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Over the last three decades, studies on conflict sensitivity largely focused on organizational,
institutional, technical, and capacity barriers by ignoring the political barriers. Likewise, existing
conflict sensitivity approaches, such as ‘Do No Harm’, ‘Peace and Conflict Impact Assessment’
have failed to dig beneath the post-conflict contexts and see the underlying fragilities that can
potentially lead to reoccurrence of conflict. These fragilities are diverse, dynamic, and constantly
emerging. Bad governance, Climate change impact, stalled transitional justice or food insecurity
provide some examples, which continue to fuel nonviolent conflicts and disrupt the path to
sustainable peace. As a result, the successful application of conflict sensitivity by development
donors in post-conflict development has brought mixed result. In this context, this study proposes
Integrated Conflict Sensitivity Framework-ICSF is informed by political settlement framework to
critique, interrogate, and reconceptualize conflict sensitivity in post-conflict development. Such
politically informed conflict sensitive approach understands as well as analyses how donors
should understand the formal political system as well as informal unarticulated political processes
that determine the political and economic behaviors of a post-conflict state. Finally, ICSF
advocates for inclusive structures, resources distribution and decision-making, which are crucial
to peacebuilding, legitimacy, and development in post-conflict.

Conflict sensitivity, post-conflict, fragilities, development, sustainable peace, political settlement.

2-1 Introduction

Until mid 1990s development assistance used to be taken as politically neutral and independent
of context. However, during the devastating genocide in Rwanda in 1994 aid money was exploited

by rebel groups to launch attacks on refugee camps and against the government to consolidate
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rebel’s power (Brown et al. 2009; Haider 2014). Uvin (1998) further argues that development
assistance in Rwanda did not fully understand the historical, political, social, and economic
context of the crisis and exacerbated social tensions that undermined the effectiveness of the
assistance. Consequently, it was realised that aid influences the social, political, ethnic forces, and
power dynamics in the local level (Paffenholz 2005; Brown et al. 2009; Haider 2014; OECD 2001;
Uvin 1998; Goldwyn and Chigas 2013). In response to the realization that humanitarian aid can
inadvertently cause harm in conflict, the concept of conflict sensitivity emerged in 1999 through

the project ‘Do No Harm’ by Mary B. Anderson.

The notion of conflict sensitivity suggests that development assistance is political, and it interacts
with underlying conflict risks in both conflict and post-conflict context. Conflict sensitivity can
be described as “the ability of your organisation to understand the context in which you operate;
understand the interaction between your intervention and the context; and act upon the
understanding of this interaction, in order to avoid negative impacts and maximize positive
impacts” (The Resource Pack 2004, p. 2). According to this report, (The Resource Pack, 2004)
context refers to all aspects of conflict including socio-economic and political tensions, root causes

and structural factors which might lead to conflict.

Advocates of conflict sensitivity contend that development assistance can be a tool to
peacebuilding. It is because conflict sensitive development assistance seeks to minimize the
negative impacts by helping to find out the conflict triggers in such volatile contexts. For example,
development assistance can address rural poverty, social injustice, unequal distribution of
resources, or unemployment by including marginalised communities, such as women, minority
groups in the development process (Assa 2017; Haider 2014). Such peacebuilding efforts of
development assistance identifies and supports the structures that help to strengthen fragile peace

in order to avoid relapse into conflict (Ghali 1992).

Similarly, several conflict sensitivity approaches were developed to guide this peacebuilding
potentiality of development assistance into practice. For example, Do No Harm (DNH) by
Anderson (1999); Peace and Conflict Impact Assessment (PCIA) by Bush (1998), Conflict Impact
Assessment Systems (CIAS) by Reychler (1999) and Aid for Peace (AFP) by Paffenholz and
Reycheler (2001), were developed to analyse the relationship between development assistance

and conflict or fragile contexts (Brown et al. 2009). These four seminal works brought a sea



change in development assistance in the context of conflict and post-conflict fragility because they
started to look beyond the stated project purpose and looked at a projects’ impact on conflict and

peacebuilding.

Despite the rapid proliferation of conflict sensitivity tools and approaches through donor-led
development programme, donors’ development and humanitarian interventions continue to fuel
the post-conflict contexts. It is because the existing conflict sensitivity tools and approaches were
more focused on conflict context, thus are failed to incorporate the post-conflict problems as
conflict risks. These approaches also failed to recognise post conflict reality that more than half
of'the civil conflicts are the result of post-conflict relapses (Collier, Hoeffler, and S6derbom 2008;
World Bank 2011). In this context, this article draws on shortcoming of these approaches to study
these post-conflict context, and proposes a new holistic approach that addresses the post-conflict
fragilities/realities. Thus, the importance of exploring the post-conflict fragilities including their
interactions which shapes the post-conflict socio-political landscapes has been highlighted in this

article.

In this context, this research paper, firstly, analyses the complexity as well as the dynamicity of
post-conflict context which present challenge for peacebuilding and international development.
Secondly, it reviews weaknesses of the existing conflict sensitivity approaches which presents
challenges in mainstreaming conflict sensitivity in post-conflict. In response to these
shortcomings, the paper finally proposes an Integrated Conflict Sensitivity Framework (ICSF),
which studies the dynamics of post-conflict fragilities from political settlement perspective. Such
an integrated framework in my research helps to critique, interrogate, and conceptualize conflict

sensitivity in post-conflict development.

2-2 Post-conflict context

Post-conflict is described as a discrete period that marks the end of conflict history and paves the
path for socio-economic development (Shneiderman and Snellinger 2014; Collier, Hoeffler, and
Soderbom 2008). Literature have defined post-conflict in three different stages: emergency,
recovery, and development. There is a predominance of military and political interventions in

emergency stage of post-conflict, such as Peace Keeping Operations (PKO), whereas recovery



stage of post-conflict focuses on establishment of basic social welfare infrastructures (JICA 2006).
Similarly, development stage of post-conflict concentrates on socio-economic development in a
way to prevent conflict recurrence and cultivate sustainability (JICA 2006). It is also considered
that there is no risk of violence in post conflict as conflict is resolved with the peace agreement

(Barbolet et al. 2005).

However, it is very difficult to define post-conflict as an end date of conflict because there are less
evident conflict/conflict fragilities (Baker 2009). Such fragilities keep evolving in the dynamic
socio-political post-conflict context. That is why more than half of the civil conflicts are the result
of post-conflict relapses (Collier, Hoeffler, and Séderbom 2008; World Bank 2011). From the
observation of literature, it is evident that peace in post-conflict is typically fragile and post-
conflict encompasses the inherent challenge of addressing those conflict-fragilities to limit the
possibility for conflict recurrence. Thus, post-conflict is one of the most difficult time frames to

understand as well as operate for both domestic and international actors (Krampe 2017).

2-2-1 Actors in post-conflict

Domestic actors, who are elites from different spheres of post-conflict society, are key players of
post-conflict development and peacebuilding. For example, political elites are involved in
institution making, political decision-making and its implementation (Grimm and Weiffen 2018)
and economic elites provide economic resources necessary for a transition economy (Pugh 2011).
Similarly, security elites possess power to control over state security forces and non-state security,
such as rebel groups, criminal networks, whereas failure of control over these security forces
easily leads to post-conflict relapses (Winters 2011). In such post-conflict power dynamics, civil
society elite’s role is to challenge political elites from committing any misdeeds (Eyal et al. 1998).

Thus, post-conflict characterizes power struggle among various categories of elites.

In addition to the domestic actors, the United Nations’ Peacebuilding Commission also
acknowledges the increasingly active role of international actors including foreign aid donors and
international NGOs in state-building and peace-building in post-conflict transition (Shneiderman
and Snellinger 2014; Grimm and Weiffen 2018). Such external actors’ involvement in post-
conflict naturally leads to the interaction of external actors and domestic elites. In this interaction

such international involvement, with the gradual progress in post-conflict democratization, is



often not well received by the domestic elites. As international actors want to drive the post-
conflict development with their finance and human resources, popular slogans of ‘local
ownership’ become a highly contested issue (Grimm and Weiffen 2018). Similarly, the role of
NGOs also becomes ambiguous in post-conflict contexts as these non-state actors are accountable
to the donors instead of to the local community (Dietrich 2013). Thus, it has become increasingly
important to investigate in how external actors engage in the activities, such as political power
sharing arrangement among ethno-national groups, democratic capacity building of political
actors, inducing democratic institutions and proportional representation (Schneckener 2002). It is
even more important to explore how such post-conflict dynamics has been addressed by the

existing conflict sensitivity approaches to contribute to peacebuilding.

2-2-2 Assessment of conflict sensitivity approaches

Development of conflict sensitivity approaches, such as DNH, PCIA brought positive awareness
among international development agencies to mainstream conflict sensitivity while working in
conflict and other fragile contexts. For example, OECD/DAC in its Policy Guidelines ‘Conflict,
Peace and Development Co-operation-1997” for the first time emphasized the importance of doing
peace and conflict impact assessment in such contexts (Leonhardt 2002). Similarly, the World
Bank, Asian Development Bank (ADB), Department for International Development (DFID)
developed ‘The Conflict Analysis Framework’; Peace Building Tool (PBT); and Strategic
Conflict Assessment (SCA) respectively (Haider 2014).

Although existing conflict sensitivity approaches including donors’ tools helped to widen the
scope of peace as long-term peace through the development programs, they face several inherent
weaknesses. Firstly, these approaches have primarily focused on organizational/institutional
barriers to apply tools in practice with less focus on political barriers. It means donors while
mainstreaming conflict sensitivity within their organization and whole program cycle has
primarily focused on institutional capacity, commitment, and incentives (Haider 2014). While
doing this, these approaches on the one hand have ignored the asymmetrical power relationships
as the underlying cause of the social tensions and the ways how development assistance can be

best utilised to support the inclusive political settlement. These existing conflict sensitivity



approaches have also failed to explore how political elites ignore the existence of conflict with the
fear of losing their privileged status. In the same context, Barbolet et al. (2005) also has
emphasized the need of engaging political leaders and governments in the application of conflict
sensitivity as they are powerful actors to conflict. Such need is even higher when development
donors operate in conflict-affected contexts to understand the distribution of power/benefits; the
grievances of marginalised groups and support the progressive political settlements (Carothers

and De Gramont 2013).

Secondly, these conflict sensitive approaches do not emphasize on the importance of consulting
local organisations while formulating and implementing the conflict sensitive policies (Ahmed
2011). It is because such local partners have more knowledge about the culturally sensitive
development practices and local capacities for peace by doing justice to the local customs, needs,
and practices (Haider 2017). For example, DNH focuses on externally imposed-universal
connectors to build trust and inter-group relationships at the local level while forgetting the

potential role of existing local connectors which is more effective to solve the local grievances.

Conflict sensitive approaches are not informed by theory to lead investigative inquiry. For
example, PCIA assesses possible development impact in political stability, economic
opportunities, social order, however it does not help in doing analytical investigation (Jiitersonke
et al. 2010). These approaches are described more as guidelines rather than informed by any

systematic theoretical propositions.

Thirdly, these approaches are silent about the unspoken political structures and processes, such as
informal elite networks or traditional elite institutions that significantly impact the outcome of
development projects. Because of the prevalence of such institutions at the local level, even the
inclusive development policy interventions help perpetuates the historical marginalisation and

contributes to the conflict triggers.

Fourthly, conflict sensitive approaches by their very nature have largely focused on conflict
context where conflict causes are more explicit. In contrast, these approaches are less focused on
peacebuilding processes in post-conflict (Ahmed 2015). They do the conflict analysis in the
conflict or conflict-prone context through the study of actors, context, causes and dynamics

(Haider 2017; Bush 1998), whereas conflict causes, and actors are not always explicit in the



context of post-conflict. Similarly, conflict fragilities in post-conflict are different than in the
conflict situation, which have not been incorporated by these existing conflict sensitivity
approaches. It is because of the absence of study of underlying conflict dynamics, donors need to

address the different types of conflict risks in post-conflict in a holistic way.

2-3- Integrated Conflict Sensitivity Framework

After a careful consideration of conflict sensitivity literature, I identified the need for a politically
informed holistic conflict sensitivity approach. So, I am proposing the Integrated Conflict
Sensitivity Framework-ICSF, which is informed by the Political Settlement Framework (PSF).
PSF illustrates the pattern of distribution of organisational power and benefits, decision-making
between dominant elites, and the principles that govern these processes (Khan 2010; North,
Wallis, and Weingast 2009; Di John and Putzel 2009; Pospisil and Rocha Menocal 2017; Menocal

2017; Simangan and Bose 2021). Such political settlement perspective to the post-conflict



fragilities through Integrated Conflict Sensitive Framework helps to address the inherent

weaknesses in the existing conflict sensitivity approaches discussed. above. Figure 1:



Integrated Conflict Sensitivity Framework - ICSF

Socio-economic
exclusion

Weak
governance

Post-conflict
fragilities

External
actors

Co-ordinated efforts
Long-term finance
Incentivising local actors

Streaming
Cs

Food & health

BN

Stalled transitional

insecurity

justice

Climate change

conflict

N

Political settlement
mapping

Political-economic-
ecological analysis

%

| Underlying political settlement

ZDN

Porcess

Outcomes

(employment, economic

(Political, Social
Relations
norms & Values)

opportunities

socio-cultural participation)



10

The application of the ICSF serves three basic purposes. Firstly, it helps to explore the donor’s
practice related to post-conflict risks, such as social exclusion, weak governance, unjustified
transitional justice, and climate change-conflict in holistic way (as shown in the top of the figure).
Secondly, the framework helps to unravel the interaction of these fragilities, indicated by arrows
in the figure, where addressing one risk unintentionally may cause to escalate other risks that
hampers the overall positive peace and sustainable development in post-conflict. Thirdly, the
ICSF, through the political settlement mapping' allows to dig beneath the post-conflict fragilities
to explore how powerful actors through the powerful institutions exert their influence that only
worsens the peace in post-conflict. In addition, the framework helps to analyse how socio-
political, economic, and ecological processes and outcomes can be shaped by elites in order to
fulfill their personal purpose. Thus, the integrated framework allows external actors to maximize
windows of opportunities for addressing fragilities and strengthening resilience in post-conflict.

In rest of this chapter the framework is explained more in detail.

2-3-1 Post-conflict fragilities and political settlement

Conflict fragilities in post-conflict are very diverse. Legacies of recent violence, under-
development, socio-economic inequalities, weak governmental institutions, food and health
insecurity, and fragile peace best characterize a post-conflict society (United Nations 2009;
Greeley 2007; JICA 2006; Brown, Langer, and Stewart 2011). Similarly, a post-conflict context
can include traumatization of civilians; internally displaced people; ex-combatants; disaffected
youths as conflict victims; and underrepresentation of ethnically diverse groups (Gullette and
Rosenberg 2015). These experiences can be a source conflict recurrence if individual or groups’
needs, and priorities are not addressed in post-conflict (Modvig et al. 2000; AusAid 2011;
Lambourne 2008).

Similarly, extensive literature have also identified that unequal natural resource governance and
climate related environmental impact which is adding additional security risks in post-conflict
(Riittinger et al. 2015; Krampe 2014; Van Houten 2007). Climate and environmental risks are

caused by resource competition and livelihood insecurity, which is further compounded by climate

! The concept of political settlement mapping is borrowed from Parks and Cole (2010) to inform Integrated Conflict Sensitive Framework
(ICSF).
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change. In this context, post-conflict state-building should be conflict sensitive to address those

underlying post-conflict fragilities and support sustainable peace and development.

All these above-mentioned fragilities in post-conflict in this chapter are categorized in five main
types of risks. These fragilities are informed by the various literature, which can be a threat to
peace and sustainability in post-conflict contexts. Because of presence of these underlying
fragilities, there is a greater need to combine development needs in post-conflict with peace and

conflict analysis. I introduce these five types of post-conflict fragilities next.

2-3-1-1 Socio-economic-political exclusions

Historical deep-seated marginalisation and exclusion is recognised as one of the main causes of
conflict (Brown, Langer, and Stewart 2008) as a result horizontal inequalities best characterizes
post-conflict societies. Post-conflict typically encompasses marginalised groups in terms of
ethnic, social, religious or gender. These groups often lack access to formal institutions and
decision-making (Laws 2012). Literature has suggested that such historical marginalisation
further gets compounded when they are disproportionately victimised by the ongoing crisis, such
as climate change, Covid-19 in developing world context including in post-conflict societies
(Morrissey 2020; Detges et al. 2020). So, there is a strong need for development actors to be as
inclusive as possible to include gender, ethnicities, religious groups, geographical regions, conflict

victims, and climate change victims while working in post-conflict.

Though the existing approaches to conflict sensitivity have established the issue of social
exclusion as one of the driving factors of conflict, they have not explored how social exclusion
has its roots in power relationship between elites and non-elites. Similarly, compounded networks
of formal and informal institutions especially in the local level and their role in perpetuating
exclusive behaviors is under investigated. Conflict sensitive approaches remain silent about the
ways international development work in post-conflict can influence inclusive decision-making

processes and outcome in the name of democratisation of post-war country.

If we dig beneath to the problem of exclusion, violation of power sharing arrangements and
precipitating exclusionary behaviours by the dominant elites are the most dominant causal factor
of conflict occurrences in post-conflict and greatest obstacle for sustainable peace (Call 2012;

Bogati et al. 2017; Drucza 2017; Brinkerhoff 2005; Brown et al. 2009; Walter 2004). To
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understand such power dynamics, donors should be able to analyse how formal as well as informal
institutions and policy formulations are captured to serve the elite interests (Castillejo 2014)
through economic resources sharing and rent redistribution (Stewart 2011). It is equally important
to analyse local informal power structures and dynamics that may perpetuate locally marginalized
groups, such as minorities and women (Haider 2017). Failure to understand such power dynamics
eventually exacerbates “tensions between elites and between elite interests and the wider society,
which lead to ‘the wrong peace’ (Khan 2010). For example, political leadership’s inability to
include the minority groups in the political settlement after conflict relapsed into the conflict

recurrence in post-conflict in Sri Lanka, South Sudan.

Such identification of power arrangements helps donors to promote inclusive political settlement
and address the historical legacies of exclusive practices and facilitate sustainable exit from the
violence (Castillejo 2014; World Bank 2011; Call 2012; Lindemann 2008). Thus, Integrated
Conflict Sensitivity Framework (ICSF) helps donors and implementing partners to design the
inclusive development policies that can promote resilient and peaceful societies in a way to help
avoiding the possibility of recurrence of violence in post-conflict. To work in this direction, it
utilises the power of local formal/informal institutions to bring local solutions to the problem of

exclusion in post-conflict.

2-3-1-2 Stagnant transitional justice

Stalled transitional justice processes in post-conflict may encourage conflict victims to revert to
conflict. The transitional justice process may reproduce the existing tensions by representing the
conflict victims’ diverse experiences in single narrative; through the struggle over controlling
resources among various groups of victims, ex-combatants, perpetrators; by challenging the power
and vested interests (Haider 2017). It is because such transitional justice processes are also heavily
influenced by asymmetrical power relationships, which reproduces existing inequalities by
denying justice to the oppressed groups or communities, such as women, marginalized ethnic
groups. Moreover, politicians are often involved in ignoring directives given by judiciary and
human rights commissions related to human rights violations and victims’ rights to serve the
interests in power. If development assistance can’t ensure distributive justice, promote re-

integration and reconciliation of ex-soldiers, displaced populations, strengthen good governance
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through the development policy and project, it may contribute to the conflict recurrence in post-

conflict (De Greiff 2009).

However, none of the conflict sensitivity approaches including donors’ tools have considered
justice to conflict victims or ex-combatants needs as a part of their peacebuilding strategy.
Similarly, these approaches have failed to establish that development assistance should strengthen
local organisations’ institutional capacity to attain equal resources distribution and find the local
solutions to the war-time injustices. Dominant interest of political parties/elites behind stalling the
justice process is also underexplored in the existing approaches. Thus, the study of the existing
conflict sensitivity approaches has found that there is a need of an integrated conflict sensitivity
approach which supports transitional justice process in post-conflict that can contribute to the

harmony and reconciliation in post-conflict.

In this context, the ICSF advocates that development assistance in post-conflict should be
transitional justice sensitive by promoting inclusiveness and local participation. According to this
framework, it is imperative for donors to accommodate the priorities of each category of conflict
victims including demobilised soldiers, and returnees through inter-group projects in order to
reintegrate them into the community that can promote justice, reconciliation and social trust
(AusAid 2011; JICA 2002; United Nations 2009). Such type of projects may encourage
beneficiaries to discuss the issues that divide them and how it can benefit to each group of people
equally. If development projects can promote these transitional justice values, it improves the
economic capacity of the beneficiaries and in overall creates the enabling environment for

developmental activities (Haider 2017).

Moreover, the ICSF framework also believes that donors can involve in supporting post-conflict
governments and powerful political leaders to recognize the individuals or groups’ victimization
through more inclusive political settlement (Haider 2017). Inclusive settlement is equally
important to include gender and victims from marginalized communities in the narratives and

decision-making forums (Haider 2017).

2-3-1-3 Weak governance

Weak governance refers to the situation, where governmental institutions are not strong enough

for equitable service delivery and distribution of resources and fail to maintain rule of law and
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control corruption (Goldfinch, DeRouen Jr, and Pospieszna 2013). Since weak governance
heightens conflict, inclusive and effective governance is a precondition to maintain positive peace
in post-conflict. For example, when governmental institutions fail to deliver the public goods,
such as safe water and sanitation equally to its citizen, the resulted dissatisfaction encourages
people to take part in violence (Addison and Murshed 2005; Brown, Langer, and Stewart 2011;
Krampe and Gignoux 2018).

Similarly, local governance often consists of traditional and local system of service delivery,
competing traditional elites and local civil society organizations which remain outside the formal
institutions in post-conflict. If donors fail to recognize these non-state forms of organizations in
post-conflict assistance, it will help the post-conflict society backslide from peace to violence
(Richmond 2010; Goldfinch and DeRouen Jr 2014; Brinkerhoff 2005). For example, post-conflict
Afghanistan witnessed the competition between formal and informal governance systems run by

regional warlords and local commanders leading it to the heightened conflict.

In this context, the ICSF argues that development assistance needs to promote inclusive
governance by establishing relationship between formal and informal at the local level. For
example, leaving some decision-making roles to local elites and landlords while limiting their
rights on control over local resources (Wilder and Lister 2007) helps to bridge such gaps.
Similarly, creating or supporting new formal or informal institutions, such as women and youths’
committees with adequate resources and capacities also contribute to reshape the power relations
within communities (Mosello and Ruttinger 2019). Such conflict sensitive approach “would
involve building on a detailed understanding of existing indigenous governance norms and
approaches to ensure that new approaches and interventions actually serve to consolidate peace,

and do not entrench existing inequitable or unjust power structures” Barbolet et al. (2005, 13).

Similarly, donors’ role is paramount for development of local organizations to strengthen positive
peace and ‘conflict-sensitive democratization’ in post-conflict. So, donors should provide funding
to the Grass Root Organisations (GROs) to build their capacity for dispute resolution mechanisms,
enhance their transparency, legitimacy, and accountability to the grassroots people (Edwards and
Hulme 1996; Goldfinch and DeRouen Jr 2014; Goldfinch, DeRouen Jr, and Pospieszna 2013). It
is because weak political and accountability institutions are unable to provide the durable and

peaceful solutions to the causes of conflict, outbreaks instead intensify the incentives for violence
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(Jones, Elgin-Cossart, and Esberg 2012). While building their capacity it is equally important to
get local actors involved in institutional models, which captures the local realities instead of

imposing the so called ‘best governance practices’ from elsewhere (AusAid 2011).

In this way, ICSF takes these good governance agendas described above as an organizing principle
to enhance government legitimacy, support state-building and peacebuilding by donors in in post-
conflict. To work in this direction, donors need to understand and positively influence the
overarching political settlement to address these sub-national socio-political realities thorough

inclusive governance.

2-3-1-4 Climate change-conflict

Climate change is increasingly being taken as a security threat in post-conflict. It exacerbates the
chances of conflict reoccurrence in post-conflict resulting from local natural resources
competition (Abrahams 2020; Krampe 2017), livelihood insecurity (AusAid 2011). Climate
change adaptation policies in post-conflict often create unintended negative effects, such as
unsustainable resource sharing (Lukas Ruttinger 2015). Such policies in some contexts are used
to consolidate elite power bases that perpetuates unjust social practices. So, there is a greater need
to address such conflict risks in order enhance effectiveness of development assistance in post-

conflict.

Literature on climate security has found that climatic change driven impacts on natural resource
exacerbates the other drivers of conflict, such as political marginalisation, poverty and weak
governmental institutions which breeds inter-group violence (Koubi 2019; Malamud 2018;
Krampe and Sherman 2020; Mosello and Ruttinger 2019; Detges et al. 2020). For example,
climate change impacts more disproportionately to the poor and other marginalised groups, who
have less resilience for the natural shocks and less support from their governments. Post-conflict
context becomes more fragile when victims of climate change are excluded from processes of
resolving resource conflicts and underrepresented in national political processes (Detges et al.

2020).

Though greater need of environmental peacebuilding in post-conflict has been increasingly
emphasized in the academic literatures very recently, development donors have failed to

incorporate climate security threat in their conflict sensitivity tools and approaches. Some donors,
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such as EU, UNDP have developed tools, such as Climate Risk Assessment, Post-Disaster Needs
Assessment (PDNA) Guidelines but they are not systematic framework informed by theory. More
importantly, interaction of power dynamics with climate change that exacerbates the conflict risks
in post-conflict has largely been ignored by the contemporary conflict sensitivity approaches.
Thus, the Integrated Conflict Sensitivity Framework (ICSF) takes this climate-conflict dynamics
into consideration in order to contribute to the positive peace and development in post-conflict

context.

Moreover, the ICSF argues that climate change resilient programs can also be used by political
elites to strengthen unjust political settlement and weaken the legitimacy of governmental
institutions. Resources allocated to climate change adaptation programs is often used by the
powerful groups for political purpose to strengthen patronage networks and consolidate power
bases (Reiling and Brady 2015). For example, competition for natural resources at the local level
in Somalia was driven by the competition among national elites to control those resources
(Webersik 2008). Similarly, these elites capitalize on climate change effects to exploit social
vulnerabilities, resources competition, deteriorating livelihoods for political purpose (Krampe and
Sherman 2020; van Baalen and Mobjork 2016). For example, they can instigate inter-group
violence in way to get continuous support from the other groups, who are largely dependent on
those elites (Kahl 1998). On the other hand, such resources can be used to support the formal
networks by ignoring the informal organisations, such as customary rights, thus such

marginalisation may fuel grievances at the local level.

Development assistance in post-conflict should be concerned about sustainable utilization of
resources, their equitable distribution to empower the marginalised groups and avert uncontrolled
exploitation and injustices in a way to facilitate coordination among the people and different
interest groups (JICA 2002; Krampe 2017; Ratner et al. 2017; Jensen and Lonergan 2012;
Riittinger et al. 2015; Krampe and Sherman 2020). Similarly, Detges et al. (2020) argues that
peacebuilding in post-conflict need to be climate sensitive to ensure climate change impacts do
not inadvertently increase the risk of conflict. In this context, the ICSF contributes to the climate
change sensitive development assistance by positively addresses the unequal power balance in the
local level to find out the sustainable solutions to these problems. Thus, the framework supports
“the ecological foundations for socially, economically and politically resilient peace” Krampe

(2017, p. 1).
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2-3-1-5 Food and health insecurity

Political power struggles, weak governance, climate change has posed additional threat in food
security and sustaining peace in post-conflict. It is highly important to focus on unequal power
relations between elites and non-elites that impacts access and distribution of water and land that
leads to the food insecurity to the extremely vulnerable populations (Nyborg et al. 2012). State
institutions’ delivery capacity as well as local coping capacity to deal with livelihood insecurity
gets collapsed during the conflict which becomes fertile ground for politicization of resources and
persistent social tensions in post-conflict (Upreti, Sharma, and Paudel 2014). Such resource
competition is also caused due to the historical practices denying rights to the socially and
economically marginalised communities who are denied from basic livelihood needs. Food
insecurity in post-conflict is not taken as one of the imminent causes that may easily lead to
conflict recurrence, thus is not addressed by the political leadership and post-conflict government

before the conflict escalates.

Strong health care system that ensures life-saving cares to all including different types of
marginalised and vulnerable groups in post-conflict, is essential to sustain peace after the conflict.
In order to strengthen health care systems and deliver equitable health care by prioritizing gender
and disability inclusion in such context, institutions in both national and municipal level need to
be strengthened that can promote inclusive service delivery (DFAT 2022). Addressing such health
inequities is particularly more important in post-conflict because such unequal access remained
there in pre-conflict and is exacerbated when there is conflict (Pavignani 2005). In this context,
development partners should invest in strengthening government’s accountability to its citizens
and manage social protection programs that ultimately contributes to the statebuilding and widen
the prospects for peace (Kruk et al. 2010). If these factors are considered by the development
partners while investing in post-conflict, it may reduce the likelihood of recurrence of conflict
(Ohiorhenuan 2008). Thus, the Integrated Conflict Sensitivity Framework (ICSF) takes these

factors into considerations while working conflict sensitively in post-conflict societies.

2-3-2 Interactions of post-conflict fragilities
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Interaction between social, political, and ecological processes decisively shape the post-conflict
landscape. For example, climate change adaptation policies might help to address the existing
climate vulnerabilities, but it might help to weaken the government legitimacy and exclude the
marginalised groups at the same time. Similarly, targeted development programs to address the
historical exclusion may not be equally inclusive to climate impact victims or conflict victims or
ex-combatants. So, exploring complex interactions between socio-economic, political, and
environmental realities of post-conflict go beyond the principles set by the existing conflict
sensitivity approaches including donor’s tools. Considering half of the civil war are from post-
conflict relapses, such incompetence within conflict sensitivity approaches may inadvertently lead

to more fragility and conflict risks in post-conflict.

In this way, through the analysis of these five types of post-conflict fragilities, ICSF highlights
that these fragilities are rooted in asymmetrical power relationships which need to be understood
and addressed. Moreover, such understanding of the power dynamics at the local level need to
inform the intervention that can work towards correcting the power imbalances and unequal
political settlement that govern the context in which development actors operate. Such need is
even higher when development donors operate in conflict-affected contexts to understand the
distribution of power/benefits; the grievances of marginalised groups and support the progressive
political settlements (Carothers and De Gramont 2013). Even though political elites in post-
conflict are powerful actors, existing conflict sensitivity approaches overlook the role of those
actors in the application of conflict sensitivity in post-conflict. In this context, the ICSF proposes

political settlement mapping and socio-political-ecological analysis as two-steps process:

2-4 Political settlement mapping

Political settlement mapping comprises three key elements: actors, interests, and institutions. It
means powerful elites proactively exert their power and influence in a way to shape and influence
the formal institutions and policies to proliferate their interests (Parks and Cole 2010). In addition
to the formal institutions, those political elites in most post-conflict contexts maintain strong
relationships through informal patron-client networks based on communal or ethnic loyalties
(Khan 2010). In this context, dominant elites maintain informal network’s power and legitimacy

by transferring state patronage and benefits, such as employment, contracts to their clients and
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other influential people—businessman, local leaders, state officials (Simangan and Bose 2021).

The ICSF argues that it is essential to study about political settlement to create conditions for
change in post-conflict. It is because political settlement in post-conflict often comprises weak, or
newly formed formal institutions that involve some degree of elite predation, such as control over
resources, corruption, exclusion of political opponents (Parks and Cole 2010; Douma 2006;
Lindemann 2008). Similarly, even the democratic institutions are shaped in a way to serve the
interests of the ruling elites (Parks and Cole 2010), which further weakens the state legitimacy
and increases the chance of conflict recurrence in post-conflict (AusAid 2011; Jones, Elgin-
Cossart, and Esberg 2012). In this context, political settlement mapping provides an accurate way
of understanding performance of institutions and policies in post-conflict “that [can] promote or
frustrate the achievement of sustainable growth, political stability and socially inclusive

development” (Laws 2012, p. 1).

The PSF “implies that international [development] actors recognise that they have a degree of
influence in shaping the direction and balance of power in elite politics that in turn shapes
development, security, and governance institutions” (Parks and Cole 2010, p. 1). Because
distributing development aid through elite controlled institutions only benefit those elites and their
followers (Parks and Cole 2010). So, seemingly successful international development projects
later become dysfunctional as they get captured by powerful elites and exacerbate tensions

between elites and wider society (Parks and Cole 2010).

The political settlement mapping of actors, institution, and interests provides detailed assessment
of dominant forces, alternatives to the dominant coalition, shared interest among coalition,
excluded groups, institutions and potential coalition that supports inclusion (Parks and Cole 2010;
Laws 2012). Such analysis significantly helps donors in post-conflict to identify and include the
historically marginalised communities in the development process. Similarly, development donors
become well aware about the necessity of supporting growth supporting institutions and creating
new conditions that supports inclusive development and positive peace (Parks and Cole 2010;
Leftwich 2007). Promoting such inclusive peace and development outcome ultimately create the

foundation for resilient and peaceful societies (Rocha Menocal 2015; Adhikari et al. 2014).

2-5 Political-economic-ecological analysis
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When development actors understand the power dynamics through the political settlement
mapping, it is equally important to look at both: process and outcome of the inclusive social
policies. Process includes how decisions are made, such as policy, social relations, norms, and
values, whereas outcomes involve employment and other economic opportunities, social and
cultural participation, political rights, voice, and representations. It is because inclusive process
does not ensure excluded group’s rights and entitlement (outcome) because elites’ control over
these processes through clientelism in order to serve the interest of elites (Castillejo 2014). This
is particularly important to the post-conflict, where social fragmentation caused by horizontal
inequalities was the cause of the conflict and that is also significantly posing threat to the
sustainable peace in post-conflict (Castillejo 2014). Proper understanding of the dynamics of
political settlement helps to influence the political processes, creating and sustaining in order to
support pro-poor welfare policies and good governance in developing or conflict/post-conflict
states (Khan 2010; Laws 2012; Di John and Putzel 2009). Thus, such comprehensive
understanding of the political context helps donors to intervene in formal institutions, or informal
norms that can support inclusive structures, resources distribution and decision-making, which are

crucial to peacebuilding, legitimacy, and development in post-conflict.

2-6 Other factors to consider

In addition to being informed by political settlement, the Integrated Conflict Sensitivity
Framework also investigates if the development donors are involved in mainstreaming conflict
sensitivity in realistic way through long-term financing; coordinated efforts; and capacity building
of local organisations. It is because most of the conflict affected contexts are characterized by
ethnic and religious disparities and strongly rooted in local traditions, which needs long-term
investment commitment from donors to bring desired social change (Ahmed 2011). Similarly,
fragmented aid engagement of aid organisations in post-conflict is a major problem in identifying
and strengthening capacity of traditional local institutions, which have the potential to contribute

to sustainable peace (Barakat and Chard 2002).

Moreover, greater coordination among development, peacebuilding and humanitarian actors is
deemed essential to minimize the potential backlash though spillover effects in fragile post-

conflict contexts (Haider 2017). The ICSF also enquiries if donors are incentivising local
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organisations to grow ownership to conflict sensitivity rather than creating a burden imposed by
external actors. In order to foster inter-group relationships and trust-building, incentivizing and
strengthening local groups and institutions is recognized as more effective rather than externally
determined institutions (Haider 2017). Such incentives also help to discover and utilize the

existing peace promoting connectors.

2-7 Conclusion

Despite the rapid proliferation of conflict sensitivity tools and approaches over the last three
decades, a key question remains largely unanswered: Why do international development actors
and institutions fail to integrate conflict sensitivity approach when a post-conflict country
progresses from recovery and reconstruction to the long-term development stage? Conflict
sensitivity approaches tend to fail to dig beneath the post-conflict contexts and see the underlying
and interconnected fragilities that can potentially lead to reoccurrence of conflict. These risks are
diverse, dynamic, and constantly emerging and have an important influence on positive peace.
Climate change, stalled transitional justice, or weak governance provide some examples, which

continue to fuel nonviolent conflicts and disrupt the path to sustainable peace.

Some existing conflict sensitivity approach and some of the donors’ tools talk about need of
understanding political processes and power dynamics. For example, PCIA has incorporated
project’s impact on formal and informal political structures and processes. Similarly, donors, such
as DFID, UNDP has developed guidelines for political economy analysis and political settlement
analysis to understand the socio-economic context in post-conflict. However, such tools have
failed to establish existing political settlement as foundational causes of post-conflict fragilities
(as described in 2.3.2). Moreover, conflict sensitivity approaches and tools have not been able to
do the comprehensive mapping of political settlement, political processes, and outcomes. As a
result, they have also failed to provide policy recommendations on how development assistance

can influence political settlement to enhance positive development outcomes in post-conflict.

In this context, Integrated Conflict Sensitivity Framework (ICSF) takes account of this complex
interaction of this social, political, and ecological processes to address the root causes of conflict
and limit the possibility of conflict resurgence in post-conflict. The five types of fragilities, since

they are interconnected, need to be addressed in a holistic way. A development program with the
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stated objective of supporting gender inclusion must include women combatants or women who
are conflict victims in various ways. In addition, as this chapter explored various types of post-
conflict fragilities and found the asymmetrical power relationships as underlying causes of the
problems, it needs to be addressed in order to support for the positive peace. Political elites are
identified as most powerful actors who exploit the formal as well as informal institutions to fulfill
their personal as well as political motives, which makes the post-conflict context more vulnerable

and peace more fragile.

Thus, informing conflict sensitivity approach by the political settlement framework is deemed
essential to create the change without exacerbating the conflict risks. It gives donors understanding
about how institutions and policies perform, which also determines the security, development, and
peace in post-conflict. Moreover, integrated conflict sensitivity framework helps donors to form
the meaningful collaboration with growth supporting institutions which can only challenge the
unequal power relationships, which is identified as underlying cause of all types of fragilities in

post-conflict.
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