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Behind every number and lesson cited in this report are people: millions of individuals 
engaged in the difficult, daily work of preventing violence or rebuilding after conflict. 
They are local leaders negotiating across lines of distrust and women and young 
people speaking up to shape their own futures, working across ethnic and political 
divides, resolving disputes before they escalate and creating space for those who 
have been marginalized. They are also civil servants in national institutions, elected 
officials and members of government, working to advance peace for their citizens. 
This Overview is, among other things, a record of their work and a call to support it 
further.

Building peace is now more essential than ever. Conflicts are on the rise; peace 
agreements are under strain; and the governance and financing systems the world 
relies on to address these challenges are also under pressure. Given these constraints, 
peacebuilding, in the multilateral context, represents a largely politically consensual 
and cost-effective solution to many peace and security challenges, and a promising 
alternative to costly, short-term mitigation. And yet, peacebuilding efforts remain 
under-financed and their impact little documented or communicated. Realizing the 
potential of peacebuilding requires political commitment and engagement at the 
national level, accompanied by sustained international support. Strengthening the 
support system for peacebuilding will require a leap forward in capturing, measuring 
and communicating what peacebuilding has actually achieved. From policy guidance 
to real-life examples and tools, this Overview sparks an urgent conversation and 
proposes concrete pathways for the global peacebuilding community to rise to the 
challenges of our time.

Today’s Global Context for Peacebuilding

Geopolitical Context. The world is at a crossroads. Conflicts are becoming more 
frequent, complex, protracted and violent. Nearly two billion people — one in four 
globally — now live in fragile and conflict-affected settings, where a tenuous existence 
and the risk of violence are part of daily life. A global decline in good governance and 
shrinking civic space are intensifying pressures on already fragile contexts. If current 
trends continue, by 2030, more than half of the world’s poor could live in countries 
experiencing high levels of violence, with risks spreading to neighbouring regions. 
Meanwhile, multilateralism is under strain, and growing geopolitical fragmentation 
is reshaping how UN Member States engage with peace and security issues; the use 
of force is gaining renewed prominence and peacemaking is increasingly undermined 
by transactional incentives that overshadow sustainable solutions. These dynamics 
are redefining the conditions under which peacebuilding efforts operate and 
raising urgent questions about how peacebuilding can prevent conflict and lay the 
foundations for sustainable peace and development in a changing world.

Executive Summary
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Over the last two 
decades, the world 
has spent one dollar 
on peace for every 
100 dollars of military 
spending.

Financial Context. This evolving geopolitical landscape is accompanied by a growing 
imbalance in global investment priorities. Over the last two decades, the world has 
spent one dollar on peace for every 100 dollars of military spending. As conflicts 
and military expenditure rise, so does the need to invest in peace, especially in the 
most fragile contexts. Yet, as a share of global aid, allocations to peace efforts in these 
contexts have declined to only 7%, while humanitarian responses represent 24%. 
Global aid is also shrinking at an exceptional pace, with a historic contraction of 23% 
in 2025. The consequences of these shrinking resources disproportionately affect 
the world’s most vulnerable, as aid constitutes 66% of total external financing in the 
most fragile contexts. Two-thirds of the countries most exposed to aid cuts, where 
aid represents more than 15% of national income, currently receive peacebuilding 
support from the United Nations. The growing gap between resources devoted to 
emergency responses and those allocated to addressing the root causes of violence 
underscores both a structural challenge, which can accentuate risks, and a strategic 
opportunity to better align global investments with peace objectives. 

The Case for Peacebuilding

Despite rising geopolitical polarization and declining trust in multilateral institutions, 
peacebuilding continues to stand out as one of the few approaches broadly embraced 
by both donor and recipient countries. An increasing number of countries on all 
continents are seeking to engage with the United Nations’ peacebuilding architecture, 
as illustrated by a growing demand for Peacebuilding Fund eligibility and voluntary 
engagement with the Peacebuilding Commission. This trend demonstrates strong and 
growing confidence in the value of peacebuilding at the national level. Peacebuilding 
can create a bridge between short-term agreements that are needed to cease 
hostilities and the long-term conditions that enable sustainable peace. It ensures that 
this path is grounded in international law, human rights, the principles of the United 
Nations Charter, regional frameworks such as the Peace and Security Architecture of 
the African Union (AU), as well as a shared responsibility to uphold human dignity. 

Research also points to global economic returns on peacebuilding. The World Bank and 
the United Nations estimate that sustained investment in effective conflict prevention 
efforts could save up to $70 billion globally each year. Yet these projections of future 
savings, however compelling on paper, have largely failed to shift aid budgets — in 
part because they remain abstract and long-term, difficult to verify against real-world 
outcomes. What is also missing is a different kind of evidence: documented proof of what 
peacebuilding has concretely achieved, and narratives that translate that proof into 
stories capable of moving policymakers and publics in ways that numbers alone do not. 

Without better data on the past and current impact of peacebuilding — evidence 
that is specific, accountable and accessible — the case for peacebuilding is 
difficult to make effectively to policymakers, donors or the people they answer to. 
Peacebuilding lags far behind humanitarian and development fields in the shared 
data practices that allow a sector to communicate its value and advocate for its 
work. This gap has hindered the ability to demonstrate results, learn systematically, 
enhance effectiveness and communicate the value of peacebuilding. In bridging this 
gap, there must be a commitment to responsible usage, so that stronger data systems 
strengthen, rather than expose, the communities they intend to serve. 

Executive Summary
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Pathways Ahead

An Operational Definition of Peacebuilding Support. An approach to peacebuilding 
fit for today’s challenges starts with a clear definition of what peacebuilding support 
entails and how it can best be delivered. While definitions of peacebuilding have 
evolved to reflect its holistic and inclusive nature, their breadth risks blurring policy 
and resource allocation efforts. This Overview advances an operational definition of 
peacebuilding support as a politically anchored, inclusive, and nationally owned 
approach to address the root causes of conflict within States, by strengthening 
national and local capacities and institutions on which sustainable peace depends. 
It aims to deliver long-term impact by building resilient systems, reducing risks 
and catalysing sustainable development. This definition is neither universal 
nor definitive. Rather, it is a practical definition built on a consensus of diverse 
peacebuilding stakeholders meant to guide analysis, policy, resource allocation 
and impact measurement. This shared definition also offers a common framework 
to engage multilateral development banks, private finance and innovative financing 
mechanisms, and to better align what is funded with what is needed for peace to 
endure.

Upholding Inclusive National Ownership. Peacebuilding is, at its core, a nationally 
owned process. The primary peacebuilders are not international organizations or 
donors but instead the institutions and people who live with the consequences of 
conflict and must ultimately build and sustain peace themselves. Governments and 
their citizens are the essential actors, and the meaningful participation of women, 
youth, and marginalized groups is what makes sustainable peace possible. External 
peacebuilding support actors — often donor countries, the UN, regional organizations 
or international financial institutions — can accompany and reinforce these nationally 
led initiatives. Sustained international support, grounded in international law 
and human rights, can provide critical investment, bolster coordination and help 
exchange best practice across contexts. Establishing these clear roles ensures that 
peacebuilding leadership remains firmly with national actors while carving out clear 
avenues of effective engagement for the international community. 

Emerging Technologies. The peacebuilding community must proactively integrate 
new technologies and AI-assisted tools into evaluation and adaptive programming 
— while establishing ethical guardrails grounded in local agency and human rights 
norms. New tools such as impact evaluations, sometimes supported by artificial 
intelligence, offer important opportunities to help fill the data gap and enhance the 
effectiveness of peacebuilding. These advances can enable more timely, inclusive 
and context-sensitive peacebuilding practices. Current approaches tend to silo 
evaluation and decision-making. However, new technologies can help peacebuilders 
and peacebuilding support actors integrate evidence into programme design and 
implementation, adapting projects and informing decision-making in real time. These 
tools must be integrated in ways that support local knowledge and decision-making 
rather than supplant them. These technologies also carry extensive risks and are 
prone to misuse. Predictive analytics, social media monitoring, mass media analysis 
tools and the like have sometimes been weaponized to amplify division, increase 
surveillance and target vulnerable communities. Ultimately, by embedding these 
tools into peacebuilding strategies with appropriate safeguards, peacebuilding efforts 
can become more efficient at prioritizing prevention.

The primary 
peacebuilders are 
not international 
organizations or 
donors but instead 
the institutions and 
people who live with 
the consequences 
of conflict and must 
ultimately build 
and sustain peace 
themselves.
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The Impact Imperative

Peacebuilding works, but peacebuilders and those who support them must do better 
at proving it. Countries from every region have embraced peacebuilding as a means of 
preventing conflict and sustaining peace within States. The challenge now is to make 
that case rigorously and in terms that move budgets and political will.

Committed international support is vital for securing future investments, enhancing 
coordination and sharing lessons across peacebuilding contexts. The United Nations, 
alongside its international and national partners, must continue to leverage its 
peacebuilding architecture and tools for more nationally led, adaptive, inclusive, 
data-driven and evidence-based peacebuilding efforts. 

A Strategic Response to Current Challenges

This Overview issues a rallying call: peacebuilding support often means investing where 
and when no one else will — taking the kinds of political, financial and operational 
risks that other types of international investments avoid. That is precisely what makes 
it indispensable. The path from fragility to resilience depends on well-structured, long-
term investment in national systems, leadership and institutions. External support 
must nevertheless remain scrupulous. International actors must ensure that their 
support facilitates and enhances inclusive approaches grounded in international law 
and human rights. Peacebuilding is central to the international community’s ability 
to prevent conflict, protect development gains and support countries in transitions. 
While the current geopolitical and financial context presents significant challenges, 
it also offers an opportunity to reposition peace as an indispensable global good 
and peacebuilding as an effective means to address growing conflict and fragility 
within States.

The chapters that follow develop each of these issues in depth, and draw on evidence, 
field experience and tools from diverse contexts around the world. 

Field Insights throughout the report provide concrete examples of impactful 
peacebuilding initiatives and tools from Guatemala, Nigeria, Kenya and other contexts.

While the current 
geopolitical and 
financial context 
presents significant 
challenges, it also 
offers an opportunity 
to reposition peace 
as an indispensable 
global good and 
peacebuilding as 
an effective means 
to address growing 
conflict and fragility 
within States.
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Introduction

Peace is losing ground. Conflict risks are rising, economies are 
struggling, civic space is shrinking and governance remains 
weak in many places. Multilateralism and international 
solidarity are under strain. This inaugural Peacebuilding 
Overview serves as both a reflection and a call to greater 
action. It highlights how major shifts in the global context 
have far-reaching implications for peacebuilding efforts and 
argues that external support for these efforts must adapt to 
new global dynamics and local realities, with a renewed focus 
on measuring and demonstrating impact. Most importantly, it 
argues that peacebuilding becomes more essential as conflict 
rises and grows more complex and protracted, and as aid 
declines, with existing governance and aid financing systems 
facing mounting pressure. As a nationally led, inclusive and 
increasingly consensual approach at the international level, 
peacebuilding can, with adequate external support, play a 
critical role in addressing root causes of violence within States 
and help prioritize long-term solutions over short-term deal-
making. 

To advance this argument, the Overview examines what tends 
to work, and what does not, in contemporary peacebuilding 
efforts, and points to practical pathways forward. The first part 
analyses key trends in geopolitics, development financing and 
multilateral affairs and their implications for peacebuilding 
support policy. The second part presents practical examples 
that can inspire more adaptive approaches to peacebuilding 
support and ensure greater impact. Throughout, this 
Overview aims to reenergize discussions on how to strengthen 
the case for peacebuilding, including by mainstreaming 
impact measurement methods and tools, without falling into 
prescriptive or interventionist approaches.

Throughout the Overview, “peacebuilding support” refers 
to initiatives undertaken by external actors to contribute 
to nationally led processes. Peacebuilding refers to efforts 
undertaken by those who bear ownership and responsibility 
for peacebuilding processes, namely governments and 
their citizens. The Overview builds upon the landmark 2016 
Sustaining Peace resolutions,1 reinforced by the most recent 
General Assembly and Security Council resolutions on the 
Review of the United Nations Peacebuilding Architecture,2 
which shifted the UN’s approach from “post-conflict 
peacebuilding” to “sustaining peace” — a comprehensive, 
long-term process.

It is important to be clear-eyed about what peacebuilding 
looks like in an era of intensifying violence. When force is 
increasingly used to settle disputes and multilateralism is 
under pressure, peacebuilding efforts will not always achieve 
immediate or sustained peace. Sometimes they create pockets 
of resilience, reduce the worst violence or lay groundwork that 
later generations can build on. That is the nature of the work, 
and it is worth doing. 

For all those who invest in peace, accountability to national 
stakeholders, from governments to their citizens, can be a 
common guiding principle. Governments should collaborate 
with other national stakeholders and partners to invest in 
measuring the impact of peacebuilding, including through 
independent evaluation methods. Measuring impact is 
important not only to secure external funding, but to drive 
learning, improve programmes, boost efficiency and make 
the domestic case for sustained investment. Enhancing 
impact measurement can therefore be in the interest of 
all stakeholders. The United Nations can play a key role in 
supporting this process by leveraging its convening role 
to drive a discussion on common approaches to impact 
measurement and providing advice on best practices and 
tools grounded in international law and human rights. 

UN engagement can also help ensure that lasting peace 
is achieved by supporting meaningful engagement with 
those often excluded from decision-making: local leaders, 
community groups, women, youth and marginalized voices. 
The women, peace and security (WPS) and youth, peace and 
security (YPS) agendas have shown that peacebuilding efforts 
that actively include all sectors of affected communities 
outperform exclusively top-down approaches. Inclusivity is 
a prerequisite for effectiveness, legitimacy and sustainability.

This Overview addresses two main target audiences: 

1.	� Peacebuilders: Governments, their citizens and local civil 
society; and 

2.	� Peacebuilding support community: Donor countries, 
the UN system, international financial institutions (IFIs), 
international non-governmental organizations (INGOs), 
civil society, the private sector and academia. 

Building Peace in a Changing World – Investing in Peace When the World Pays for War8 



While it is used to structure the analysis that follows, the 
distinction between peacebuilders and the peacebuilding 
support community can, of course, overlook a more complex 
and layered reality. These categories of actors have dynamic 
identities that shift and intertwine. An individual can be a 
national peacebuilder working in her community at one 
point, then working for an INGO in her own country at another 
or again operate within a regional network in neighbouring 
countries.

Recognizing that “impact” can have diverse meanings, 
the term is used here to refer to the short- and long-term 
consequences of peacebuilding efforts. This report presents 
some approaches to empirically measure the causality of 
specific investments. Yet impact cannot always be attributed 
to any single initiative; an alternative is to look for the 
contribution, positive or negative, of specific initiatives within 
complex and dynamic contexts. Sustained peace can result 
from the cumulative effects of many interrelated initiatives, 
both national and international. For this reason, the Overview 
embraces a broad interpretation of “impact” rather than 
seeking to systematically attribute outcomes to specific 
actors or projects.

A Look at the Chapters

•	� Chapter 1 highlights that peacebuilding efforts are 
challenged by rising and often protracted conflicts in 
multiple contexts, growing governance deficits, external 
influences, regional spillovers and growing military 
spending alongside declining development aid. This 
makes political commitment, national ownership, 
multilateral norms and integrated support essential. 
The chapter identifies a critical gap — the need for more 
data and evidence to enhance and better demonstrate 
peacebuilding impact — and introduces an operational 
definition of peacebuilding support. 

•	� Chapter 2 revisits insights from social science to 
understand how peacebuilding can adapt in a new 
era. It highlights how sustainable peace can emerge 
from adaptive, context-specific and inclusive processes 
that strengthen institutions and social cohesion while 
navigating the complexity and uncertainty of a changing 
world. 

•	� Chapter 3 deepens the discussion of a paradigm shift, 
introduced in the UN Secretary-General’s A New Agenda 
for Peace, toward nationally led, universally applied 
prevention and peacebuilding efforts. It emphasizes that 

effective conflict prevention must be rooted in national 
priorities and realities, with the UN positioned to support, 
rather than direct, these efforts when requested. 

•	� Chapter 4 proposes an approach to sustainable 
peacebuilding centred on locally led, inclusive coalitions 
that engage government actors and diverse stakeholders, 
using tools to support adaptive, accountable and context-
sensitive initiatives that can advance and measure 
sustainable impact.

•	� Chapter 5 explores the use of technology and artificial 
intelligence (AI) for evaluation exercises and to generate 
actionable insights and enhance adaptive, impact-
focused peacebuilding support. 

•	� The Conclusion stresses that peacebuilding becomes 
even more essential as conflict rises, grows in complexity 
and becomes more protracted, and as aid declines, 
with existing governance and financing systems facing 
mounting pressure. It highlights the distinct value of 
peacebuilding as nationally led and politically grounded 
support that includes the voices of women, youth and 
civil society, which have so often been absent in peace 
processes — and all of which are essential to sustainable 
change. It calls for stronger evidence, better data practices 
and the purposeful use of technology to maximize and 
demonstrate impact — vital to preserving political and 
financial space for peacebuilding. It underscores the 
UN’s strategic role in harnessing sustained national-
international partnerships to catalyse political and 
financial support, enabling a wide range of actors to 
become agents of peace.

Throughout the Overview, Field Insights provide practical 
examples of how and where peacebuilding delivers impact. 
From reducing conflict in Guatemala’s Polochic Valley, 
to facilitating large-scale defections from Boko Haram in 
Nigeria’s Borno State, to mitigating electoral violence in Kenya, 
peacebuilding initiatives have been effective in addressing 
the root causes of violence. 

Context for the Overview

Notably, this Overview is situated within the broader 
evolution of United Nations peacebuilding work. It answers 
the call of the 2025 UN Security Council and General Assembly 
resolutions on peacebuilding and sustaining peace, by 
providing concrete ways to enhance impact measurement 
for a more evidence-based and cohesive approach.3 With 
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peace operations drawing down in a number of contexts, 
the UN increasingly relies on peacebuilding support through 
its agencies, funds and programmes for conflict mitigation 
in fragile contexts. The growing complexity of global crises 
demands a shift in how impact is assessed, effectiveness is 
measured and initiatives are made both context-specific and 
evidence-driven. The Overview is part of a broader effort to 
strengthen peacebuilding knowledge and practice, led by the 
Peacebuilding Impact Hub. 

In line with the UN 2.0 initiative — the Organization’s vision for 
a future-ready UN powered by a forward-looking culture and 
cutting-edge skills — the Hub aims to enhance the responsible 
use of data, technology, evaluation and learning in shaping 
future peacebuilding strategies and investments. Today’s 
peacebuilding support must leverage new technologies and 
the expanding field of data science to meet global and local 
challenges. As the final chapter of this Overview argues, 
adopting dynamic monitoring and evaluation frameworks, 
including with the use of AI, is now essential to capture the 
multifaceted nature of peacebuilding and refine strategies using 
real-time data. While political consensus on peacebuilding has 
been growing at the multilateral level, the financial space for 
it is at risk. The human and economic cost of inaction is too 
great, and the demand for evidence of peacebuilding’s impact 
too urgent to defer this shift any longer.

Building Peace in a Changing World – Investing in Peace When the World Pays for War10 



This chapter points to a rapidly shifting geopolitical landscape 
marked by rising and increasingly complex conflict, soaring 
military spending and a challenged multilateral system. Despite 
research indicating that prevention can yield high long-term 
returns, it has proved difficult to translate that promise into 
sustained political and financial support. Peacebuilding support 
is increasingly at risk due to shifting geopolitical priorities and 
declining development aid. This chapter argues that sustaining 
peace requires more than funding; it depends on political will, 
national ownership and an integrated international approach 
that positions peacebuilding as a shared global interest with 
targeted support for fragile contexts. It highlights a critical gap 
in peacebuilding support: the lack of shared data and evidence 
practices compared to the humanitarian and development 
fields. It introduces an operational definition of peacebuilding 
support to provide greater conceptual clarity and guide efforts 
to enhance and communicate impact.

A Changing Geopolitical Context

The launch of this inaugural Peacebuilding Overview comes at 
a historic crossroads for global peace and security. While the 
contours of the new order are being defined, it is clear that the 
post-cold war era has ended, and that the world has become 
more multipolar. It has also become more violent.

This new era is already marred by deepening divisions and 
retrenchment. Power dynamics have become increasingly 
fragmented as new poles of influence emerge, new economic 
blocs form and axes of contestation are redefined. Amid 
greater competition among major powers and deepening 
mistrust among nations, a number of Member States 
increasingly seek to enhance their strategic independence 
while trying to manoeuvre across existing dividing lines. 

These geopolitical dynamics are profoundly impacting peace 
and security. Figures 1–3 illustrate the rise of conflict as 
recorded by the Uppsala Conflict Data Program (UCDP) over 
the past 20 years, with particular increases in State-based and 
non-State conflicts. 

The national security doctrines of a growing number of 
States speak of intensifying geostrategic competition in the 
decades to come. Global military spending has risen for 11 
consecutive years, reaching an all-time high of $2.9 trillion in 
2025,8 projected to more than double by 2035.9 Arms control 
frameworks and crisis management protocols, which helped 
stabilize great power rivalries for decades, have deteriorated 
or collapsed altogether. The risk of dangerous standoffs, 
miscalculations and escalation is at a level not seen since the 
height of the cold war. Conflicts are more complex and more 
deadly. They are also increasingly protracted, with enduring 
conflicts becoming a defining feature of the global security 
landscape. Today’s conflicts are more enmeshed in global 
and regional dynamics, which makes them harder to resolve. 
Meanwhile, Member States are espousing perilously different 
perspectives on where the threats to peace come from and 
how they are best addressed.

The global decline in good governance is accelerating. The 
share of countries experiencing a deterioration in the rule of 
law increased by more than 10 percentage points from 2024 to 
2025: that is, 68% of countries deteriorated in 2025 versus 57% 
in 2024, according to the 2025 Rule of Law Index.10 This marks 
the eighth consecutive year of global decline. Furthermore, 
according to the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 
Development (OECD), more than 50% of countries experiencing 
high and extreme fragility became more autocratic between 
2019 and 2023.11 These governance trends have been 
accompanied by an uptick in political polarization. The 
V-Dem Institute’s 2025 Democracy Report found that political 
polarization is increasing in nearly a quarter of all countries, 
signalling an erosion of intercommunal trust on which domestic 
governance and international cooperation often depend.12 
The links between weak governance, polarization and conflict 
are well documented. Combined with the geopolitical shift 
described above, the serious deterioration in good governance 
practices and institutions could have serious implications 
for peace and security in many contexts around the globe. 
Figure 4 demonstrates the relationship between governance 
and conflict and between the rule of law and conflict. 
Countries experiencing conflict more frequently score lower in 
measurements of Government Effectiveness and Rule of Law. 

Chapter 1
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Figures 1, 2 and 3  Number of conflicts by types and regions

Note: (1) State-based conflicts: Armed conflict where at least one party is the government of a State; (2) Non-State conflicts: Communal and organized armed 
conflict where none of the parties is the government of a State; and (3) One-sided violence: Intentional attacks on civilians by governments and formally 
organized armed groups. Uppsala Conflict Data Program v.25.1.4,5,6,7
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Peace Financing Under Strain

In 2025, global military expenditure represented 2.5% of world 
GDP and 775 times the UN’s regular budget.14 While some 
defence spending contributes indirectly to stabilization and 
peacekeeping, the vast majority of the world’s annual military 
expenditure is devoted to preparing for or managing armed 
conflict. By contrast, only $7.6 billion was allocated specifically 
to conflict prevention and peacebuilding programmes in the 
most fragile contexts in 2024.15 Figure 5 illustrates that, over 
the last two decades, the world has spent barely one dollar on 
peace for every 100 dollars of military spending. This disparity 
in global priorities suggests both a need and an opportunity 
to strengthen investments in preventive approaches that 
address root causes of conflict. Unfortunately, this gap is 
expected to widen as global security concerns drive increased 
defence spending and as peace efforts are likely to shrink.

The discrepancy between peace and military investments 
is even more troubling when considering the evidence. The 
International Monetary Fund (IMF) found that investing 
in preventive macroeconomic policies could yield returns 
of up to $103 per dollar invested in countries with recent 
histories of violence, and up to $75 in countries without a 
recent history of violence.18 The cost-effectiveness of peace 
investments was also highlighted in Pathways for Peace, 
which estimated that conflict prevention efforts could save up 
to $70 billion annually.19 

Peacebuilding could play a pivotal role in reducing the 
devastating impact of violence on peoples and societies and 
help alleviate some of the current financial pressures on global 
aid. Peacebuilding focuses primarily on preventing conflict 
within States, which accounts for 94% of all armed conflict 
globally over the past 15 years.20 These conflicts generate 
approximately $36 billion in emergency humanitarian needs 
every year. Global peacebuilding initiatives that achieve even 
a conservative 10% reduction in intra-State conflict could 
reduce emergency humanitarian needs by nearly $3.6 billion 
annually.21 

Research strongly suggests that peacebuilding is a cost-
effective investment — but that business case has not 
been sufficient to influence global aid budgets. Global 
trends indicate an enduring and concerning imbalance in 
resource allocation with short-term emergency responses 
being increasingly prioritized over longer-term investments, 
especially in conflict prevention and peacebuilding. Since 
2020, the share of official development assistance (ODA) 
allocated to peace in the most fragile contexts has declined 
from 10% to only 7% compared to 24% for humanitarian 
aid and 69% for development (from 25% and 65% in 2020, 
respectively).22 As shown in Figure 6, official development 
assistance (ODA) allocated to peacebuilding remains a notably 
small fraction of total global ODA for countries most in need. 

Figure 4  Worldwide Governance Indicators by State-based conflict status. Worldwide Governance Indicators, World Bank. 
2024.13
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Cumulative Military Expenditure and ODA Allocated to Peace (2002–2024) 

Peace ODA as a share of Military Expenditure
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Figure 5  Peace ODA compared to global military expenditure. Cumulative totals 2002–2024. OECD 202516 and SIPRI Military 
Expenditure Database 2026.17
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Figure 6  Percentage of ODA allocated to peace, humanitarian and development efforts in high- and extreme-fragility 
contexts over time. OECD 2025.23
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The international system has taken some steps to address 
these financing needs. The World Bank’s (WB) International 
Development Association (IDA) has allocated about $24 
billion under IDA21 (2025–2028), more than half of total 
country allocations, to countries in fragile and conflict 
situations (FCS).28 This reflects a sustained upward trend, 
with support to FCS tripling between IDA16 and IDA20, to 
account for over half of total country allocations — a focus 
expected to intensify further in the next cycle, even while 
the number of FCS countries has also increased over time. A 
recent announcement from the Inter-American Development 
Bank, which prioritized its grant resources for Haiti,29 is also 
a welcome step in this direction. Increased development 
financing for FCS, however, does not necessarily translate into 
dedicated peacebuilding investments.

In the recent review of its fragility strategy, the World 
Bank acknowledges that more can be done to ensure that 
operations in FCS not only “do no harm,” but proactively 
respond to addressing drivers of fragility: that is, contribute 
to peacebuilding priorities as agreed with national 
Governments.30 The planned development of a “Fragility 
Conflict and Violence tag” could be a major contribution, 
allowing for more effective targeting and tracking of how 
development investments intentionally contribute to 
peace.31 Another key target is to increase the proportion of 
International Finance Corporation investment that goes to 
private sector growth in fragile States. According to the most 
recent IEG evaluation, the share of IFC investments in FCS 
countries grew from 7% to 10% between 2019 and 2022. But 
this is still well below IFC’s 2030 target of 40% of long-term 
finance going to combined IDA and FCS countries.32,33

The unanimous decision to provide annual UN assessed 
contributions of $50 million to the Peacebuilding Fund (PBF) 
as of 2025 is also a positive development, even as it represents 
a fraction of what is required and just 0.002% of global 
military expenditure. To fill those needs, what is required is 
more funding and a fundamental shift in how we approach 
peacebuilding and its financing.

In early 2025, the United States (US) Government announced 
a comprehensive review of its development aid and European 
security policy. At the same time, European Union (EU) Member 
States declared substantial increases in defence expenditures. 
These trends have already had staggering impacts on official 
development assistance. According to preliminary OECD data, 
ODA contracted by a historic 23% in 2025.34 This drop sets ODA 
back to 2015 levels, a decade’s worth of regression in one year.35 
Given that the EU and US collectively contribute over 60% of 
global aid flows from OECD DAC members, such substantive 
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Figure 7  Countries experiencing State-based conflicts by 
2023 human development category. UNDP 2025.25
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The consequences of underinvestment are profound. As 
Figure  7 demonstrates, State-based conflict is already 
historically concentrated in countries with a lower human 
development index (HDI). If current trends continue, by 
2030, more than half of the world’s poor will live in countries 
experiencing high levels of violence.24 

The reliance on humanitarian aid, with lower investments in 
longer-term peacebuilding and sustainable development, 
highlights the need for a recalibrated international approach. 
The 2016 World Humanitarian Summit’s call to prioritize 
political, sustainable and nationally driven solutions to 
conflict remains.26 ODA is often the primary source of funding 
for such efforts.27
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reductions will fundamentally transform the development aid 
landscape, but the international community has yet to put 
forward actionable alternatives. Without a shift in priorities, 
the international community risks underinvesting in the very 
strategies that can prevent conflicts before they escalate.

Peace and security in fragile contexts will be 
disproportionately affected by major aid reductions. OECD 
research confirms that ODA constitutes 66% of total external 
financing in extremely fragile contexts and 26% in contexts 
classified as having high fragility.36 Furthermore, more than 
two-thirds of the countries most exposed to aid cuts (where 
ODA represents more than 15% of Gross National Income37) 
currently request and receive peacebuilding support 
from the United Nations.38 Significantly reduced aid could 
amplify drivers of instability in these regions that host one 
quarter of the world’s population, contain over 70% of the 
world’s poorest people,39 and generate 80% of global forced 
displacement.40 

Without reimagining international solidarity, fragile contexts 
also face a heightened risk of being instrumentalized 
by competing geopolitical interests and exploitation of 
their natural resources. Fragility can be instrumentalized 
by exploiting security vacuums, manipulating economic 
institutions or deploying disinformation campaigns for a 
strategic edge.41 An international aid system driven solely by 
short-term national interests could contribute to the “conflict 
trap”42 phenomenon — creating significant economic losses 
that undermine the long-term mutual interests of both donor 
and recipient countries.

While ODA remains a significant resource for fragile States, 
effective peacebuilding support requires more than financial 
resources alone. It depends equally on sustained diplomatic 
engagement, political will and coordinated international 
action. A challenge for the international community is to 
articulate an integrated financing strategy that links sustained 
political commitment to domestic capacity-building and 
resource mobilization along with private investments and 
ODA, thus strengthening solidarity.

Implications for Peacebuilding Support

Supporting peacebuilding requires adapting to evolving 
geopolitical and financial realities while safeguarding 
the principles of the UN Charter. While short-term and 
transactional approaches to conflict resolution seem to be 
gaining prominence, peacebuilding remains intrinsically 
rooted in the Charter’s tenets of international solidarity, 

international law, and human rights — an expression of the 
normative consensus Member States have built over decades. 
Regional organizations have also institutionalized such 
values through their own frameworks, such as the African 
Union’s Peace and Security architecture and its Post-Conflict 
Reconstruction and Development policy, which provide 
regional infrastructure that complements and reinforces the 
global foundations of peacebuilding. 

Across the globe, peace should therefore be perceived as 
a matter of mutual interest, and peacebuilding positioned 
as a cornerstone of the international system due to its cost-
effectiveness, longer-term horizon and catalytic potential for 
sustainable development. These principles have three critical 
implications for global peacebuilding support policy:

•	� Measurement and communications: With conflict 
risks rising in fragile contexts, better measuring and 
communicating the value of peacebuilding investments 
can help prioritize and optimize grant-based and 
concessional resources, especially given these contexts’ 
limited access to international markets and loan-based 
development financing. How and why can investments 
help build and sustain peace? Answering this question 
requires more data and evidence, as detailed in this 
Overview.

•	� Renewed focus on fragile contexts: Because the 
compounded risks detailed above have regional and 
global implications, international solidarity initiatives 
should refocus on supporting fragile contexts and ensure 
that crisis response is complemented with longer-term 
approaches. Nationally owned and led prevention and 
peacebuilding strategies can provide the foundation 
for international political and financial support while 
empowering national governments to assert sovereignty 
in peacebuilding efforts. Chapter 3 will address this issue 
in more detail.

•	� International solidarity: The UN possesses unique 
convening power, field presence, and legitimacy to 
advocate for, coordinate and operationalize international 
solidarity in the most fragile contexts while positioning 
peacebuilding support at the centre of such initiatives. 
This includes harnessing new partners and mechanisms, 
such as the private sector and technology, to contribute 
to peace while ensuring that support remains rooted in 
human rights and international law. 
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External and national actors should aim for mutual 
accountability in order to preserve trust between 
peacebuilders and those who support them. External 
actors should be accountable for tailoring their support 
to meet national priorities and needs and not imposing 
prescriptive approaches, while governments should account 
for the effective and transparent use of support in line with 
international norms and standards.

In a constrained financial environment, reasserting the above 
principles and articulating a compelling case for international 
partnerships to taxpayers and parliamentarians in donor 
countries is essential. The business case for investing in 
peace as a cost-effective measure in the long-term has not 
cut through politically, as illustrated by aid trends over 
the last decades. At the same time, readily available and 
tangible evidence and narratives of peacebuilding impact 
have been relatively scarce. Recognizing this, the UN should 
support Member States in demonstrating to their citizens 
why solidarity directly helps the world’s most vulnerable 
populations while generating positive returns for donor 
countries through enhanced security, reduced migration 
pressures and expanded economic opportunities. 

Evidence and Data: Peacebuilding’s  
Missing Link

Making the case for peacebuilding is no simple task, but it 
is urgent. Compared to the humanitarian and development 
fields, peacebuilding lags far behind in data practices and 
evidence-based decision-making. 

The humanitarian programming cycle’s five key steps 
essentially rely on data collection, analysis and sharing. Food 
insecurity data, for example, is pulled together from a wide 
set of sources and vetted according to common standards 
agreed to by humanitarian stakeholders to contribute to the 
Humanitarian Needs Overview, which also includes data for a 
wide range of other humanitarian needs. This data then informs 
Humanitarian Response Plans, resource mobilization efforts, 
programme delivery and monitoring and evaluation (M&E) 
processes. Funding is tracked through the Financial Tracking 
Service of the Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian 
Affairs (OCHA). Humanitarians are therefore able to explain 
how many people needed food assistance, where they needed 
it the most, how much food reached those in need, how much 
it cost and how the needs evolved over time. 

The development sector also relies on data practices and 
platforms for decision-making and accountability. The 

Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and their indicators 
adopted by Member States provide a harmonized framework 
to track global development trends while the relevant data is 
hosted in the UN Department of Economic and Social Affairs’ 
SDG database. The OECD’s Creditor Reporting System (CRS) 
allows tracking global ODA flows with sectoral and thematic 
breakdowns. The World Bank’s open database provides 
consistent country-based sectoral indicators widely used by 
development actors to inform their programmes. Developing 
and harmonizing data practices has allowed evidence-based 
decision-making and the ability to tell compelling stories 
about the impact of humanitarian and development work.

Little to none of the above ecosystem exists for peacebuilding. 
There are some explanations as to why this might be the 
case. First, peacebuilding is a more complex process to 
track and a more difficult story to tell. Primary responsibility 
for managing peace and security rests with States. These 
efforts often aim to prevent the outbreak or escalation of 
conflict — a difficult outcome to measure and prove. Second, 
there is no universally agreed definition of peacebuilding. 
Peacebuilding priorities differ between regions, countries or 
even neighbourhoods and often overlap with humanitarian 
and development programmes, blurring the contours of what 
counts as peacebuilding and what does not. The lack of an 
agreed set of indicators to track peacebuilding progress is a 
telling example of the latter. Third, as peacebuilding is often 
perceived as politically sensitive, tracking its successes and 
failures can be highly contentious. 

The largest international funders of peacebuilding, mostly 
OECD DAC countries, are facing increasing pressures from 
their constituents to justify the use of public resources for 
ODA. Peacebuilders, and those who support them, must 
recognize that the promise of cost effectiveness, while 
compelling, is not the same as documented evidence of its 
achieved impact — and that policymakers increasingly need 
the latter. Without enhanced data practices and common 
approaches to impact measurement, building that evidence 
base will remain elusive. The UN is well positioned to support 
a better data ecosystem for peace and security. As the UN 
Secretary General wrote in A New Agenda for Peace: “In a 
fractured world with competing narratives, it is incumbent 
upon all States to preserve at least one institution in which 
they all can trust. (…) The role of the Secretariat is to serve 
all Member States (…) to win and retain trust in the facts it 
presents and the analysis it offers.”43

This imperative does, however, seem to pose a dilemma: 
if peacebuilding is first and foremost a matter of national 
ownership, how can common impact measurement standards 
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be developed without being prescriptive or perceived as 
interventionist? This, however, is a false dilemma, because 
common approaches to impact measurement do not require 
uniform standards. Flexible frameworks can be developed 
to support comparability while allowing national actors to 
define priorities, indicators and methods in line with their 
particular contexts. Addressing this supposed tension will 
be essential to secure political and financial support for 
peacebuilding in today’s context. Impact measurement can 
serve national interests when governments retain ownership 
over how effectiveness is measured, in dialogue with other 
national stakeholders and partners. To support this process, 
the UN should provide tools and best practices rather than 
seek to impose metrics.

Peacebuilding data practices must be pursued responsibly. 
Peacebuilding data is generated in politically sensitive and 
fragile environments, where information on perceptions, 
identities and grievances can place individuals and 
communities at risk. Stronger data practices must therefore 
be anchored in principles of privacy, informed consent, data 
protection, safeguards against misuse and independent 
oversight.

To date, progress in strengthening peacebuilding data 
and evidence practices has been uneven. This reflects 
a combination of structural and political constraints. 
Peacebuilding support is often delivered in a highly 
fragmented system, where multiple international actors 
pursue overlapping mandates with limited incentives to 
align. Donor priorities can sometimes be shaped by short-
term political considerations, visibility imperatives and 
domestic accountability pressures, which could run counter 
to the long-term ambition of peacebuilding. At the same time, 
national ownership, while essential, can limit the adoption of 
common approaches to data, evaluation and accountability, 
particularly where these are perceived as intrusive. Finally, 
the inherently complex nature of peacebuilding makes it 
difficult to generate the kind of clear, attributable results 
that drive sustained political and financial support. In light of 
these challenges, generating better evidence of the concrete 
impact of peacebuilding must be paired with political 
narratives that policymakers, donors and their constituents 
can understand and act on.44 The chapters that follow explore 
how peacebuilding support can adapt to these constraints 
by upholding national ownership, enhancing inclusivity 
and local leadership, improving coordination across actors 
and leveraging data, evaluation and technology to better 
understand and demonstrate impact.

Evolving Definitions of Peacebuilding

A prerequisite to better measuring the impact of peacebuilding 
is to start with a more precise understanding of how key 
stakeholders define it. While there is no universally agreed 
definition of peacebuilding, multilateral negotiations and 
lessons from peacebuilders and academic literature help 
clarify the evolution of the term’s use over the past three 
decades.

Peacebuilding and the United Nations

Scholars have traced the emergence of the contemporary 
concept of peacebuilding to the end of the cold war when the 
UN attempted to resolve civil wars and inter-ethnic violent 
conflict that could no longer be attributed to superpower 
rivalry.45 The failure of the international community to prevent 
or halt atrocities in Rwanda, Somalia or the former Yugoslavia 
underscored the limits of existing approaches and triggered 
debates on how to make peace efforts more effective.46 
Emerging and complex challenges pushed the UN and the 
wider international community to place renewed emphasis 
on addressing not only new forms of conflict, but also every 
phase of the conflict cycle.47 

An Agenda for Peace (1992) provided a first narrow definition 
of peacebuilding, as post-conflict reconstruction activities 
aimed at avoiding a relapse into violence.48 The Supplement 
to an Agenda for Peace (1995) expanded the concept beyond 
post-conflict recovery to encompass all phases of conflict, 
stressing the need to address root causes and implement 
structures that could institutionalize peace.49 This marked 
the beginning of a shift from understanding peace as the 
elimination of armed conflict alone to a broader agenda 
integrating conflict prevention and addressing the root causes 
of violence.50 Other UN documents, such as An Agenda for 
Development (1994), An Agenda for Democratization (1996) 
and UNDP’s Human Development Report on human security 
(1994) further reinforced the link between ‘traditional’ 
security challenges and issues related to democratization, 
human rights and development.51

In 2005, the General Assembly and the Security Council 
adopted landmark twin resolutions (A/RES/60/18052  and  S/
RES/164553), emphasizing the need for integrated strategies 
for stabilization, reconstruction, institution-building, 
development, human rights and reconciliation in post-conflict 
settings, as well as better coordination among all relevant 
actors. The UN peacebuilding architecture was created: the 
Peacebuilding Commission and the Peacebuilding Support 
Office were established, and the Secretary-General was asked 
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to establish and manage a Peacebuilding Fund. These three 
elements complement and contribute to the broader UN 
peacebuilding ecosystem, which encompasses actors across 
the humanitarian, peace and development domains, also 
linking up to a range of diverse peacebuilding support actors 
beyond the Organization itself.

The most recent articulation of the term came in the 2016 twin 
resolutions of the Security Council and the General Assembly 
(S/RES/228255 and A/RES/70/26255) which introduced the 
peacebuilding and sustaining peace paradigm as both “a goal and 
a process to build a common vision of a society.”56 Peacebuilding 
was framed as a whole-of-system approach, encompassing 
prevention, peacekeeping, mediation, humanitarian action, 
development and human rights.57 It explicitly shifted agency 
to national and local actors and recognized peacebuilding as 
relevant across all phases of the conflict cycle.

Non-UN definitions

From the late 1990s onward, academics have critiqued both 
the technocratic and the liberal State-building approaches 
that appeared to characterize peacebuilding. The ‘local 
turn’ in peacebuilding research and practice highlighted that 
externally designed models often produce institutions that 
lack legitimacy, while more context-sensitive approaches 
offer greater chances of sustainability.58,59 Scholars such as 
John Paul Lederach60 and Cedric de Coning,61 examined in 
Chapter 2, expressed support for context-specific, bottom-up 
approaches to peacebuilding that recognize the role of civil 
society, cultural practices and affected communities.

Civil society and non-governmental actors use expansive 
definitions of peacebuilding62 that reflect their work at the 
community and societal levels. As such, these definitions have 
come to encompass the transformation of social, political and 
economic structures that fuel conflict, with a strong focus on 
local ownership. These definitions frequently stress the need 
to empower communities and strengthen their capacity to 
resolve conflicts in non-violent ways. In doing so, civil-society 
actors seek to bridge the gap between grassroots initiatives 
and broader institutional or State processes, warning against 
top-down approaches that risk overlooking lived realities.

Towards an Operational Definition of 
Peacebuilding Support

The evolving and diverse definitions of peacebuilding 
have generated some ambiguity: when everything can be 
peacebuilding, there is a risk that it becomes difficult to 

prioritize, resource or measure. The absence of a shared, 
practical definition has had direct implications on funding 
trends. Peacebuilding financing remains modest, fragmented, 
unpredictable and often short-term when compared to 
humanitarian and development assistance.

Recognizing the conceptual fluidity and political sensitivities 
surrounding the term, this report does not seek to impose 
a universal definition of peacebuilding. Rather, it proposes 
an operational definition of peacebuilding support based on 
the conceptual consensus reached between Member States 
and key stakeholders, including civil society. The purpose of 
this definition is to provide clarity for analysis, policymaking, 
resource allocation and impact measurement. It offers a 
common framework to engage multilateral development banks, 
private finance and innovative mechanisms such as blended 
finance and outcome-based funding — all in order to catalyse 
more peacebuilding investments. It also supports alignment 
between normative and operational agendas, ensuring that 
what is funded reflects what is needed for peace to endure.

This report defines peacebuilding support as an approach 
that:

1.	� Is inherently political: Peacebuilding processes can 
reshape power structures, resource distribution or the 
contours of social contracts. By impacting the parameters 
of future governance in a given context, peacebuilding 
is a political process rather than a technocratic one. 
Peacebuilding support actors should identify and address 
the political implications of their efforts. This means 
anticipating and accepting a level of political risk inherent 
to engaging with decision-makers and power structures.

2.	� Addresses the root causes of conflict within States: 
Peacebuilding is an intentional process to address 
drivers of fragility and violence — not an afterthought. 
Those engaged in peacebuilding support should ensure 
it is based on a vision and commitment, shared with 
national stakeholders, to sustaining peace by targeting 
the root causes of conflict and devising conflict-sensitive 
responses. This includes addressing threat multipliers 
such as climate risks, dis- and misinformation, as well as 
the weaponization of technology. Because of its focus on 
root causes within States and communities, peacebuilding 
support does not typically aim to prevent conflict between 
States. However, peacebuilding support may sometimes 
address root causes that spread across borders, in close 
coordination with all States involved and with respect for 
national ownership, and it can also consolidate inter-state 
agreements around border disputes.63
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3.	� Facilitates inclusive national ownership: Government 
institutions, civil society and communities — including 
women, youth and marginalized populations — are 
key stakeholders and primary drivers in creating the 
conditions for sustainable peace. Peacebuilding support 
should ensure it promotes inclusivity and is guided by the 
principles of human rights and international law.

4.	� Applies to all phases of conflict: Peacebuilding spans from 
upstream prevention and crisis response to recovery and 
long-term development. Peacebuilding support should be 
integrated across humanitarian, peace and security and 
development efforts where relevant. 

5.	� Focuses on key sectors: Peacebuilding support can involve 
a range of sectors based on the needs of each context as 
defined by national stakeholders. Six “Peacebuilding 
Priorities,” designed to track Peacebuilding Fund 
support, offer a comprehensive reference list: (i) Political 
Processes, (ii) Safety and Security, (iii) Rule of Law and 
Human Rights, (iv) Core Government Functions, (v) 
Basic Services, and (vi) Economy.64 These Peacebuilding 
Priorities were developed to reflect recurring categories 
of PBF support, align with the OECD’s Creditor Reporting 
System, and connect peacebuilding investment with IFI 
financing strategies.65 They aim to provide a framework to 
track external financing and domestic resource allocation 
to peacebuilding. 

6.	� Aims for sustainable impact: Peacebuilding support 
should focus on institution-building and strengthening 
national and local capacities to address root causes, in 
order to prevent and manage conflict and ensure durable 
results. 

7.	� Catalyses sustainable development: Peacebuilding can 
help access predictable financing, rebuild institutional 
capacity, engage with the international financial system 
and pursue the Sustainable Development Goals. This 
often entails reducing investment risks and enabling 
access to multilateral, bilateral and private financing. 
The prerequisites for such financing, such as strong 
institutions, transparent governance or inclusive policies, 
become both a condition and an incentive for building 
peace.

Peacebuilding is a dynamic concept that will continue to 
evolve. Building on the core principles outlined above, 
this operational definition should continue to be refined in 
dialogue with national and international stakeholders.

Conclusion

This chapter argued that peacebuilding must adapt to a world 
of heightened geopolitical tensions, increasing conflict risks 
and constrained aid financing. It emphasized peacebuilding’s 
distinct value as a nationally led, politically grounded, 
inclusive and cost-effective approach to preventing conflict, 
protecting development gains and ensuring longer-term 
stability. By clarifying what peacebuilding support entails 
and why evidence and impact matter, it sets the foundation 
for more strategic, accountable and effective national and 
international investments in sustaining peace amid growing 
global uncertainty.
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This chapter reviews academic literature to explore a key 
question: how can peacebuilding support adapt to a changing 
world? It emphasizes that sustainable peace emerges from 
within societies through inclusive, nationally led processes. 
Conflicts are complex, dynamic and unpredictable, requiring 
peacebuilding support to be adaptive and responsive to local 
needs. Strengthening institutions and community networks 
builds resilience, manages unintended consequences and 
prevents relapse into violence. For the UN peacebuilding 
architecture, this calls for evidence-based, participatory 
approaches to design and monitoring and evaluation that 
enhance adaptiveness and accountability.

Why Peacebuilding Needs to Be More 
Responsive and Adaptive 

Chapter 1 of this report discussed the significant geopolitical 
shifts of our time and their implications for peacebuilding and 
those who support it. This chapter revisits work on adaptive 
approaches to peacebuilding — work that provides insights on 
how peacebuilding support can navigate current challenges. 
For peacebuilding support to be effective, it needs to learn 
to cope with uncertainty by being more responsive and 
adaptive to the context and people it is trying to help. This 
argument draws on a broad body of social science research on 
adaptation and learning in peacebuilding.66 

In parts, this chapter draws on examples from countries 
that have undertaken peace processes, received mediation 
support and hosted peace operations to illustrate the 
importance of context-specific and adaptive approaches that 
are fundamentally nationally led. As discussed in Chapter 
3, peacebuilding support, peace processes, mediation and 
peace operations represent distinct but mutually reinforcing 
strands of the UN’s peace and security work, with different 
mandates, tools and institutional arrangements. Lessons 
from experiences in peace processes, mediation and peace 
operations can nevertheless provide valuable insights for 
peacebuilding support.

Societies are not like a bridge that can be built or a machine 
that can be fixed, and yet, for too long, peacebuilding support 
actors have relied on engineering-type linear causal theories of 
change when they have analysed conflicts and designed peace 
processes. However, as efforts to make peace in Afghanistan, 
Bosnia and Herzegovina, Sudan and elsewhere have shown, 
peacebuilding must be responsive and adaptive. Community 
violence reduction initiatives in Iraq or security sector 
reform in Somalia have required long-term investments with 
uncertain outcomes. Models that have performed relatively 
well, for instance the Truth and Reconciliation Commission 
in South Africa or Northern Ireland’s Good Friday Agreement, 
cannot simply be replicated elsewhere with the expectation 
that they will produce the same result. Foundational empirical 
work has sought to identify the conditions under which 
international peacebuilding succeeds or falters.67 As Chapters 
4 and 5 of this Overview will discuss, learning across contexts 
is possible if knowledge is adapted to local contexts — not 
simply transferred or replicated. 

The uncertainty, unpredictability and irreproducibility 
of peacebuilding are characteristics of complex system 
behaviour, not a result of insufficient knowledge or inadequate 
planning or implementation.68 Rittel and Webber identified 
the unique challenges of this kind when, in the 1970s, they 
introduced the concept of “wicked problems.”69 

The essential value of peacebuilding is that it recognizes 
that for peace to be sustainable it needs to emerge from 
within society. While technical knowledge and experience 
available globally are essential, the reforms, investments and 
decisions that sustain peace have to emerge from the context, 
and through the active engagement of the governments 
and people affected by the conflict. Resilient peace systems 
require feedback loops, in which national and local actors 
continuously refine peacebuilding strategies in response to 
changing realities. 

Chapter 3 of this Overview will discuss the geopolitical 
paradigm shift which has placed national ownership at the 
centre of conflict prevention and peacebuilding. Chapter 4 

Chapter 2

Adapting Peacebuilding: 
Insights from Social Science
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will illustrate in further detail how the active engagement of 
the authorities and people affected by conflict is essential for 
peace to emerge and to become self-sustainable in a specific 
society. The importance of inclusive peace, that is, a peace that 
emerges from the active engagement of all parts of the society 
affected by conflict, is emphasized throughout this report. In 
the 21st century, where conflicts are increasingly complex and 
many vectors of insecurity emerge within society, effective 
responses require adapting to the context and people they are 
trying to help. Peace cannot be copied from somewhere, nor 
can sustainable peace be delivered by external actors. It has to 
emerge as a result of the efforts and experiences of a society 
that actively develops its own understanding of what peace 
means in their own historical and socio-ecological context.70 
To be effective, peacebuilding support must continuously 
adapt to these dynamics while remaining grounded in human 
rights and international law.

From Colombia to the Philippines or Mozambique, research 
has found that context-specific and adaptive approaches to 
peacebuilding support, such as programmes that invest in 
people and encourage the active participation of affected 
communities, are more effective than top-down approaches 
because they accompany the emergence of local social 
institutions that work to promote and sustain peace.71 In 
many cases, such approaches are the glue that binds together 
recovery and development initiatives.

Sustaining peace also has no stopping point. All societies, 
regardless of their levels of development or political system — 
as the current violence and challenges with social cohesion in 
the United States and Europe demonstrate — have to continue 
to work hard to sustain peace.72 The “universality” of conflict 
prevention and peacebuilding was an essential insight of the 
Secretary-General’s policy paper on A New Agenda for Peace 
and the Pact for the Future, which called on all societies, 
regardless of the extent to which they may be at risk of 
violent conflict, to develop national prevention strategies, as 
discussed further in Chapter 3.

Societies that manage to sustain peace, often despite issues 
over identity and other tensions, are the ones that invest in 
institutions that promote tolerance, combat hate speech and 
other forms of divisive behaviour, and that proactively identify 
and manage tensions before they become violent.73 This is 
why peacebuilding has to be a participatory process in which 
the governments and people affected by the conflict make the 
key decisions, and where the role of peacebuilding support 
actors focuses on providing facilitation, technical expertise, 
financial accompaniment and policy advice.74 

Coping with Complexity

Conflicts and peace processes are often described as being 
complex, but what does that mean? What insights can be 
gained from the scientific study of complex systems for the 
design and management of peacebuilding processes? 

In the everyday use of the term, complex often implies that 
there are multiple actors involved, each with their own 
interests and motivations. Since the 1990s, the UN has 
referred to a crisis as a complex emergency that requires 
a response from various UN tools and entities. In the UN 
context, peace operations have expanded from military 
observer missions to encompass complex multidimensional 
operations that are not only multi-actor (military, police and 
civilian) but also substantively integrated (representing peace, 
development and humanitarian coordination elements). 
Similarly, UN peacebuilding support recognizes that there are 
multiple drivers of a conflict. Interlinked economic, political, 
security, social and other dimensions need to be considered 
holistically to understand the complex dynamics driving and 
sustaining a particular conflict. Another element is that many 
developments are taking place and interacting with each 
other simultaneously. When these three factors — a variety of 
actors, multidimensionality and simultaneity — are present 
in the conflict systems, then it becomes extremely difficult to 
meaningfully isolate causality. If a conflict system is complex, 
it cannot be predicted with certainty how it will develop nor 
how it will respond to a specific peacebuilding initiative. 

Complexity is also a scientific term, and in the study of complex 
adaptive systems, a society is complex when it exhibits certain 
characteristics.75 

•	� Dynamic: The society is highly dynamic; in other words, 
the society is not static or in equilibrium, rather it is 
continuously changing and evolving. 

•	� Non-linear: The society’s behaviour is non-linear, 
meaning there is no predictable relationship between 
inputs and outputs. In one situation, a small initiative, for 
example facilitating a dialogue among key stakeholders 
that costs only a few thousand dollars, can result in 
significant change; and in another, a larger initiative that 
costs millions of dollars can yield limited change. 

•	� Collaborative: The people and institutions in a society 
work together, generating outcomes that none can 
achieve on its own. This is important because it 
means that a society can change existing behaviours, 
structures and institutions or generate new ones. Ending 
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slavery or Apartheid or achieving universal suffrage for 
women seemed impossible until enough people and 
the institutions they established generated enough 
momentum over time to change their societies. 

•	� Self-organizing: Societies that successfully sustain peace 
despite their multi-ethnic or multi-religious composition 
have social institutions that promote norms of tolerance 
and peaceful coexistence and that identify and respond 
to tensions before they develop into serious disputes. 
These norms and mechanisms are typically part of the 
socio-cultural norms, rituals and informal and formal 
institutions that are embedded in community, society or 
State culture. In other words, while a charismatic leader 
like Nelson Mandela can be catalytic, to bring about 
sustainable change a society needs to integrate the new 
norms into its culture and social rituals to the point 
where the values of tolerance and the mechanisms for 
managing social tensions are distributed and networked 
in informal and formal social institutions, without them 
being dependent on the coordination or control of one 
entity, such as the government of the day. The constantly 
evolving nature of societies also means that institutional 
change and norms that enable peaceful coexistence can 
sometimes be reversed.

One way to highlight the unique characteristics of complex 
systems is to contrast them with complicated systems. A 
complicated system can potentially be fully understood 
and predicted, provided sufficient information is available. 
Designing, building and launching a rocket into space is 
highly complicated, but once it is mastered, the same process 
can be repeated with a reasonable degree of certainty and 
predictability. In contrast, it is not possible to undertake a 
social project — for example an initiative to involve youth 
in elections in the Central African Republic, or a project to 
reduce inter-community conflict in Yemen — and predict the 
outcome with any certainty. Nor can an initiative that was 
successful in one country be repeated in another context with 
the expectation that it will produce the same result.

Managing conflict or sustaining peace is thus not like a 
rocket that can be sent into space again and again with the 
same result. Complexity science helps those supporting 
peacebuilding processes understand that societies are self-
organizing social systems that are continuously building and 
fixing themselves. This is why peacebuilding support has to 
integrate an understanding of how complex adaptive systems 
evolve in order to boost and better understand impact. 

Implications for Peacebuilding Support

Applying insights from adaptive approaches to peacebuilding 
and complexity theory can provide actionable insights to 
help peacebuilding support actors understand conflict and 
accompany nationally led peacebuilding initiatives.

Understanding conflict systems

Conflict analysis and assessments are not something 
peacebuilding support actors should do only before designing 
and implementing a peacebuilding programme. Conflict 
analysis can instead become part of an iterative cycle that 
continuously adapts assessment, assumptions, design and 
programming based on what has been learned from feedback 
from previous cycles of implementation. 

Evaluation, in particular, could be done continuously as 
part of iterative programme cycles to better understand and 
respond to the contexts in which peacebuilding initiatives are 
implemented.76 This entails an approach to monitoring and 
evaluation that is done not solely for the sake of accountability, 
but also to generate information needed to adapt support to 
dynamic contexts.77 In other words, peacebuilders and those 
who support them need to know what works and why, so that 
this information can be used to redirect resources away from 
efforts that fail to produce the intended effects and towards 
scaling up those that do. Chapter 5 will illustrate how the use 
of AI and technology can help achieve this.

Supporting nationally led processes

Peacebuilding can be considered a process for social change, 
to promote values and behaviours that sustain peace, and 
to discourage values and behaviours that undermine peace 
and promote violence. For peace to become self-sustainable, 
a society needs to develop its own institutions to promote 
and safeguard the values and behaviours that can sustain 
peace.78 This implies that those values and behaviours need 
to be generated by the social system itself, in ways that make 
sense to it, and are integrated over time in the history, culture, 
structure and self-organizing processes and institutions of 
that society. 

Context-specific peace efforts here refer to homegrown 
approaches to achieving and sustaining peace based on local 
or national cultural, historical and political understandings 
of peace. It differs from approaches to peace in which the 
values and concepts of peace are imported from elsewhere. 
In Mozambique, for example, several internationally informed 
efforts to mediate an end to the conflict between RENAMO 
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and the ruling FRELIMO party failed until a more locally 
owned process, with support from the United Nations and 
international partners, brought principal stakeholders 
together in a jointly managed process that led to the signing of 
the 2019 Maputo Accord.79 As this example shows, the people 
affected by the conflict need to determine the ideas, norms and 
values of their own peace processes. These lessons are also 
relevant for peacebuilding initiatives that seek to consolidate 
such agreements. Peacebuilding support should be aimed at 
(and limited to) facilitating a process that helps to strengthen 
or build institutions through national ownership and inclusive 
policies.80 Even the leverage and design of international peace 
operations themselves can shape the political space available 
for nationally led peacebuilding, including how host States 
navigate, constrain or instrumentalize external support.81 

Research into a number of peace processes such as those in 
Colombia, Mozambique, the Occupied Palestinian Territory, 
the Philippines, South Sudan and Syria found that there is a 
link between the extent to which a peace initiative is context-
specific and adaptive, and the level of self-sustainability 
attained. This also applies to the peacebuilding processes 
that follow mediation efforts. Findings show that investing in 
the self-organizing capacity of communities will help them to 
build the resilience, adaptivity and social cohesion they will 
need to prevent or recover from conflict or other shocks and 
stressors — and to grow and sustain the levels of peace that 
they have been able to achieve.82

Unintended consequences and accountable 
peacebuilding

When external actors try to support nationally led initiatives, 
they can never generate only the desired effect. Unlike building 
a bridge, the building blocks of social systems are individuals 
with free will, and these individuals decide how they will 
respond to peacebuilding support. Every initiative or project 
generates consequences, whether intended or unintended. 
It is important therefore that peacebuilders and those who 
support them do not monitor only for intended outcomes. 
Some unintended outcomes may be positive and might be 
worth trying to scale up. For example, an initiative may bring 
local leaders in South Sudan together for a training in conflict 
resolution skills, but a closer assessment may reveal that an 
unintended benefit was the social trust network built among 
the participants that enabled them to work together on other, 
unrelated initiatives. Other unintended consequences could 
be negative, and peacebuilding support initiatives would want 
to address those as soon as possible to avoid causing harm or 
to minimize the harm caused already.83 For example, making 
a corrupt police force more effective may end up contributing 

to more effective corruption. For peacebuilding support to 
be accountable to the governments and people that are the 
intended beneficiaries of any peace initiative, as well as those 
that have financed a peacebuilding programme, external 
actors need to monitor for unintended consequences and act 
early to prevent harm when unintended consequences start 
to emerge.

The insights from complexity theory and adaptive approaches 
discussed in this chapter can inform efforts to ensure more 
responsive and adaptive UN peacebuilding support efforts. 
The section below gives recommendations to that effect.

Insights for a more responsive and adaptive UN 
peacebuilding architecture

Peacebuilding Commission (PBC)

A more evidence-based approach could make the UN 
peacebuilding architecture more adaptive and impactful. Its 
work can be enriched by the latest research and knowledge 
available about specific contexts and peacebuilding practices 
in general. The Peacebuilding Commission can also become 
a platform to share lessons and foster greater coherence in 
peacebuilding support by convening briefings on evidenced-
based knowledge available in the UN system and the wider 
peacebuilding and development ecosystem, including local 
and Indigenous knowledge as well as in academia. 

The Peacebuilding Impact Hub’s national spotlight exercises, 
which were launched in 2025 starting with The Gambia, are 
a good example of how taking stock of progress in a specific 
context can help the UN and other peacebuilding support 
actors learn from the experiences of countries’ peacebuilding 
journeys.

UN Peacebuilding Fund

The PBF is already engaged in a number of M&E initiatives, 
related to specific country programmes or themes. Beyond 
mid-point and end-of-project evaluations, the PBF can help 
implementing partners to invest in proactive and iterative 
M&E learning (MEL) to generate information needed for 
greater adaptiveness. This will imply a shift away from M&E 
that is limited to accountability and towards M&E that also 
drives adaptation to improve effectiveness. 

Additionally, the PBF can strengthen the UN’s ability to 
measure transformation by advocating for greater use of 
higher-level indicators that capture changes beyond the 
scope of individual initiatives. Such “outcome” indicators can 
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track broader peacebuilding dynamics, such as gradual shifts 
in trust between communities and institutions, reductions in 
violence, and improved social cohesion — helping to assess 
the long-term impact of programming. The PBF has begun 
to implement this approach by developing Strategic Results 
Frameworks and conducting impact evaluations in some 
contexts. Nevertheless, more can be done to work closely with 
UN country teams to ensure data is collected in ways that are 
sustainable while building the capacity of national institutions 
to undertake analysis, research and monitoring. Such outcome 
indicators should also be linked to peacebuilding elements of 
UN Sustainable Development Cooperation Frameworks. 

To support systematic data collection and utilization, the 
Peacebuilding Impact Hub’s data platform will play an 
important role in centralizing and integrating peacebuilding 
data across different projects and contexts, starting with data 
from PBF-funded initiatives. This would help ensure that 
information from PBF reporting is actively used for decision-
making by governments, the UN and other stakeholders. 

UN System and beyond

The Peacebuilding Impact Hub can play a leading role in 
bringing together peacebuilders and peacebuilding support 
from the UN system, as well as from civil society organizations, 
development institutions or the private sector, to share 
lessons and practices to improve peacebuilding outcomes 
and stimulate adaptiveness. 

At country level, Resident Coordinators, Peace and 
Development Advisers and UN country teams can convene 
learning forums where all peacebuilding actors in a 
given context can come together to discuss how best to 
support meaningful participation, including co-analysis, 
co-management and co-evaluation with local and national 
partners.

Conclusion

This chapter presented insights from academic literature 
on adaptive approaches and complexity to enable more 
responsive and impactful peacebuilding support. It argues 
that the uncertainty, unpredictability and irreproducibility 
associated with peacebuilding are characteristics of complex 
system behaviour, not a result of insufficient knowledge 
or inadequate planning or implementation. Peacebuilding 
support can be more effective if it copes with uncertainty by 
being more flexible and responsive to the complex context 
and to the people it aims to help. For the UN peacebuilding 
architecture, this entails expanding the PBC’s role as a 
platform to share lessons from countries’ peacebuilding 
journeys, and leveraging the PBF, the Peacebuilding Impact 
Hub and UN country teams to encourage the UN system and 
its national partners to systematize data collection and use 
indicators to track changes beyond the scope of individual 
initiatives.
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Chapter 1 highlighted a data and evidence gap in the 
peacebuilding sector and argued that better evaluation 
practices are crucial to maximize impact and advocate 
for greater investment. Chapter 2 continued this call by 
outlining the ways in which UN peacebuilding architecture 
can become more responsive and adaptive to today’s global 
context. Within this architecture, the Peacebuilding Fund 
(PBF), alongside international, national and local actors, has 
begun developing approaches to address this gap and better 
understand the outcome of its investments and programmes. 
The PBF’s impact evaluations offer a new method to assess 
the long-term impact of a project. 

The Peacebuilding Fund’s Impact Evaluation

In late 2020, the Peacebuilding Fund began exploring the 
viability of impact evaluations (IE) of its peacebuilding 
investments to generate better evidence of impact. By 2021, 
the PBF established formal partnerships with the International 
Initiative for Impact Evaluation (3ie) and the International 
Security and Development Center (ISDC) to launch the 
Peacebuilding Fund Impact Evaluation, Learning, and 
Dissemination (PeaceFIELD) initiative, a broad programme to 
build the capacity to conduct impact evaluations and share 
key findings. 

Field Insight 1

Measuring the Peacebuilding 
Fund’s Impact in Guatemala

Community member in the Polochic Valley, Guatemala. Photo: PBF 2024.
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Selecting projects for an impact evaluation is a demanding 
task. Over the course of its first 12 months, PeaceFIELD 
reviewed the PBF’s investments to find suitable projects — 
surveying potential security risks, analysing project details, 
and assessing the quality of available data. Conflict contexts 
are challenging environments for such in-depth evaluation. 
The need for flexible peacebuilding programming that adapts 
to unpredictable conflict dynamics makes data collection and 
evaluation difficult. Often, project teams must adjust or stop 
data collection due to developments in the conflict. Surveying 
communities on politically sensitive topics can be especially 
complicated and create risk for survey participants. Moreover, 
the short timelines of many peacebuilding projects can further 
complicate evaluations and hinder efforts to identify causality. 
Added to these challenges is the dilemma surrounding the 
allocation of funding to resource-intense impact evaluations 
when humanitarian and peacebuilding financing is under 
strain. Nevertheless, following a thorough selection process, 
the review identified four cases that PeaceFIELD would pursue 
over the next three years, one of which was a project in the 
Polochic Valley in Guatemala.

The Peacebuilding Fund in Guatemala

The Secretary-General declared Guatemala eligible for full PBF 
funding in 2010, in recognition of the need to strengthen the 
country’s ability to advance commitments made in the Peace 
Accords that ended Guatemala’s 36-year civil war in 1996. 
Since 2011, the PBF has partnered closely with Guatemala 
to support the Government’s peacebuilding priorities, with 
over $60 million in funding provided to date. PBF-supported 
initiatives have aimed to strengthen the rule of law and 
democratic institutions, address disputes over land, and 
promote inclusion, with a particular focus on Indigenous 
Peoples, women, youth and civil society. 

Between 2022 and 2023, the PBF invested $1.5 million 
toward a project aimed at improving the social, political 
and institutional means of managing disputes over land 
in Guatemala’s Polochic Valley. The Polochic Valley has 
experienced a history of poverty, deprivation and insecure land 
rights dating back to the colonial era — a major contributing 
factor to Guatemala’s civil war. More recently, increasing land 
concentration and the expansion of large-scale palm oil and 
sugarcane plantations have resulted in further tensions over 
land rights and intensified agrarian conflicts. 

Children at play in the Polochic Valley, Guatemala. Photo: PBF 2024.
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Collaborating with other UN entities — the Food and Agriculture 
Organization (FAO), the World Food Programme (WFP) and the 
Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Human 
Rights (OHCHR), the PBF-funded project aimed to enhance 
local and national means of resolving these disputes. It was 
conducted in partnership with the Presidential Commission 
for Peace and Human Rights (COPADEH) of Guatemala and 
worked with both local farming communities and Indigenous 
communities. The project was organized around three specific 
objectives: strengthening institutions, building capacity for 
farming and Indigenous communities and improving spaces 
for dialogue. 

Insights from the Guatemala  
Impact Evaluation

The Guatemala impact evaluation consisted of a macro and 
a micro independent evaluation. The macro evaluation 
measured conflict prevention more broadly. It employed 
an innovative, statistically rigorous method of measuring 
conflict prevention in the region and demonstrated that 

the peacebuilding initiatives in the Polochic Valley led to 
a reduction in conflict. The micro evaluation focused on 
understanding community characteristics, past experiences 
and attitudes toward conflict resolution that could help 
explain the trends shown by the macro evaluation. Together, 
these evaluations revealed both the general impact the 
project had on the number of conflicts across the region as 
well as the changes in attitudes of community members. 

The macro impact evaluation revealed that the PBF investment 
contributed to an 80% reduction in the number of potential 
estimated conflicts in targeted areas of Guatemala’s Polochic 
Valley. The evaluation employed a “synthetic control” to 
estimate the number of conflicts that might have occurred 
in the Polochic Valley if the project had not taken place. The 
evaluators drew on data from the COPADEH and ACLED to 
analyse the evolution of conflict in other regions of Guatemala 
and to create a statistically robust synthetic control. The 
control allowed the evaluation to estimate conflict that was 
prevented in part by the project’s implementation. The macro 
evaluation demonstrated not only that peacebuilding efforts 
in the Polochic Valley contributed to the prevention of conflict 
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but also that prevention itself can be measured, which has 
been an enduring challenge in evaluation. 

The micro evaluation measured attitudes and perspectives 
of the residents of the Polochic Valley, showing a shift 
towards favouring peaceful conflict resolution approaches. 
Sotzil, a Guatemalan NGO and local partner, conducted 
household surveys in the local language to gather community 
perspectives. The evaluation revealed that a majority 
of respondents believed that peaceful means of dispute 
resolution both locally and nationally were appropriate, 
effective and accessible. Moreover, the evaluation found that 
after the implementation of the project, there was a significant 
decline in the belief that direct confrontation, including 
violence, was an effective means of conflict resolution. 
Thus was the micro evaluation able to describe the attitude 
changes that help explain the broader conflict trends in the 
macro evaluation.

Key Learnings

Beyond revealing the project’s positive impact, the Guatemala 
impact evaluation highlights important learnings for future 
PBF impact evaluations. 

The impact evaluation demonstrates how innovation in 
measuring peacebuilding impact can strengthen evidence 
and practice more generally. By using the synthetic 
control and combining macro and micro level analyses, 
the evaluation was able to show short-term changes in 
community attitudes and longer-term contributions to peace 
and conflict prevention across the region. These two lenses 
offer nuance to how community-level changes contribute to 
broader conflict trends, and where these impacts are greatest 
and why. Findings from the impact evaluation have directly 
informed the design of new PBF investments in Guatemala, 
allowing the PBF to scale and refine approaches more 
effectively. While efforts to address the deep-rooted causes 
of land-based conflict in Guatemala continue, the evaluation 
shows that peacebuilding initiatives can generate measurable 
impact. With this approach, even the impact of short-term 
peacebuilding projects can undergo detailed measurement 
and produce important insights. Though each peacebuilding 
context requires tailored measurement approaches, the 
impact evaluation demonstrates not only the tangible impact 
of peacebuilding, but also a successful effort by PBF to enhance 
peacebuilding measurement and shrink the data gap.
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This chapter outlines a paradigm shift toward nationally owned 
prevention and peacebuilding introduced in A New Agenda for 
Peace and reinforced by Member States in the Pact for the Future. 
It explains why recognizing and supporting national ownership 
in peace efforts is essential to ensure longer-term solutions. The 
chapter also positions the UN’s role as one of enabling, financing, 
and accompanying nationally led efforts upon request.

Preventing conflict has been a longstanding priority of the 
UN. At its core, the UN Charter was designed to prevent 
another global war. Since then, the Organization reaffirmed 
the importance it attaches to this work across numerous 
resolutions and policy commitments. For example, Member 
States acknowledged the alarming human costs and 
devastating humanitarian, economic, environmental, political 
and social consequences of armed conflict, and recognized 
the imperatives, including moral, of the prevention of armed 
conflict and its benefits for peace and development.85 In many 
intergovernmental decisions in the last decades, they have 
reiterated the priority they attach to conflict prevention. But 
in practice, there has not always been consensus on what is 
meant by prevention — and how it should be done. 

There is an important distinction between:

•	� Prevention at the international level, that is, Member 
States managing inter-State disputes peacefully, as well as 
actions taken by the Security Council to address threats to 
international peace and security; and 

•	� Prevention at the national level, which is about the 
responsibility of each Member State to address the drivers 
of conflict and violence and build and sustain peace in 
their countries. 

In some instances, international preventive diplomacy efforts, 
such as those led by Security Council-mandated peace 
operations, can also contribute to prevention at the national 
level — particularly during crises and transitions that pose 
threats to international peace and security. Peacebuilding, 

as referred to throughout this report, is primarily focused on 
preventing the outbreak or recurrence of conflict within States 
— though it often involves international support in ways this 
chapter describes. 

The focus on conflict within States, however, does not preclude 
attention to cross-border and regional dynamics. Many drivers 
of within-State fragility — displacement, resource disputes, 
violence spill-over and climate pressures — have regional 
origins and transboundary consequences. Moreover, border 
areas are often the most underserved within fragile settings. 
Addressing these conflict drivers frequently requires cross-
border coordination that is anchored in national ownership 
by the relevant countries, with local authorities in the border 
regions playing an indispensable role. Field Insight 2 at the 
end of this chapter illustrates how cross-border programming 
is increasingly part of nationally led peacebuilding efforts. 

International support for national efforts in prevention and 
peacebuilding has advanced in some important ways over 
the last two decades. It has become more upstream — with 
a view to assisting countries in addressing the structural 
causes of violence and conflict — and it has become more 
directly grounded in national institutions and capacities for 
prevention. There is a greater understanding that UN support 
to national prevention efforts comprises a range of different 
actions, such as: 

•	� Providing peacebuilding support that is closely linked to 
the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development;

•	� Promoting the full realization of indivisible and universal 
human rights, and assisting countries in consolidating 
rule of law;

•	� Facilitating dialogue between communities or civil society 
and government; or

•	� Buttressing preventive diplomacy and good offices efforts, 
such as in the context of political transitions. 

Chapter 3

National Ownership in 
Prevention and Peacebuilding: 
Understanding a Paradigm Shift
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Despite this important progress, national prevention still 
faces many challenges. International efforts to advance 
prevention at the national level have often faced difficulties 
due to perceptions of double standards and fears of political 
interference. These perceptions have fuelled distrust between 
Member States and of the UN and multilateralism. Funding and 
resources for prevention are still predominantly channelled 
towards international actors — instead of starting with national 
action based on national priorities. With greater geopolitical 
competition at the international level and heightened concerns 
about internationalizing domestic agendas, political spaces 
for supporting national prevention are narrowing. 

In this context, the Pact for the Future, adopted by the General 
Assembly in September 2024, marked a paradigm shift in 
the international community’s approach to prevention. It 
recognized that preventing conflict is, first and foremost, a 
matter of national ownership and leadership.

The Prevention Paradigm Shift 

A crucial achievement of the Pact for the Future was reaching 
consensus on the need for a new, universal, nationally owned 
and led approach to prevention and peacebuilding. The Pact 
was inspired in part by the Secretary-General’s policy brief on 
A New Agenda for Peace, which had made a strong call for this 
new approach to prevention. It recognized that prevention has 
been undercut by a lack of trust, as it has often been perceived 
as a cloak for interventionism and external interference. 

A New Agenda for Peace called for a new approach, including 
in these critical ways: 

•	� Nationally led: In order to be effective, prevention must 
be led by national governments and based on national 
priorities. This approach is distinct from one that 
frames prevention as something that the international 
community does in different contexts.

•	� Universal: Prevention should be universal, rather than 
be seen as limited to countries affected by conflict or 
recovering from it. Every Member State faces different 
risks of violence or conflict that they must tackle. A 
universal approach helps overcome any stigma in taking 
action to address these risks. This is empirically sound 
and politically important, signalling that prevention must 
be approached in a non-selective way.

A universal approach to prevention would provide a holistic 
response to violence that considers not only its conflict-

related manifestations but its broader forms, such as violence 
perpetrated by organized criminal groups and gender-based 
violence. This would help better align prevention work with 
the 2030 Agenda, especially Sustainable Development Goal 
16.1, whereby all Member States — and not just those affected 
by conflict — committed to reducing all forms of violence.

Today’s threats to peace and security unequivocally require 
universal action and mitigation by all States. This paradigm 
shift entails treating prevention as a priority for all States and 
as part of national agendas, as opposed to avoiding violence 
only when the prospects of a crisis are all too evident. The 
Pact for the Future strongly endorsed this approach in 
deciding that all Member States “strengthen and implement 
existing national prevention strategies and approaches to 
sustain peace,” and “consider developing them where they 
do not exist, on a voluntary basis” and in accordance with 
national priorities, to address the root causes of violence and 
armed conflict. The Pact also highlighted that international 
assistance to States be provided upon their request, in full 
conformity with their priorities and needs, to build capacities 
to promote, develop and implement their nationally owned 
prevention efforts and address the root causes of violence and 
conflict.

The twin Security Council and General Assembly resolutions 
adopted at the conclusion of the peacebuilding architecture 
review in 2025 have built on the Pact for the Future and the 
paradigm shift. They call for support to Member States in 
strengthening their national capacities to create, improve 
and carry out voluntary, nationally owned prevention and 
peacebuilding strategies that are aligned with their priorities. 
They also encourage international financial institutions 
and regional development banks to join country-specific 
discussions, when requested, and to consider providing 
additional resources to help implement these nationally led 
strategies. The resolutions also identify the Peacebuilding 
Commission as a platform to support Member States, upon 
their request, to strengthen these efforts. 

Why National Ownership is Critical  
to Successful Conflict Prevention  
and Peacebuilding

Shifting the focus to the national level helps counter 
perceptions of foreign interference; but most importantly it 
recognizes that preventing conflict and building peace cannot 
succeed without national ownership.
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As sovereign entities, Member States have the prerogative to 
define the legal, institutional and strategic frameworks for 
dealing with threats as well as for advancing peacebuilding 
efforts, which should be done in full adherence to international 
law and the Member State’s human rights obligations. This 
does not mean that governments — or any one part of the 
government — should or could act alone and be successful. 
A New Agenda for Peace recognized the need for whole-of-
government and whole-of-society approaches, with universal 
and indivisible human rights at the core.

Furthermore, the commitment and ownership of States is 
required to tackle complex root causes of conflict and address 
the challenges to building and sustaining peace. As mentioned 
in Chapter 1, questions of transitional justice, addressing 
historical — often violent — grievances, inequality, power-
sharing structures or resources management, among others, 
are politically sensitive by nature and cannot be addressed 
without clear political commitment and leadership.

We have already seen this paradigm shift in prevention shape 
discussions and dynamics in the Peacebuilding Commission. 
Since 2023, a number of Member States have voluntarily gone 
to the PBC to present their national prevention strategies 

and efforts, for example: Canada, São Tomé and Príncipe, 
Kenya, Mauritania, Norway and Timor-Leste. They used these 
opportunities to share experiences and challenges, and to 
seek international support as needed, including engagement 
with international financial institutions to identify areas for 
potential financial support.

How National Prevention and 
Peacebuilding Strategies Contribute to 
Building and Sustaining Peace 

To translate its vision of prevention into concrete action, A 
New Agenda for Peace recommended that all Member States 
engage, on a voluntary basis, in national prevention efforts 
and, as appropriate, develop strategies to address the drivers 
of conflict within their societies. The Pact for the Future 
endorsed this call.

National prevention efforts and strategies will look different 
from country to country. Member States will have to devise 
prevention approaches that tackle their context-specific 
factors and address the relevant drivers and root causes 
of violence. Most national prevention efforts will seek to 

Youth trainees install a solar-powered water pump in Faya, central Chad. Photo: PBF 2021.
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address key questions such as: What are the root causes of 
tensions, how can they be mitigated, and how will tensions 
be addressed if and when they arise? The answers will differ 
between countries, but it might also look different in diverse 
regional and local contexts. To enhance their effectiveness, 
national prevention efforts should routinely take into 
consideration how tensions and local drivers of violence can 
be addressed in ways that fully adhere to the State’s human 
rights obligations and international law. 

Developing templates or detailed guidance therefore will not 
capture the context-specific nature of this work. However, 
experience-sharing will be key. The breadth of experience that 
exists across the world also means that Member States can 
gain from exchanges with other States that have faced similar 
prevention and peacebuilding challenges, including through 
South-South cooperation and the sharing of technical and 
political expertise. Member States should continue to have 
an avenue through which they can seek the support of 
bilateral partners, multilateral institutions and the broader 
peacebuilding support community for their nationally owned 
efforts in this area — as already happens, for example, through 
the Peacebuilding Commission, the Peacebuilding Fund 
and the Joint UNDP-DPPA Programme on Building National 
Capacities for Conflict Prevention, which deploys Peace 
and Development Advisers to accompany nationally led 
prevention initiatives and strengthen national infrastructures 
for peace.

The review of the peacebuilding architecture conducted in 2025 
has made important progress in systematizing international 

support for national prevention and peacebuilding efforts, 
including by requesting the Peacebuilding Commission to 
“serve as a platform to support Member States, upon their 
request, to strengthen their national peacebuilding and 
sustaining peace efforts.”86 As outlined in A New Agenda 
for Peace, the Commission could also play more of a role in 
South-South and triangular cooperation and promoting 
the development and dissemination of good practices. All 
of these will allow Member States to make better use of the 
Peacebuilding Commission to mobilize political and financial 
support for national prevention efforts. Member States 
could also consider using the Peacebuilding Impact Hub (a 
UN-managed knowledge platform for peacebuilding data 
and evidence) as a repository of national peacebuilding and 
sustaining peace efforts to promote peer-to-peer exchanges.

Lastly, it should be underscored that without means of 
implementation, the paradigm shift in prevention will 
remain largely rhetorical. Chapter 4 examines what this 
means at the community level, and where the gap between 
the paradigm shift on paper and the reality on the ground 
can be felt most acutely. The PBF will have an important 
role to play in empowering UN country teams to offer more 
coherent support to national counterparts and catalyse 
financing from other partners. A key move will be to engage 
development finance institutions, including multilateral 
development banks, to finance national governments that 
are committed to preventing conflict and building peace. As 
detailed in Chapter 1, this is more challenging than ever in the 
current climate, as shrinking resources risk returning to crisis 
response at the expense of prevention. 
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Field Insight 2

Building National Peace Infrastructures 
in Kenya: Lessons in Institution 
Building, Devolution and Resilience 

This field insight builds on Chapter 3 to examine how Kenya 
has built and institutionalized a nationally led approach 
to peacebuilding and conflict prevention. It explores 
how Kenya’s experience with devolution, early warning 
and local peacebuilding mechanisms can inform other 
approaches to nationally anchored conflict prevention. It also 
considers how external support can reinforce,  rather than 
override, these nationally led efforts. 

Tackling Root Causes of Conflict 

Kenya has made important governance reforms since the 
2010 constitution, including devolution, stronger judicial 
independence and expanded political participation. These 
policies have been linked to an overall improvement in 
political participation and local governance.87

Despite progress in governance and economic development,88 
Kenya continues to face enduring structural drivers of conflict. 
These include historical injustices around land, ethno-political 
competition for power,  marginalization of communities, 
competition over scarce resources and unequal access to 
economic opportunities. Youth unemployment remains high, 
around 15% in 2024 according to the Kenya National Bureau 
of Statistics, with many young people feeling excluded from 
national development.89 These grievances, combined with 
electoral volatility and elite-driven identity politics, continue 
to generate risks to social cohesion as reported by the National 
Cohesion and Integration Commission (NCIC) in 2024.90 Kenya’s 
position in a volatile region has added to these challenges. The 
country has received large numbers of refugees from Somalia 
and South Sudan and  remains  vulnerable to cross-border 
insecurity, trafficking and  violent extremism.91 In response, 
Kenya has adopted a national strategy on countering violent 
extremism and supports regional peacekeeping. However, 
these efforts also require sustained investment in preventive 
infrastructure at home. 

These intersecting pressures underscore the importance 
of a holistic, preventive approach to peacebuilding:  one 
that integrates early warning, inclusivity and accountable 
governance. Efforts at addressing these root causes of conflict 
have been made through various initiatives. They began with ad 
hoc efforts by Government, intergovernmental organizations, 
development partners, civil society organizations (CSOs), 
non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and faith-based 
organizations (FBOs). These initiatives revolved around 
largely parallel peacebuilding, community dialogue, 
humanitarian assistance, reconciliation and resettlement 
initiatives. Often, they were led by peace committees 
aligned to the specific entities involved in the intervention. 
This led to gaps and overlaps. Against this background, the 
Government established the National Steering Committee on 
Peacebuilding and Conflict Management (NSC) as an inter-
agency coordination entity, with a secretariat within the Office 
of the President. The NSC is comprised of representatives of 
the Government, civil society and development partners. The 
Steering Committee initiated the formation of local peace 
committees, commonly known as District Peace Committees 
(DPCs), thereby minimizing duplication of effort and resources 
at the national and local levels.

In 2023, the peacebuilding architecture review launched by the 
Government aimed to enhance preventive action, rationalize 
and modernize infrastructures for peace and address 
persistent gaps in coordination, resourcing and institutional 
capacity. It produced a reform blueprint through its report 
titled A National Agenda for Peace,92 with recommendations to 
strengthen early warning and response, improve coherence 
across national and county levels and reinforce inclusive, 
locally grounded peace efforts. Government leadership has 
been pivotal in advancing these efforts, yet institutional 
capacity and resource limitations continue to hinder the full 
mainstreaming of prevention across Government functions.
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Devolution and Subnational Dynamics 

A major inflection point in Kenya’s peace architecture was 
the adoption of the 2010 Constitution, which introduced a 
devolved system of government. This reform redistributed 
power and resources to 47 county governments, opening 
new opportunities to localize prevention and development 
efforts. It has improved service delivery, expanded democratic 
space and enabled local development planning.  It has 
also  created opportunities to bring peacebuilding closer 
to  the grassroots  and respond to the specific needs  of 
diverse communities.  Several county governments in Kenya 
have established dedicated peacebuilding departments 
and directorates to spearhead localized conflict prevention, 
mediation and social cohesion efforts. These structures 
work collaboratively with the national Government and with 
NGOs operating in the counties. In addition, some counties 
have progressed further by enacting county-level legislation 
on peace and security, thereby formalizing their mandates 
and strengthening institutional capacity for coordinated, 
sustainable peacebuilding initiatives.

Devolution created space for more responsive governance, 
including in historically marginalized areas. However, it also 
introduced new risks, such as elite capture at the county 
level and tensions between national and local authorities. 
Coordination across counties  remains  uneven and 
capacity gaps continue to limit service delivery and conflict 
management. 

Some counties have experienced recurrent conflict linked to 
competition over land and water, subnational power rivalries 
and the absence of effective dispute resolution mechanisms. 
In response, the national Government has worked with 
counties to  establish  County Peace Forums and County 
Steering Groups to strengthen coordination between national 
and local authorities. 

Despite these challenges, devolution has enabled more locally 
specific  approaches to peacebuilding. County governments 
now  participate  in County Peace Actors Forums and County 
Steering Groups which bring together local leaders, security 
officials, and civil society to address community grievances 
and coordinate  response at the county level. These forums 
have become critical nodes in Kenya’s broader peace 
infrastructure.  

National Peace Infrastructure:  
Bridging the National-Local Gap 

Kenya’s peace infrastructure is multi-layered and has evolved 
through both formal and informal institutions. While devolution 
created a new political and administrative landscape, Kenya’s 
evolving peace infrastructure  provides  the institutional 
mechanisms through which peacebuilding is implemented 
at both national and county levels. These  systems, many  of 
which predate devolution,  have adapted to work within the 
devolved framework and are essential to translating policy 
into local prevention and response efforts. 

The National Steering Committee (NSC), housed in the Ministry 
of Interior and National Administration serves as a government 
department coordinating peace and security on behalf of the 
national Government. It works in close collaboration with 
National Government Administration Officers (NGAOs) at the 
county level. NSC also works with the County and Sub-county 
peace committees and council of elders; structures that 
anchor peacebuilding at subnational and community levels. 
These committees are often activated in advance of elections 
or during emerging crises to de-escalate tensions. 

The national peace infrastructure also includes the Conflict 
Early Warning and Early Response Units (CEWERUs), which 
serve as coordination platforms at both national and sub-
national levels. These units are supported by Conflict 
Early Warning and Response Mechanisms (CEWARMs) and 
Community Peace and Security Committees (CPSCs), which 
collect and  validate  local data to  monitor  tension hotspots 
and  facilitate  timely  responses. These mechanisms have 
helped mediate local disputes, organize inter-ethnic dialogue 
forums and coordinate peace messaging during electoral 
cycles or times of heightened tension. 

In some counties, Peace Actors Forums and County Steering 
Groups bring together government officials, civil society 
organizations and development partners to coordinate peace 
efforts and respond to local risks. Faith-based organizations 
such as the Inter Religious Council of Kenya (IRCK), the 
National Council of Churches of Kenya (NCCK) and the 
Supreme Council of Kenya Muslims (SUPKEM) continue to play 
a prominent role, given their convening power, legitimacy and 
presence in high-risk areas. 

These structures have  contributed to reducing violence and 
building local resilience. According to Interpeace, 23 local 
peace infrastructures managed to address 54 conflicts through 
community dialogue and mediation processes in Northern 
Kenya since 2014.93 Moreover, cross-border peace dialogues 
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between communities in Turkana and Marsabit counties have, 
over the years, helped reduce cycles of retaliation linked to 
livestock raids.

Elections as a Stress Test of Kenya’s  
Peace Infrastructure 

Elections in Kenya continue to serve as a stress test for 
the country’s peace infrastructure. While the institutional 
framework for elections has improved since the 2007–2008 
post-election violence, the country’s politics  remain  highly 
polarized.

Kenya’s leading business association estimated that economic 
losses from post-election violence in 2008 amounted to 
$3.6 billion.94 In response, the National Cohesion and 
Integration Commission (NCIC) was established to inspire 
national cohesion and integration by prohibiting ethnic-
based discrimination. Two years later, the 4 August 2010 
constitutional referendum risked reigniting violence. Months 
before the vote, the NCIC, UNDP and NSC established the 
UWIANO (which means cohesion in Swahili) early warning 
project to provide a coordination framework to reduce 
electoral violence. UWIANO’s national and subnational 
warning systems identified and pre-empted nearly 150 
incidents of violence, and the vote took place with no reports 
of violence. In contrast to the losses incurred in 2008, these 
early-warning efforts cost less than $1 million. 

UWIANO was implemented once again in anticipation of the 
2022 General Elections. During the 2022 elections, UWIANO — 
in collaboration with local peace infrastructures — identified 
an increase in the number of reported incidences. Out of the 
over 400 incidents that were reported, 80% were addressed 
by UWIANO and other peacebuilders at the subnational level. 
The 2022 elections were widely considered peaceful but still 
revealed deep political divides and persistent voter distrust 
which manifested in the low voter turnout among the youth. 
National cohesion efforts, including civic education, inter-
party dialogue and independent electoral dispute resolution 
are crucial to avoiding backsliding. 

Importantly, the peaceful conduct of the 2022 elections 
reflected the growing maturity of Kenya’s peace 
infrastructure. The judiciary and civil society also played 
critical roles. The Supreme Court has emerged as a credible 
forum for adjudicating presidential elections disputes, while 
civil society organizations have been instrumental in voter 
education, electoral observation and early-warning activities. 
These contributions draw from broader institutional 

investments in prevention, including subnational peace forums 
and national coordination mechanisms.  As  Kenya  continues 
to strengthen its peace infrastructure, integrating electoral 
peacebuilding into national prevention frameworks — such as 
the forthcoming National Peacebuilding Policy — will be key 
to sustaining long-term stability.

The Role of International Partners 

Kenya’s experience demonstrates that national leadership and 
capacity building are essential for sustainable peacebuilding. 
At the same time, international actors  have played a 
supportive role  in providing resources, technical  expertise 
and political accompaniment. 

The UN peacebuilding architecture contributed to elevating 
visibility and sustaining momentum behind nationally 
rooted mechanisms. On 22 March 2024, the Peacebuilding 
Commission held an Ambassadorial-level meeting on 
national efforts for prevention and peacebuilding — lessons 
from Kenya, Norway and Timor-Leste.95 The meeting 
provided a platform to learn from the three countries on 
their strategies for prevention and peacebuilding, addressing 
both achievements and ongoing challenges. It was an early 
response to the Secretary-General’s call for the prioritization 
of prevention and the national ownership of prevention and 
peacebuilding efforts, as outlined in A New Agenda for Peace. 

The UN has played a role in supporting Kenya’s efforts to build 
a more inclusive and peaceful electoral process, towards 
a more sustainable peace. The Peace and Development 
Network Trust and the UNCT provided key support in 
establishing and running the UWIANO platform. The 
Peacebuilding Fund supported projects that complemented 
NCIC and UWIANO efforts to reduce electoral violence ahead 
of the 2022 elections; in 2025, the PBF also committed to a 
two-year project to further strengthen Kenya’s peacebuilding 
architecture ahead of the 2027 elections. Other external 
support included investments in youth and women’s political 
participation, strengthening dispute resolution mechanisms, 
outreach and peace campaigns — including the dissemination 
of flyers with messages of peace during the 2022 elections — 
and the facilitation of sustained inter-party dialogue.

International actors have also provided targeted support 
to build capacities in Kenya’s local government institutions 
and to strengthen peace infrastructures at the county-level, 
particularly in fragile borderland areas. This support included 
cross-border cooperation and resilience-building through 
targeted programmes such as the Cross-Border Programme 
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for Sustainable Development between Kenya and Uganda 
(2019–2022), which focused on regional governance, conflict 
prevention, inclusive growth, climate resilience and women 
and youth empowerment in Turkana, West Pokot and 
Karamoja. The project titled “Promoting Peace and Inclusive 
Development in Borderlands Counties” in north-eastern 
Kenya aimed to strengthen community participation, local 
peace capacities and stakeholder coordination. 

Regional and bilateral actors, including IGAD, the European 
Union and Germany similarly supported Kenya’s borderland 
peacebuilding initiatives. IFIs have also contributed 
significantly to Kenya’s national efforts, with the World Bank, 
for example, supporting the Northern Kenya Development 
Initiative that aimed to bolster resilience and development 
in marginalized areas. The African Development Bank 
and the International Fund for Agricultural Development 

have similarly supported resilience-building and inclusive 
development through investments in climate adaptation, 
economic inclusion and strengthening local governance. 
Furthermore, international partners have contributed to 
disarmament initiatives in cross-border arid and semi-
arid counties, including the collection, disposal, marking 
and tracing of illicit firearms, reinforcing Kenya’s broader 
peacebuilding architecture and nationally led efforts.

As Kenya pursues the further development of its national 
infrastructures for peace, effective implementation will 
depend on high-level political goodwill and adequate 
financing from the international community, particularly as 
the country continues to navigate the aftermath of the 2024–
2025 youth-led protests and prepares for another potentially 
highly contested election cycle in 2027.
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This chapter confronts the challenges inherent in the 
localization of peacebuilding efforts. It argues that without 
clear mechanisms for planning and monitoring, the promise 
of locally led peacebuilding may falter. It presents Inclusive 
Coalitions and the Peace Impact Framework as two approaches 
that can ensure greater integration of local ownership and 
external support to enhance accountability to affected 
populations, deepen engagement of all stakeholders and 
provide vital evidence and lessons for future engagements. 

Introduction

This chapter reflects the perspectives and experiences of 
peacebuilding actors working across diverse regions and 
conflict contexts, drawn primarily from the work of Search for 
Common Ground (Search), a peacebuilding non-governmental 
organization (NGO) founded in 1982.96 The case studies and 
tools presented throughout the chapter draw exclusively on 
Search’s experience, which can provide broader insights for 
the field.

Over the past 42 years, Search has drawn lessons from 
colleagues, partners and peers, including activists, CSOs 
and NGOs, to refine its approach to designing, implementing 
and measuring the impact of highly adaptive peacebuilding 
programmes. These programmes seek to be inclusive 
and accountable at every stage, from design through 
implementation and evaluation. Consequently, the Search 
programme teams and the networks with which it works 
across 36 countries in Africa, Asia, the Middle East and Latin 
America, as well as in the United States, include over 90% 
local members from the communities where it operates.97 

From one perspective, the concept of national and local 
ownership is straightforward: it encapsulates the evident 
truth that any enduring arrangement must secure the buy-in 
of stakeholders or, at the very least, their acquiescence. 
Involving stakeholders in jointly crafting the arrangement 
is a proven method to secure such buy-in. Including all 
stakeholders affected by conflict helps ensure (a) their support 

for outcomes of that process and (b) that all peacebuilding 
efforts are accountable to them.

State institutions, through decentralized governance 
structures, can play a stabilizing role by providing services and 
fostering trust between communities and the State. However, 
decentralization is, in fragile contexts, a long-term objective 
that frequently suffers from recurring underinvestment, both 
politically and financially. As discussed in Chapter 3, effective 
peacebuilding at its core necessitates the (re)building of trust, 
both inter-communal and between citizens and authorities, 
ensuring that social and political arrangements endure based 
on genuine local and national buy-in. Local governments, with 
their proximity to communities, can help sustain peace efforts 
by ensuring that solutions are not only community-driven but 
also formally embedded within local and national governance 
frameworks. Achieving this is exceptionally challenging in 
a global environment where the means to sow distrust are 
readily deployed by both State and non-State actors, and 
where the resurgence of major power conflicts introduces 
further destabilizing factors.

Given this context, it is hardly surprising that over the past 
two decades, political polarization and violent conflict have 
escalated across the globe, while longer-term negotiated 
solutions to conflicts have been elusive. One of the few recent 
comprehensive and durable peace processes — the political 
negotiations that yielded the 2016 Colombia Peace Accord, 
and the community-level reconciliation efforts to ground that 
Accord in Colombians’ daily lived realities — is now nearly a 
decade old.

Much of the attention to “local ownership” of peacebuilding 
focuses on one piece of the global peacebuilding infrastructure: 
the relationships between non-governmental peacebuilding 
actors (international and regional NGOs and networks 
alongside local and national CSOs) and their funding sources 
(primarily governmental and multilateral donor agencies and 
private foundations). This line of inquiry examines issues 
such as the proportion of peacebuilding funding allocated to 
locally registered CSOs versus international NGOs; whether 
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governance mechanisms include representation from regions 
where organizations work; and whether the relationships 
between international NGOs and local CSOs enable equity 
in goal setting and programme design, execution and 
evaluation. It also delves into how to recognize, integrate and 
invest in the peacebuilding capacities of those living closest 
to conflict.

An important question is how the global peacebuilding support 
infrastructure can better accompany local non-governmental 
peacebuilding actors. From the research emerges a clear and 
compelling — albeit partial — answer: provide greater support 
to and vest greater authority in local civil society organizations 
to design and implement peacebuilding initiatives. 

Even when major crises or sudden large-scale violence 
require mobilizing support beyond national borders, practical 
experience shows steps to help ensure local and national 
ownership and the long-term sustainability of initiatives. 
The 19 “positive deviance” case studies of international-to-
local transitions across 13 countries reflected in the Stopping 
As Success (2017–2020) initiative98 identified a range of 
indicators of healthy partnership between international, 
national and local peacebuilding organizations and resources, 
as well as priority needs for responsible transitions from 
international to local peacebuilding organizations. The case 
studies emphasized that how an international actor enters a 
context matters as much as how they leave and showed how 
partnerships can address power imbalances through solidarity 
and trust. The research also highlighted the need for flexible 
funding sources, a joint vision of international-national-local 
partnerships and transitions, and consideration of post-
transition partnerships. The studies focused on international 
peacebuilding support mobilized mid-crisis or urgently to 
prevent war, with profound levels of local leadership and 
decision-making, and which ultimately transitioned to 
entirely locally managed institutions and initiatives as crises 
gave way to greater stability. 

Current initiatives to rebalance power dynamics from 
external/international entities toward national and local 
entities are important — and yet they are only part of what 
makes for adaptive, effective and sustainable peacebuilding 
that is locally and nationally owned. Among the host of 
contributing factors: 

•	� Engagement of local and national governing authorities, 
including, critically, the security sector;

•	� Powerful role of regional and global powers — both State 
and non-State — in influencing conflict dynamics; and

•	� Significant power dynamics and conflicts that always 
exist within the demographics of national and local actors 
— as well as the gaps between local and national actors 
that can be as pronounced as those between local and 
international actors.

Practical experience and rigorous analysis show that two 
key components ensure that peacebuilding processes 
reflect genuine local and national ownership: First, 
supporting networks and coalitions that are not only local 
but inclusive, so as to (re)build inter-communal trust and 
institutional legitimacy. Second, defining success — and 
therefore the goals around which peacebuilding efforts are 
designed and evaluated — through the integration of local 
stakeholder perspectives with insights from decades of global 
peacebuilding practice and scholarship.

The Vital Role of Inclusive Coalitions  
and Networks

As discussed in Chapter 3, national ownership is now 
recognized as a cornerstone of effective peacebuilding efforts. 
The recent focus on localization within the international 
development sector is also a welcome, albeit overdue, 
development. Localization, which centres local communities 
and local government institutions in leadership, decision-
making, resource allocation and accountability, ensures that 
any progress made is more likely to endure and mitigates the 
risks associated with externally driven initiatives. In conflict 
contexts, enduring results often emerge from coalitions 
and networks that are local and inclusive, encompassing a 
wide range of constituencies and interests across conflict-
affected communities.

While civil society-led peacebuilding initiatives are crucial, 
Chapter 3 stressed that sustainable peace requires government 
efforts and political commitments that can embed these 
efforts within formal institutions. In places where inclusive 
peacebuilding coalitions include local governments, they are 
more likely to achieve long-term impact, as local authorities 
can provide legitimacy and institutional continuity for these 
initiatives. For instance, governance reforms that empower 
local governments with mediation and trust-building 
capacities allow them to play an active role in preventing 
conflicts and promoting reconciliation. 

For example, the Colombian Government’s engagement of 
local leaders and activists played a crucial role in salvaging 
the Colombian Peace Accord following its narrow defeat in 
a 2016 national referendum. The continued mobilization 
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of networks and coalitions to implement and rectify the 
Accord’s deficiencies has been successful largely because 
local authorities engaged Colombians across diverse political, 
regional, ethnic, professional and other identity lines under 
the framework of Territory-Focused Development Plans 
(Programas de Desarrollo con Enfoque Territorial).99

While time-bound processes of mediation, adjudication 
and dispute-resolution benefit from impartial third-party 
mediators, arbitrators or judges, (re)building trust and 
securing lasting peace require persistent and adaptive 
engagement of diverse governmental and non-governmental 
stakeholders to design and build, together, a reality free from 
violence and its triggering conditions.

Indeed, it is unrealistic, impractical and arguably immoral to 
expect peacebuilding coalitions and networks that are truly 
inclusive across conflicting parties to be impartial or neutral 
— terms that convey emotional distance, detachment or 
disengagement — especially in the face of recent or ongoing 
violence affecting their communities. The efficacy and power 
of peacebuilders who are local to conflict contexts stem from 
their understanding of their own culture, the specificities and 
conflict dynamics of that particular context, and, most often, 
from being seen as credible actors who are committed to their 
communities’ well-being.

In practice, building inclusive coalitions is a more difficult, 
time-consuming and delicate process than building coalitions 
of the like-minded. It is also more complex than “hiring local,” 
preferring local CSOs over international NGOs, or ensuring 
“locally led” programme design, implementation, resource 
allocation and evaluation. In conflict contexts where inclusive 
coalitions and networks do not already exist, building them 
requires intentional efforts to recruit, manage and build 
trust across teams that can then design and drive adaptive 
peacebuilding accountable to all relevant communities and 
stakeholder groups.

Key Characteristics of Inclusive Coalitions

Inclusive coalitions seek to engage all stakeholders affected 
by conflict dynamics or who can influence peacebuilding 
efforts. This includes national leadership, business leaders, 
political elites, local government, popular movement leaders 
and youth activists, civil society leaders, religious actors, 
social media influencers, champions within the security sector 
and relevant regional and international networks, as well 
as constituencies often excluded due to political, cultural or 
social norms — women, ethnic, religious or racial minorities, 

Indigenous communities and others from historically 
marginalized regions. Because these constituencies may be 
excluded even from locally or nationally led peacebuilding 
processes, support for inclusive coalitions can better situate 
local ownership within national sustainability.

There are five characteristics of inclusive coalitions that make 
them especially capable of driving peacebuilding that both 
reflects and fosters local and national ownership:

1.	� Credibility: The more divided a society is, the more 
valuable the widespread access, influence, credibility 
and convening power an inclusive coalition can leverage. 
Search’s Sri Lanka team comprises diverse Sinhalese, 
Tamil, Muslim and Buddhist leaders and activists. The 
team has contributed substantially to the post-civil war 
nationwide reconciliation process through its ability to 
convene, partner with and amplify narratives of diverse Sri 
Lankan communities that suffered during the war and seek 
to build a more stable future. The well-documented impact 
of the nationwide Community Memorialization Project, 
implemented across every region and with diaspora 
communities in partnership with HerStories Project and 
local CSOs — including Akkaraipattu Women’s Development 
Foundation in Ampara, Viluthu Centre for Human Resources 
Development in Mannar, Prathiba Media Network in Matara, 
and Sarvodaya in Anuradhapura, Moneragala and Kalutara 
— succeeded precisely because of the cross-communal 
design and implementation coalition.100

2.	� Local knowledge and collective action: Inclusive 
coalitions uniquely recognize and navigate effectively the 
social, cultural and political sensitivities and opportunities 
in building peace. They understand which words to use 
when initiating security sector reform; which informal 
networks and media outlets best reach communities 
wary from years of oppression; which early indicators 
signal future violence; and which neighbourhoods should 
be prioritized for collaborative action between divided 
communities to maximize broader national impact 
through community-level success. In Kyrgyzstan, Search 
found that efforts to address violent extremism over the 
past two decades were hampered by weak relationships 
between police and religious communities. Religious 
leaders working to counter extremist groups’ influence on 
youth tended to distrust the police, while police often felt 
religious leaders weren’t proactive enough in preventing 
violent extremism. Such mistrust was further deepened 
by limited opportunities for personal relationships 
between these groups. To foster conditions for more 
collaboration, Search invited senior representatives from 
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the law enforcement and the Muftiyat, or the Spiritual 
Administration of Muslims, to join other community and 
institutional leaders on a broadly inclusive Advisory 
Council. Such initiatives emerged through collaboration 
between local religious authorities, community leaders 
and law enforcement, demonstrating how engaging 
diverse stakeholders can build mutual trust and 
understanding.

3.	� Action orientation: People whose communities suffer 
from destructive conflict demand more than dialogue — 
they seek action that reduces suffering, opens pathways 
to liberation, or creates conditions for sustainable peace. 
The establishment of an interfaith coalition along Kenya’s 
Swahili Coast in 1999 emerged when diverse faith leaders 
convened under the Coast Peace Initiative of PeaceNet 
Kenya to address violence over land and resource 
distribution. Though politically instigated, the violence, 
fuelled by extremist religious teachings, heightened 
interreligious tensions. At a critical moment, Muslim 
and Christian religious leaders held a tense but pivotal 
meeting. Christian leaders, through Bishop Abarijah 
Kinnogah, opened with a stark warning: “If one more 
church is attacked, we will have five mosques burned to 
the ground.” Instead of escalating, participants began 
working together to prevent violence. In the ensuing 
months and years this network blossomed into a broad-
based interfaith coalition, Coast Interfaith Council of 
Clerics Trust, which mobilized repeatedly to prevent 
violence and worked collectively to lobby against national 
legislation that they feared would threaten religious 
liberties for all.101 Had these tense dialogues not translated 
into effective violence prevention, this powerful coalition 
would never have formed, leaving the region vulnerable 
to both interreligious violence and political leaders who 
exploit communal tensions for votes.

4.	� Principled pragmatism: The gap between international 
and local peacebuilding becomes apparent when 
international actors embrace simple, compelling slogans 
that are unhelpful to affected communities. The interaction 
between ending mass violence and seeking accountability 
for past injustices is vital, but the perspectives of those 
directly affected by conflict must take priority over 
international agendas. International support combined 
with inclusive coalitions can advance peace and justice, as 
demonstrated in South Africa’s transition from Apartheid. 
As violence can destroy progress for generations, 
inclusive coalitions representing affected communities 
are best positioned to balance violence prevention 
with justice.

5.	� Authenticity: A common saying about social change 
activism is “Be the change you wish to see in the world.” 
Inclusive coalitions reflect this principle by embodying 
in their diverse composition and commitment to 
collaborative problem-solving the future they intend to 
bring about in their society. It is difficult to create a more 
inclusive, humane and just society through exclusivist, 
adversarial activism. The examples noted above — 
from Colombia and Burundi to Kenya and Kyrgyzstan 
— succeeded in preventing violence and building trust 
precisely because the participating coalitions modelled 
the societies they sought to bring about: diverse in their 
identities, perspectives and constituencies but committed 
to non-violent problem-solving.

The trend towards localization in international development 
policy, practice and funding marks a significant shift towards 
rectifying long-standing imbalances where too much control 
over programme design, implementation and evaluation 
for peacebuilding support was held far from the affected 
communities. In a world characterized by deepening 
polarization and conflict, this shift is crucial and needs to be 
accelerated. It is essential to focus on identifying, empowering 
and enhancing support for those organizations and networks 
that are committed to mobilizing inclusive coalitions across 
diverse conflict lines.

Integrating Local Stakeholder Views into a 
Framework to Measure Impact

As introduced in Chapter 2, peacebuilding support initiatives 
can improve their accountability to national and local 
stakeholders by including them in defining what impact 
means and in assessing progress toward it. The following 
section describes several practical tools and methods for 
applying this principle.

Peacebuilding actors who deploy programme monitoring 
methods such as “outcome harvesting” — bringing 
participants into programmatic reflections to inform learning 
— provide space for locally informed adaptation. This can 
also be achieved through technology-driven methods such 
as participatory social media monitoring to generate, for 
example, an early warning early response mechanism such 
as the ones established in Kenya.102 Even in contexts with 
high levels of distrust or where especially sensitive topics are 
being explored, there are practical processes that provide safe 
space for stakeholders’ voices to be heard, such as the listening 
and learning approach through which community members 
contribute insights in conversation with trusted interlocutors.103 
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Inclusive design and participatory research methods 
reduce bias, increase local ownership and help create 
understanding of local communities’ experiences of peace 
and their expressed needs and priorities. Moreover, a study 
of approaches to capturing unintended impacts found that 
including stakeholder perspectives starting in an early stage 
of programme design helps capture results beyond a given 
project’s “logical framework.”104 

Defining and monitoring the success of peacebuilding 
efforts should also leverage the experience of decades of 
peacebuilding experience across diverse conflict contexts. 
This ensures that local and national perspectives on what 
peace would look like in any given context are enriched by 
a vast and ever-accumulating trove of research, evidence 
and experience about what approaches tend to enable 
peacebuilding efforts to sustain at scale. It also provides a 
mechanism that is useful to policymakers and donors seeking 
to understand and support peacebuilding across a variety of 
conflict contexts.

The Peace Impact Framework (PIF) was developed by 
Search as a tool to aid in designing and monitoring the 
impact of peacebuilding programming that could be applied 

across diverse conflict contexts and yet flexible enough 
in its application to capture the particularities that make 
every context unique.105 Through extensive consultations 
with peacebuilding actors and policy-makers, focus group 
discussions with communities in conflict contexts in diverse 
regions, and analysis of relevant literature and existing 
evaluation frameworks (including the SCORE Index,106 the 
SDG 16+ Indicators,107 the Positive Peace Index108 and others), 
the PIF identifies five themes or signs of a healthy, conflict-
resilient society:

1.	� Intercommunal trust: The degree to which people feel 
they can rely on others to respect and abide by the same 
rules of the social contract between them.

2.	� Institutional legitimacy: The degree to which people trust 
the institutions that govern or serve them — from public 
sector institutions such as the police, judiciary or other 
government agencies to cultural or traditional institutions 
such as the media, information networks and religious 
institutions. Local government — often the first point of 
contact for communities seeking services, redress and 
protection — is a particularly important actor under this 
theme.

PIF’s Actionable Indicators

1.	� Percentage of the population that feels safe walking alone around the area they live (SDG 16.1.4); 

2.	� Conflict-related deaths per 100,000 population (SDG 16.1.2); 

3.	� Percentage of the population that believes they can make a positive difference in their neighborhood (Mercy 
Corps, Eirene Peacebuilding Database); 

4.	� Percentage of the population that takes action to influence the things they care about; 

5.	� Percentage of the population that believe they are perceived as less than human in their society because of their 
group membership (Dehumanization Index, Beyond Conflict); 

6.	� Percentage of population that is willing to use violence to advance their group interests (SCORE Index, World 
Values Survey); 

7.	� Percentage of the population that believes decision-making is inclusive and responsive (SDG 16.7.2); 

8.	� Percentage of the population that is satisfied with services they seek from authorities; 

9.	� Monetary value of time and resources invested into identified priorities to support peace (Social Return on 
Investment research); and

10.	 Imports and exports of arms (SIPRI).
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3.	� Safety: The degree to which people fear or are directly 
impacted by violence.

4.	� Agency: The degree to which people believe they can have 
a positive influence on their well-being or the conditions 
in which they live.

5.	� Resourcing: The degree to which societies’ financial 
resources are allocated toward building and maintaining 
non-violent conflict resolution mechanisms and 
structures.

The PIF also proposes ten actionable indicators, aligned with 
the five foundational themes of the framework, to facilitate 
the measurement of peacebuilding activities in a structured 
and practical manner.109

The PIF offers insights on how models can help ensure that 
peacebuilding support programmes incorporate local and 
national stakeholder input, combining these perspectives 
with decades of peacebuilding expertise from various global 
contexts. This integration enables a comprehensive approach 
to evaluating and enhancing peace efforts.

Closing the National-Local Gap

The gap — in terms of trust, relationships, communication 
and representation — between some local communities 
and national governing institutions, including security 
services, can be as pronounced as the gap between local 
communities and international agencies. In highly conflictual 
contexts, international support for “civil society as adversarial 
watchdog of government” is often ill-suited to strengthen 
intercommunal trust or institutional legitimacy. When 
internationally supported initiatives focus only on civil society 
without engaging local governance, they risk being seen as 
detached from formal structures of authority. Strengthening 
local governance structures and ensuring local governments 
actively engage in peacebuilding can help bridge this divide, 
increasing State legitimacy while promoting inclusive 
decision-making. The five themes of the Peace Impact 
Framework noted above are essential to sustain peacebuilding 
results that enjoy both local and national support.

On the other hand, peace processes that engage only 
national political leaders and armed groups while excluding 
civil society also tend to fail. This is particularly true today, 
when authority and influence often reside in different hands. 
Consider a young social media “influencer” whose thousands 
of followers are targeted for armed group recruitment. 

Excluding such an influencer from peacebuilding processes 
simply because she lacks formal authority in government 
or registered institutions reduces the likelihood of success. 
Research consistently demonstrates this principle, with 
women’s inclusion at every stage of peacebuilding being 
among the most thoroughly documented examples.110

Given these realities, successful peacebuilding today requires 
both creative collaboration between governing authorities and 
civil society actors, and the integration of diverse influencers 
with constituencies. The cultivation of inclusive coalitions 
and networks becomes vital for transforming relationships 
between local communities — including informal influencers 
— and national institutions.

Examples include: 

•	� Central African Republic: Extensive engagement with the 
municipalities of Bangui and Bambari from 2018 to 2022 
strengthened local capacities to prevent atrocities and 
violence by working with local government-established 
peace structures, including peace committees, local 
leaders, local officials and government representatives. 
Training for mentors, religious leaders and municipal 
staff was combined with solidarity activities, radio 
programming and consultative mechanisms. Such 
mechanisms included town hall meetings and security 
briefings, giving national authorities a means of hearing 
local communities’ concerns. Together, these efforts 
increased inter-community cohesion and inclusion, as well 
as community members’ understanding of the role of local 
peace structures and peace mentors in preventing violence. 
It also fostered space for members of the peace structures 
to understand their own capacities and coordination for 
responding to immediate risks of violence.111 This work 
also strengthened community-level capacities for violence 
prevention, as described in PBF’s 2023 Funding Report: 
“Increased youth engagement in local mediation in the 
Bamingui-Bangoran Region in the Central African Republic 
yielded concrete results, with increased constructive 
interactions between the farmer and herder communities 
from 37 to 68% over two years.112 At the end of this project, 
71% of 160 young people surveyed reported a higher level 
of trust in the other community.” 

•	� Rwanda: The consistent involvement of landowners and 
effective training of mediators strengthened constructive 
engagement between civil society and local governing 
authorities on sensitive issues related to land use. Citizens 
increased their knowledge and access to information on 
land tenure issues and options for resolving them, and the 
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perception of the level of participation of civil society and 
traditional chiefs in political decision-making concerning 
the prevention and resolution of land conflicts rose by 
17%.113

Such approaches can even yield peacebuilding benefits 
vis-à-vis non-State armed groups. Communities often 
wield influence over violent actors and community-level 
engagement with armed groups can prevent and reduce 
protection risks and violence. The Overseas Development 
Institute (ODI Global) has documented the success of these 
approaches in the Central African Republic and South Sudan, 
where humanitarian mediation and other community-
level negotiations succeeded in protecting vulnerable 
populations.114,115

Broader intergenerational approaches help to prevent the 
fraying of social fabric that could lead to crisis, ensuring that 
both youth and adults feel invested in their society’s peaceful 
future. There are several recommendations for expanding 
children’s and youth’s participation in peace processes 
and the YPS agenda underscores the benefits of inclusive 
participation.116,117,118 Examples from the Philippines and 
Nigeria demonstrate that the State’s inclusion of youth and 
civil society in co-developing national action plans (NAPs) can 
ensure that peacebuilding efforts reflect the aspirations and 
commitment of wide segments of society and help to close 
the “national-local” gap.119,120

When local communities engage constructively with 
formal and informal authorities — rather than through 
purely adversarial relations — the results are profound and 
sustainable, cultivating both local and national buy-in at 
every step.

The Need to Build Peace at All Times

The 2018 Pathways for Peace study made the case that 
inclusive and sustainable development can make important 
contributions to preventing and building resilience to 
crises.121 Evidence from countries such as Afghanistan, 
CAR, DRC, Guinea, Mali, Myanmar, Nigeria, South Sudan, 
Syria and Yemen have shown that inclusive, adaptive peace 
architectures developed during periods of relative stability 
did help prevent atrocities during crises as they enabled 
community responses to be rooted in already-established 
relationships and platforms for cooperation.122 

In Sudan, years of support to local peacebuilding networks, 
including those led by women and youth, built relationships 

and resilience that have proven lifesaving during the ongoing 
civil war. The results are seen in (a) inter-communal solidarity 
and assistance throughout the war, and (b) the resilience of 
communities to the recruitment efforts of rival armed groups 
that have sought to ethnicize a conflict that is, at base, a rivalry 
between two military factions. 

Sudanese women were historically excluded from 
peacebuilding processes — despite their prominent 
leadership of the civil disobedience movement that hastened 
the end of the Bashir regime in 2019. And yet now, a period 
of years of investment in women’s leadership networks has 
created modest openings. Mechanisms such as the Peace 
for Sudan Platform — comprising 49 women-led peace and 
humanitarian initiatives and CSOs, along with informal 
networks — prepare women for taking part in negotiations and 
policy discussions.123 Such support for women’s participation 
led to 14 Sudanese women joining the Geneva ceasefire talks 
in August 2024. Though the talks didn’t achieve a ceasefire, 
they secured agreements for humanitarian access to war-
affected regions and areas.124

Even during crises or sudden political transition — when 
international actors may pull back or even impose barriers 
to engagement with key parties — opportunities to prevent 
violence and foster peace exist. In 2023 alone, support for 
inclusive peacebuilding networks and coalitions directly 
prevented and reduced violence in multiple places, such as: 

•	� Lod, Israel, where “mixed” communities of Arab and 
Jewish Israeli citizens mobilized to prevent inter-
communal violence during the Gaza war; 

•	� South Kordofan, Sudan, where local peacebuilders 
mediated between the Rapid Support Forces and the 
Sudanese Armed Forces to prevent the invasion of Dilling; 
and 

•	� Communities facing acute crises at the border of the 
Democratic Republic of the Congo and the Central African 
Republic.

During crises, though barriers to engaging communities may 
intensify, locally rooted inclusive teams can creatively use 
both traditional and cutting-edge tools to maintain or even 
increase engagement. Several examples demonstrate this 
approach. Following the outbreak of civil war in Sudan in April 
2023, CMI worked with local civil society organizations and 
networks to use the artificial intelligence and engagement tool 
Remesh to facilitate dialogue and amplify the perspectives of 
Sudanese civil society, including women’s associations and 
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youth groups. These dialogues served to highlight civilian 
priorities and perspectives concerning representation in 
the ceasefire and political negotiations.125 During the South 
Sudan High Level Revitalization Forum, the South Sudan 
Civil Society Forum (SSCSF) utilized a social media campaign 
to pressure conflicting parties and amplify marginalized 
voices, showcasing the potential of digital platforms to foster 
inclusivity.126 The ILLIMI Niger platform, a collaboration 
between the Government of Niger, Search and the United 
Nations provides a space for stakeholders to coordinate and 
access shared data, promoting transparency and facilitating 
informed decision-making.127 

In short, how societies respond in every context — from 
periods of relative stability to periods of crisis — sows the 
seeds for future stability or instability. Rather than disengage 
during periods of relative stability or take a “wait-and-see” 
approach during crises, nations concerned with supporting 
the transition from conflict to sustainable peace should muster 
the political will and resources to support peacebuilders in 
creatively engaging key stakeholders in even the toughest 
circumstances.

Conclusion and Dilemmas That  
Cannot Be Addressed Through Local  
and National Ownership

This chapter draws on practical experience to argue that local 
and national ownership of peacebuilding processes, and thus 
their sustainability, can be enhanced through two approaches:

1.	� Support: Supporting inclusive networks and coalitions 
that are both local and encompassing diverse communities 
and conflicting stakeholders, while ensuring that local 
governments play an active role in driving these efforts. 
These networks can co-design and mobilize collaborative 
action that builds trust between local communities and 
with national institutions.

2.	� Frameworks: Developing a framework, such as the Peace 
Impact Framework, to define and monitor peacebuilding 
success by combining local stakeholder perspectives 
with insights from global peacebuilding experience and 
scholarship, ensuring that these efforts are embedded 
within governance structures that have the long-term 
responsibility for stability.

Beyond the scope of this chapter lies a big challenge: outside 
powers often fuel conflicts that undermine effective local 
peacebuilding initiatives — even ones they support. SIPRI 
research shows that the top arms-exporting nations are also 
the main funders of international peacebuilding programmes, 
while World Peace Foundation and Tufts University research 
links arms flows to increased insecurity, exposing the myth 
that more weapons lead to more security.128,129,130 Further 
complicating this picture is the fact that the resurgence of 
major power competition can jeopardize peacebuilding 
efforts financed by one set of global powers as a means of 
checking the influence of others.

Some steps are welcome, such as the 2023 General Assembly 
decision131 making Peacebuilding Fund contributions partially 
assessed rather than purely voluntary; this decision expanded 
the number of countries that support peacebuilding 
politically or financially. These efforts contribute to burden-
sharing for global peacebuilding, and they help to sustain 
peacebuilding efforts at the local and national levels so that 
they may succeed even in the broader context of geo-political 
competition.

No single measure can assure peacebuilding success in 
challenging times. However, experience shows that success 
is most likely when peacebuilding support efforts secure 
the collaborative participation of diverse local and national 
stakeholders every step along the way, from design to 
implementation to evaluation.
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Field Insight 3

Local Institutions at the Frontline: 
Lessons from Borno State

Lessons learned from peacebuilding initiatives over the 
past decades serve as a stark reminder: while police or 
military action is typically activated in response to violence 
and conflict, broader human-security approaches are 
instrumental in creating the conditions for sustainable peace. 
These approaches encompass elements of inclusion, human 
rights and institution-building.

In recent years, the international community has come 
to realize that such approaches are particularly relevant 
to counterterrorism, with a growing recognition of the 
need to address underlying drivers of radicalization and 
extremism.132 Through research and direct support, the Cairo 
International Center for Conflict Resolution, Peacekeeping 
and Peacebuilding (CCCPA) found that the approach taken 
in Borno State in north-east Nigeria between 2021 and 2024 
illustrated how demobilization and reintegration efforts, 

led by local authorities with the engagement of civil society 
and community leaders, can provide an important element 
to counterterrorism responses. Faced with unprecedented 
defections from Boko Haram and the Islamic State — West 
Africa Province (ISWAP) at that time, local authorities 
re-integrated more than 250,000 individuals into their 
communities during those four years. 

Managing Rapid Change through  
Local Institutions

As towns are liberated and reclaimed from non-State armed 
groups, establishing functional governance systems is critical 
to restoring security and public trust. Without effective 
governance structures, these communities remain vulnerable 
to instability and a resurgence of extremism. 

A crowd gathers in Bama, Borno State, Nigeria, for a cultural event featuring local football matches, musical performances, and other community 
activities. Photo: UNDP Nigeria 2025.
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For years, Nigeria has been grappling with the ongoing threat 
posed by violent extremism. The death of Boko Haram’s leader, 
Abubakar Shekau, in May 2021 led to waves of mass defection 
and marked a turning point in the country’s response to 
violent extremism. Tens of thousands of men, women and 
children surrendered themselves to security forces and local 
authorities, marking the largest wave of defections since Boko 
Haram emerged in 2009, while straining national, local and 
communal institutions and resources. 

The Borno State government perceived this critical juncture as 
an opportune moment to diminish Boko Haram and ISWAP’s 
operational and recruitment capacity, restore law and order, 
allow people to go back to their homes and villages and 
to rebuild the State. The first step taken by the Borno State 
government was to maintain the momentum of defections 
over time by publishing messages reassuring individuals that 
surrendering to the authorities would not lead to harm or ill-
treatment.

In order to manage mass defections, the Borno local 
authorities devised an innovative community-led verification 

process. It enabled the rapid reintegration of farmers and 
civilians who had lived under Boko Haram control but were 
not directly affiliated with the group, while transit centres 
were established for former combatants and affiliates. Transit 
centres reviewed cases and offered reintegration support 
through religious instruction as well as vocational training 
tailored to the level of involvement and convictions for acts 
of violence. Cases were also referred for criminal investigation 
when necessary. 

This approach led over 250,000 individuals to surrender from 
Boko Haram and ISWAP between 2021 and 2024: approximately 
180,050 farmers with their families, 7,305 fighters, 14,675 
wives and children, and nearly 49,000 unaccompanied 
children, widows, survivors of gender-based violence (GBV) 
and individuals with disabilities.133 The experience in Borno 
illustrates how local authorities, with their knowledge of 
social dynamics and proximity to affected populations, were 
uniquely positioned to design adaptive responses that can 
manage fast-moving, complex conflict situations at scale.

Young men in Bama, Borno State, attend a cultural event featuring local football matches, musical performances, and other community activities. 
Photo: UNDP Nigeria 2025.
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Security Gains Are Amplified by  
Community Engagement

The Borno approach underscores how local leaders, 
from State officials to traditional rulers and community 
elders, can play a pivotal role in bridging the gap between 
national peacebuilding and reconciliation initiatives and 
the communities that are most affected by conflict. Their 
authority, credibility, and strong community ties made them 
pivotal in preventing and countering radicalization by creating 
spaces for inclusivity and understanding.

Under the Community-Based Reintegration and Reconciliation 
Mechanism (CBRRM), the Borno State government relied on 
these leaders to facilitate dialogue among displaced persons, 
returnees and host communities, helping to build trust and 
acceptance of former affiliates undergoing disarmament, 
demobilization and reintegration. Together with the Borno 
State Ministry of Information and Internal Security (MIIS), 
authorities convened town hall meetings bringing together 
traditional, religious and women and youth leaders, as well as 
local government representatives. These platforms enabled 
communities to voice concerns, understand the reintegration 
process and engage transparently in decision-making. The 
approach developed in Borno State recognized and leveraged 
the role of local communities as the first line of defence 

against radicalization; such groups are the most affected 
by and the most capable of addressing its root causes. This 
experience also underscores that community leadership can 
serve as an effective bridge between national initiatives and 
local practice. It has nonetheless received scrutiny. Human 
rights advocates raised concerns about the conditions 
and rights of women and girls within the reintegration and 
amnesty framework, including cases of de facto reunification 
with former captors, and the limited access to justice, health 
services, education and livelihood support for survivors of 
conflict-related sexual violence and abduction.134 

Monitoring and evaluation systems have also struggled to 
keep pace with the scale of the caseload. There is limited 
publicly available data on whether reintegrated individuals, 
particularly former fighters, have remained in their 
communities over time or returned to active insurgency. 

Finally, the Borno approach operates alongside the federal 
military’s parallel surrender channel under Operation Hadin 
Kai.135 The overlap between these processes, and the absence 
of a unified tracking framework, make it difficult to assess 
long-term reintegration outcomes with confidence.

Community members in Bama, Borno State, take part in a cultural event featuring local football matches, musical performances, and other 
community activities. Photo: UNDP Nigeria 2025.
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External Support Reinforces National  
and Local Ownership

CCCPA provided complementary support to the Nigerian 
authorities that reinforced, rather than replaced, local capacity 
to absorb mass defections. CCCPA’s assistance operated on 
two levels. First, it strengthened national and local authorities 
by helping design frameworks for the Screening, Prosecution, 
Rehabilitation and Reintegration (SPRR) of individuals 
formerly associated with Boko Haram and ISWAP. Second, it 
worked directly with community leaders, especially women, 
to address community concerns, enhance local capacity 
to prevent radicalization and counter extremist narratives. 
This support strengthened local institutional capacity 
while enabling communities and institutions to manage 
an unprecedented caseload and address root causes of 
extremism.

Context Update (2024–Present) 

The operating context in Borno State  remains  highly 
dynamic and uncertain. While Government-led returns and 
reintegration efforts have continued, the security environment 
is fluid, with intermittent attacks, shifting patterns of control 
and continued risks along key transit and rural areas. 

Displacement dynamics  remain  complex. In addition to 
organized returns, there are increasing cases of secondary 
displacement, as some returnees  relocate  again due to 
insecurity, limited services, or lack of viable livelihoods. Many 
affected populations are concentrating in urban and peri-
urban centres such as Maiduguri, placing additional pressure 
on already strained infrastructure and local economies. 

Economic conditions have further tightened, with limited 
market absorption capacity, rising living costs and 
constrained access to land and the productive assets 
needed to restart livelihoods. As a result, reintegration is 
increasingly taking place in conditions of protracted crisis 
rather than stable recovery.  For this reason, reintegration 
outcomes  remain  fragile and  highly sensitive  to shifts in 
security, mobility and local economic conditions. 

Challenges of the Borno Experience 

While the approach taken in Borno State has provided 
a structured and coordinated framework for supporting 
reintegration, several challenges have become more evident 
in the evolving context:

1.	� Assumption of relative stability: The approach is partly 
predicated on the availability of sufficiently secure 
environments for return and reintegration. However, 
ongoing insecurity and periodic shocks continue to disrupt 
livelihoods, service delivery and community cohesion. 

2.	� Geographic fixation of reintegration: Reintegration 
support is often tied to specific return locations. However, 
affected populations adopt mobile and adaptive livelihood 
strategies. This mismatch can limit the sustainability of 
support provided. 

3.	� Limited economic absorption capacity: Local economies, 
particularly in return areas, remain weak and unable 
to absorb large numbers of reintegrating individuals. 
As a result, skills training and asset provision do not 
consistently translate into sustainable income. 

4.	� Fragility of social cohesion gains: While community 
sensitization efforts have contributed to acceptance, 
trust remains fragile and can deteriorate in response 
to insecurity, perceived inequalities in assistance, or 
resource competition. 

5.	� Short-term support vs. long-term reintegration needs: 
The approach often relies on time-bound assistance 
packages, whereas reintegration in this context requires 
sustained engagement, follow-up support and the ability 
to adapt to changing circumstances.

The Borno experience serves as a reminder that military 
force may open space for stability, but sustained peace is 
built on institutions, inclusive governance and empowered 
communities. The high number of defections that were 
absorbed by Borno State, leading to a large reintegration 
caseload, illustrates that more effective outcomes emerge 
when national and local governance is strengthened, 
community leadership is mobilized and existing institutional 
frameworks are supported by external partners. The Borno 
experience is also a cautionary tale. It shows that the longer-
term impact of peacebuilding initiatives requires sustained 
efforts over time and constant adaptation to changes in the 
security context and enduring socio-economic challenges.
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Field Insight 4

Responding to Local Needs and 
Adapting to Changing Contexts: The 
UN Department of Peace Operations’ 
Comprehensive Planning and 
Performance Assessment System (CPAS) 

UN peacekeeping operations require significant investments 
in personnel, material and finances to ensure that Missions 
meet the challenges set out in their mandates. In 2025, the 
General Assembly approved nearly $5.4 billion to support 
the operations of 12 Missions and related support offices 
at headquarters and in the field.136 With such significant 
expenditures, Member States have increasingly demanded 
greater evidence of Missions’ impact. Now more than ever, 
however, responding to these demands is a complicated 
task, as Member States’ polarization has impacted decision-
making over UN resources and mandates. In such a fraught 
environment, it has become essential for peacekeeping 
operations (PKOs) to clearly show their positive impact and 
overcome barriers to evidence-based assessment. 

Among the many obstacles, fluid dynamics and relationships 
in Mission settings make it challenging for PKOs to help 
establish and sustain peace, much less demonstrate impact. In 
such settings, populations often live a precarious existence in 
which exogenous shocks such as a natural disaster or a sudden 
depreciation in currency compound fragility and feed conflict. 
From South Sudan to Cyprus, the conflict factors to which 
Missions respond vary widely, requiring an approach that 
enables them to tailor standardized tools to their operational 
contexts and mandates and enable Missions to periodically 
assess their impact as a basis for adjusting operations. 

In response to the demand, the UN Department of 
Peace Operations (DPO) in 2017 began developing the 
Comprehensive Planning and Performance Assessment 
System (CPAS), in partnership with the Norwegian Institute 
of International Affairs (NUPI). CPAS was designed to assist 
Missions in improving performance and gauging impact 
through a flexible and iterative process that combined context 

analysis, planning and impact assessment. CPAS was first 
rolled out in the UN Multidimensional Integrated Stabilization 
Mission in the Central African Republic (MINUSCA) in 2018 and 
has since become a mandatory tool for assessing performance 
in all active Peacekeeping Missions. 

The CPAS process consists of three sequenced and mutually 
supportive outputs, starting with Mission leadership setting 
out strategic priorities, rooted in the mandate, as the basis 
for a participatory mapping of the context. Through this step, 
staff from across the Mission gather to analyse factors and 
actors that drive conflict dynamics in the Mission area. From 
this broad understanding of the context, the CPAS process 
guides Mission staff to identify the stakeholders who are key 
to implementing the mandate and where their work may 
most influence positive change. By pulling together staff from 
across the entire Mission, CPAS not only produces a baseline 
of the context’s conflict dynamics, it also helps generate a 
shared understanding of the environment and the need for an 
integrated, multi-sectoral approach.

Based on the context mapping and prioritization exercise, 
Mission members develop a comprehensive results framework 
that identifies qualitative and quantitative measures of 
change at the strategic level and links these higher-order 
transformations to operational indicators that demonstrate 
how the Mission contributes to impactful change. To populate 
the indicators, CPAS integrates existing data sources from 
the Mission, the UN country team and verified external 
sources such as Armed Conflict Location and Event Data 
(ACLED). By utilizing existing data, the CPAS process helps 
drive data coherence and address data inconsistencies and 
overlap within the UN at country level.137 Where additional 
data is required, Missions develop specific impact-oriented 
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indicators. The framework traces how input and output level 
changes at an operational level compound into higher-level 
change that contributes to a strategic objective; this method 
supports both vertical and horizontal integration and enables 
staff at all levels to understand their roles in delivering on 
Mission objectives. 

While context mapping and generating data for results chains 
from the strategic to the operational levels produce positive 
effects in their own right, perhaps the most transformative 
aspect of the CPAS process has been the periodic impact 
assessments to which they contribute. Impact assessments 
bring together Mission managers, staff and support to 
analyse data assembled through the comprehensive results 
framework, compile evidence of the Mission’s performance 
and impact and make recommendations for improvement. 
Conducted on a regular basis, such impact assessments help 
the Mission adapt its approach and improve outcomes for the 
conflict-affected communities it serves. 

Recommendations from impact assessments have resulted 
in important changes on the ground that otherwise likely 
would not have happened. An impact assessment undertaken 
in 2020 by the UN Mission in South Sudan (UNMISS), for 
example, revealed that tension over access to scarce land 
and water resources on the border between Warrap and 
Western Bahr El Ghazal States was leading to cattle-raiding 
and conflicts between farmers and semi-nomadic herders. 
Analysis of the context revealed that a slow justice delivery 
system meant that perpetrators of rights violations engaged 
in violence with little or no accountability, which further 

raised tension and fed instability. On the basis of impact 
assessment recommendations, a joint effort between UNMISS 
and the International Organization for Migration (IOM) created 
Joint Special Mobile Courts to end impunity by trying cases 
in a timely manner. Within its first year of operation, more 
than 1,400 complaints were received by a court deployed to 
Western Bahr El Ghazal, leading to 100 investigations and 
bringing 24 cases to trial. The presence and efficiency of the 
courts have discouraged fighting and improved security, 
prompting community members displaced by earlier conflict 
to return home.138 

While the value of CPAS is clear from the above results, its 
implementation has required an organizational culture 
change that has sometimes been challenging.139 The iterative 
nature of the impact assessments and the routine amassing 
of data require time and a willingness to listen to others’ 
perspectives. For busy Mission staff with competing priorities, 
the rolling basis of the process appeared burdensome at 
first.140 Frequent staffing rotations in Mission areas hamper 
institutional knowledge and forces ongoing training and 
attitude change for incoming staff members. Given these 
hurdles, the importance of Mission leadership in embracing 
CPAS and encouraging this new, data-driven, context-adaptive 
approach cannot be overstated.141 These institutional growing 
pains notwithstanding, evidence from across Mission 
sites demonstrates that context-adaptive planning and 
assessment, even in the most difficult and complex settings, 
can help the UN and its partners reduce suffering by improving 
the way it delivers security, justice, protection and basic needs 
to struggling communities. 

UNMISS-supported mobile courts deliver justice to victims in the Greater Pibor Administrative Area, South Sudan. Photo: UNMISS 2025.
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This chapter explores the transformative potential of emerging 
technologies in enhancing the adaptability of peacebuilding 
efforts and capturing their impact. By integrating real-
time data systems, impact evaluation methodologies, and 
artificial intelligence applications, the chapter illustrates 
how technology can provide actionable insights that improve 
decision-making and resource allocation in complex conflict 
environments. It highlights the growing role of machine learning 
and predictive analytics in anticipating crises, optimizing 
projects and fostering resilience in fragile and conflict-affected 
settings. Ultimately, it argues that leveraging these innovations 
can enable peacebuilding efforts to transition from reactive 
responses to proactive, prevention-focused strategies that are 
better suited to the dynamic challenges of modern conflicts.

Introduction

Understanding what works in peacebuilding, and where 
and why, is fundamental to boosting support and achieving 
sustainable peace. However, the complexity of conflict 
dynamics, the challenge of establishing causality and 
the limitations of traditional M&E tools make measuring 
peacebuilding impact particularly difficult. New methods of 
impact evaluations and AI-powered tools are being developed 
to overcome these challenges to better inform decision-
making and strengthen accountability. 

Building on insights from Chapter 2, this chapter explores why 
these tools are relevant for peacebuilding, the challenges that 
have hindered their systematic use, innovative methodologies 
that are being tested and persistent gaps that require attention. 
It highlights the potential of platforms like the Peacebuilding 
Impact Hub to facilitate a more integrated approach to impact 
measurement, ensuring that insights generated through 
rigorous evaluation can more directly inform policy and 
practice. By embedding these tools and approaches into 
peacebuilding initiatives, peacebuilding actors may be better 
equipped to support prevention, preparedness and resilience.

In politically sensitive contexts, these tools should be 
understood as supporting instruments rather than substitutes 
for political analysis and decision-making. Their relevance 
depends on alignment with nationally led processes, local 
capacities, and the linguistic, institutional and political 
realities of the settings in which they are used.

It is important to acknowledge that a range of different 
approaches to impact measurement and M&E exist among 
peacebuilding actors, with some pointing to the limitations 
of impact evaluations, while others emphasize bottom-up 
approaches to capturing and demonstrating change (such 
as the engagement of local stakeholders leading to the 
development of the Peace Impact Framework discussed 
in Chapter 4). A box at the end of this chapter discusses the 
efforts of some peacebuilding actors to “decolonize” M&E 
approaches.

The Importance of Evaluating Impact  
in Peacebuilding 

Traditional M&E in peacebuilding typically focuses on tracking 
programme implementation. It often relies on qualitative 
assessments and anecdotal evidence, and it measures outputs 
such as the number of workshops held, participants trained 
or policies enacted. While these metrics provide valuable 
information about programme execution and immediate 
results, they do not necessarily demonstrate whether a given 
initiative led to meaningful and sustained changes in conflict 
dynamics or prospects for peace.

Impact evaluations (IE), on the other hand, go beyond 
standard M&E by systematically establishing causal links 
between peacebuilding initiatives and observed outcomes. 
As mentioned in Chapter 1, impact evaluations use rigorous 
methods to determine whether specific programmes lead 
to measurable improvements such as increased trust in 
governance, enhanced social cohesion or reductions in 

Chapter 5

Innovative Methods and 
New Technologies to Drive 
and Evaluate Impact
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violence. Impact evaluations employ primary and secondary 
quantitative data and credible causal identification strategies, 
including randomized controlled trials (RCTs) or regression 
discontinuity designs (RDDs) to isolate the effects of an 
initiative from confounding factors. These insights can help 
determine whether particular strategies should be scaled, 
modified or abandoned. Furthermore, they play a vital role in 
optimizing resource allocation, ensuring that investments are 
directed toward initiatives that offer the greatest return. 

Another advantage of impact evaluations is their potential to 
support adaptive programming. Given that conflict dynamics 
evolve rapidly, peacebuilding initiatives must remain flexible 
and responsive to changing realities. When impact evaluations 
integrate real-time data and iterative learning, they enable 
organizations to adjust their approaches based on emerging 
insights, rather than adhering to predefined strategies. 

Additionally, impact evaluations can strengthen accountability 
and transparency in peacebuilding. By systematically 
documenting successes, challenges and lessons learned, 
impact evaluations help build trust among donors, 
governments, affected communities and policymakers. 
They also contribute to a culture of learning and continuous 
improvement, ensuring that peacebuilding organizations 
remain committed to refining their methodologies and 
sharing best practices across the sector.

Emerging Approaches and Innovations

Conducting impact evaluations in fragile and conflict 
environments faces several risks and obstacles: security of 
researchers and participants, access to areas controlled by 
armed groups, heightened ethical issues related to informed 
consent, data scarcity and the high costs associated with 
conducting experiments in fragile settings. Sustaining 
these studies over time might be compromised by violent 
outbreaks, displacement of populations and disruption 
in the continuity of service. Still, an increasing number of 
entities are finding ways to overcome these challenges. One 
example is an initiative commissioned by the Peacebuilding 
Fund and undertaken by the International Initiative for Impact 
Evaluation (3ie) and ISDC under the acronym PeaceFIELD, 
and which employs mixed-method approaches and hybrid 
data-collection methods to assess peacebuilding impact. 
In Sudan, PeaceFIELD used a quasi-experimental design, 
leveraging IOM’s Displacement Tracking Matrix and granular 
household surveys to compare outcomes in project and non-
project areas. The pre-existing dataset made available by IOM 
allowed researchers to create treatment and control groups, 

enabling a rigorous impact assessment with clear insights 
on attribution. Although such rich datasets are not always 
available in fragile contexts, Sudan’s experience illustrates 
that reliable data collection is possible even in crisis settings 
when donors invest in evaluation infrastructure.

Another example is the World Bank’s Development 
Impact (DIME) group, which has pioneered evidence-
based approaches in peacebuilding for 20 years. DIME’s 
model provides full-cycle support, engaging operational 
(programming) teams early to plan, design and implement 
evaluations. DIME integrates predictive analytics, real-time 
experiments and cost-effectiveness assessments to help 
the organization make data-driven decisions in fragile and 
conflict-affected settings. 

About a third of DIME’s work focuses on assessing 
peacebuilding-related impact in settings affected by 
fragility, conflict and violence (FCV) and uses methods that 
complement efforts initially developed to measure the impact 
of poverty-reduction initiatives.142 Three key aspects underpin 
DIME’s research approach: 

1.	� Indicators: DIME has developed three indicators that 
characterize vulnerability in these contexts: (i) Index of 
household exposure to risk, which captures shocks such 
as violence, economic instability and climate-related 
disasters; (ii) Index of baseline human capital, including 
access to livelihoods, education and mental health; and (iii) 
Index of the strength of national systems, encompassing 
governance, infrastructure, and social cohesion. These 
indices help identify how the impact of initiatives varies 
with institutional fragility and exposure to shocks. 

2.	� Gaps and opportunities: DIME is conducting a systematic 
review of existing conflict data sources to identify gaps 
and opportunities to refine and standardize conflict 
measurement tools. These initiatives aim to improve 
data reliability and enhance the comparability of conflict-
related indicators across different regions. 

3.	� New measurement approaches: DIME is testing and 
piloting new measurement approaches through its FCV 
portfolio, ensuring that innovative methods are adapted 
and validated in real-world settings. Additionally, a 
planned meta-analysis of FCV-focused impact evaluations 
seeks to identify systematic links between conflict 
dynamics and development outcomes, providing new 
insights into how efforts can best prevent conflict and 
foster resilience. These tools can be useful to complement 
local knowledge and political analysis.

Chapter 5 – Innovative Methods and New Technologies to Drive and Evaluate Impact  53



Types of Evidence Generated:  
Examples from DIME’s Work

Impact evaluations of social protection policies — including 
cash transfers, public works, and multifaceted economic 
inclusion programmes — have yielded important insights 
into how these efforts can contribute to peacebuilding. By 
analysing the effectiveness of different social protection 
approaches, DIME identified key lessons that can inform the 
design of peace-responsive initiatives:

Timing Matters: Anticipatory vs. Reactive Responses

DIME’s research suggests that the timing of support plays a 
critical role in enhancing resilience and reducing fragility. For 
example, recent studies have explored tools that accelerate 
responses to shocks and enable households to anticipate 
climate risks and take proactive measures. The use of long-
range weather forecasts, remote sensing and AI models has 
made it possible to predict food crises and roll out anticipatory 
or shock-responsive initiatives more efficiently. Evaluations 
of anticipatory or early cash transfers in response to extreme 

weather events — such as floods in Bangladesh and droughts 
in Niger — demonstrated their effectiveness. Households that 
received early assistance experienced 10% (Bangladesh) to 
18% (Niger) greater improvements in consumption compared 
to traditional humanitarian aid. Anticipatory transfers also 
had a significant impact on mental well-being, reducing 
anxiety and increasing households’ confidence in their ability 
to withstand shocks.

Additionally, long-term safety nets established before shocks 
occur can enhance household resilience, reducing the need 
for emergency responses. DIME’s research in the Sahel has 
shown that regular cash transfers help families accumulate 
savings and invest in income-generating activities, allowing 
them to better manage income fluctuations during droughts. 
These efforts have also contributed to asset-building, 
with effects persisting years after the programme ended. 
This suggests that well-designed safety nets can provide a 
sustainable pathway to stability and resilience, with potential 
implications for peacebuilding in fragile settings.

Delivery of support kits to villages in Niger, part of PBF-funded local development and economic livelihoods projects.  
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Cash vs. Public Works: Gender and Long-Term 
Outcomes

Evaluations of cash-for-work programmes across countries 
such as Comoros, the DRC, Côte d’Ivoire, Egypt and Tunisia 
reveal short-term benefits, including increased consumption 
and employment. However, their impacts tend to dissipate 
over time, with food security gains emerging in post-harvest 
periods but not during lean seasons as intended. Recent 
experimental studies with the World Food Programme 
indicate that targeting women in cash-for-work programmes 
leads to longer-term benefits. When cash transfers are linked 
to women’s participation in public works, they enhance 
female labour force participation, economic empowerment 
and household decision-making power. This suggests that 
tailoring cash-for-work programmes to address gendered 
economic barriers can maximize their contribution to both 
household resilience and broader social cohesion.

Beyond Cash Transfers: The Role of Economic 
Inclusion Programmes

Adaptive social protection programmes increasingly combine 
regular cash transfers with economic inclusion components. 
These programmes provide a comprehensive “big push” 
approach by addressing multiple poverty constraints at once. 
They typically integrate small, regular cash transfers with a 
one-off productive asset grant (e.g., livestock or equipment), 
vocational training, savings facilitation, coaching, mentoring 
or psychosocial support. DIME’s research across multiple 
settings consistently demonstrates the effectiveness of these 
programmes, showing long-lasting effects even after the 
programme ends. 

In Afghanistan, an economic inclusion programme enabled 
ultra-poor households to withstand multiple episodes 
of conflict and climate shocks, resulting in sustained 
improvements in well-being five years after implementation. 
Beneficiaries experienced 16% higher household 
consumption, 32% increased income and an 8-percentage-
point rise in female labour force participation. In Niger, similar 
programmes boosted food security by 15%, and in Chad they 
generated positive spillover effects on non-participating 
households within the same communities, amplifying cost-
effectiveness and social stability.

Scaling Social Protection for Peacebuilding

Economic inclusion programmes are rapidly expanding, 
with the Partnership for Economic Inclusion (PEI) reporting 
coverage in 88 countries, reaching 70 million individuals. 

While these programmes currently benefit 5–10% of the 
extreme poor, ongoing research aims to understand how they 
can be scaled as part of national social protection systems 
while maintaining effectiveness and cost efficiency. DIME is 
actively studying how to integrate these programmes into 
government-led systems in diverse settings — including 
Cameroon, Ethiopia, Haiti, Malawi, Sierra Leone and South 
Sudan — focusing on maximizing impacts on women’s 
economic empowerment, food security and resilience.

Community-Driven Development Strengthens 
Infrastructure but Not Service Delivery

In the Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC), DIME’s 
evaluations of community-driven development (CDD) 
programmes reveal that while these initiatives can 
successfully provide infrastructure, they often do not translate 
into improved service delivery or significant population-level 
outcomes such as enhanced health indicators or poverty 
reduction. These findings highlight the stark difference 
between very successful household-level programmes and 
less successful community-level initiatives and call for a 
reassessment of the allocation of funding in this space. 

Reparations Improve Economic Stability and Social 
Reintegration

In 2011, Colombia committed to compensating over seven 
million victims of human rights violations, including forced 
displacement, homicide, landmines, rape, torture and abuses 
by guerrillas, paramilitary groups and State forces. The 
reparations programme, aligned with UN guidelines, includes 
financial compensation as a key component. Over the past 
decade, more than a million victims have received lump-sum 
payments ranging from $4,300 to $10,200 (or approximately 
$26,000 in purchasing power parity (PPP) terms, 2019). 
Most recipients are from Colombia’s poorest quartile, with 
compensation averaging more than three times their annual 
household income. Along with the payment, victims receive a 
personalized letter of remorse from the State. While the funds 
can be used freely, the programme encourages investment in 
human capital, housing and entrepreneurial activities. 

A study evaluating the impact of reparations on victims of 
conflict employed an event-study approach, leveraging 
the staggered rollout of the programme. To track people’s 
outcomes, the authors constructed a novel panel dataset 
linking the national victim registry to ten administrative 
datasets, providing information on outcomes for victims 
and their children, including employment and earnings, 
entrepreneurship, business survival, consumption and 
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asset-building, health care utilization, school achievement 
and postsecondary attendance. By merging multiple panel 
datasets for millions of victims, they measure effects many 
years after the transfer. 

The study provides strong evidence that such programmes 
lead to significant improvements in living conditions, health 
and human capital outcomes. Reparations not only increased 
victims’ access to basic services but also influenced their 
economic behaviour. Beneficiaries were more likely to 
transition from low-paying, high-risk jobs to more stable, 
higher-paying positions. Additionally, reparations promoted 
entrepreneurship, increased consumption and enhanced 
homeownership rates. These findings suggest that well-
structured reparations programmes can have substantial 
long-term benefits for affected populations, contributing to 
both economic stability and social reintegration.

Strengthening Local Governance Improves  
Civic Engagement

In Burkina Faso, DIME’s research underscores the 
importance of strengthening relationships between local 

governance structures and civil society organizations. 
Findings indicate that financial incentives for community-
based organizations (CBOs) can enhance local governance 
performance and increase civic engagement. A nationwide 
randomized controlled trial demonstrated the effectiveness 
of CBO partnerships in fostering greater citizen participation, 
improving government responsiveness and addressing 
systemic performance deficits in local governance. These 
insights suggest that targeted investments in community-
led governance initiatives can bolster State legitimacy and 
improve service delivery, particularly in fragile settings where 
trust in formal institutions is weak.

Gender-Based Violence Restricts Women’s  
Economic and Social Mobility

The extensive literature on violence against women (VAW) 
highlights its widespread and multifaceted nature, particularly 
in public spaces. Causal economic research based on 
randomized control trials and quasi-experimental methods 
has enabled improved measurement of VAW, its economic 
costs and the testing of scalable solutions. 

Lukula Pont, Kamuina Nsapo, Democratic Republic of the Congo, part of a local development project. Photo: PBF 2021.
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Studies in cities such as Dar es Salaam and Delhi consistently 
demonstrate high rates of physical and sexual harassment, 
which significantly impact women’s health, safety, well-being 
and economic opportunities. For instance, in Delhi, concerns 
about harassment influence women’s mobility, leading them 
to choose lower-quality educational institutions to avoid 
unsafe travel routes.143 In India, research has also shown that 
women in neighbourhoods with high levels of reported sexual 
harassment are far less likely to seek outside employment, 
underscoring the link between gender-based violence and 
economic marginalization.144

Targeted Initiatives to Reduce Violence  
Against Women

•	� Transportation solutions: In Lahore, Pakistan, the 
introduction of a women-only transport service increased 
job search activity among women relative to those 
offered mixed-gender transport options. Similarly, in 
Rio de Janeiro, studies found that women were willing 
to pay a premium for access to “safe spaces” on public 
transit to avoid harassment, although these safe spaces 
engender negative norms for women’s freedom of 
movement in unreserved space.145 Segregated transport 
initiatives in Mexico City reduced sexual violence but 
led to increased nonsexual aggression — such as insults 
and shoving — against men in male-only compartments. 
These experiences suggest that safe spaces, while a 
valuable immediate solution, might be at odds with 
the advancement of positive social norms and relegate 
women to uncomfortable spaces.

•	� Social media and gender norms: Digital platforms have 
proven to be powerful tools for reshaping gender norms 
and reducing the social acceptability of VAW. In northern 
India, an edutainment campaign on Facebook Messenger 
led to a 91% increase in participants adding anti-VAW 
frames to their Facebook profiles, indicating the potential 
for online campaigns to influence social attitudes at scale.

•	� Economic programmes: Research in India suggests 
that fare subsidies targeting women can significantly 
increase their use of public transportation,146 enabling 
greater labour force participation. However, these 
effects vary based on women’s education levels and 
socioeconomic status, indicating the need for tailored 
approaches to ensure broad accessibility. Similarly, job 
creation programmes that provide women with economic 
opportunities have been linked to reductions in domestic 
violence, suggesting that financial independence can 
serve as a protective factor against abuse.

•	� Law enforcement strategies: Targeted policing initiatives 
can significantly reduce harassment and improve 
women’s mobility. In one study, police patrols aimed at 
curbing sexual harassment in public spaces led to a 27% 
reduction in severe forms of harassment.147 This suggests 
that enhanced law enforcement presence, when designed 
with community trust and accountability in mind, can be 
an effective deterrent against gender-based violence.

Generative AI as an Effective Tool for 
Gathering and Using Evidence 

Despite a growing body of rigorous impact evaluation 
research, much of this evidence remains underutilized due to 
barriers in accessibility, synthesis and application. Decision-
makers often struggle to navigate extensive reports and 
datasets to extract relevant findings, making it difficult to scale 
effective initiatives. The need for evidence-informed policy 
is more urgent than ever, particularly in peacebuilding, 
where resources must be allocated efficiently to maximize 
impact.148

To address this gap, AI-powered solutions are being 
developed to provide policymakers and peacebuilding actors 
with synthesized, high-quality research insights. One example 
of this emerging category is ImpactAI, a tool developed by 
the World Bank, which functions as an intelligent research 
assistant, delivering real-time, domain-specific summaries 
of quantitative research evidence in response to natural 
language queries. Unlike generic AI models, it is fine-tuned 
to extract rigorous, policy-relevant insights, ensuring that 
peacebuilding and other policy strategies are based on 
credible causal evidence.

ImpactAI not only automates information extraction but 
also presents findings through interactive visualizations, 
structured research summaries and direct links to source 
materials. By embedding AI tools into the workflows of 
policy professionals, peacebuilding organizations could be 
able to integrate evidence seamlessly into decision-making 
processes. This would ensure that research is not only 
accessible but also actionable in project design and resource 
allocation. AI’s role in peacebuilding has the potential to 
expand beyond information retrieval to actively enhance 
the ability of organizations to apply evidence to real-world 
challenges. ImpactAI’s infrastructure, for example, is designed 
to be scalable, continuously updated with the ambition to 
function as a public good, helping ensure that knowledge 
remains responsive to evolving peacebuilding needs.
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Additionally, AI-driven solutions may help accelerate the 
translation of research into practice by identifying transferable 
insights across different conflict settings. Using standardized 
taxonomies and real-time learning mechanisms, AI tools 
can facilitate cross-context analysis, helping peacebuilders 
draw lessons from diverse cases and apply them where they 
are most needed. By bridging the gap between research 
and implementation, AI may strengthen evidence use in 
peacebuilding support. As the UN peacebuilding architecture 
continues to refine its measurement tools, AI-driven evidence 
synthesis represents significant potential to advance towards 
more adaptive and evidence-based policymaking.

Adopting an Evidence-Based  
Peacebuilding Framework

Peacebuilding has historically lagged behind other fields 
in generating high-quality impact evaluation (IE) evidence. 
Urgent responses to emerging threats have often left little 
room for rigorous research, and data collection in fragile and 
conflict-affected settings has been challenging and costly. 
However, the landscape has been transformed by advances in 
technology, the expansion of digital and mobile data and the 
use of machine learning to analyse large datasets. Initiatives 
such as PeaceFIELD and the work of the Development Impact 
(DIME) group at the World Bank have demonstrated that 
impact evaluations are not only feasible in fragile and conflict-
affected environments but also essential for identifying 
effective peacebuilding strategies. Yet, there is much more to 
achieve to fully harness these tools.

A structured, evidence-based framework is needed to improve 
the coordination and integration of impact evaluations into 
peacebuilding. A central entity — such as the Peacebuilding 
Impact Hub — could serve as a coordinating body for 
impact measurement, a technical support for implementing 
evaluations, and a knowledge-sharing platform to facilitate 
collaboration across institutions. The Hub could help integrate 
relevant frameworks such as the Peace Impact Framework (PIF) 
— introduced in Chapter 4 — to provide a coherent structure 
for assessing peace dynamics and informing strategic decision-
making. Drawing on experiences such as the World Bank’s 
DIME work in fragile settings, which uses advanced data and 
evaluation methods to analyse risk patterns, refine programme 
targets and inform resource allocation, the Hub could leverage 
similar analytics to anticipate emerging risks and guide 
investments. Peace Impact Framework’s investment pillar — 
which focuses on economic and institutional investments for 
peace — could further enhance these efforts by providing a 
structured way to assess long-term effects.

Furthermore, the Peacebuilding Impact Hub could play 
a key role in consolidating research, filling evidence 
gaps and fostering partnerships that bridge evaluation 
findings with actionable policy recommendations. A robust 
impact evaluation strategy must focus on both adopting 
existing evidence and generating new insights that guide 
implementation. This requires addressing key challenges such 
as slow feedback loops, data fragmentation and barriers to 
evidence uptake. The Hub’s anchor in the Peacebuilding and 
Peace Support Office, at the heart of the UN’s Peacebuilding 
architecture, can help connect these dots.

Ethical and Practical Considerations

AI-enabled tools can strengthen impact evaluation and 
the wider evidence base for peacebuilding, provided they 
are designed and used to support the judgement of those 
closest to the work rather than to substitute for it. Used well, 
they extend what local researchers, national institutions 
and affected communities are able to see and act on, and 
their value depends on those same actors helping to shape 
the question asked and to interpret what the findings mean. 
Participatory approaches to monitoring and evaluation are not 
a constraint on these tools but a condition for their usefulness. 

The quality of any such tool is set by the quality and 
representativeness of the data behind it. Assumptions about 
coverage and bias carry through into the conclusions a 
system supports and the measures it endorses, and models 
trained on data drawn from unrepresentative contexts may 
transfer poorly into fragile settings. This places a premium on 
national ownership of the data and technologies used, and on 
transparency about what a given tool can and cannot reliably 
do. Privacy and meaningful consent, protection against 
surveillance and dual-use risks, and clear lines of oversight 
and accountability are the practical conditions for responsible 
innovation. 

Particular care is warranted where data are used predictively. 
AI-generated impact estimates and risk scores can inform 
high-stakes decisions, but they should be read alongside 
qualitative evidence and local knowledge rather than in place 
of it, and evaluation should avoid privileging only what is 
easiest to measure. The deeper changes that sustain peace 
are often the hardest to quantify, and tools should not be 
allowed to narrow the terms of what counts as progress. 

These tools are also not equally available everywhere. 
Deploying them, integrating them into national systems, 
building local capacity and infrastructure and ensuring 
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long-term maintenance requires significant and sustained 
investment. Where that investment is made and the 
conditions above are met, AI and impact evaluation tools can 
meaningfully extend the reach and quality of peacebuilding, 
even as the evidence, local knowledge and political judgment 
of those leading the nationally owned processes this Overview 
advocates remain irreplaceable. 

Ultimately, the challenge ahead is not merely to generate 
more data but to translate insights into action. This requires 
institutionalizing evidence-based learning and ensuring that 
knowledge from evaluations, when available, directly informs 
programming, policy and resource allocation. The next frontier 
lies in ensuring that the benefits of these advancements 
are more accessible to peacebuilding actors on the ground, 
and are used to help shape more effective, accountable and 
adaptive peacebuilding initiatives.

Conclusion

The integration of new tools such as AI into impact evaluation 
of peacebuilding represents a shift towards more evidence-
based, adaptive and effective programmes. As conflict 
dynamics become increasingly complex, peacebuilding 
strategies must evolve to keep pace. This chapter has 
highlighted the transformative potential of rigorous impact 

evaluation methods in assessing the effectiveness of peace 
initiatives, while also underscoring the opportunities and 
challenges presented by AI-driven analytics in informing 
peacebuilding programmes and resource-allocation decisions.

Leveraging these tools requires more than technological 
advancements — it demands local, contextual ownership, 
institutional commitment, cross-sector collaboration and 
careful attention to ethical and practical considerations. The 
Peacebuilding Impact Hub could play a crucial role in bridging 
the gap between data and decision-making for peacebuilding 
evaluation by fostering partnerships between research 
institutions, policymakers and national and local actors. 
By providing a platform for real-time learning and evidence 
generation, the Hub can ensure that peacebuilding efforts are 
informed by the best available knowledge, enhancing their 
long-term sustainability and effectiveness. The comprehensive 
collection, merger and use of data presuppose a strong 
framework for responsible data management — throughout 
its lifecycle — as a safeguard against potential data harms. 

By embracing these innovations responsibly and according 
to robust ethical guidelines, peacebuilding actors will be able 
to deliver more agile, targeted and contextually responsive 
programmes — ones that are better suited to preventing 
violence, sustaining peace and fostering resilience in fragile 
and conflict-affected settings.

“Decolonizing” Monitoring and Evaluation for Effective Peacebuilding

While many organizations have recently adopted community-centred approaches to monitoring and evaluation to 
encourage greater effectiveness or local ownership over peacebuilding initiatives, organizations such as Peace Direct 
have gone a step further, revising their monitoring, evaluation and learning (MEL) approaches not just to support 
local ownership but to correct historical legacies of colonial and neo-colonial exercise of exclusionary power. Since 
2021, Peace Direct’s decolonial approach to MEL has shifted power to community peacebuilders, ensuring that 
knowledge production and decision-making reflect local realities. By challenging externally imposed frameworks 
and promoting locally driven learning and evaluation methods, this approach fosters deeper understanding and 
more sustainable peace outcomes. In countries like Nigeria, the Democratic Republic of the Congo, Pakistan, Sudan 
and Myanmar, partners have adapted MEL to their own cultural and contextual needs — integrating local languages, 
redefining key terms and prioritizing community-led learning processes. This not only enhances the effectiveness 
of initiatives but also strengthens trust, ownership and long-term impact with the populations these efforts serve.
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Field Insight 5

AI for Peace: Emerging Technologies 
in Crisis Prediction, Conflict 
Prevention and Social Cohesion

While the chapter’s primary focus is impact evaluation and 
evidence use, the examples below illustrate broader ways 
in which emerging technologies may become relevant to 
peacebuilding practice. They should therefore be read as 
forward-looking illustrations, subject to important operational, 
ethical and political constraints.

As peacebuilders grapple with increasingly complex conflict 
dynamics, new technologies such as artificial intelligence 
(AI) and machine learning have the potential to enhance the 
way programmes are designed, implemented and evaluated. 
From helping to predict crises and identify risks of conflict 
escalations to detecting hate speech in digital spaces and 
assessing media narratives, AI-powered tools can expand 
the possibilities for evidence-based peacebuilding. The 
capacity to analyse large datasets in real time, generate 
predictive insights and support monitoring processes can 
help peacebuilding actors adapt efforts more efficiently and 
measure impact more precisely.

While AI cannot replace human decision-making, it may 
augment the ability of peacebuilding actors, policymakers 
and researchers to respond proactively to risks, helping to 
make peacebuilding programmes more targeted and adaptive. 
AI-driven solutions are already being piloted across a range of 
peace-related fields, with emerging relevance in early warning 
systems, digital content monitoring and impact evaluation. This 
field insight highlights emerging applications of AI that illustrate 
how these technologies are beginning to reshape aspects 
of peacebuilding practice when applied with appropriate 
safeguards, human oversight and sensitivity to context.

AI for Crisis Prediction and  
Anticipatory Action

In fragile environments, timely and nuanced insights are 
key to effective humanitarian action, peacebuilding and 

development programming. Early warning mechanisms 
and monitoring systems used to rely on historical data 
and official reports, which tended to lag behind real-
time developments on the ground. By the time a crisis or 
tension was formally recognized, violence may have already 
escalated, or humanitarian needs may have reached critical 
levels. Advancements in machine learning and predictive 
analytics are helping to change this paradigm. The increasing 
availability of non-traditional digital data sources — satellite 
imagery, call detail records and natural language processing 
of news and social media — has allowed researchers and 
practitioners to detect risks earlier and more precisely. 

Recent work has demonstrated how AI-driven tools can 
help improve early warning, allowing for more effective 
anticipatory initiatives. For example, AI-powered analysis of 
news media has significantly improved the ability to predict 
food crises and conflict outbreaks. By identifying high-
frequency risk triggers in news reporting, such as rising food 
prices, local grievances or deteriorating security conditions, 
AI can flag emerging stressors almost in real time. Recent 
work leveraging non-traditional data and advanced machine 
learning finds that predictive models can increase the 
accuracy of identifying food crisis outbreaks by 46%, up to 
12 months in advance.149 Knowing earlier where crises strike 
may support anticipatory humanitarian action, which studies 
show has had significant positive effects on food security in 
the context of flood and drought response in Bangladesh and 
Niger, respectively.150,151 

These AI-enhanced insights are relevant for peacebuilding. 
Early detection of social stressors can help peacebuilding 
actors to engage in dialogue, preventive action and localized 
mediation efforts before violence erupts. AI-driven risk 
forecasting can also support better resource allocation 
and more adaptive peacebuilding strategies, ensuring that 
programmes are deployed in the right place at the right time.
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AI-Enabled Digital Dialogues for  
Inclusive Peacebuilding

While much of the current application of AI in peacebuilding 
focuses on prediction and monitoring, emerging practice 
also suggests its potential to support more inclusive and 
participatory political engagement. In particular, AI-enabled 
digital dialogues are being deployed as a tool to complement 
traditional engagement with communities, including civil 
society organizations, women’s groups and youth networks, 
especially in contexts where access, trust or security 
constraints limit in-person dialogue.

A recent example from Ecuador illustrates this approach. In 
response to rising criminal violence and weakening social 
cohesion, AI-enabled digital dialogues were implemented as 
part of a Peacebuilding Fund (PBF)-supported initiative led by 
the UN RCO, in collaboration with UNDP, a DPPA-led political 
team and national partners, including the Consortium 
of Provincial Autonomous Governments (CONGOPE). 
Operationalized with support from DPPA’s Innovation Cell, 
the dialogues engaged over 200 participants, primarily youth 
and women.

These dialogues contributed participatory inputs for national 
and local actors and informed the development of local 
security policies, demonstrating how digital tools can help 
strengthen the link between community perspectives and 
policymaking. The initiative also highlighted the importance 
of partnerships with national and local institutions in 
ensuring legitimacy, outreach and sustainability, particularly 
in addressing barriers such as digital access and trust.

Importantly, the experience points to both opportunities 
and limitations. The use of AI-supported platforms facilitated 
anonymous participation and enabled more open discussion 
of sensitive issues, including gender-based violence and 
discrimination, factors identified by participants as key drivers 
of conflict. At the same time, outcomes depended heavily on 
context-sensitive design, including preparatory engagement 
with participants, clear communication of purpose and 
follow-up on results, underscoring that technology alone is 
insufficient without sustained human facilitation and trusted 
partnerships.

The Ecuador case also underscores broader considerations 
for the use of such tools in peacebuilding contexts. Issues of 
digital inequality, data protection and potential exclusion 
remain significant, particularly in rural or underserved areas. 
The effectiveness of AI-enabled dialogues depends not only 
on the technology itself, but on sustained engagement with 

civil society, integration with ongoing political processes and 
credible pathways for translating inputs into action.

Taken together, these experiences suggest that AI-enabled 
deliberative tools may help expand the reach and 
inclusiveness of peacebuilding efforts, when applied with 
appropriate ethical safeguards, strong local partnerships, 
clear alignment with nationally led priorities and credible 
methods for translating inputs into action. 

AI and Social Media Monitoring for  
Conflict Prevention

Social media platforms have increasingly become sites of 
conflict escalation, amplifying hate speech, misinformation and 
polarization in fragile settings. The spread of harmful content 
online can directly fuel offline violence, as seen in Myanmar, 
where social media played a documented role in inciting 
attacks against the Rohingya minority. Similar trends have 
been observed in Ethiopia, Nigeria and other conflict-affected 
countries. In a recent study conducted by a research team at the 
World Bank in Nigeria, the linkage was illustrated by spikes in 
online hate content associated with periods of offline turmoil. 

AI-generated hate speech and misinformation pose significant 
threats to peace and security in many contexts. While it is 
important to acknowledge that these risks currently outpace 
the prospects for AI-enabled solutions, some AI models have 
been developed to support content moderation. At the same 
time, most of these remain Western-centric, making them 
poorly equipped to detect harmful speech in non-Western 
environments. In response, researchers have developed 
context-sensitive AI models tailored to local languages 
and social dynamics. For example, the NaijaXLM-T model, 
developed for Nigeria, improved hate speech detection 
tenfold compared to generic models such as GPT-3.5. When 
paired with human moderators, the AI-enhanced approach 
increased effective moderation of inflammatory content 
from 35% to 80%, demonstrating the potential for AI-human 
collaboration in curbing digital hate speech.153

For peacebuilding actors, such tools present an opportunity 
to integrate AI-driven social media monitoring into early 
warning systems. Proactively identifying online incitement 
and misinformation can support real-time conflict mediation, 
counter-narrative campaigns and digital peacebuilding 
initiatives. However, AI-based moderation must be 
accompanied by strong ethical safeguards, ensuring that data 
protection, freedom of speech and accountability concerns 
are addressed.
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AI for Mass Media and Gender  
Norm Analysis

Mass media plays a powerful role in shaping public attitudes, 
reinforcing or challenging social norms and influencing peace 
and conflict dynamics. Yet, in many fragile and conflict-affected 
States, media narratives often perpetuate exclusionary 
ideologies, gender discrimination and intergroup stereotypes.

To address this, AI-powered tools are now being deployed to 
analyse mass media narratives at scale. The Entertainment 
Media Gender Monitor (EMGM), an AI-driven initiative, has 
undertaken the largest content analysis to date of digital 
and traditional media — including TV, radio and film — 
across Nigeria, Kenya and India. This research provides a 
benchmarking tool for assessing gender representation, bias 
and conflict-sensitive storytelling in media industries. Findings 
from such AI-driven analyses can inform peace-promoting 
media strategies, guiding broadcasting standards, advocacy 
campaigns and content regulation policies. By helping ensure 
that media platforms do not exacerbate divisions but instead 
foster inclusive narratives, AI-supported content monitoring 
can serve as a valuable tool for long-term social cohesion.

The use of AI-driven tools in peacebuilding is increasingly 
relevant in some contexts — it is an emerging reality with 
significant potential. Whether through predictive crisis 
analytics or digital media monitoring, AI is expanding the 
scope, scale and precision of data-informed peacebuilding. 

However, AI and new technologies are not always available 
in contexts where peacebuilding initiatives are taking place. 
Furthermore, these technologies might rely on sensitive 
peace and security-related data. Their successful integration 
requires strategic investment in national systems and 
capacity-building, interdisciplinary collaboration and ethical 
governance. Without any norm-based guardrails, significant 
threats are posed by the use of emerging technologies for 
autonomous weapons, military targeting or hate speech. 
AI can also lead to a deterioration in accountability and 
information reliability when it is instrumentalized to reduce 
the visibility of traditional media.154

Moving forward, refining AI applications, addressing ethical 
risks and investing in nationally owned and sustainable systems 
can help ensure that technology is used in ways that support 
efforts for inclusion, accountability and sustainable peace.
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Figure 9  Spikes in online hate co-occur with offline violent events in Nigeria.152 
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This inaugural Peacebuilding Overview arrives at a time of 
serious global disruption. 

The number of active conflicts is now at its highest level since 
the end of the cold war. In 2024, 49 States witnessed a rise in 
deaths related to conflict.155 Nearly two billion people — one in 
four globally — now live in fragile and conflict-affected settings 
where institutions are weak, transitions are precarious and 
the future is uncertain. As of 2025, 72% of the world’s extreme 
poor lived in these contexts, and this number could rise to 
92% by 2040.156 

The global risk landscape is changing. In A New Agenda 
for Peace, the United Nations Secretary-General warns 
that while violent conflicts are becoming more intense, 
protracted and complex, a range of emerging threats is further 
undermining global peace and security. Geopolitical tensions, 
the weaponization of new technologies, accelerating 
environmental degradation, growing competition over 
diminishing natural resources, weakening governance and 
shrinking civic space are all fuelling instability worldwide. 
Furthermore, as the world faces these compounding crises, 
the collective mechanisms intended to prevent and resolve 
them are themselves under tremendous strain. These trends 
are accelerating, but they are not inevitable.

The Financing Crisis and Its Consequences

One of the most urgent challenges facing peacebuilding 
today is the widening gap between needs on the ground and 
the resources available to meet them. Projected cuts to ODA 
budgets come at a time when military spending is climbing 
globally. Fragile and conflict-affected countries will be 
disproportionately affected. Nearly two thirds of the countries 
most dependent on aid — those where ODA represents more 
than 15% of Gross National Income157 — currently receive 
peacebuilding support from the United Nations. These include 
Burundi, Central African Republic, Chad, the Democratic 
Republic of the Congo, The Gambia, Liberia, Mozambique, 
São Tomé and Príncipe, Somalia, South Sudan and Sudan. 
If development assistance is reduced without alternative 
support, the resulting vacuum could exacerbate instability in 
these already fragile contexts, with potentially far-reaching 
consequences for regional and global security.

Some commentators have argued that these aid reductions, 
such as the closure of USAID programmes across Africa,158 
could have a silver lining, forcing countries to wean themselves 
off external support and accelerate self-reliance in sectors 
like health, education and agriculture, potentially prompting 
a difficult but necessary transition toward stronger national 
institutions. 

Still, some of these countries request peacebuilding assistance 
not because of dependency but rather by choice, because 
institutions are still being rebuilt in the wake of protracted 
conflict and repeated shocks. The path from fragility to 
resilience does not emerge from sudden disengagement. It 
depends on well-structured, long-term investment in national 
systems, leadership and institutions. Countries that have 
successfully reduced aid dependency, such as the Republic of 
Korea or Chile, did so with sustained support over decades, 
coordinated international engagement and clear national 
strategies. Abrupt withdrawal of assistance, especially in 
settings where institutions are still under strain, does not 
foster independence. It can result in needless suffering and 
deprivation, deepening rather than alleviating crisis.

Peacebuilding often means investing where and when no 
one else will — taking the kinds of political, financial and 
operational risks that other types of international investments 
avoid. Peacebuilding offers ways to navigate an increasingly 
volatile world where conflict risks are rising and aid resources 
are dwindling. This is a defining value of the field.

Peacebuilding Support: A Strategic 
Response to Global Challenges

Despite rising geopolitical polarization, declining trust and 
growing criticism of the multilateral system, peacebuilding 
support continues to stand out as one of the few approaches 
broadly embraced by both donor and recipient countries. 
The General Assembly’s landmark 2023 decision to approve 
$50 million per year over 5 years in assessed contributions to 
the Secretary-General’s Peacebuilding Fund (PBF), starting 
in 2025, reflects a rare consensus on the need for predictable 
and sustained financing in this field. Similarly, the increasing 
number of countries seeking to engage with the PBC and 
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requesting eligibility for PBF support demonstrates strong 
and growing confidence in UN peacebuilding assistance.

By placing national ownership at its core, peacebuilding 
affirms the leadership of national efforts and institutions. 
At the same time, its inclusive, whole-of-society approach 
enables international support that is context-specific, while 
grounded in the spectrum of internationally recognized rights 
and norms. The voluntary and nationally owned nature of 
engagement with the PBC provides a constructive platform for 
countries to seek international support. This makes the PBC a 
uniquely valuable — if underutilized — platform for advancing 
peacebuilding diplomacy and sustained international 
engagement.

As a number of UN peacekeeping operations prepare to draw 
down, the UN faces the urgent challenge of maintaining 
political engagement and peacebuilding support in 
increasingly complex post-mission environments. As 
demonstrated in Figure 10, annual peacekeeping budgets 
globally have undergone a steady decrease since 2014. 
Peacekeeping budgets have declined, on average, 5% per year 
in the 11-year period shown in the graph. 

The PBF has emerged as a critical instrument to sustain 
political presence and core peace and security functions 
as peacekeeping missions withdraw. Beyond its funding 
role, peacebuilding provides the policy, programming 
and partnership tools needed for security sector reform, 
disarmament, demobilization and reintegration, governance 
and local dialogue — bridging peace and development 
pathways. This broader contribution makes clear that 
peacebuilding is not an optional add-on but a vital evolution 
of the UN’s peace and security engagement — one that 
sustains international support for nationally led transitions 
and long-term peace. 

With ODA in decline, the international system faces growing 
pressure to demonstrate greater efficiency, coherence and 
impact. In circumstances of complex crisis and transition, 
people do not experience humanitarian, peace and security 
and development needs separately. Cross-pillar collaboration 
linking efforts to address these needs is more essential than 
ever.

This also applies to the use of digital tools and artificial 
intelligence in peacebuilding, which must remain grounded 
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Figure 10  Allocated UN Peacekeeping budget over time. UN Peace and Security Data Hub.159
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in human oversight, national ownership and local context. As 
peacebuilding actors increasingly consider the use of digital 
tools and artificial intelligence, these approaches require 
careful attention to risks and responsibilities. Consistent with 
cross-pillar responsible practice, such tools should support 
rather than replace human analysis and decision-making, 
and their relevance depends on alignment with national 
ownership, local capacities and contextual realities, including 
language, trust, access and data asymmetries.

Peacebuilding support offers a tested and practical model 
for such collaboration. The PBF requires joint proposals from 
multiple UN entities, fostering shared ownership and promoting 
coordination and complementarity across the UN system. The 
PBF’s project design and approval process itself reinforces a 
“One UN” approach: proposals are jointly developed by UN 
country teams and Resident Coordinator Offices; reviewed 
by the Department of Political and Peacebuilding Affairs 
(DPPA) and the Department of Peace Operations (DPO); and 
implemented by UN agencies, funds and programmes. But 
integrated programming still requires greater institutional 
backing, more agile coordination mechanisms and shared 
incentives across agencies and partners.

PBPSO also plays a strategic role in bridging political 
strategies with development financing, including from IFIs. 
In the Democratic Republic of the Congo, for example, PBPSO 
helped align World Bank investments with MONUSCO’s 
political priorities, demonstrating how peacebuilding can 
serve as a bridge between political engagement and long-
term development support. The PBF is uniquely suited for this 
bridging role: it invests in core peace and security priorities 
in fragile settings, draws on the UN’s political and technical 
expertise and provides entry points for aligning international 
financing with nationally defined peacebuilding priorities. 
Strengthening these linkages is essential to ensuring that 
peacebuilding and development efforts reinforce, not 
undermine, each other in the world’s most fragile and conflict-
affected contexts.

Importantly, this Overview illustrates how and when 
peacebuilding works: PBF investments that contributed to 
an estimated 80% reduction in local conflicts in Guatemala’s 
Polochic Valley, Kenya’s peace infrastructures that 
helped make elections less violent, Nigeria’s Borno State 
counterterrorism efforts and the reintegration of thousands 
of former combatants, or Colombia’s territorial development 

Young girls collect water in Yemen. Photo: PBF 2019.
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approach which provided an inclusive pathway to concretize 
the peace agreement. These and many more examples beyond 
the scope of this Overview send a clear message: despite 
strong headwinds and constrained financing, peacebuilding 
delivers. Those gains are not permanent. Peacebuilding 
results can remain fragile for extended periods and require 
sustained attention to hold. That, too, is an argument for 
investment.

Peacebuilding Impact: An Imperative

This inaugural Peacebuilding Overview has drawn on real 
experience — what has worked, what has not and where 
the peacebuilding community must focus next. It affirms 
that national ownership and leadership are essential and 
that sustainable peace can be achieved only by including 
all stakeholders across societies. In practice, this requires 
supporting inclusive approaches that bring together State and 
non-State actors across divides; adopting financing models 
that provide flexible, predictable support to nationally led 
initiatives; and strengthening participation and accountability 
to ensure that diverse perspectives shape programmes while 
international law and human rights are upheld.

Peacebuilders and those that support them can and must do 
better, particularly to measure and communicate their impact. 
Although stronger data and evidence alone cannot overcome 
the political and structural constraints facing peacebuilding, 
the ability to produce and share these will be critical for 
adapting programmes to rapidly changing contexts and for 
securing political and financial support moving forward. This 
means moving beyond fragmented, project-level monitoring 
toward integrated data and learning systems that enable 
real-time feedback, support adaptive decision-making and 
demonstrate the contribution of peacebuilding efforts to 
broader political, social and development outcomes.

This broader change can start with developing a common 
understanding of what peacebuilding support is and how it 
can be measured. This Overview proposed an operational 
definition: a politically anchored, inclusive and nationally 
owned approach to address the root causes of conflict within 
States across all phases by strengthening key capacities and 
institutions; an approach to deliver long-term impact by 
helping build resilient systems, reducing risks and catalysing 
sustainable development. 

Envisioned as a biennial publication, the Overview aims to 
continue showcasing successful peacebuilding initiatives, 
identify and debate critical trends, provide a platform to 
develop a common understanding of how to measure impact 
and continue to make a compelling case for investing in peace. 

Future issues of the Overview will deepen attention to areas 
this volume could only introduce: the women, peace and 
security (WPS) and youth, peace and security (YPS) agendas; 
the future of UN peace operations; and the question of how 
peacebuilding can be pursued even when conditions for 
national ownership are not yet met.

Peace is a global common good under threat. Peacebuilding 
is not the only response to that threat, but it is an effective 
and strategic one, and the choice to support it must be made 
deliberately and urgently. Peacebuilding is central to the 
international community’s ability to prevent conflict, protect 
development gains and support countries in transitions. The 
evidence presented in this Overview makes the case: the time 
to invest — and to prove that investment works — is now. 
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The Peacebuilding Overview is accompanied by this 
data annex to provide a foundation for analysing global 
peacebuilding trends, challenges and initiatives. This annex 
aims to enhance transparency, accountability and evidence-
based decision-making by compiling and presenting key 
peacebuilding metrics. Over time, it will serve as a repository 
of peacebuilding-related data, offering peacebuilding actors, 
policymakers and researchers easy access to high-quality and 
actionable insights. 

This first data annex will be refined as the Peacebuilding 
Impact Hub continues to enhance the tracking and 
documentation of peacebuilding activities and outcomes. 
The present data annex has been prepared independently 
using public sources. The data does not necessarily represent 
the official policies and views of the United Nations or of the 
authors of this Overview.

Key Insights

The data presented in this annex highlights the changing 
context of peacebuilding: conflicts are increasing in frequency, 
becoming more deadly and causing unprecedented levels 
of forced displacement. State-based conflicts are ever more 
internationalized, complex and prolonged, making them 
harder to resolve. At the same time, non-State conflicts are 
quickly becoming more frequent. Accordingly, the need to 
invest in peace has never been greater. 

These trends are not new but rather started to emerge in 
the mid-2010s, driven by a combination of factors, including 
geopolitical rivalries, weak governance and the expansion 
of transnational criminal networks. The increasing 
internationalization of State-based conflicts is largely 
fuelled by external military interventions, proxy wars and 
strategic competition among global and regional powers. 
Meanwhile, the rise in non-State conflicts and one-sided 
violence, particularly in the Americas, is closely linked to 
the growth of organized crime, weak governance, corruption 
and socio-economic inequalities. Additionally, climate 
change, resource competition and mass displacement are 
exacerbating tensions, further destabilizing already fragile 
regions and contributing to the persistence and escalation 
of violence.

While conflicts are on the rise globally, financial tracking 
data suggests that the proportion of official development 
assistance (ODA) devoted to peacebuilding is at its lowest 
since 2006, both in absolute value and as a percentage of 
all ODA. Data on conflict and governance further reinforce 
these concerns, showing that low human development 
continues to be strongly associated with a higher likelihood 
of experiencing State-based conflict, with over half of low-
development countries affected. Moreover, conflict-affected 
countries consistently rank among the lowest on governance 
indicators, particularly in areas such as political stability, rule 
of law, and control of corruption — highlighting the mutually 
reinforcing cycle of weak governance and prolonged violence. 
Further underscoring this crisis, countries affected by State-
based conflicts show no progress towards SDG 16 — the goal 
on building peace, justice and strong institutions. Nearly all 
continue to face deep, systemic governance and security 
failures requiring urgent action, more than half are showing 
no progress, and 40% are deteriorating as indicators of 
progress towards SDG 16 decline. 

Conflict Trends

The systematic tracking of organized violence shows that 
2024 experienced a record-breaking 63 State-based conflicts, 
the highest number since data collection began. This statistic 
marks a rapid increase that began in 2014–2015, likely 
because of growing fragmentation of global governance and 
geopolitics, declining trust in multilateral institutions and 
international law, the emergence of groups like the Islamic 
State in Iraq and the Levant (ISIL), political instability in 
the aftermath of the Arab Spring and weakening of State 
structures. Non-State conflicts and one-sided violence have 
similarly increased over the last decade, likely because of the 
expansion of transnational organized crime, the proliferation 
of armed groups, cross-border dynamics, socio-economic 
inequalities and weak State presence.

For State-based conflict, the data also shows a rapid increase 
in internationalized intra-State conflicts over the last decade, 
likely driven by a combination of geopolitical rivalries, proxy 
warfare and the fragmentation of State authority in fragile 
regions. Many intra-State wars draw in external actors — 
either through direct military intervention, arms transfers or 

Annex 1. Peacebuilding Data
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Annex Figures 1, 2 and 3  Number of conflicts by types and regions.

Note: (1) State-based conflicts: Armed conflict where at least one party is the Government of a State; (2) Non-State conflicts: Communal and organized armed 
conflict where none of the parties is the Government of a State; and (3) One-sided violence: Intentional attacks on civilians by governments and formally 
organized armed groups. Uppsala Conflict Data Program v.25.1.160,161,162,163
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Annex Figure 4  State-based conflicts by type, over time.

financial and logistical support — as competing powers seek 
to expand their influence or protect strategic interests. The 
Syrian Civil War, for example, was highly internationalized. 
Conflicts in Libya, Yemen and the Sahel region have similarly 

seen the involvement of external actors, at times fuelling 
internal divisions. The rise of terrorist groups, such as ISIL, 
has also prompted international engagement in intra-State 
conflicts.

Note: Extra-State conflicts occur between a State and an external non-State actor; inter-State conflicts involve direct armed confrontations between two or 
more sovereign States; internationalized intra-State conflicts are civil wars where external States intervene militarily on behalf of either the Government or 
rebel groups; intra-State conflicts are internal armed confrontations between a Government and domestic opposition groups, occurring within a single State’s 
borders without direct external State intervention. Uppsala Conflict Data Program v.25.1.164,165

Girls attend a rehabilitated school in Umm al Khairat, East Darfur. Photo: PBF 2022.
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Annex Figure 5  Fatalities by type of violence.

Fatalities 

Based on the number of direct fatalities resulting from 
conflicts, the last three years of record (2022–2024) stand 
out as the deadliest in over three decades, with over 150,000 
deaths every year between 2022 and 2024. There were just 
under 650,000 direct conflict-related deaths over that period, 
mostly due to State-based conflicts. The number of deaths is 
likely to be significantly higher once fatalities resulting from 

the effects of conflicts on health and livelihood are included. 
Some attempts have been made to quantify such excess death 
in selected conflicts and globally. One study found that as 
many as 30 million excess deaths were indirectly attributable 
to armed conflicts, between 1990 and 2017 — a period during 
which 2.7 million fatalities were recorded. This suggests that 
direct fatalities account for less than 10% of the excess deaths 
caused by conflicts.166 

Forced Displacement

Conflicts are the primary driver of forced displacement, 
as escalating violence, insecurity and destruction compel 
millions to flee their homes, leading to a sharp rise in refugees, 
internally displaced persons (IDPs) and asylum-seekers. 
Displacement tracking data show that the number of IDPs 
globally has doubled over the last decade, while the number 

of refugees and asylum-seekers has about tripled over that 
same period. The increase in IDPs is driven by crises in Africa, 
most notably in Sudan, Syria and Ethiopia. The increase in the 
number of refugees is a global trend. However, the conflict 
in Ukraine has caused more than six million people to flee 
their homes and seek refuge in neighbouring countries. The 
Venezuelan crisis has resulted in the largest increase in the 
number of asylum-seekers globally.

Note: State-based conflicts are armed conflicts where at least one party is the Government of a State; Non-State conflicts are communal and organized armed 
conflicts where none of the parties is the Government of a State; and One-sided violence is intentional attacks on civilians by governments and formally 
organized armed groups. Uppsala Conflict Data Program v.25.1.167,168,169
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Annex Figure 6  Forced displacement associated with conflict and generalized violence. International Displacement 
Monitoring Centre170 and the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees.171

Conflict and Development

The association between lower levels of human development 
and higher likelihood of experiencing State-based armed 
conflict is well established. Weaker institutions, economic 
instability and lower access to services tend to be both a 
source and outcome of violence and prolonged instability. 
This association is notable when analysing the number of 

countries experiencing State-based conflicts by human 
development categories. The human development index 
measures achievement in health, education and income.172 It 
is used to define four categories of development: very high, 
high, medium and low. In 2023, there were 34 countries that 
experienced State-based conflicts. During the twenty-year 
period between 2004 and 2023, 63 countries experienced 
State-based conflicts.
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Among countries with very high human development as of 
2023, 3 out of 74 (4%) experienced conflicts in 2023, and 6 
out of 74 experienced conflicts in the last two decades (2004–
2023). In contrast, the proportion of countries experiencing 
State-based conflicts is much higher among countries with 
low development: 14 out of 26 (55%) experienced conflicts in 
2023, and 19 out of 26 (73%) experienced conflicts between 
2004 and 2023. 

Governance

Poor governance — characterized by corruption, lack of 
accountability, weak institutions and political exclusion — 
creates conditions that fuel grievances, marginalization and 
ultimately violence. Conversely, conflict severely weakens 
governance by undermining State institutions, disrupting 
service delivery and eroding public trust in government.

Annex Figure 7  Countries experiencing State-based 
conflicts by 2023 human development category.173

The World Bank developed a series of indicators to assess 
the quality of governance in 214 countries worldwide — the 
Worldwide Governance Indicators (WGI).174 A composite 
measure is used to assess how government functions across 
six dimensions: 

1.	� Voice and accountability: Citizen participation in 
governance, freedom of expression, freedom of 
association and the extent to which media and civil society 
can operate freely;

2.	� Control of corruption: Extent to which public power is 
exercised for private gain, including both petty and grand 
corruption, as well as the effectiveness of anti-corruption 
policies;

3.	� Government effectiveness: Quality of public services, 
policy implementation and the competence of civil 
servants in delivering essential functions;

4.	� Political stability and absence of violence/terrorism: 
Likelihood of government destabilization, political 
violence and terrorism, which affect national security and 
governance;

5.	� Rule of law: Public confidence in and adherence to 
laws, property rights, contract enforcement and the 
independence of the judiciary; and

6.	� Regulatory quality: Government’s ability to create 
and enforce regulations that promote private-sector 
development and economic growth.

The data show that countries affected by State-based conflicts 
tend to score low across all WGI indicators, as instability 
undermines governance structures. In the following figure, 
each bar represents a country. Orange bars represent 
countries with State-based conflicts; they tend to cluster on 
the lower-right part of the figure, where the WGI scores are 
lower. 
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Sustainable Development Goal 16

SDG 16 aims to promote peaceful and inclusive societies, 
provide access to justice for all, and build effective, accountable 
and inclusive institutions at all levels by addressing violence, 
corruption, human rights abuses and weak governance. Data 
from the Sustainable Development Report tracks progress 
towards all SDGs, including SDG 16.176 In 2024, data on SDG 
16 was available for 31 of the 34 countries experiencing State-
based conflicts. This data shows that in all but three countries 
“major challenges remain” — the worst possible ranking 

denoting the presence of profound and systemic issues that 
demand urgent, transformative actions to initiate meaningful 
advancement. The other three countries rank slightly better 
as “significant challenges remain.” In terms of progress, only 2 
out of 31 countries with State-based conflict show a moderate 
increase toward the SDGs, while most are either stagnating 
(16 countries), indicating that no progress towards the SDG 
has been made, or decreasing (13 countries), suggesting that 
indicators are worsening, moving further away from achieving 
the targets. 

Financing

The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 
Development (OECD) monitors financial flows from donor 
countries to low- and middle-income countries, including 
countries experiencing acute fragility. This data shows that in 
2024, in countries classified as experiencing high or extreme 
fragility, $7.6 billion of ODA was allocated to peacebuilding, 
representing 7% of all ODA to such contexts. Despite the rising 
number of conflicts worldwide, the share of ODA allocated 
to peacebuilding efforts, both in these fragile States and 

globally, has stagnated or even declined in recent years. For 
the most fragile countries, both in terms of absolute amount 
and as a percentage of total ODA, current peace ODA is at its 
lowest since 2006. It must be noted that discrepancies exist in 
the definitions of activities considered as peacebuilding aid. 
For example, while the United Nations Peacebuilding Fund 
explicitly defines rule of law support as a core peacebuilding 
effort, the OECD classifies it under development aid, though 
it may be recognized as peace-relevant in fragile and conflict-
affected settings. 

90% 10%

% of countries with State-based conflicts

Major challenges remain Significant challenges remain

Challenges remain SDG achievement

42% 52% 6%

% of countries with State-based conflicts

Decreasing Stagnating Moderately Increasing On Track

Status of SDG 16

Progress towards SDG 16

Annex Figure 9  Status and progress towards SDG 16 among countries affected by State-based conflicts. Sustainable 
Development Report 2024. 
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Annex Figure 11  Percentage of ODA allocated to peace, humanitarian and development efforts in high- and extreme-fragility 
contexts over time. OECD 2025.178
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Cumulative Military Expenditure and ODA Allocated to Peace (2002–2024) 
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Annex Figure 12  Peace ODA compared to global military expenditure. Cumulative totals 2002–2024. OECD 2025179 and SIPRI 
Military Expenditure Database.180

The Stockholm International Peace Research Institute tracks 
global military expenditures. When compared to the OECD’s 
figures on ODA allocated to Peace, the disparity between peace 
spending and military spending becomes more apparent. 
Over a 23-year period, from 2002 to 2024, global military 
spending totals $45.2 trillion, averaging $2 trillion per year. 
And in 2025, global military spending reached yet another all-
time high of $2.9 trillion. Over that same time period (2002–
2024), ODA allocated to peace totalled $446 billion, averaging 

$19 billion per year. Peace ODA represents 0.99% of military 
spending over this 23-year period. 

Data from the United Nations Peace and Security Data Hub 
tracks funds allocated to global annual peacekeeping budgets 
over the period 2013–2024. Global annual peacekeeping 
budgets have dropped consistently since 2014, on average a 
decline of 5% per year. The allocated peacekeeping budget in 
2024 is 46% lower than the 2013 budget.
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