasinghe 2006: 93supports this view while claiming that thesuccess of
the peace process was dependent in large part on the direct support of the international
community, especially its economic dimesion. In this sense, the GoSL assigned great
importance to the economic aspect of reconciliation and made it a focal point of its
negotiation strategy (norein the following point. I n Pierisd words, the
lives of people would be transfoned as a direct result of this process, which would
generate support for the government, weaken
goods and in the negotiation process as a strong voice speaking on behalf of all the Tamils
in Sri Lanka, and also &nce 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 biding 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 ieliable source alsérom 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 governmet.

I n the UNF governmentds view, one of the
net was the generatingf peace dividendshich could be also interpreted asconomic
appeasement othe concept of winning the hearts and minds of not only those residiin
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 gowent 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 peacilends 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 r ef lnmking, buatihwastheeal i t vy
reasoning of the UNF government.

The main flaw of this concept was thiathe 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. Fthermore, 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 maintaininga strong commiment 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 internationdbnors.

As indicated in the preceding points, the government aimed séquencing the
negotiationmto several steps, discussing humanitarian and economic issues prior to the
core political issues. Ropers reasons (interview, August 2010) that this was lynalme to
the lack of political support for the Sinhala (government) side in enforcing constitutional
changes, including powesharing arrangements, that would most likely result in political

concessions demanded by the LTTE. The other reason was to disahe 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 ir2002 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 procéddsr which she

did not want to assume the main responsibilitd would be met with strong international
displeasure (interview 2010).

And finally, the governmentds strategy a
LTTE. As mentioned earlier, t he -n&oti@tlon c o mp |
demands. The main issue, however, was thgeegion of equalstatus during the negotiation
process 0 e-lardednessRopers 2008; Higlund and Svensson, 20R7The LTTE
expected to be treated as an equal partner to the government, a status which was fully
accepted by the facilitator. For the governmg 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, howevelgarding 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 TTE 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 govemment generated very strong internal oppositioff’

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 buildng 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, PrimeMinister 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 O0no peace, no war o6 (interview, Ropers

127The UNF government was aware of the strong oppositioof the Sinhala Buddhiss. Any government
wanting to secure election victonhas to beacceptableo the South which traditionally is very nationalistic
d it is one of the strongholds of the JVB and any concilatory attempts directed atthe LTTE had a high
chance of beingnisinterpreted in the South.
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UPFA GovernmeritRenewed talks under MahiRdgakapsé 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 readn agreement with the

LTTE which would guarantee implementation of the 13 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 congred giving up their de

facto control of the territory in the Northeast as nomegotiable.

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 inetlpast;
that is, excessive international involvement in the peace process, conditionalities directed
against the government, and conciliatory steps toward the LTTEIt has been argued by
both people with direct knowledge of the process and analysts tha tUPFA 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 blockadeof a water irrigation projectin 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
counterterrorist operations. The GoSL dicially abrogated the ceasefire agreement with
the LTTE in January 2008, and the LTTE was proscribed again in Sri LarkaJanuary 7,
20009.

5.4.2 LTTE negotiation strategies

The Tamil Tigerso g e n ewas kharanterigd by a nhdted n str
unwillingness to enterinto 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 assessmérnhat the UNF government

lacked stificie nt political power to grant any constitutional concessiamnecessary for
accommodati ng tdeterminationT geidvances d@He fLTTE was also well

aware of the lack of consensus among the Sinhala majority on the solution to the ethnic

12Minister de Silva reasoned that peace should not be linkedsid, that peace is moreand thatthe UPFA
governmentwas not complying with theconditions of theinternational community to the same extetnhas
the UNF government.
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conflict in Sri Lanka. Strategies were basedherefore,on how to achievethe most under
the given political setting, namely, how to reach aagreement on the interim government
and how to securan 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 iWar andpeacehe LTTE perceived the Tamil national
guestionon two levels:existential problems faced by the Tamils (humanitarian aspect)
and the core conflict issues (political aspects, saletermination). During 200803 the
LTTE aimed at discussing humanitarian issues prior to the core issues (Balasingham,
2004:382). Similar to the G8L negotiation strategy, the LTTE was thusequencing the
talks prioritizing issues of lesser political sensitivity (humanitarian, reconstruction,
rehabilitation, and relief policiesas well as confidence building exercigesver the core
political issues Primarily for the same reason as the governmenhe LTTE was well
aware of the limited political backing the UNF government hath being ableto makeany
constitutional concessionsThe L TTE & s  maluring thésiphasewas to reach an
agreement with the government on the interim administration ifiterview, 201p. A well
informed source also pointed out that the parties adhered to a similar rule as Ahtisaari in
the Helsinki Aceh peace proces8 that nothing is agreed, until everything is agréed
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 taavoida opeace trapd what it saw as
external conditionalities and the increasing involvement ofofeign actors in the Sri
Lankan peace process. Bal asingham argues t h:
level of donor aid created a space for the intrusion of international donor involvement in
the peace process (2004: 465). This refers namelgamors 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
mar ginalizing of t helorthebstES6s i nfluence in the

An alternative explanation suggests tha&rabhakarandid not wish to prolong the

ceasefire period without reaching any substantial agreements on the interim
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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 linal
Prabhakaranwas also concerned how the diaspora communities would react to changes
generated by the peace process. Il n sum, the

LTTESds concern that a | engthy process coul d

Characteristics of the LTTE negotiation strategies

Economic incentives orthe promise of economic incentives had very littler evennon-

exi stent i mpact on t he LTTEGOGS decisions d
international recognition of the LTTE was more important to the organization. Nexto

the two aforementioned negotiation strategies, the LTTESehavior in the negotiation

process had several characteristic features that are summarized in the following four

points.

Entrapment

Experts on confict resolution processes in Sri Lanka as well as some Sri Lankan
politicians and local analyst are in disagreement whether the LTTE leaderyelupillai
Prabhakaran was truly prepared to renounce the concept of an independent Tamil
homeland Eelam,for a power-sharing arrangement withina unitary Sri Lanka (internal
self-determination). Hard-liners like Rohan Gunaratna indicate thathe LTTE used the
negotiating period as a breather for regrouping, rearming, and general organizational
enforcement before camuing with another military offensive against the government
forces (interview, Gunaratna, 2009). Rigidness and clinging to the concept of the Tamil
homelandwas further strengthened by assigning great significance to the fallen Tigers.
The LTTE celebrat ed Her oesd Day on November 27 in
during which great significance was given to those who lost lives in fighting for an

independent Eelant?*Moreover, in combination with his isolation and alleged paranai

129Heroeweek celebrated since 1989, markthe death ofthe first guerrilla, Shankar, who died in 1982

(Swamy, 2008). November 27 the day of his deathjs declared Heroe8Day. The LTTE leader used the
Heroesd® Day speeches as an .@neooulddisceaavibibleshiinfavoroft he Tam
the talks in speeches fronthe years 200802 while in speeches from 2003 onward, there were increasing
referencesto astalemde in the talks andalack of mutual trust and general unwillingness to cooperate.
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over his own safay, there was a high level of entrapment in the struggle for independent
Eelam i n Pr abha®%his arguinent is seigpertednyi the gapanese Peace
envoy Yasushi Akashi, who described Prabhakaran as prisoner of the Tamil past,
namely past injusices and violence against the Tarsil (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 decisionmakers. 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 seltdetermination before the Oslo round in
2002; but the LTTE leadegradually realized that a political solution would not be
possible. This belief was finally confirmed after the collapse of theT®OMS agreement in
which the LTTE resorted to concessions on sealetermination issues, such as accepting

t he Go SL &esNortheastebutithrs stitl did not lead to a political agreement.

Striving for qual status

The Tamil Tigers strived to be perceived and treated as representatives sfade, which

was essential to thend more sothan the promise ofaid and reconstriction assistanceAs

a result of this, the organizatiorwas very sensitive to resorting to any compromiseisat

would indicate that their status was lowethan that of the government (Sri Lankan civil

society representative, interview, September 2008pr instance,banning the LTTE from

attending the preparatory conference in Washington D.C. in 2003, emphasizing its
asymmetrical status to the government, caus

the negotiation process.

Low trust inSinhala politics

As previously stated, he LTTE was aware ofthe limited political power of the UNF
government and simultaneously, the LTTE was concerned about nedelivery of the
government ds ¢ ommi t me n withdrdwal ofrthe airimexl folcds Agm n a me |

the HSZs. The confidence building measures introduced by the Norwegian facilitatpes

¥ n one of his Hé@rathakarddedesey that ang LT TEhcadse Hhthe right to kill him

should he deviate from the quest for an independent Tamil Honaid. In contrast, in 2002, a few days

before the third round of the GoLS.TTE talks in Oslo, Prabhakaranstatedi n t he annual Her o
speechthat he was prepared to consider a political setting within a unitary Sri Lanka should the LTTE be

granted suffcient self-governing powers.
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well as a number ofNGOs (e.g. Berghof Foundation for Conflict Studies),were not

efficient in enhancingthe mutual level of trust between the partiedndeed, a pevailing

lack of trust was one of the main impedimentdo the successof the negotiations.
According to a source well versed in the processhe LTTE wanted to discuss
reconstruction issueswhich were also in the agreement but were delivered inefficiently

due to the bureacracy in Co |l o mb o ; t he LTTE also | ost tr
willingness to implement agreementson account of the fact thatonly a few were
implemented. In addition, Vidar Helgesen expressed his wethat the LTTE felt it did

not get enough in return ér accepting exploration of a federal structure in Dece mi02

(interview, July 2008).

Lastly, PresidentKk u mar atungads initiative to prolo
groups on the PTOMS 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 asnconstitutional by the
Supreme Court. According to two independent sources close to the LTTE, this was
proved to be the fnal setback for the organization, indicating that a negotiated agreement

backed by a Sinhalese majority was unattainable.

Anton Balasingham

One of t hshortcbringEviaghe lack of diversity in decisionmaking processes

and a strong reliance on th&TTE leader. London-based Anton Balasingham wathe
LTTE®&s chief nego tsi, and intellectughwhb hatlan academicsratirea t e g
than combatantbackground. He was also a rare exception in that he vaage of the few

who could engage in consictive discussionwith Velupillai Prabhakaran®*! Despite
Prabhakara® $irm control over the LTTE, Balasingham was the soul othe L TTE G s
negotiation teamwho could convey any news to the LTTE leadér?A few who were fully

versed in the negotiation procesindicate that relations betweenBalasingham and
Prabhakararwer e strained around the time of the L°-
negotiations in spring 2003, an@alasinghan® s i nfluence al so di mi

advancement of his iliness; after hpased away in December 2006ée organization did

1¥According to his own memoirs, Balasingham, 2004.
132Balasingham in his memoirs sometimes refers to Prabhakaran as the LTTE (i.e. Prabhakaran would be
disappointed, instead of the LTTE would be disappointed).
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not find a replacement:**Balasingham was amvid advocate ofa negotiated solution he
hadbuilt up a very strong position within the LTTE, but he wasalso criticized by some of
the hardliners (Tamilsevan):**Nonetheless, he was never authorized to make a decision
on federalism on behalf of the LTTE, and according t®hanapala he did not consult
Prabhakaranonthe L TTE®&s st ance during the(inBrsvikwp t al k:
Dhanapala, 2009

An undisclosedreliable source with a vested knowledge of the situation noted that
the Norwegian facilitators invested extensively in Balasingham and based most of their
strategy andpolicy toward the LTTE on their special relationshipwith him. It is also
apparent from Balasinghan® snemoirs that he respected the facilitators, particularly
Norwegian envoy Erik Solheim. Richard Armitage, former 5. Deputy Secretary of
State, postulated that there was a general feeling among the representatives of involved
external parties that if anyone could pursu®rabhakarano be more flexible and forward
looking then it would be Balasingham. It was also hoped that Balasingham woielp
Prabhakararsee the benefits of peaci;was believeche had a very limited knowledge of
the ouside world. As Armitage claims(interview, August 2010)it was further hopel that
Balasingham would bring him at of isolation and therefore act as a bridgk this sense,
the facilitators had only limited access to the Tamil Tiger leadership as their
communication with the LTTE leaderwas not direct and Balasingharwas not mandated
to execute decisionsFurthermore, 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}

133Ranil Wickr emasingherecalled thatAnton was the only one among the LTTE negotiators with political

skills who insisted on independence and an interim sgbvernment agreement (ISGA).

134 pdele Balasingham notes thab é whi | e Mr . Pir abak atha necegsByrohdimhed k ar an
struggle to achi eve p onghan] interaehtiongeahariced the goltitabdimensipnfohtheo n |
armed struggle. The relationship between these twuisiegdeindividuals has been quite unique. It is ose of tho
relationships where two different personalities come together at a specific conjuncture and play significant roles in th
mov ement (A\fele Balasinglmam,y2003: 336). Anton Balasingham was first approached by the

forming LTTE in the late 1970s Wwen he was living in London. Even then, he was an avid Tamil activist and

a Marxist. The Tigers asked him tateach classefor the LTTE and a year later, in 1979, he produced the

major LTTE ideological leaflet entitledTowards Socialist EelgBwamy, 2008}

B5Tamilsheva, headf 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 aselN as the EU representative Chris Patterin addition to the

Norwegian facilitators), for he was not meeting people outside bfs inner circle and the facilitators were

unable to contact hindirectly. It becameanevengr eat er i ssue wllthmeteBaatedand n g h a md
he could ndonger participate in the talks
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5.4.3Third 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 suppmthe
process°All five main international stakeholders, Norway, Japanl).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 hadither
proscribed the organization (India 199,S. 1998since 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 Toky®onor 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 irthe late 199QsNorway had a history of longterm
bilateral development cooperation with Sri Lanka dating back to the mi@70s. Unlike
other countries, Norway did not phase out its involvement in the mi@i990s when the
government renewed military operations against the LTTE after a failed negotiation
attempt by Prime Minister and later President Kumaratung®'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 adversarit8This 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

1¥Thailand, Japan, and later Switzerland assisted with providing meeting venues for the direct talks.

13'Norway entered into development cooperation with Sri Lanka in 1977 (bilateral suppand 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 operationsin the mid-1990snany countries phased out

their involvement in Sri Lanka but Norway bucked the trend byupgradng its diplomatic presence in Sri

Lanka from mission to embassy with Jon Westborg as the fi@nbassador in Sri Lanka.

138 parliamentarian note, Stortinget, nr.19 (198®), on En verden | endringCharging World. Norway

declared Sri Lanka a priority country for longterm cooperation see alsoo Ret ni ngsl i nj er
Ut viklingssamarbei det me d Sri Lankabd (Guidelines f
Utenriksdepartementéislo, April 1998.

132



Using Carrots to Bring Peace? Negotiation and Third Party Involvement

Martina Klimesova (2011

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 welkmeaning intention of assisting with the
transport and hospitalization of Anton Balasinghamwho was seriously ill in Vanni in
2000 without access to sufficient medical facilitié®’

Norway did not enter the talks with a specific facilitation strategy, but it based its
involvement on the confidence bthe 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 -Mcdusivepigihes r ol e
peace process is basen 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 he 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 durableigadli
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 adincompassing political dialgue with all
political stakeholders in Sri Lanka, which means including parties that were not
necessarily stakeholders in the armed conflict.

When assessing Norwayds facilitation it
adversaries decided on the shapethe dialogued 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 alinclusive political dialogue on the future political setting should have
been conducted in parkdl 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

139This 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.

133



Using Carrots to Bring Peace? Negotiation and Third Party Involvement

Martina Klimesova (2011

such dialogue was necessary, but without unity and strong leadership ox $inhala 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, evemhen it was evident that a
negotiated solution was unachievable, was the desire of the adversaries to maintain
communication channels.

Not withstanding t he above, assist with yhé s str
transformation of the LTTE from a military organization to a political force through
engagement with foreign actors, capacity building, and encouragement to use maitary
means (interview with Solheim in Rupasinghe, 2006). Although the LTTE was interested
in establishing international contacts and sight the legitimization of its aspirations of
self-determination, it did not consider abandoning military force for the reason of security
dand also the wider security of the Northeast.

Some standard informal initiatives supported by Norway or NGOs such dke
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

| venture that the most essentiaincentive that Norway contributed to the peace process

was its determination to maintain equal treatment of the two adversaries during the
negotiation processdespite 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 | ater furthe
empower the LTTE despite the fact that the former recognized the conflict asymiry.'*°

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. Norwatended to assist in

140ONorway chosenot to respond tothe most farfetched rumors: that it wasinterested inthe Sri Lankan

petroleum sectorfishing industry, or even that it wasworking on behalf of the Pope to mak8&ri Lanka a

Christian country, or that Sri Lanka could become kingdom for PrincessMartha-Louisg the second child

of King Harald V. While these allegations were not commented on by the Norwegian representatisome
interpretedNor wayds silence on the matter astoawelvdregethce t ha
source, these allegatiorsppeared primarily inAsia Tribungan 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 hdirters in Colombo as an effort to
empower the organization and to treat it like a state actor. ButtoNoaw 6 s r easoning
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 the negotiation process
was solely a matter reulting 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
tothetal ks i f its position at the negotiation
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, Nagwalso
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 hafithers in Sri Lanka accused Navay 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 couldmot cept t he LTT

equal footing at the negotiation tabl&*!

Assessment of Norwayds facilitation

Limitedmandate together with extensive responsibilities

Norway as a facilitator had no formal mandate to shape the process agenda or employ
political musclevis-avis the parties. This was also evidenthen discussing conditions for

third party involvement: Nor way was required
conducting the process. Although the facilitators were well aware that it would not e

optimal solution if Norway in addition to the facilitation assumedhe main responsibility

for the SLMM, they hadto comply with theg over nme nt 0 bich dlacedvesyi ons w

limited options for negotiating the terms of involvement. Ropers (2008, and interview

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, whea T TE insisted that the parties
agreedo seek international donor assistance as joint partaéBalasingham, 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 LTTEOs caqgbtheccoty bui
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 approacto 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 elop 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 gace process, namely the
internal dynamics of Sinhala politics:**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 oppents on accusations against
its impartiality. This was nevertheless in direct contrast with the fact that the peace
negotiations were still under thorough media scrutin§ both Sri Lankan and international
media had direct access to negotiators-bletweensessions during peace talks. Second,
Norway did not want to jeopardize itscloseyet fragile relationship with both actors, and
especially the LTTE, by openly criticizing them.

Another important aspectwas that Norway failed to convince the Southern
electaate of the benefits of peacesomething which, in any casewasthegover nment 6s
responsibility rather than the facilitator8.sNevertheless, the complexity of Sri Lankan
politics deeply pemeatedthe peace processn particular, the powerstruggle 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

12In response to the government crisis, when President Kumaratunga exercised her executive rights and
removed three ministers fromthe 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 prc
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). Accordingp UIf

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.Z2he Other Co-chairs

The Co-Chair multilateral initiative was edablished 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 significal
withdrawal in April 2003. The groupconsisted 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 vas, 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 vell 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, 200@&85). During the reneweal peace talks with the UPFA
government in 2006, theCo-Chairs Group statements indicated that the group had
become more politically active; Norway also wished to see the -Chairs become more
actively involved in the process (interview, October 2010). A statement from April 2006
condemned acts of violence dn(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 tfadureroedo souwillclead to deepkreisolatien: of tibe
LTTEG  (-G@hairs statement, May30, 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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¢ h a n wi# dimingsh international suppért Fi nal | vy, I n September 20
reiterated tha 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 (CO-Chairs statement, September 12, 2006).

Japan

Japands strategi esmailynbas8k dn exceptiohally gose bilateralp r i

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 peaceprocess:** In terms of conditioning

development assistance on progress in the peace process, Japan prefergerong

cooperation that is more consistent and not based on ad hoc developments, but rather on a

long-term approach. Added to this, Japan has bemmare 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 tdeepen its relations with

China and also countries like Pakistan, Irannd Venezuela (mainlyenergy cooperation

in the two latter casep . I n this context, Japan is conce

dependencyonChinand the | atterds | ac® of transparer
Furthermore, Sri Lanka was the first case in which Japatended 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 Japands i nyvewhiclenorethdlessifailed.tAltheughp e a c e

some have argued that this was more the sole initiative of Akashi than a sign of the

governmentds willingness to step up its r1ol e

failed mainly for the reason that Japan as seen by the LTTE as a clearly pgovernment

actor (based on its incumbent foreign policy) and hence could not be considered as

impartial by the Tamil Tigers (interview, 2009)*%°

31t should be noted that Sri Lanka was one of therdt countries in Asia to call forthe normalization of
relations with Jgan afterWWwIl.

14This dependency became apparent in 2008, when China became the main donor to Sri Lanka and also the
main military supplier.

15As it became evident that only littleprogress ould be made on the multilateral level in the procegthat

was in any casestalled, Japan went back to discussing aid issuesadnilateral level, deting only with the
government.
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Collidingaid philosophy

Japan did not share the same view with the Eur@ecochairs (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, Decembe®0®). 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 stawm 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 issvere
particularly evident. Akashi stressed that once Japan promisad, it would implement it
without the prospect of it being suddenly discontinued. Moreover, Akashi believed that
socioeconomic improvement on the grassroots level enhanced the chances for successful
conflict resolution, and that efforts to improve the @cio-economic conditions should not

be marred by the proceedings of the political proceHsd).

Il n Japands Vi ew, assistance shoul d be
should not be used as a tool aimed at requiring immediate action from thetips,
especially if those demands are publically raised. Critics of this approach (Keenan,
interview, October 2009) reason that Japan was mainly interestedmaintaining good
bilateral relations rather than using its leverage in the peace procé&3apanwas also
perceived as a more traditional donadn its development approach (i.e. main focus on

developing irfrastructure).

1®The majority of Japanese reconstruction fundare allocatedo infrastructure projects Less than 10 per
cent of total Japanese funding to Sri Lankaent to conflict areas After the military conflict was

terminated however,there was an increase in projects focusedontNheor t heast . According

Lankaofficer, Japan makes only loose linkages between donor aid and political activities and does not resort
to negative conditioningd dJapan wants to be a reliable donor, a partner to the gavernfnenht er vi e w,
December 2009). Japanese developmertsistance does not include only ODA loans but also technical
assistanceJapan 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 countriEspecially after
President Rajapaksa assumed office, Japan has been concerned about the growing influence of China,
Pakistan, and Iran in Sri Lankaand hence Japan wants to maintain dialogue between Sri Lanka and the
West. Japaralso emphasized that its role was lyncomplementary to the role of Norway Sri Lanka was to

be a showcase of Jap@amew ODA policy but this failed in the end(Palanovics, interview, 2009)specially

when comparingits initial goals with the endresults.
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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 Confeence CeChairs 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). AftelArmitage left the U.S. administration in February 2005, the
others did not assign the same priority to the Sri Lankan peace process as hédid.

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 thatould lead to an international peace
support conferencé®® Unlike India, the U.S. favored multilateral involvement and
Armitage felt that the U.S. could utilize its influence by sponsoring a conference that
owould somehow induce the LTTE to be more flexible on the issue of.degotiation

The U.S. became more involved following the Peace Support Conference in Oslo.
In April 2003, it organizd 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 sle wher e woul d under mi ne t he percep
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 interésn Sri Lanka but also the processas a important issuefor 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 orgeezation 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 Irag and Afghanistan.was therefore,a shifting of interests

rather than a deliberate désion to disengage from Sri Lanka

18 The U.S. also supporteddemining projects inthe Northeast of Sri Lanka. But it never consideed

participating in the SLMM. As Armitageargueddo we coul dndt do anythi mwerdbetter
going to do, and, actually, when the United States shows up anywhere it could be very disconcerting to people becal
we carry with us a lot of baggageen though our intentions may be good maybe our performance is not and many
people always saspour intentions; at a minimum people think that if we join some monitoring group that we want to
take it over. So having t h@ntedewSAugust@0i®.l ved i s somet i m
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LTTE would not be motivated by inducements (interview, August 2016%’In general,
there was also significantly less will to help the LTTE than there was to help the
government. TheU.S., therefore stood clearly on the side of the GoSL, and while it was
desirous of improving te 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 aboutpolitical 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
Ar mi t ag e thaUWSg uwasbpunaing a lot of ballghie air at the time and could not make
an exception for the LTTE to be treated differently than other terrorist organizgtionat er vi e\
August 2010). At the Oslo donor conference, Armitage said that the U.S. welcomed the
LTTES®&s ef f or tordlictthewugk peaceful mearts Arel urged the organization to
renounce terrorism and independenunwarranteda i ms .
provocative commeénts ( 2 00 4 : 393) . |l ndeed, the LTTE <co

toward the government ad 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 amanthe CoChairs was one of the strongest critics of the situation in
Sri Lanka. The GoSL strongly rebuffed the ¢
became limited as a direct consequence of this. It was argued that the EU did not develop
substantialinformal 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 CeChair group (interview, 2010). In addition, by virtue of the rotating
presidancy, 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.

149Armitage claims that he was not consideringfaceto-face meeting with the LTTE during the time of the
Washington D.C. preparatory meeting He also suggested thain his view, it was not reasonable for the
LTTE and the government to be seen cam equal footing (interview, August 2010).
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There was also a noted difference betweerffédrent 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 ande¢HJnited Kingdom) (interview 2010).

5.4.3.3 Regional (and other) actors

India

Initially , India resistedthe 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 iteepence in Sri Lanka and
joined the multilateral donor efforts (CeChair 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)!*°This population views the Tamil issue in Sri Lanka as a
guest for anancient 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 tH2ravida Munnettra
Kazhagam(DMK, The light of Tamil nadu) 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.

Il n the context of the peace process, Il ndi
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 developnts 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 (i nt eerand sigmficancg @vds0 ) . N

1050urce: Nationalcensus, India, 2001.
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undi sputabl e. As Sol h aomajorsdciaidnendhe peace protess hagse r v
far been taken without consulting with éndial i nt er vi ew wi th Sol hei m
343). Akashi confirmed this in saying that Ind was always consultedis leverageandits
influence over the adversariesvas neverdisputed The question however, is under which
circumstances India would employ its leverage. It shouldb e noted t hat I
development policy is not inclined towardemploying conditionalities in the same
straightforward manner as Western countries. As stated by an anonymous Indian
di p | olndéatpreferodto cultivate relations with a receiver of aid prior to subtly hinting what it
expectsinretuin ( i nt e r wMoEAfficidl, B0d0). a

With regard to employing political inducements,India listed the LTTE as a
terrorist organization in 1991 aftethe assassination of Indian Prime Minister Rajiv
Gandhi. Furthermore, the Indian government has beemctive in preventing the
organization fromestablishing a base in Tamil NaduNevertheless, India has remained an

avid supporter of the Tamils but not of the LTTE.

Chind™*

China was not a part of the CeChair group and was not involved in the peace process but

entered the sene 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
onexports of weaponry t ccomic and militakyaaid diplaenacyg r d i |
provided space for Beijing to increase its leverage in Srid_gaka a foothold in the Indian

Ocean through Sri Lanka, which are attempts to assert itself asyarkay Wil as [fulfilling]

its economic, navigational, security, and strategic requireitdvaganan, email
conversation, Deember2010)The GoSL attempted to diversify its international support

group and significantly increased its cooperation \itChina. In February 2007, during
President Rajapaksads official Visit to Chi
technical cooperation, MoU on urban development, bilateral agreement on investment

promotion) were signed to further strengthen cooperah between the two countries.

“Therol e of China as a donor increased dunrAprin2005Pr esi de
China signed with Sri Lanka the A#Round Cooperative Partnership of Sincere Mutual Assistance and
Friendship, and, in 2008, Clina becamethe main donor to Sri Lanka with 1 billion USD. China
unconditionally suppored the GoSL,with the mai n r eason f or Gdingthedirategic nvol ve
importance of Sri Lankan ports and securirits 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 Chinads efforts

its geostrategic position in the Indian Ocean to enhanite own maritime security 1>

Pakistan, Iran, Venezuela

Pakistan, Iran, and als&/enezuela lecame involved in the latter stage after consultations
with China. An anonymous ministry official from a country involved in Sri Lanka argued
that China encouraged Rastan 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 sectio, 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.

55Explaining the collapse of the GoSILTTE peace process
Al an Keenan ventures that facil idtmtanyonre was
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 jita@s 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 sex@l 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 dti 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 ather than the mistake of one single actor.

1%2China hasbeen particularly interested in the Trincomalee harbor in the East whjchccording to some,
hasthe potential to become a navy base; others argue thasitoo small for nawal ships. Since 2008, China
has beemuilding the Hambantota commercial port irthe 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
PresidentKumaratunga was thehead of state, head of governmenand the head of the
armed forces. The Constitution vests all execution rights in the presidethrough the
institute of the Executive Presidency®™ n t his setting, even thoug
did not have a constitutional majority in the Parliament, no visible progress in the peace
process (i.e. changes in the Constitution) was feasible withder 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 necessaryewforce 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 resuling in a dual and weakeadership,
there was also a noteldck of general debate among the Sinhala groupshow to resolve
the ethnic conflict in Sri Lanka. Disunity and diverse views ofnow the peace process
should be conducted were chateristic for the Sinhala Added to that, interparty
fighting as well agpower struggle within the parties (infighting) thwarted any significant
progress in the peace initiatives (Pierceinterview, May 201R*** Furthermore,
governments in Sri Lanka used the peace procassan elearal dividend, based on what
would secure election victoryrather than what would be beneficial for the process. For
instance, while the 2001 winning campaign was gemcessthe winners ofthe April 2004
elections were very critical of the UNF approach toward the process and of some aspects
of the international involvement. These dynamics were beyonthef aci | i t at or 6 s
Moreover, Kelegama (interview, September 2009) argues that the South never felt the
benefits of the peace dividends,r anore precisely, the dynamics in Sri Lanka never

allowed the economic dividends to have any effects. As previously argued, the Southern

%3The president is elected directly and does not answer to the Parliamét# or she alschas the right to
appoint or dismiss ministersthe government, andto dissolve the ParliamentT he presidentalso serves as
chief of the armed forces.

1 There was no national unityor united political will for apeace agreementhe UNF government had to
face both political opposition in theParliament & well asPresident Kumaratunga who was from different
party. In addition, national media were engaged in afbeace process propaganda which later also
culminated in propaganda against foreign involvementn IOctober 2006the two main political parties,the
UNP, and President Rajapaksaigned an MU to cooperate on findinga 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 donolssistance.

5.5.2 Personal relations between the president and prime minister

President Kumaratunga initiateddiscussion on the peace process and establishing contacts
with Norway already before the UNF government assumed power. She thus felt the
processwas taken out of her hands byVickremasinghe Institutional hurdles aside,
President Kumaratunga and Prime Ministewickremasinghed personal relationship was
deeply tainted by mutual antipathy and conflicting senses of pride. Several interviewees
noted that there was a noticeable turf struggle between thefe.g. information
withdrawal, bypassing). For instance, the president was infuriated when the prime
mi ni ster signed the CFA prior to discussing
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 findg 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 whtraveled 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)kuggested that the Norwegian facilitators were plang
down the impact of the cohabitation crisis at the beginning of the peace process, believing
President Kumaratunga wouldhot resist the international pressure and would cooperate
with the peace process. As was proved later, this did not happen. On tbatrary,
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 discussng concession®ver theL T T E doposab to the
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interim self-governance authority, was another reason for the process colldp¥@n the

one hand, Prabhakaran admitted debate on exploring internal sdfermination; on the
other hand, even throughout the 20823 negotiations no significantoncessions were
made by either partyPrabhakaramlso made a number of miscalculations such as turning
his back on Wickremasinghe during the 2005 Presidential elections. The LTTE became
more wvulnerable as its strength waned and less confident of reaghen agreement
through negotiations; the LTTE wanted to negotiate from a position of power. External

incentives had no i mpact on Prabhakarands de

1%°As mentioned earlier, facilitators did not havelirect access to Prabhakarafhis was na only due to his

inability or lack of will to communicate in English andthef a c i | ilatkatkoowledge of Tamil, but

contact had to be always conveyed through Antdalasingham or after Balasingham passed awalyy the

members ofthe poli t i c al | eadership (heads of t h enainthifed E 0 s p o
communication with Balasingham directly and with the LTTE officials either directly or through local

fixers. Facilitators admited in interviews that they did not know to what extent the political leaders

portrayed the true picturg(about the process andonflict development$ to Prabhakaran. Balasingham was

known to have been able to share la news with the LTTE leader, but it remains unclear to what extent

others dared givean accurate picture to Prabhakaran. This raisedany concerns among the facilitator team

about how to communicate effectively with the LTTE, especially in the later stage of the process after

Bal asinghambés deat h. Nor way hatlforeh itstmessagds avoulel befdelivetedtc ont r o |
Prabhakaran
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6.ACEH, INDONESIA : THE Gol-GAM PEACE NEGOTIATIONS (20@303 200%

Negotiations between the Government of Indonesia (Gol) and the Free Aceh Movement
(Gerakan Aceh Merdeka, GAM)were consecutively facilitated by two noigovernmental
organizations (NGOs) in two separate process&s.The initiative of the Swiss-based
Henri Dunant Center & Center for Humanitarian Dialogue (HDC)**’(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 Gol 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 Presideritialection, replacing President Megawati in October 2004.
This greatly impacted the governmentos pol.
opponents remained the same. To fully understand the role of third party tools,
Ahti saari s f aadtessiofttte Helsinki peacea pracess, It i8 als® 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 ralatively
well structured and very well documented with the main participants being available and
willing to be interviewed**®In addition, there are several publications which document
the process including a number of personal accounts (Kingsbury, 2@08aludin, 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¥pall (2006, 2007, 2009),
Aspinall and Crouch (2003), Dexter (2008), Reid (2006), Morfit (2006), Kingsbury (2006,
2008), Braithwaite et al. (2010).

1% There are several otheexamples ofconflict resolution initiatives started by NGOs having led to
agreemers. For example, the role of th€E o mmu ni t y Egidfo in $azamb@ue andhe Oslo Israelr
Palestinian talks initially organized by the Institute for Applied Social Sciences (Hubert, 2003

3" The Henri Dunant Center for Humanitarian Dialogue was later rebranded as the Center for
Humanitarian Dialogue.

1B\ost of the GAM leadership remaired in Stockholm after the final agreement was signed.
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This chapger deals with negotiation processes in Acethat emergedafter the
collapse ofthe Suharto regme 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. ©ntext for the Henri DunantCe n t @volfesnent
The first conflict resolution efforts in Ace
in May 1998, following a period of largecale public protests in Acehncluding 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 independenc&swhich had beersponsored bythe UN in East Timor in
August (President Habi bi e d%°The rAceb ussue evase n t |
however, not a particular priority for the government during this period as the Gol
simultaneously faced conflicicharged tensions irEast Timor, Poso inCentral Sulawesi,
the Moluccas, and West PapuaAdded to this, the government was cautious in not
wanting to see a repetition of the East Ti
secession from Indonesia.

The UN involvement in East Timor, especiallywith regard to the referendum on
i ndependence, i nfluenced the goverasmant 0s \
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 accusethe international community of attempting to dismantle Indonesia by
supporting local sovereignty movementS? In the context of Aceh, this notion was
further prompted by the frequent appeals of GAM commanders to the UMuring
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, 20009: 225) . Thus, rnatbmal gover

%9Although 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, 20Q).

President Wahid had previously, albeit vaguely, promised the Acehnese a public referendum, which was

met with strong internal resistance, namelfrom the TNI and nationalist groups in Jakarta.

19 This skepticism toward international involvement wasalso, later, seen ironflict resolution efforts in

Aceh, namelyin refusing stronger international presence in monitoring of the @A agreement from

December 2002Not only this, but it precluded the morevisible involvement of someo f I ndonesi ab
traditional donors/allies in the process facilitated bihe 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 stagethe GAM became skilled in internationalizing the
conflict and flatly rebuffed any conciliatory atempts that did not includethe 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 later 6 s accl ai med | oyalties toc
Indonesia, but alsobecauseof the general trendamong ASEAN countries to prioritize
state actors ovemon-state groups. Additionally,the GAM had also had some negative
experience with some ASEAN countries; for instance, the leaders expressed their
disappoiniment with Malaysia for its lack of supportto Acehnese refugees (who
reportedy faced forced repatriatior) during the conflict. Moreover, the GAM leaders
living in Sweden strongly preferred the involement of a Western facilitator rather than
any Asian alternative.

Furthermore, putting the conflict in a broader historical context, unlikehe Darul
Islam rebellion of 195859 (some groups continued to fight until 1962) (Schulze, 200Hg
latter conflict in Aceh was seculamnd not led byulamas'®The GAM contesed the
governmend sauthority over Aceh: the motto was independence from Indonesd
Islamization of Indonesia (Braithwaite 2010353) Moreover, as argued by Aspinall (2009b:
1 3 Jslam anld be depicted as a bond, reinforcing Acehnese ties with.dfd@hesBAM

%1The Darul Islam rebellion fought against the secularization of Indonesia and next to Aceh claims also
strived to oO0lslamize Indonesiadé (Aspi n&aldh,1958)009 b : 11,
%2Following the first conflict culmination point, the GAM leadership found refuge in S/eden and other
Nordic countries; others resided in Malaysia. In the early 1980s, several hundred GAM guerrilla fighters
were trained icampd Oferyfighlirey peakedagainiinnAgeh 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 aheir 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, reained the same throughout and functioned as a unifying element.
The number of those who contested di Tirods | eader s
marginal (interview with Baktiar, June 2008; Merikallo, 2005: 21). Hasan di Tiro was a didescendant of

the di Tiro family that had, in 1874, assumed power over Aceh from the Sultan Shah family; lgier had

ruled the Aceh sultanate since 1B@Ali Mughayat Shah, 15@B0). Hasan di Tiro first left the province to

study in Yogyakarta, and late continued his studies at Columbia University in the United States. When
Aceh was annexed tdndonesia in 1951, diro 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 nwbie Swedenn

the 1970sind 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,ntllev e me nt &6 s
founder and leader, Hasan di Tiro, declared Ad@lndependencefrom Indonesia. The
Acehnesehave been always very proud of their long history and hawevery strong

regional identity. Thi s, i n combination wi t h t he
admi ni stration of the region, including red
natural resources toJakarta and reported TNI(armed forces of Indonesia)atrocities
perpetratedagainstcivilians, created fruitful ground for a swell of public support for the

Free Aceh Movement®*Ther e were also some signs, namel
regime (Aspinal, 2009b), indicating a k ar t a 0 fer insreaped proselytization in

Aceh in an attempt to shift the focal point from governance to religious issu&8ln 2001,

the government allowed Aceh to adopt Sharia law; however, it is clear from interviews
conduded with GAM representatives that the adoption of Sharia religious laws was low

on their agendalIndeed, the GAM was aware that any connection with fundamentalist

Islam would have thwarted its efforts to reach out to the international community,

namely Wedern countries, especially in the aftermath of 9/11.

Moreover, Jakarta also attempted to present the conflict as based on socio
economic grievances stemming frorihe unequal redistribution of revenues from natural
resources®Indeed, civil society groupslemandedthe equalization of shares from natural
resource revenuedd owever, forthe GAM, this was only a subissue that was part of the
larger package o$elf-determination. For the GAM leadership, therefore, the issue of self
determination lay atthe core of the conflict and until the government acknowledgethis,

therewould be nosignificant successn the negotiations.

6.2. HDC facilitation: Peace talks in Aceh (20803)
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 Libyfaat provided training camps;

none of the Middle Eastern countries were interested in pledging support for Acehnese independence
(Aspinall, 2009). The timeframe of the exile governm
independence in 1976 the signing of the Memorandum of Understanding in Helsinki in August 2005.

%3 The movement strongly opposed Javanese influence, including migration from Javkae Acehnese

fought on the side of Indonesia during thevar of independence against the Dah, but were annexeds part

of the new republic ofIndonesia shortly aftet h e | iadeperalendas 1949.

¥t could also be interpreted as Jakartads attempt t
1%%Aceh has vast oil and gasaposits. Many authors point to tensions generated by unfair resource

distribution between Aceh and Jakarta (Aspinall, 2009b; Kingsbury, 2006).
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whereupon theCenter was asked to assist with resolving the situation in Acéff As

Huber claims (interview, April 2010), thedDC was mainly selected for what itwas ng

and its selection was largely accidental: it appeared at the right time in the right place.

Af ter the governmentds dissatisfaction with
involvement of the UN in resolving the East Timor crisis, a newly establishe(999),

weak, and relatively unknown Swisdased NGO was an enticing choice to act as an
intermediary between the government and the GAM.

The HDCOs aim was to change the relation
Gol in order to improve the situation on tle 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 ame recentlyalso Braihtwaite et al (2010), point to the
fact that the HDC, in placing demilitarization before alinclusive political dialogue,
selected an inapt strategy for achieving peace in Aceh. Some direct participants of the
subsequent process fifitated 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®’

Added to this, it was also the first negotiation between the parties since the GAM
leader, Hasan di Tiro, had declared independene 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 Parliamenbut 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

1%There were800,000 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 dielied men who the TNI
considered to belong to the GAM) in order to escape the flilitges, 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 260Q, 26,000 TNIroops
were sationed in Aceh (14,000 combatants, the rest support troapsarly 2001, it was announced that the
number would increase to 30,000) (Aspinall and Crouch, 2003)

¥’Gorman statedthat the focal point ofthe HDC & isvolvement was to improve the situatioron the ground
and reach a ceasefire.aBed on the situation in 2000, it would have been wmatimistic to have expecedto
reach a political solution quickly (interview, April 2010).
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the ground, reachingaceaseft e, achieving the GAMG6s demilit
understanding of t & leut nGtAaNbBessingateproot @usesooh the

conflict. In contrast, the GAM was mainly interested in the process as part of its agenda

to internationalize theconflict and its movement, and to attract some external support for

its cause Aspinall, 200®; Aspinall and Crouch 2003 . I n such a scenar.i
ability to steer the process in a different directionncluding its capacity to exert leverage

over the negotiating parties, was severely limited. Huber argues that within a year of the
process, wahtgingHrmré and more overtly to influence the parties, though indirect
leverage via recourse to certain donor cauntrie2 0 0 4 : 12) .theTdse wiortwsas ma |
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 Gol, which would have entailed jesbning their bilateral relations

for the sake of Aceh.

6.2.1 Externadctors

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
thosecountries most involved.Unlike in the Mindanao peace processes, Isl& countries
were not engagedh facilitation in Aceh, andthe GAM6 s support fEasbm t he
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®®The main reason is that the GAM préiled its
struggle as a seculanationalistic fight based on selfletermination aspirationsd not
Islamization of the region or the rest of IndonesiaThe GAM leaders were aware of the
fact that anIslamic label could havea negative impacbn the contactsthey had cultivated
with some of the Western countriesand hence they distanced themselves fronglobal

Islamic networks, especially in the aftermath of 9/1'4°

%Much of therevenue for GAM activities came from illegal activitiesn Aceh such as extortionthe GAM

referred to it as tax paymerd), the narcotics trade (cannabis)and illegal logging some support also came

from the Acehnese diaspora in Malaysigsee Aspinall, 2009c; Schulze, 200Qompared, however, to

revenue genated 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 hantiet GAM was very keen on garnering

external political support for its independence claims.

1%9As Aspinall records:® ét he downgrading of |slam was, in the wor
tactical question abdubw we presented ourselvesetovorld 6( 2 0 0 9 b GAM2léadejs jn 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 HDCled peace
process, they were hesint to take a more active approach; especially Norway had
distanced itself when more visible involvement was requestednd it limited its
involvement only to tacit financial support to the HDC

The HDC attempted to compensatdor the visible lack of stée involvement by
engaging a group of retired highanking officials, from five different countries, who had
personal ties to Indonesia The so-called 0Wise Meno were engaged so as to add
experience and establish a contact network, a move which wascomed by the GAM. "°
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 contradtaurie Pierce fromthe
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 measured did not prove to be effective in the given
context. On the one hand, it de malrasonemat ed t F
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 thig, t
generate wider support for Aceh and much needed postiflict reconstruction,a so-called
0Gang of Fou 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 neéworksAs pi nal | , 2 Oe@tdd that th® GAM.gredtht s ho u |
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 nbwaged against civilians. For instance, during the whole armed conflict period (82065),

the GAM did not conduct any terror acts in Jakarta or elsewhere outside of Aceh.

9They were General Anthony Zinni (ret), a close friend of President George W. Bh, 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 wadater joined by Ambassador Bengt S&®bderberg from Sweden. Save

Sdoderberg 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 counsjehe HDC remained a
weak actor with no tangible leverage over the belligerents.

The United Statesshowedan increasng interest in Indonesia after 9/11 wheit
became an important regional ally. he U.S. also sought to foster democratic
transformation a well as providing support to the peace processAceh 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 féett the
GAM leaders lived in Sweden and most of them held Swedish citizensHipAmbassador
Eva Walder recalled that Indonesia was very active in bringingp the issue on the
bilateral level between the two countriesand that it was, therefore, somethingSweden
could not neglect!’?Swedish involvement enteredaround two policies. First, its efforts
were directedat 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 situatiorfrom a broader international perspective. Second,
Sweden reminded Malik Mahmud,the GAM -designatedAcehneseprime minister, that
he only held a temporary residence permit and that it could be difficult terrew it if the
GAM was not seen to bepursuing a policy of peace and reconciliation. According to
Walder, Sweden was never interested in assumirggmore active role in the conflict
resolutonpr oces s, but it was support iTheeSwedish ot her
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) int&kholm,
targeted mainly at bridging gaps between the
transition from a command structure based organization to a democratic political party.

In sum, international actors were cautious during the years 2608 rgarding 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

"The most prominent exception was Mal ik Metzenud, t he ¢
who wasexpelled from Singapore antleld a temporary residence permit in Sweden. As confirmed by Eva
Walder inaninterview, hi s resident status in Sweden was used to

peace process. The temporary residencerpiéwas later conditioned upon participation in the Helsinki
peace process.

2Ambassador Eva Walder was theead of the AsiaPacific department at the Swedish Miistry for
ForeignAffairs at that time.
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States, external actors did not employ their economic or political &age so as to increase
the relevant partiesd commitment to the pea
that were also important donors to Indonesia did not want to undermine their bilateral

relations with Jakarta over the issue of Aceh.

6.2.2Negotiating the humanitarian pause and the Cessation of Hostilities Agreement

(CoHA)

The first talks between the Gol and the GAM, facilitated at the end of January 2000,

focused mainly on the situation on the ground, namely reaching a military ceasefire.

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!"*This situation remained unchanged ding 200®

03 and basically stalemated the whole process. The government yielded to some minor
concessions such as declaring Aceh a special administrative region in 2@ 18/2001 on

Special Autonomy for Nanggroe Aceh Darussalam) &l&Dincreasing reveue sharing in

2002; these were, however, considered to be only minor changes and had no impact on the
GAMO s gener al position. On t he contrary, ‘
exacerbated the conflict, and the GAM considered these actions as a sifjrthe
government ds unwillingness to yielddutng r eal
the humanitarian pause, which were perpetrated especially by the TNI, also significantly
under mined partiesd intentions y.oAspinaladdi ng f L
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:"°This strategy had only limited successes, rfovhile 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

"3The Go | dhisf negotiator wasHassan Wirajuda; te  GAM&s chi ef negotiator was
Tiro.

174 pspinall and Crouch (2003 suggest that theparties were testing each other during the initial talks and
were predominantly skeptical about the process outcome. The fragile ceasefire from Junev08ubjected

to criticism from opposition groups in Jakarta as well as from the TNI.

5 n 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 hadpeesence 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 Ex>xon Mobile remained apolitical regarding the peace process (it shut production due to violent attacks
in MarchdJuly 2003).
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internal opposition in Jakarta against negotiatingith 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 profilethe international
community was supportive of the peace initiative, but actions that went beyorssuing
general statements were very rare, almost newmistent. The initial talks under the
auspices of the HDC resulted in a ceasefire (May IR Joint Understanding on
Humanitarian Pause in Aceh) that was prolonged twice (June 2000, and December 2,
2000)'

The ceasefire was very fragile, however, and the atrocities committed during this
period further deepened the general distrust between the parties as a®lincreased 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 tha¢ ttalks 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 sogigtoups 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 operationsn 2001 following the collapse of the
second ceasefire agreement from December 2000The increased presence of
humanitarian agencies arising as a result of the initial talks (ceasefire) and itereased
international interest in Aceh did not shift the wsition of hardliners in Jakarta.On the
contrary, some TNI officers became suspicious of the international involvemerand
perceived it to be empowering the GAM. Such suspicions led to the UNDP mission in
Banda Aceh not havingts license prolonged.

Negotiations resumed in Geneva in February 2002 and May 2002 in the presence of

t he Wise Men. But the government was mainly

5The situation changed in 2001 when President Wahid was replaced by President Megawati Sukarnopuitri.
The latter was heavily dependdron support from the TNI, which significantly thwarted prospects of any
agreement. The parties hence used the time to rearm before launching new military operations.

" The parties used the ceasefire merely to rearm and reinforce themselves before the aftensive;
confidence between thparties remained extremely low.
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the discussions on governance issues remained stalem&dtdthe GAM was not willing to
proceed wvith demilitarization before tangible results inthe overall struggle for sek
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
signedon December 9, 2002, in Geneva. In hindsight, it is apparent that none of the
involved patrties, including the HDC, was convinced that the agreement (coupldh the
absence ointernational supportand 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 Gol d 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 compromisé’”°The Gol was not prepared to
settle for an agreemendt this point, and theexternal actorshad either limited leverageor
those that did, such athe U.S., did not employit to force the Gol to commit to the peace
process.

One aspect that should be highlighted is the greater involvement of civil society
groups during the HDC facilitation 8 Acehnese were to decide how theisting 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 paess (2003: 12).

Preparatory Meeting on Peace and ReconstructiondiT élogih Donor Conference (December
3 2002) and Ga&BAM 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. Thirgight countries pledged their

support for peacebuilding efforts and posonflict reconstruction in Aceh. The conferece

"ndonesiads President Megawat iGAMthen her meslecessosc o mmodat i v
9 This led to the creation of the Joint Security Committeewhich was intended tomonitor the ceasefire

agreement and collect reports of agreement violations. Gorman claimed gwnecivilians in Aceh believed

that this mechanismsupplemented the local governmefinterview, 2010).
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was caesponsored by the four chairs, Japab.S., EU, and the WB, which agreed to
provide humanitarian programs if the agreement was signed. dddition, Australia and
Canada werecommitted to supporing the monitoring (Aspinall and Crouch, 2003)*°0On
May 1618, 2003he Gol 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 Gol and GAM, who were present in Tokyo, was dealt a further
blow with the arrest of GAM-designatednegotiators and advisers on their way to
Tokyo.™Fur t her mor econfidenbeeinth® BIDCS and its overall willingness to
continue the processvas waning rapidly; reports of an intensification of TNI operations
in Aceh were verified when President Megawati declared martial law in Aceh
i mmedi ately after the process <coll apse.
regretted the failure of the talks and called upon the parties to resolve the situation in
Aceh peacefullywithin the territorial integrity of Indonesia (Japan MoFA statement, May
18, 2003) . However, Japan signaled no
development assistance to Indonesia.

While involvement of the donor community and pledges made iffokyo 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 actualleny little impact on conflict

and negotiation dynamics.

6.3. Therole of external incentives during the HDC facilitation: 200803
During the period 200803, the core issues for the government were preventing ongoing
violent escalations, demilitarization limiting the GAM & dlicit activities in Aceh, and

minimizing internationalization of the Aceh issue'® For the GAM, the initial

80The Co-Chairs (Japan, U.S., EU, WB) should not be mistaken fohé Gang of Four (EU, U.S., Norway,
WB) who assisted the HDC in facilitation of the process.

B\When traveling to the meeting in Tokyo on May 17, five GAM negotiators from Aceh were arreséie
rest of the GAM team refused to negotiate unless their colfpes were released. The GAM experts
remained in prison andwere killed as a result of thesunami on December 26, 2004. The rest, who were
imprisoned in Java, were released aftdre signing of the MoU in Helsinki. At the time of the arrest, the
Gol put forward a proposalcertain that the GAM would refuse d a solution within the autonomy
arrangement (acceptinghtte special autonomy agreemengnd the depositing of its weaponin warehouses
(Aspinall and Crouch, 200343).

182 Aspinall argues that due to insticient infrastructure of local governments outside of the main cities
necessaryservices were performed by the GAM instead (Aspinall and Crouch)GB: 36). 8th the GAM
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expectations for the process were very low; but on the external level, the GAM leadership
was keen to internationalize the Ade issue and claims for independence, as well as to
secure international involvement both in facilitation and monitoring processeslthough

the third parties were unable to accommodate key conflict grievances or address core
issues of the dispute, the faling external tools employed impacted the environment in

which the negotiations were conducted.

6.3.1 Normaterial incentives:international involvement in the peace process
The international involvement in the peace process, namely the willingnesdaailitate 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 thatAceh was not on the radaof the international
community prior to the tsunami and consequentlythe initial interest of external actors
in the region was limited. Thus, any assistance in establishing contacts wifloreign
donors and governments was welcomed by the GAM. Another iraptant incentive for
the GAM was the legitimizationof 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 ts 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 leadershiporked hard to secure
international support for its aspirations of independenca s t h e reledZ0Mercent on
armed struggle but 80 percent on diplomatic étruggl& s pi nal | and Cr ouch,
An important incentive was also the fact that the GAM wasot listed as a foreign
terrorist organizatiohy the U.S. or other Western ators. In addition to there being no
evidence of the GAM having contacts with international terror network® an accusation
which it in any case firmly rejectedd the organization also did not resort to any activities
which targeted civilians. Notwithstandng, the government of Indonesia, namely the
armed forces, was keen during 2@lB to see the GAM proscribed as a terrorist

organization®* Following this reasoning, external actors had greater leverage over the

(local commanders) and TNI profied from extortion, local commandersbeing more proneto personal
enticements.

183 According to Balhtiar (interview, June 2008), after the failure of the talks in Tokyo in May 2003,
Indonesiamade an effort to find links between the GAM and global Islamic networlit even presenteds
findings to the Swedsh governmentd as well as mounted a campaign to put the GAkh the U.S. list of
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GAM than the Gol, in the sense that internabnal isolation or listing as a terrorist
organization was a serious threat to the GAM and could have possibly played a role in the
GA MO s d-anaking. iSioce the core issues of the dispute were domestic, external
actors could not provide inducements aféng these issues; nevertheless, the GAM hoped
that they would employ their political and economic leverage over the Gol. This did not
happen, however, as foreign states were not prepared to endanger bilateral relations with
the Gol over Aceh. On the othe 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 adjustts 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 suchs Japan and the United State$he
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 gowerme nt 6 s willingness
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), | suggest viewing this issueoin a different perspective. The Gol would never have
entered into talks during the period 20803 had they been facilitated by a state or an
organization with greater leverage than the HDC. Although the process subsequently
derailed, the parties gainedlaet t er understanding of each
Gol 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 asimilar lists in Europe. An official Indonesian delegatioriwice

cameto Swedento persuade the Swedish government to outlaw the GRand expel its members from
Sweden. The second delegation included a former Indonesian foreign minister and presented ga§€0
document about alleged GAM terrorist activities and stressedthe 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, BA M6 s Zai ni
and Malik were taken into custody for five days and prosecuted, tHeages were nevertheless dismissed by

the criminal court in Huddinge asdit 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" vweakidaunched
prosecutor Tomas Lindstrandjuoted inThe LocalApril 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 Indonesiaovgrnment in its campaign to foster the image of the

GAM as a terrorist organization.
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Helsinki process: tle Gol 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 thebattlefield (Awaludin, interview, March 2010). Added to this, the Gol
also conprehended that a stronger facilitator would be essential to hold the tatkgether,
and that weak international third party engagement would not be conducive to a leng
term solution. With regard to other external parties involved indirectly, the main quesn

was whether the external actors with leverage (strong states, strong donors) could
stipulate that the Gol make such concessions regarding internal political issues. This was
certainly not the case during the period 208EB, when Jakarta was not forceéd 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 mglany comments on

internal issues.

Internationalizationf the peace procesanother 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 Ade issue up on the international agendBespite the
Gol 6s attempts to minimize internationali zat
paved the way for increased international interest among the donor countries. The so
calledGang of Fourconsistingof 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
Acehds pr othe CMI-leg process. The dGol viewed with some caution the
GAMG6s fraternizing with the international c
movement was unable to generate any support for independence. Hence, it gradually came
to view international involvement d unlike the role of the UN in East Timor d 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 Gol to grantpolitical concessions to the GAM.

The GAM decided already in the 1990s to prioritize contacts with Western
countries, which was further reinforced by t
quest for independence (Aspinall, 2009a: 201). In this sensternationalization 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 GAMGs i mage to di sassocnthetregioni Theyfwere m 1| s |
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; GAMeaders received in Stockholm
representatives of eight Western countries as well as the World Bank (Zaini, interview,

April 2010)**But in spite of the GAM&6s zealous eff
Aspinall claims that these efforts were largelyncoherent. 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).

Monitoringof the CoHA agreement
External monitoring of the CoHA agreement was the final, perhaps the most sensitive,
non-material incentive employed during the 20803 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.***The Gol made a major concession by agreeing to the
international presence (Aspi nmsatlalt ea ned eCGrecu adh ,
monitoring mission was an acceptable compromise for the otherwise very nationalistic
Indonesian leadership (Kivmaki and Gorman, 2008: 10).

On the local level, Gorman claims that the monitoring mission was perceived as a
new gover nment i n Aceh. The missi aetdived s i X ¢
numerous complaints every day, not only on @A 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, wi 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 Gol refused to allow another

1847 aini also acknowledged that the GAM received significasupport from the Underrepresented Nations
and Peoples Organization (UNPOYinterview, April, 2010).

8Fifty international monitors from Norway, the Philippines, and Thailand together with more thaf5
international and two-hundred local staffoversawthe tripartite monitoring (GAM, TNI, and HDC). There
were also some internal discrepancies. The HDC allegediyposed Norwegian participation in the mission,
and not all internationalmonitors were convinced about the positive outcomes of their endeavors (interview
2010). There was also a case when a lodifiangroup protected by the TNI destroyed onef 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 repored directly to the HDC staff
(interview, April 2010)'® That said, he 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 beable to effectively carry otia
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 activitiesd it was
nonetheless left with no other choice when the Gol 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 statechtthe CoHA
monitoring system did not fail because it was poorly structured, but rather because it
lacked a proper commitment from all stakeholders in AceRkor the Gol, the GA Md s
disarmament was one of the focal points of the whole peace process; yetGisl was
not preparedto fully disarm until a political solution was reached that it deemed suitable
It should be noted in this contexthat disarmament measures that preceddinal political
agreement tend tdace additional challenges related to theghi level of uncertainty about

future developments in the process (direction of future negotiations).

6.3.2 Materialncentives

Material incentives employed during the period 20803 were intended to support the
peace processaid 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 pregt 8 Peace Education Program, aiming
at educating the high school youth about conflict resolution and opening a dialogue about

the conflict in Aceh).

8The 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 20Q). 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 aido 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 gog r nment 6 s and TNIds hesitations
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 th
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 developmentdceh, as no
conditionality was employed during this period.

The material incentives are not classified in the same manner as the inasterial.
Moreover, it is also harder to assess their direct effects on negotiations when they were
not employed directlyin 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 Gol intended to settle the Aisshe
through economic compensatioprovided bythe government to the peoplefcAceh; the
GAM would also receiveits share (ICG, 20034). Although someGAM members may
well have been prone to personal enticementbif), the leadership in Stockholmwvould
not settle for anything less than a political solution that includedyuarantes of self-

governancefor Aceh.
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Table 13 Selected Official Development Assistance to Indonesia (2@08)

Material Incentives (Official Development Assistance:
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(Sources: EC statistics, Norad annual reports, USAID Greenbook, JICA statistics).

64  Negotiation strategies(200@03)
As ventured earlig, both the GAM and the Gol 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.

6.4.1Gol negotiation strategies
The governmentds invol vement i n the peace
opposition against the process, which emanated particularly from the political opposition

in Jakarta as well as the majority of the TNI, especially othe local level (in Aceh)*®’

8"The main TNI opponent of the peace process, then@f of the army staff Ryamizard Ryacudy actively
underminedthe CoHA agreement (Metzner, 2009294,299;Aspinall and Crouch 2003) During the
Helsinki peace process, he was removed®BY one year before he was due to retire; shivas 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
0 for instance, SBY (coordinating minister for politics and society) and Yusuf Kalla
(coordinating minister Somehighegrankng efficers imtleel f ar e)
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 IGuegotiation 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 spandeover two administrations (Wahid and
Megawati), with neither of them willing to discuss a solution outside of the special
autonomy framework!®The government did not have a clear united strategy on how to
approach the negotiations with the GAM during théaumanitarian pause and CoHA talks.
However, the following two aspects were characteristic of its position: dpplying time
constraits such as imposingan ultimatum on the GAM, in 2002,to continue dialogue
during Ramadan (Huber, 2004)2) maintaining thedomestic dimensié@navoiding an
increased international presence, especially refusiige involvement of a stronger
external facilitator and monitord and 3)contending a zerasum approachno political will

for compromises, maintaininga strong military presence in Aceh, attemjoig to pressthe
GAM on concessions withoti yielding much in exchange, also demanding full
demilitarization. As stated previously, donors and other international actors did not exert
their influence in pushing the Gol to grant oncessions to the GAM or obtaining firmer
commitments to the process; therefore, the Gol could afford to adopt a more rigid
approach. I nternationalization thus had no i

the negotiations.

6.4.2GAM negotiation strategies

Since the declaration of Acehds independence
the part of the GAM leadership to secure not onlyniernational support for its cause, but

also international involvement in the actual conflict resolutio process. This remained the

GAMO s chief strategy during t he negotiati o

experience of negotiation processes, the GAM did not enter the talks with a clear strategy

18The Special Autonomy Lawincluding restructuring of revenue sharing and a special religious law was
rejectel by the GAM as inadequat e i n-ddtehminationgtievaddesd not addr
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on how to advance its claims. The following points sumanr i ze t he GAMOs ne
strategies during this period:

e Striving for greater international involvement

e Peace talks wer¢he platform for internationalizatioht h e G AalMs&and it was
not willing to compromise on core issues at this stag&.

e This was the shared beliefof both the leadership in Stockholm and field
commanders in AcehAs 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 thdeadership as such, meaning that they all
shared a common goal which transcended possible disagreements on a personal level.
While there existeddifferences of opinion between Irwandi Yusuf and the leadership in
Stockholm (Zaini, Malik), the overall aim remained the same for df°The Stockholm
leadershipthus maintained a firm grip when steering the negotiations.

With re gard to the impact of incentivesthe GAM as a nonstate actor had to be more
active in maintaining internationd support than the Gol; hencegin this respect, non
material incentives had some, although limited, impact on GAM negotiation strategies.

This was most evident inthe GAM6s approach to thewhedéhée si nki
GAM negotiators becamefully aware of the fact that they ould not succeed in gaining
international support for their independence claims. More significant wake threat of
listing the GAM as a terrorist organization given the context after 9/11t was always a

threat d and one that theGAM was aware ofd but it was never used directly againgt.

6.5Explaining the failure of the HDC -facilitated peace process
The main reason why theCoHA process went awrywas the unwillingness to make
concessions on the issue of selétermination. More specifically, the GAM was not

willing to compromise on independence, and the Gol was unwilling to offer anything

1897 person well acquainted with théSAM leaders during this period expressed an opinion in a confidential

interview that the GAM leaders had a more rigid sategy 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 irole
encouraging the GAM leaders to continue negotiating in November 2002, emphasizingdthatt was t he pe
of Aceh, rather than GAM itself, who would suffer most if peace was notéagftievked implication that GAM

might lose public sympathywétes e en as ob st r uc(Aspinal and Crpueha20080)a gr eement 6
01t has been arguedy somethat the TNI attempted to create a rift within the GAM . According to

Irwandi, they appealed to thdocal commanders in Acehguestioning why theyshould listen to somene o

the leadership in Stockholn® living abroad For instance, they sent an old professor of Irwandi to visit him

in prison to try and convince him to change hisnind 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 th@eace 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 willingss 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 acept 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. 1 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 selfletermination 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 wapmarted 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 wastarnal 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 GARBI political platform to
voice its self-determination grievancesAt the same time, theHDC 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, Gor masponge i k e nteabdsated &l theiDC t o
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 4: 59), who argues that the HDC
owas consistently and perhaps uncriticaldy responsive to any signs of openness that the
government side showed towards the negotiatiod ghidesshis indicates that the HDC,
as Gorman concurs, ignored, most like 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 Gol was not

subjected to pressure.

6.5.2 Agendaetting
As stated earlier, Acehnese safletermination grievancesas represented by th&AM
were the core issue of the conflict; it was apparent that without solving this issue, a lasting
agreement would not be podse. 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 toparticipate. Most scholars (Huber, 2004; Aspinall and
Crouch, 200Bsuggest 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 thatt he Gol was mainly interested in t|
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 onte most significant issues$™

The GAMSG s u nnesstb beitle gn special autonomyptalemated the CoHA
process; and the HDC, due its natural limitations, did not find an exit stratedy’ The

HDC agenda was to keep the process running, ripening the conflichile leaving political

¥nterestingly, claims weremade by some (Kingsbury, Awaludinthat there wee no direct talks between

the Gol and GAM during the period of HDC facilitation. The HDC flatly rejected this statement; direct

talks betweenthe Gol and GAM were conducted throughout 1999, 20001 (meetings in Geneva and

Bawvois, Switzerland), and again in December 2002 beftire signing of the CoHA agreement in Geneva

(Gorman, interview, 201Q)

2The Special Autonomy Law hadeen enforcedn Aceh since 1959, but it did not yield satisfacy results.

On the contrary, it became a source of Acehnese di
insistence on the special autonomy structure particularly aggravated the GAM negotiators.
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decisions to an alinclusive 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 effectivepartly 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 offeretb the process opponents®in the aftermath of
Suhartods departure from power in 1998, dem
very fragile while distrust of the UN and other external actors prevailed.

When evaluating the collapse of the first pea 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 Gol and
GAM failed to reach an agreement, itvas 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 Gol subsequently welcomed theCMI 6 s i nvol vement |, wi t h
acknowledging the role the HDC had played in establishing the first communication links

between the two adversaries.

6.6 Context for the CMI 6 mvolvement

The negotiation context between the GAM and Gol changed i2004, 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 anderg committed to the
peace process, having a clear peace talks agéiaachange of leadership also affectédte

dynamics within the TNI, the most significant changebeing the early retirement of

193The TNI received only about 30 per cent of its bget 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 parif#espinall, 2008).
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General Ryamizardithe Army chief of staff and a diehard critic of the peace talks with

the GAM. His departureled to a change of attitude on the part of th&NI toward the

peace procesfficers generally respectethe newly electedpresident and the fact that

he was notpolitically dependat on the army to the same extent as his predecessor
Megawati, enabledSBY to make the necessary changes personnel §uch asremoving
Ryamizard to signalize his commitment to the peace process. He also gained an
important ally in General Endriartono, the TNI chief (Mietzner, 2009295). Ths change

of dynamics within the armed forces wsas important for the peace process as the change

of political leadership and significantly contributed to changinghe context of the peace

talks. The GAM&s positi on wnremanedeupcbangdae during 2004h o we
but GAM field troops did reach a hurting stalemate as a consequence of significant losses
incurred during military operations conducted under martial laW*Significantly, the dire
humanitarian situation in the aftermathof the disastrous tsunami of December 26, 2004,
triggered an influx of humanitarian aid agencies and the unprecedented exposure of Aceh

to the outside world, wating drom beiags North hKareaato t e r i
Hollywoodd (i nt er V' Téese wer@ thé ®ain. factors that served to ripen the
conflict and set the stage for the Helsinki peace process, which was formally initiated in
January 2005%°

¥4 rwandi Yusuf, the GAM 6 sommanding officer at the time, admitted that during the martial law
campaign,the GAM had had to withdraw after three months due to heavy losseg lost 100 fighters
(Irwandi, interview, August 2010 This was further exacerbated by the cutting of their ammunition supply
chain and by thesuffering of thosecivilians who had chosen to follow GAM fighters into thgungle to hide
from the TNI. The TNI was also exhausted as it had not anticipatdht the war wouldlast so long Added

to this, the Parliament in Jakarta did not approvthe T N| & s ,lwhiadh tpek to further discontent among
TNI soldiers. The TNI also suffered more than GAM forces during the tsunami. While the GAM
experienced significant setbacks agesult of the TNI operations during the martial law period (May 20@3
early 2005), as Irwandi arguedGAM military capacity was on the mend before the tsunami hit asew
supplieswere scheduled to arrivginterview, August 2009) It should be mentioned, however, that this view

is not supported by the governmenAs Sofyan Djalil argies (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 wabecoming increasingly difficult to recruit new
conscripts for service in Aceh. Si d n emjilitady capaeity wssh ar ed t
very weak after martial law(interview, August 2009. While the TNI did indeedsuffer greater losses of
personnelduring the tsunami than the GAM forcesa number of GAM prisorers alsodrowned, including
Sofyan Ibrahim Tiba, the GAM 8 kgal expert and chief negotiator from the previous talks

1%5The tsunami killed up to 17@00 people anddestroyed most of the provincial capitabf Banda Aceh
furthermore, it literally wiped out some villagesn Southern Aceh.

%M artial law, however, remainedformally in action until the end of the process. It should also be noted
that Ahtisaai was first approached in February 2004; stil!l
negotiation phase had already been initiated.
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6.7CMI facilitation & the Helsinki peaceprocesq2005)
In the aftermath of the failed CoHA procas, the Gol 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 &veled 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):"" (Malik refused to see Yusti Kalla in Europe,
interview, 2010; Accord, 2008.) There were also a numbethofl parties who expressed
t heir i nterest after the HDCOs appointment
According to Zaini, GAM leaders were visited by envoys from ght countries who were
interested in becoming facilitators in the Aceh process, exploringossibilities for
engagementin reviving the peace proces$® One of the reasonswas indisputably the
strategic locationof Aceh, specifically its close proximity to he 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 counties
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 higlevel corruption and of applying double tandards,
especially when dealing with insurgent movements (in their own countries). Secondly,
Malaysia was one of the countries that the Gol favored; however, the GAM strongly
opposed Malay involvement on accourefugeesf t he
which it had received from Aceh (forced rep
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 UNjanization

toward the Indonesian government.

¥"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
groupor to initiate any direct contacts with Jakarta. Added to this, the government alsmployeda number

of collaborabrs, ethnic Acehneseworking for the government, but according to Zaini this played only a
very marginal role (Zaini, interview, April 2010).

1%The United States, United Kingdom, Japan, Australia, Greece, Germany, Sweden, and the World Bank
contacted the GAM leadership in Stockholm to explore posdities 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 nonger occupied an official position suited the Gol,
while for the GAM he was still a figure with the requisite international stature and so
fulfilled its desireto have amore renowned facilitatorinvolved.

Juha Christensen initiated the first contactbetween the CMI and GAM, and also
between the CMI and Gol***The Gol 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&6s i mpartiality wasrtaguestioned by some in

Martti Ahtisaari and the CMI were first approached by Juha Christensen in
February 2004immediately after afailed meeting attempt between Farid Husainttie
Indonesian health minister close to Yusuf Kalla) and the GAM leadership in
Stockholm?®° Ahtis aari was not ersed in the Aceh issubut he was willing to listen. He
was also in a different position than othepotential third parties at that time (2004),since
Farid Husain and Juha Christensen arranged that he was officially appointed by G&
to be engaged as a facilitator in talks between the GAM and Gol. Ahtisaari was well
received by both partiesthe GAM had initially favored a state as a third partybut was
won round by Aht i saari 0s status as a for mer pres
conrections and direct access to international figures like UN SecretaBgeneral Kofi
Annan and the EU High Representative for Foreign Affas 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 hen Ahtisaari committed to the

199 Juha Christensen, &innish businessnan with some previous experiences in Sulawesi, approackeguf

Kalla through an acquaintancand pramised to facilitate contact between the GAM leaderghin Sweden

and the Gol. At the time, the Gol 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 (interviewChristensen, August 2009).

2 christensensaid that he had been interested in Aceh since the late 1990s, namely for reasons of peace as
we | | as business, referring to Aceh6s close proximit
transportaton. 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 aitempted meeting between Farid Husain, at that time
Deputy Minister for Social Affairs, with the GAM leaders in Stockholm in February 2004, Christensen
concludecthat it was necessary to engage a skilled amdrld-renowned facilitator. He chose former Finish
President Martti Ahtisaari whom he had contacted through Finnish journalist Tapani Ruokanen, the editor
in-chief of the Finnish weekly news magazin8uomen Kuvaleh# meeting with Ahtisaari saved Husain

from losing face; despite not talking to theéSAM leadership he could report meeting a highly skilled
potential facilitator (Merikallio, 2006: 34).
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